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Executive Summary

Port and harbor infrastructure is essential to the State of Alaska’s transportation system
and economy. The State constructed the majority of this infrastructure and maintained it
on behalf of local communities. Following declining oil revenues in the mid-1980s, the
State began the process of transferring harbor facilities to local governments, with many
transfers occurring throughout the 1990s and early 2000s. Many of the facilities were at or
nearing the end of their useful service life at the time of transfer.

This research adopted a Soft Systems Methodology (SSM) approach to determine how the
capacity of local governments evolved to sustainably provision operations, maintenance,
and improvements of harbor facilities since the transfer of ownership from the State.
Additionally, the research defined the barriers local governments face in developing
capacity. The research used precedent studies to develop criteria for measuring financial,
technical, and institutional capacity of local governments in managing harbor operations,
as well as to develop insights on the transfer of harbor facilities from the State to local
governments and the economic and political context for the relationship between the State
and local governments.

Five semi-structured, virtual interviews with various stakeholders were conducted; 27
grant applications were analyzed from a State-run grant program that was developed for
harbor facilities following the transfer of ownership; and 16 surveys of harbor managers (or
similar) were analyzed.

Results constructed historical information related to the harbor transfer, including harbor
conditions, transfer timelines, purchase price, and deferred maintenance funds. Findings
suggest that the infrastructure received in poor condition has improved marginally since
the transfer and still requires considerable improvements. Key findings indicate that local
governments have grown their financial, technical, and institutional capacity to more
sustainably manage harbor infrastructure since the transfer, but that the governments face
obstacles in becoming fully self-sufficient.

Developing sustainable user fees and financing major improvement and replacement
projects are major barriers. Local governments additionally face challenges with harbor
staffing and technical knowledge-building through both personnel experience and
documented operation and maintenance (O&M) plans. Lastly, results indicate that there is
a discrepancy in the local and State government perspectives about how to overcome
barriers but also mutual understanding that they face similar challenges in managing
public infrastructure.
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The patterns and contradictions identified during this research present pathways for
improving local capacity to sustainably provision services.

The strong, positive relationships between harbor departments and their local
governments and users will aid in conversations about closing the gap between what users
can afford and what harbors must charge for sustainable operations. Should subsidization
of operations be necessary, these relationships are still valuable in developing additional
local revenue streams for support of harbor facilities. Strong and positive regional
relationships between harbors also provides opportunities to improve regional economic
cooperation and development to support local governments.

Additionally, harbors are commonly staffed by those with a vested interest in supporting
those they serve, whether due to a personal or family background in careers such as
commercial fishing or the U.S. Coast Guard. This aids employee understanding of harbor
operations and promotes meaningful employment. This research finds that development
and execution of O&M plans should be prioritized to better support these staff and assistin
valuable knowledge transfer, especially to counteract challenges in staff turnover,
recruitment, and training.

Local governments find the Alaksa Municipal Harbor Facility Grant Program to be
incredibly valuable in supporting large and expensive harborimprovement and
replacement projects that communities may not otherwise be able to afford. Suggested
improvements to this program include an agreement for a minimum annual amount of
State program funding; refocused scoring criteria to reflect the need for continued State
support; increasing the funding cap amount to reflect the considerable increase in
material costs since the program was introduced; and specific attention to supporting
smaller or economically disadvantaged communities.

Lastly, this research suggests more candid, collaborative conversations between the local
and State governments about mutual expectations for self-sustaining governance and
support. Local governments have successfully progressed from fully state-subsidized
harbor operations toward self-sustaining operations but face ongoing challenges. With
declining oil revenues and uncertainty in reliable funding sources, the State of Alaska is
also navigating challenges in sustainable infrastructure development and service
provisioning. These shared challenges present a unique opportunity for collaboration,
knowledge-sharing, and strategy development between the state and local governments.
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Introduction

The State of Alaska’s (State) port and harbor infrastructure is vital to the State and local
transportation system, as well as a catalyst for economic development (Alaska Municipal
League [AML] 2023). Harbors serve as the homeport supporting commercial fisheries,’
tourist charters, marine support services, and marine transportation services (Northern
Economics, Inc. [NEI] 2011; Thomas et al. 2016; Alaska Section of the Alaska Section of the
American Society of Civil Engineers [ASCE] 2025).

The State constructed port and harbor facilities and maintained them on behalf of local
communities until the 1980s, when it could no longer afford to operate the harbors and
began the process of divesting them to local communities, with many harbors nearing or at
the end of their useful service life at the time of transfer (AML 2023; Ritchie 2016; ASCE
2025). More than 125 small boat harbors, boat launch ramps, and other port facilities were
constructed and initially maintained by the State (ASCE 2025). Local governments agreed
to take on infrastructure, acknowledging they were receiving infrastructure in a state of
disrepair and were not prepared to sustainably maintain and operate it (AML 2023; Ritchie
2016; ASCE 2025).

While a number of major harbor improvement and replacement projects have occurred,
many of them funded with the assistance of State and federal funds, local governments in
Alaska continue to face challenges sustainably provisioning maintenance, management,
and major improvement of the port and harbor infrastructure (Darrell 2024; ASL 2021; AML
2023).

As precedent studies have shown, divesting infrastructure to lower levels of government
presents challenges and opportunities: On one hand, divestitures create concern over
whether governments have the capacity to effectively manage their infrastructure; on the
other hand, divestitures encourage governments to operate more self-sufficiently and
more effectively manage infrastructure according to local needs (Stough 2005; Walter
Honadle 2001).

Scope of Problem

The core problem being studied in this work is that local governments in charge of
maintaining this vital transportation infrastructure are struggling to sustainably provision
maintenance, operation, and major improvement of the facilities, with some communities
struggling to keep pace with the rate at which the infrastructure continues to deteriorate.
This research seeks to explore local governments’ financial, technical, and institutional

1 Fisheries include those fishing for economic purposes in Alaska’s waters (Thomas et al. 2016).
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capacity to sustainably provision operation and maintenance (O&M) services since the
local government took ownership of the harbor facilities.

The main question this research proposes to answer is: How has the capacity of local
governments in Alaska evolved to sustainably provision operations, maintenance, and
improvements of harbor facilities since the transfer of ownership from the State?
Additionally, what are the barriers these governments face in developing capacity?

Ports are areas where cargo can be loaded and unloaded by vessels, while harbors are
sheltered areas of protection where vessels can moor, load/unload passengers and goods,
or secure supplies (NEI 2011). While cities typically operate ports and harbors, this
research intends to focus on harbor infrastructure. Because ports are part of the domestic
and international supply chain and part of a broader network, they have significance
statewide and may involve State-level strategic planning (NEI 2011). On the other hand,
State support for harbors has focused more on providing resources at the local level to
create self-sufficiency in management. Because this research proposes to focus on local
capacity-building, a specific focus on harbors is more appropriate.

Methodology

A Soft Systems Methodology (SSM) approach using mixed methods that incorporate
qualitative and quantitative analyses was adopted to address the research questions.

Criteria were developed to measure the financial, technical, and institutional capacity of
Alaska’s local governments based on precedent studies. The quantitative research
included analysis of the relevant components of past grant applications for the statutory
Alaska Municipal Harbor Facility Grant Program (Harbor Grant Program) — one of the main
forms of assistance in harbor improvement and repair projects that was created following
the transfer of ownership. The qualitative research included semi-structured phone/virtual
interviews with relevant stakeholders, as well as the distribution of a survey to harbor
managers (or similar).

Results of these data sources were analyzed to provide an understanding of how financial,
technical, and institutional capacity have grown over time and what barriers exist in
building such elements of capacity.

Anticipated Results

Previous literature on the topic of local capacity to manage harbor facilities in Alaska is
limited, and this research proposes two related questions to provide additional literature
for this research area. The first question — understanding how local capacity has evolved -
is exploratory in nature. Results provide documentation for the range of existing financial,
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technical, and institutional capacity measurements for local governments managing
previously State-owned harbor facilities in Alaska. The second question seeks to identify
barriers to building the capacity necessary to manage facilities, which the research results
will also delineate.

This research anticipates a wide range of existing capacity levels for local governments,
with the growth in capacity since the transfer of harbor facilities based on the net operating
income of harbor facilities; average tenure of government and harbor staff and
opportunities afforded to them; the health and diversification of the local economy;
autonomy in harbor funding; the strength of their political connection with State
government; the severity of local climate conditions; and the degree of the community’s
remoteness and ruralness — including the population size; distance to major urban
areas/transportation hubs, and connection to the road system.

The research also anticipates shared institutional barriers to include weak relationships
with influential external players. Shared financial barriers include small local populations
and economies; harbor moorage rates that have changed incrementally since the transfer
of ownership; and consistently rising/non-stabilizing maintenance and repair costs.
Shared technical barriers include staff turnover and loss of knowledge transfer; the lack of
adequate maintenance planning and follow-through; and high deferred maintenance
backlogs with minimum levels of preventative maintenance. Most importantly, itis
predicted that these issues are interlinked in a manner that makes a challenge in one
element of capacity a barrier to addressing another.
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Literature Review

The literature reviewed for this research shows how precedent studies have measured
capacity levels of local governments in managing public infrastructure. The literature
review also provides political and economic context for how local governments operate
within the State. The literature review additionally provides historical insight into the harbor
transfer and an assessment of infrastructure conditions.

Understanding Capacity in Local Government

Various researchers have sought to define the local capacity necessary to create
adaptable, durable infrastructure systems and identified various criteria for measuring
capacity. Three criteria for measuring capacity were identified from precedent studies and
selected for further evaluation and discussion: financial capacity, technical capacity, and
institutional capacity. Due to the limited available research specific to capacity-building of
local governments in Alaska to manage their harbor infrastructure, the reviewed literature
included evaluation of surface transportation, marine, and sewer and water infrastructure,
as well as general rural local governance, in other states and countries.

Of note is the interlinked nature and interaction of these elements of capacity, with
weaknesses in one area detracting from the overall system. Rosenhead and Minger argue
that most systems managers operate within do not consist of problems that are
“independent of each other” but which include “dynamic situations that consist of
complex systems of changing problems that interact with each other” (2001, p. 4).

Financial Capacity

Inadequate financial resources can serve as a significant barrier to provisioning
infrastructure services and include limited tax revenue generation capabilities, decreased
level of financial support from state and federal sources, and state policies on tax
expenditure limits (Helpap 2023). Signals of limited financial capacity include deferring
expenditures and cutting services. Without additional financial resources, however,
governments struggle to address the challenges often created by limited financial
resources (Helpap 2023).

Measuring financial capacity involves evaluating both the quantity of financial resources -
or the size of the budget and financial resources available — and the source of resources,
such as if a city is sourcing funds from its local tax base or if it relies on external grant
programs or agencies (De Loe et al. 2002; Alm et al. 2021). Financial capacity can be
determined by a system provisioner’s ability to raise and manage finances necessary for
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long-term system operation (Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation [ADEC]
2022).

Technical Capacity

The local government’s role in monitoring, managing, and provisioning various services to
residents requires adequate staff with specialized knowledge to perform day-to-day
administrative functions and technical undertakings, as well as to interpret findings from
external groups such as consultants (Alm et al. 2021; De L6e et al. 2002; Walter Honadle
2001). For highly regulated environments such as water and sewer infrastructure in Alaska,
technical capacity includes having the skills and knowledge to construct, operate, and
maintain the system to adhere to accepted standards (ADEC 2022). This extends to
managerial capacity — or having the appropriate staffing to manage necessary personnel
and relationships with external partners.

Through a survey of 236 rural local governments in Wisconsin, researchers found staff and
management capacity to be constrained due to limited training, small staff sizes, and
limited proficiency in areas of work (Helpap 2023).

Institutional Capacity

Institutional capacity of local governments can be assessed by the regulatory and non-
regulatory agreements that exist within each municipality or the agreements which they
are subject to from external players, such as state and federal agencies (De Loe et al.
2002). These can be some of the most influential barriers to local government adaptability
(Stough 2005; De Loe et al. 2002).

Institutional capacity can be measured through the institutional arrangements local
government create, such as plans, policies, and strategies, as well as how they operate
within the context of state and federal systems, including state legislation and regulations
(De Loe et al. 2002; Alm et al. 2021). Impacts of state-level polices on local revenues, such
as the declining state support for local governments and state-imposed levy limits, were
the second most-cited challenge by rural local governments in Wisconsin in overcoming
the challenges they face (Helpap 2023).

Local Government Dependence on State Support, State Government
Dependence on Federal Support

The following literature explores the State political and economic landscape, which
provides an important perspective on infrastructure financing for local governments in
Alaska.
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The political culture in Alaska has historically been considered more pragmatic than
following strict ideological lines, with weak party systems (Thomas and Sattler 2016).
Despite the outward appearance of independence in lifestyle, there is a strong
dependence on government aid to maintain the lifestyle Alaskans desire, creating a
political culture of “dependent individualism” (Thomas and Sattler 2016, p. 68). This
includes both the State’s dependence on the federal government and the local
government’s dependence on the State government.

For example, the federal government exerts a great deal of influence over Alaska in the
form of federal funding and control of State resources such as fisheries (Thomas and
Savatgy 2016). Similarly, the State government provisions numerous services typically
provided by local governments in other U.S. states and is more heavily involved in funding
local governments than most states (Ritchie 2016). Federal funding is the major
contributor to transportation development in Alaska, including initial construction and
continued operation and maintenance of State and local projects (Connor et al. 2016).

The pragmatic and individualistic approach common to Alaska politics combined with the
antitax attitude and lack of tax base in many “rural-bush communities”? creates a complex
paternalistic relationship between the State and local governments. This complex
relationship includes a persistent need for government funding and subsidization of local
infrastructure, as well as consistent pursuit of new capital projects to support economic
development (Thomas et al., 2016; Ritchie 2016).

Devolution of State Services and Funding

“Devolution” describes the transfer of service provisioning from states to local
governments that emerged in the 1960s (Walter Honadle 2001). In the context of
devolution, the desire of Alaska communities to operate independently while remaining
dependent on State subsidies is especially important to consider.

Oil revenues have allowed the State and its residents to pursue infrastructure
development without imposing high taxes (Turo et al. 2016). Additionally, the low
population and isolated, geographically distant nature of many of Alaska’s communities
requires State provisioning of services such as infrastructure, public education, and public
welfare, which was recognized in the Alaska Statehood Act and the Alaska Constitution

2This research defines “rural-bush” according to Thomas et al., 2016, p. 48. “Rural” is defined broadly as
small communities outside of urban areas but which are on the road system, primarily Caucasian/non-
Native, and have a cash economy (i.e., Haines or Delta Junction). “Bush” is similarly broad and includes
mainly Alaska Native communities that are typically not road-accessible and where subsistence lifestyle is
dominant (i.e., Naknek and Kobuk). “Rural-bush” then generally describes any communities that are either
on or off the road system but located outside of major urban areas.
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(Ritchie 2016; AML 2023). State revenue sharing, now called “Community Assistance,” was
a method for the State to provide services to communities from high resource yields (AML
2023).

The strong oil revenues the State experienced in the early 1980s allowed the State to
establish many “rural-bush” communities, develop infrastructure, and provision services,
with the understanding that these communities typically did not have a suitable funding
base to maintain such systems — a challenge still present today (Ritchie 2016). This
revenue sharing reached a peak in 1984 and 1985. Since the decline of oil revenues, the
State has turned away from revenue sharing and service provisioning, placing more
responsibility on local governments, including reducing funding for capital and operating
expenditures as well as beginning to charge for previously free services (Ritchie 2016). For
example, Community Assistance provides 16% of the funds it did in 1986 (AML 2023).

Divestiture of Alaska’s Harbor Facilities

This research concerns the divestiture of harbor facilities from the State to local
governments and local governments’ capacity to manage them. The State began
constructing ports and harbors, along with other transportation infrastructure, during
World War Il (Connor, Nakazawa, and Thomas 2016). More than 125 small boat harbors,
boat launch ramps, and other port facilities were constructed and maintained by the State
over the decades (ASCE 2025). Following the decline in oil revenues in the mid-1980s, the
State began planning for the transfer of port and harbor facilities to local governments,
aligning with the overall trend toward devolving State services (Richie 2016; AML 2023).

Of the 117 ports and harbors owned by local governments, 82 were transferred from State
ownership to local governments (Andreassen 2021). Today, DOT&PF manages 19 harbor
and dock facilities (DOT&PF 2024).

The urgent need to divest harbors from the State to local governments can be surmised
from the purchase price, with harbors being sold for as low as $1 (Darrell 2024). This low
price is due to the majority of facilities being at the end of their service life and in generally
poor condition at the time of transfer (ASL 1993; ASL 2021; AML 2024; ASCE 2025; Alaska
Association of Harbormasters and Port Administrators [AAHPA] 2024).

Prior to the transfer of facilities, harbor deficiencies had not been adequately addressed,
State-owned harbors were not being included in State budgets, and there was a backlog of
deferred maintenance issues (ASL 1993; ASL 2021; AAHPA 2024; AML 2024). Due in part
the infrastructure condition, representatives from local governments expressed concern
that they did not have the capacity to ensure harbors would be cost-effective operations in
the future (ASL 1993).
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Today, the State is contending with balancing a problematic budget caused by low oil
prices and reduced federal support (Brooks 2025a). Legislators navigated the most recent
budget session with substantial budget cuts and no tax increases, with little increased
funding for most State services and no funding for local district projects (Brooks 2025a,
2025b). This includes reduced funding for roadway maintenance but setting aside
significant matching funds for DOT&PF to use on federal aid for new capital projects
(Brooks 2025c). The low oil prices and declining federal aid call the State’s future funding
of services or local projects into question, with one legislator describing Alaska’s financial
outlook as a “coming storm” (Brooks 2025d).

Managing Harbor Operations & Maintenance

In Alaska, operations, maintenance, and improvement strategies vary widely due to the
discrepancy in available resources in communities, as well as the impact of the transfer of
facility ownership from the State to municipalities (ASCE 2025). Harbor infrastructure must
be constructed and maintained to withstand severe environmental conditions (Sorum
2006), and infrastructure improvement projects in Alaska are met with complex logistics,
high transportation costs, long travel distances, and the high maintenance and repair
costs due to harsh climate conditions (Cioni-Haywood 2016; NEI 2011).

Existing Infrastructure Conditions

Results from a survey of 27 port and harbor facilities, some of which were not previously
State-owned, indicate lower confidence in existing and projected harbor funding sources,
with somewhat higher confidence in funding operations and maintenance and overall
facility condition (Table 1; AML 2020).

Table 1. Rating of Existing Port and Harbor Condition and Capacity Levels.

Question Average Median

How would you rate the capacity of your existing harbor/port facility(s) to meet | 2.8 3
current and future demand For example, if you believe your harbor/port is
sufficient to meet 20 year demand projections, count 5 stars. If those
capabilities (moorage, cranes, loading facilities, etc.) cannot meet even
current demand, count 1 star.

What is your assessment of the overall condition (excellent=5 stars, poor=1 2.7 3
star and, second for your assessment of the level of current problems as
exhibited by service disruptions, where the scoring would be 5 stars for zero
disruptions per year, 1 star for an "unacceptable" level (by your
determination). The overall rating should be an average of the two ratings
described above.

What is the ongoing cost to operate and maintain your harbor/port facility(s)? 2.8 3
(Consider future met/unmet dredging needs.) Rate 1-5 stars, 5 representing
low and stable cost of maintenance relative to operation, 1 representing high
and growing (or unstable) cost of maintenance relative to operations.
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20 Year Investment Shortfalls, Construction Spending (Yearly): How well does | 2.1 2
current funding meet current needs? Consider local funding sources and
dependence upon state/other funding opportunities. Rate 1-5 stars, as 5 being
we have all we need, to 1 being not at all.

Available Capacity to Meet Future Demand Projections: How well does 2.3 2
forecasted funding meet projected future needs? Rate 1-5 stars, 5 stars being
we have all we need, to 1 being not at all.

Note: This data was recreated from original data for presentation in this table; the average and median were
calculated based on raw data provided by AML. Ratings are on a scale of 1 (lowest) to 5 (highest).

Source: AML 2020

ASCE’s 2025 report card gave Alaska’s Ports a grade of C-, which was an increase from the
2021 report card’s grade of D+ for Ports and Harbors (ASCE 2025; ASCE 2021). One aspect
of the grade raise included the number of improvement projects made possible with
federal funding through the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act, signed into law in
2021. Federal funding has allowed for many harbor improvement projects that would not
have otherwise been possible (ASCE 2025). Between fiscal year (FY) 2019 and 2024,
various federal funding programs accounted for over $340 million in Alaska maritime
improvement projects, with most of communities funded not being urban areas (ASCE
2025; U.S. Census Bureau [USCB] 2023).

To address the burden associated with local governments taking ownership of the harbor
facilities in disrepair, as well as to aid communities in developing self-sufficiency to
manage harbor operations, Alaska Statute (AS) 29.60.800 created the Harbor Grant
Program in 2006 (AAHPA 2024; AML 2023; ASL 2021; DOT&PF 2025). The program has been
a major funder of harbor improvement and replacement projects, requiring a 50% match
for construction costs from local governments, as well as 100% coverage of design costs
(AAHPA 2024).

The Harbor Grant Program has Tier 1 and Tier 2 applicants; Tier 1 applicants are those with
harbors formerly owned by the State; applicants can only receive funds under Tier 1 once
(DOT&PF 2025). Tier 2 applicants include those that have previously been awarded grant
funds under Tier 1, as well as those applicants with facilities that have never been State-
owned. The grant applications require a considerable amount of information that includes
a comprehensive assessment of a harbor’s existing condition and documentation of the
ability to sustainably manage operations should funding be secured. The complexity of the
applications is a potential barrier to communities submitting for smaller but meaningful
projects (NEI 2011).

Table 2 shows the eligible and non-eligible projects that can be funded under the Harbor
Grant Program.
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Table 2. Eligible and non-eligible projects for funding under Harbor Grant Program.

Eligibility

Project Type

Eligible projects

e Approach structures

e Pilings and anchors

e Accessramps and gangways

o Float systems for permanent and

e transient moorage

e Floating breakwaters

e  Utility systems integral to the float systems (specifically power, lights,
fresh water, sewage pump out, and fire protection)

e Launchramps

e Seaplane floats

e Portable or trailer mounted

e equipment for firefighting, sewage

e pump out, oily bilge water, etc.

e Other appurtenances necessary for the basic operation of the harbor
facility

e Third party contracts for construction management and inspection
services

Non-eligible projects

e Dredging, blasting or mechanical removal of harbor basin materials

e Rubble-mound breakwaters and revetments

e Dikes, groins, and jetties

e Wharfs and docks for large commercial or tourist marine vessels (greater
than

o 125feet LOA)

e Seawalls, bulkheads, sheet pile walls, gabions, and quays

e Accessroads and upland improvements

e Boathouses

e Commercial or privately owned utility systems on the float systems

e Fueland oil distribution systems

e Platform floats for small buildings, restrooms, or commercial retail space

e Landscaping and facility amenities, e.g., trash receptacles, used oil
collection tanks, storage/locker boxes, etc.

e Security or close circuit television video (CCTV) systems

e  Utility system improvements beyond the harbor facility limits, e.g.,
electrical and water/sewer line extensions to bring those services to the
harbor facility

e Harbormaster offices, buildings, offices, shops, boat yards or storage
structures

e Vessel hoisting machinery and boat haul-out systems

e Planning and engineering studies, land acquisition or bidding documents,
i.e., Plans and Specifications

Note: Data was recreated from the original source for presentation in this table.
Source: Harbor Grant Program application (Appendix D)

Funding for the Harbor Grant Program has been inconsistent, and the program funding
requests have only been fully funded three times since it was created (ASCE 2025). Figure
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1 shows the discrepancy Harbor Grant Program in funding and applications between FY
2020 and 2025.

Figure 1. DOT&PF Harbor Facility Grant Program Demand and Awards.
Alaska {DOT& PF) Harbor Facility Grant

FY20 FY21 FY22 ‘FYQB FY24 FY25

Program

# Projects submitied 5 8 5 7 3 1

# Funded 0 0 ] 5 2 ]
Funds Requested $74M0 $12.1M $14M $20M $9.5M $5M
Funds Approved $0 $0 $5M $146.4M $5.5M $5M

Source: ASCE 2025, p. 68.

Existing Funding Mechanisms

In a 2020 survey of Alaska port and harbor facilities, 68% of the respondents were “very
concerned” about the availability of government funding and 32% were “somewhat
concerned,” notincluding the non-responses (AML 2020).

A 2020 survey of 27 port and harbor facilities found that the planned or underway capital
improvement projects amounted to approximately $1.6 billion, a 0.7% decrease for the
same responses of NEI’'s 2010 survey of port and harbor facilities (Andreassen 2021; NEI
2021; NEI 2011). The cost of capital projects needed, but not yet planned, amounted to
approximately $389 million, a 134.1% increase for those respondents from NEI’s 2010
survey. Extrapolating the 2020 survey data to estimate the expenditures for all 275 survey
responses previously collected under NEI’s 2010 survey, the planned capital expenditures
amounts to approximately $2.6 billion and the needed but not planned expenditures is
approximately $588 million (NEI 2021).

As research has shown, consistent underinvestment in maintenance and repairdue to a
lack of long-term financial planning, as well as insufficient user fees for infrastructure
services, leads to maintenance backlogs and declining infrastructure conditions (Alm et al.
2021; Dowall and Whittington 2003). Maintenance can be ignored so long as infrastructure
remains invisible — and infrastructure only becomes visible when it breaks down (Graham
and Thrift 2007; Alm et al. 2021; Gibson and Rioja 2024). Additionally, maintaining existing
infrastructure is especially challenging for rural governments, with the ability to provision
such services limited by financial resources and staff capacity (Helpap 2023).

Alaska’s port and harbor facilities are commonly run as enterprise operations, which
involves charging for facility services to support operations (NEI 2011). Through the
analysis of 298 surveys delivered to harbor administrators and facility managers, as well as
various stakeholders, NEI found that the majority of port and harbor enterprise funds
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incorporate depreciation expenses into operating costs and, in nearly every case,
depreciation expenses outweighed revenues. Table 3 provides a summary of selected
cases.

Table 3. Recorded Enterprise Funds, Operating Funds, and Expenses of Select Communities.

Functions/Programs Operating Revenues Operating Expenses Net Operating Income
($) and Depreciation ($) $)
Juneau Docks and Harbors Enterprise Funds, Operating Revenues and Expenses, Dollars, 2009*
Boat Harbors 2,630,220 3,445,202 (814,982)
Docks 1,762,619 2,126,482 (363,863)
Sitka Harbor Enterprise Fund, Operating Revenues and Expenses, Dollars, 2009*
Harbors Enterprise 1,698,769 2,274,947 (576,178)
Fund
Whittier Small Boat Harbor Enterprise Fund, Operating Revenues and Expenses, Dollars, 2008

Small Boat Harbor 1,077,808 | 1,191,934 (114,126)

Valdez Port and Harbor, Operating Revenues and Expenses, Dollars, 2008
Port 393,498 $1,731,920** (1,338,422)
Harbor 806,634 $1,211,257*** (404,623)

Cordova, Port Enterprise Fund, Operating Revenues and Expenses, Dollars, 2009
Port Enterprise Fund | 931,498 | 1,459,834 (528,336)
City of Homer, Port and Harbor Enterprise Fund Operating Revenues and Expenses, Dollars, 2009
Port of Homer | 3,347,738 | 4,793,655 | (1,445,917)
City of Unalaska, Ports and Harbors Enterprise Funds, Operating Revenues and Expenses, Dollars,
2009
Ports and Harbors | 3,681,207 | 4,062,778 | (381,571)
City of Kodiak, Select Enterprise Funds, Operating Revenues and Expenses, Dollars, 2009*

Boat Harbor | 2,183,999 | 2,780,977 | (596,978)

Note: Data was recreated from the original source for presentation in this table.

Source: NEI 2011, Appendix B, p. 13 to 30.

Note: Table includes only harbors known to be previously State-owned.

*Indicates communities identified as urban areas according to USCB 2023.

**Data specifically noted that, of the total operating expenses and depreciation, the depreciation value was
$1,227,829.

***Data specifically noted that, of the total operating expenses and depreciation, the depreciation value was
$423,094.

What is not captured through the net operating income losses —which show only the direct
charge for goods and serves —is that ports and harbors generate substantial indirect
revenues for communities through the general sales tax, fisheries business tax, seafood
sales tax, and fisheries landing tax (NEI 2011).

However, user fees in Alaska harbors are much lower than in other states (HDR 2024). For
example, the City and Borough of Sitka’s annual moorage rates (measured as dollar per
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foot per year) are considered above average in Alaska, but they are not the highest in the
State and are much lower than ports in Washington State. Sitka’s annual moorage rate is
$55 per foot per year while Juneau’s moorage rate at Statter Harbor — the highest in the
State —is $99. The majority of the Washington rates analyzed in the report range from $105
to $320, with four Washington ports with rates ranging from $77 to $86.

Attempts to raise harbor user fees, including following formal rate studies, have received
pushback, with the need to create sustainable funding streams or healthy funding surplus
at odds with users' ability or willingness to take on higher costs (Lopez 2025; Anastas 2023;
Darrell 2024). Developing sustainable user fees is essential to supporting operations and
improvements, and such fees should be calculated through a record of construction and
maintenance costs and maintenance budgeting (Sorum 2006).

Key Findings

Prior research defined financial, technical, and institutional capacity criteria and ways to
measure them, as well as painted the political and historical context for the transfer of
harbor facilities and the current facility management practices and challenges.

Financial capacity includes self-sufficiency in funding infrastructure operations and
improvements; technical capacity includes staff who can effectively manage the
infrastructure and providing the training to support them; and institutional capacity
includes successfully operating within regulatory/political constraints and developing
plans and strategies to effectively guide operations (Helpap 2023; De Lée et al. 2002; Alm
et al. 2021; ADEC 2022; Stough 2005; Walter Honadle 2001).

Local governments and the State government in Alaska are more dependent on
infrastructure development subsidization and support for services than many other states
in the U.S. (Ritchie 2016; Thomas et al., 2016; Thomas and Sattler 2016). This dependence
in combination with independent and antitax attitudes has created a complex,
paternalistic relationship between the local and State governments (Thomas and Sattler
2016; Thomas et al., 2016; Ritchie 2016).

The State constructed port and harbor facilities and managed them on behalf of
communities; however, with the drop in oil revenues in the mid-1980s came the decline in
State revenue sharing and the deferral of State service provisioning to local governments —
which is not an uncommon trajectory for states in the U.S. (Walter Honadle 2001; Turo et
al. 2016; AML 2023; Connor, Nakazawa, and Thomas 2016).

Local governments that were previously dependent on the State for funding and services
were ill-prepared to receive harbor facilities, especially when many were received in a
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state of disrepair and communities lacked sustainable funding mechanisms to support
maintenance and improvements (ASL 1993; ASL 2021; AML 2024; ASCE 2025; AAHPA
2024). At the same time, local governments have an expectation of State service
provisioning and funding, creating a rift in the relationship between local governments and
the State (Thomas and Sattler 2016; Thomas et al., 2016; Ritchie 2016).

Today, harbor infrastructure is in generally poor to fair condition —improving over recent
years due to an influx of federal infrastructure funding and somewhat inconsistent but
valuable State funding (ASCE 2025; AAHPA 2024; AML 2020). However, there are
considerable improvements to be made, amounting to over $500 million in needed but
unplanned expenditures and local concerns over the availability of government funding
support (AML 2020; NEI 2021). While user fees are essential to effective harbor facility
operations and eventual replacement (Sorum 2006), the user fees that support harbor
enterprise operations in Alaska are lower compared to other states, but local governments
face hurdles in raising them (HDR 2024; Lopez 2025; Anastas 2023; Darrell 2024).
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Methodology

Research Context and Aim

This research explored local governments’ financial, technical, and institutional capacity
to adequately provision operation, maintenance, and improvement of harbor facilities
since the local government took ownership of harbor facilities from the State. The research
assessed the barriers governments face in developing such capacity.

This research analyzed data from communities in the Southeast, Southcentral, and
Southwest Alaska Regions. Previous literature about local government capacity to manage
harbors in Alaska following the transfer of facilities from the State to local governments is
limited. As such, this research is exploratory in nature and instead documents and
develops historical evidence, criteria for capacity measurement, existing capacity levels,
and barriers to building capacity.

The research will define existing conditions that can be explored further in future research
efforts. In the context of SSM, this includes developing provisional Root Definitions and
associated conceptual models that will map the complexities of the research problem and
reveal patterns in barriers to building capacity. Specific limitations associated with this
research are noted in the Discussion chapter.

Research Components

A SSM approach that incorporates mixed methods was used to determine the inextricably
linked components of local capacity to manage harbor infrastructure. Precedent literature
assessing local capacity to manage infrastructure, challenges in rural governance, and
infrastructure development in Alaska was used in defining local capacity and analyzing
capacity building and barriers through quantitative and qualitative studies (i.e., Helpap
2023; De Loe et al. 2002; Alm et al. 2021; ADEC 2022; Taylor 2023).

This approach includes quantitative analysis from screening criteria documented in
previous Harbor Grant Program applications that assessed existing facility conditions and
sustainable management practices. Qualitative analyses include a survey of harbor
managers and interviews with various stakeholders. These qualitative sources are not
intended to replace the diverse stakeholder perspectives that take shape in the
participative process “intrinsically” linked to the SSM approach (Rosenhead and Mingers
2001, p. 70). However, the interviews with multiple types of participants related to harbor
operations and the survey of harbor managers are intended to incorporate broader
participation in assessing the problem situation.
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Problem Statement Examination

The Literature Review chapter examined historical and existing harbor infrastructure
condition; established an understanding of the political and economic landscape;
discussed the local government structure and challenges in managing such infrastructure;
and identified the various stakeholders. From this research, a preliminary semantic map of
the messy, complex problem situation was developed to create a visual representation of
the identified problems, as well as the differing perspectives of the problem at-hand

(Figure 2).
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Figure 2. Semantic Map of the Problem Situation.
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Constructing Historical Timeline and Infrastructure Conditions

An understanding of local governments’ capacity to manage harbor facilities prior to the
transfer of harbors from the State is important in determining the baseline for how
governments have grown capacity over time. However, there is not consistent historical
information regarding the harbor transfer timeline, harbor conditions at the time of
transfer, the purchase price, and the deferred maintenance funds. This research
constructed historical information in one document through a combination of the
literature review, interviews, and grant application components, such as the project
summaries or bills of sales attached to the Harbor Grant Program applications.

Measuring Financial, Technical, and Institutional Capacity

Based on the review of literature related both to infrastructure development in Alaska and
broader literature studying local capacity building, the following criteria were developed to
measure financial, technical, and institutional capacity necessary to sustainably provision
operations, maintenance, and improvement of harbor facilities.

Financial Capacity

Measurements of financial capacity follow.

1. Self-sufficiency in funding harbor operations and maintenance (i.e., the
maintenance and repair tasks that are performed regularly to maintain functioning
infrastructure). Self-sufficiency is measured as the proportion of local vs. non-local
funding sources to perform such tasks.

2. Self-sufficiency in funding major harbor facility retrofit and replacement projects
(i.e., the improvements necessary when a system has reached the end of its useful
design life or and/or presents life-safety issues). Self-sufficiency is measured as the
proportion of local vs. non-local funding sources to perform such tasks.

3. Adequate projected funding to cover at least 50% replacement costs at the end of
its design life. Fifty percent was selected considering the likelihood of securing a
50% match for a major repair or replacement project under the statutory Harbor
Grant Program.

4. The harbor facility has a sustainable business model with capital investment
processes (i.e., follows processes that generate greater revenue than expenses,
seeks to grow capital, and charges sustainable user fee rates).

Technical Capacity

Measurements of technical capacity follow.

1. Adequate number of staff to manage harbor operations.
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2. Staff and management have the skills and experience to manage harbor operations,
including routine operations and special/emergency issues.

3. Thereis a documented body of knowledge to aid in knowledge transfer and guide
staff in managing operations, such as an O&M plan and/or a Preventative
Maintenance Plan (PMP). These documents also indicate that maintenance and
planning address current demands based on existing facility needs and predictive
needs for the duration of its useful life.

Institutional Capacity

Measurements of institutional capacity follow.

1. Strategic planning documents and capital investment/improvement programs exist
and guide goals and operations. These local plans for the harbor department align
with local and State plans, as well as local business and user needs.

2. Positive working relationship with local, State, and federal stakeholders who impact
the ability to manage operations effectively.

3. The community has political power/presence within the State.

Interviews

Semi-structured phone (virtual) interviews were performed with five individuals with
differing perspectives and experiences on local government capacity and harbor
operations and management. The goal of interviews was to acquire additional historical
information on the transfer of harbor facilities; gain insight into the broader economic and
political landscape local governments are operating in today; and identify varying
perspectives on perceived capacity levels and barriers to developing capacity.

Interviewees were selected for their varying stakeholder perspectives. In order to maintain
the anonymity of respondents and their communities (if applicable), interviewees are
referenced only by title. Interviewees included a State Agency Employee (or Employee),
Harbor Manager 1, Harbor Manager 2, Harbor User, and Local Government Subject-Matter
Expert (SME, or SME).

The State Agency Employee was interviewed due to their experience with formerly State-
owned and currently owned harbor facilities. Two Harbor Managers were interviewed due
to their personal experience with the transfer of facility ownership and knowledge of
existing capacity of the local government to manage harbor facilities and barriers to
developing capacity. Harbor Manager 1 purchased multiple harbor facilities from the State
(at different times) between 20 and 27 years ago, and Harbor Manager 2 purchased their
facility from the State 26 years ago.
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One Harbor User of a currently State-owned harbor facility that is being considered for
transfer of management responsibilities to the local community was interviewed due to
their experience with an ongoing aspect of divestiture and knowledge of the community’s
existing capacity to manage harbor facilities. The Local Government SME was interviewed
due to their experience working with a wide range of Alaska communities on building local
capacity and sustainably managing infrastructure, including harbor facilities.

Interview questions were developed prior to the interview and were adjusted based on the
role of the interviewee; questions are provided in Appendix A. Interviewees were guided
through the list of questions; however, natural follow-up questions arose throughout
conversation. Interviews ran from 30 minutes to 2 hours. All interviews were recorded,
transcribed, and analyzed for common trends in discussion, as well as important historical
information.

Interviews with the Local Government SME and two Harbor Managers were conducted in
the early stage of data collection in order to gain a deeper understanding of the technical
aspects of harbor management, as well as to acquire in-depth insight on existing capacity
levels and shared barriers. These discussions informed the survey development portion of
the research methodology. The remaining interviews were performed concurrently with
grant application analysis and survey collection.

Survey

Targeted interviews with the Harbor Managers and Local Government SME provided a
greater technical understanding of harbor management, capacity levels, and existing
barriers, as well as revealed emerging themes that could be analyzed against a larger
group of communities. Following the interviews with these individuals, survey questions
were developed to gain a broader understanding of existing financial, technical, and
institutional capacity levels and barriers. The survey questions were developed from the
Harbor Manager interview questions but were adapted to incorporate technical and
experiential insight gained from interviews as well as allow for more concise (i.e., multiple
choice) responses from survey respondents.

The survey consisted of 24 multiple-choice questions, as well as 4 open-ended questions.
The survey was distributed through Qualtrics and ran from April 17 to May 3, 2025.
Questions collected information on demographics, financial capacity, technical capacity,
institutional capacity, supplementary management information, and historical
information. The list of survey questions can be found in Appendix B.

The survey was delivered to 28 individuals identified as being familiar with harbor
management and operations of formerly State-owned harbor facilities. Harbors in

20 Hernandez McGavin



An Assessment of the Local Government's Capacity
to Effectively Manage Alaska's Harbors

Southwestern, Southeastern, and Southcentral Alaska (including the Prince William Sound
area) were identified through the map of communities with port, harbor, and dock facilities
on the AAHPA website. A large portion of communities were identified through AAHPA’s
membership directory, which was also run against information from Harbor Grant Program
applications that documented previously State-owned facilities.

There were three challenges encountered in survey distribution. The challenges are
included below with a note about how each challenge was addressed.

1. Notevery community has submitted an application through the Harbor Grant
Program, so previously State-owned facilities could not always be easily verified.

a. The survey was not sent to communities that the researcher determined did
not operate formerly State-owned facilities from either previous knowledge
or additional research.

b. Because this could not always be verified, a required question was included
in the survey asking the respondent to indicate if they represented a formerly
State-owned harbor facility.

2. Contactinformation was not available for every community in the AAHPA directory.

a. If acommunity had a website, contact was made by phone or contact form
where possible. If no website was available, contact was not made.

3. Not every community operated a website, or those with a website did not indicate
who managed port and harbor facilities.

a. These communities were not contacted.

Only one individual per community was contacted about the survey. Depending on the
availability of contact information, the person the survey was sent to was prioritized as (1)
port director, (2) harbormaster, (3) city manager, and (4) any individual for which contact
information was available.

Survey results were aggregated, and community identifiers were removed from results to
maintain anonymity of communities. Additionally, some communities manage more than
one harbor facility, so some responses cover more than facility.

Grant Application Analysis

The literature review revealed uncertainty regarding the sustainability of local management
of harbor infrastructure, as well as infrastructure condition concerns. The Harbor Grant
Program is a statutory program (AS. 29.60.800) that was initially developed to aid local
municipalities in building capacity to take on State-divested harbor facilities that were at
the end of their useful life. Scoring criteria used in these applications is intended to
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measure the existing infrastructure needs and conditions, as well as sustainable
management practices of facility managers (scoring criteria is provided in Appendix D).
This research analyzed applicant responses to the scoring criteria and compared it against
the results of the interviews and survey questionnaire.

The applications were evaluated for the following information related to local capacity,
infrastructure condition/needs, and sustainable management practices:

1. Demographic information.

a. Isthe community a rural area or an urban area (according to USCB 2023
data)?

b. Isthe community road connected or not?

C. Isthe application Tier 1 or Tier 2?

2. Infrastructure condition/needs.

a. lIsthe project a major maintenance, major repair or replacement, new
construction, or an expansion project? Note that these are the four
categories a project can be submitted under.

b. Was the application listed as having public safety or emergency factors?
What was the range of past funds spent on harbor maintenance and repairs?
What types of maintenance and repair projects were being performed?

d. Howdid applicants describe the existing harbor condition in project
summaries?

3. Cost share for project.

a. How many of the projects are using local funds as their minimum 50% match
amount?

b. What was the total project cost?

What was the project costin relation to deferred maintenance funds
provided by the State at the time of transfer?
4. Sustainable management practices.

a. How many applicants provide an existing PMP and provide proof they would
follow one after the completion of a project?

b. How many projects were listed in a Capital Improvement Program?

How many applicants indicated they have adequate revenue streams to
operate and maintain harbors without State assistance following
improvements, including the total replacement cost of the harbor?
d. How many times has the same facility received a grant award under the
same program?
5. Number of resubmittals and frequency of funding awards.
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a. How many projects were resubmitted before being funded?

b. What was the cost of submitted projects vs awarded projects across all
projects?

c. What was the cost of requested funds from the program vs the total project
cost across all projects?

While the grant program first accepted applications beginning in State FY 2009, DOT&PF
could only supply applications recorded electronically due to record-keeping and staffing
challenges. Electronic grant application recording began in 2016 for State FY 2018 funding.
As such, grants selected for review were submitted in 2016 (FY 2018), 2017 (FY 2019), 2018
(FY 2020), 2019 (FY 2021), 2020 (FY 2022), 2021 (FY 2023), 2022 (FY 2024), and 2023 (FY
2025). Only applications submitted for previously State-owned harbor facilities were
reviewed. Additionally, there were some projects awarded during the study period that
applications were not provided for; these applications are listed in the grant analysis
documented in Appendix C. An example of the grant application and scoring criteria is
provided in Appendix D.

Pattern Analysis

The survey results and scoring criteria from the grant applications were analyzed for
patterns and contradictions in existing financial, technical, and institutional capacity
levels, as well as common barriers to building such capacity. The interviews were
additionally assessed for differing perspectives on local governments’ ability to manage
harbor infrastructure.
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Results

The following provides a summary of the results from the interview, survey, and grant
application data analysis. Results are presented first for interviews, then surveys and grant
applications.

Interviews

A total of five semi-structured phone (virtual) interviews were performed with the State
Agency Employee (or Employee), Harbor Manager 1, Harbor Manager 2, Harbor User, and
Local Government SME (or SME). Results are presented below.

Early Indicators of Capacity

The following describes the historical timeline and infrastructure conditions that provide a
baseline for understanding how local capacity has grown over time.

Prior to Transfer

Interviewees noted that challenges managing harbor infrastructure were linked to the
processes and strategies developed (or avoided) prior to the transfer of the facility.
According to the State Agency Employee, following construction of the harbor facilities,
DOT&PF provided repairs when communities requested it, otherwise the agency left the
harbors unattended with no management or oversight. Harbor Manager 2 noted that this is
where trouble began — communities did not take ownership of the quality of harbor
facilities since they were not required to fund or manage them. Additionally, setting user
fees was optional. Harbor Manager 2 said community harbor commissions and boards
were typically volunteer-run, and nobody performed legitimate rate studies:
“Unfortunately, we set ourselves up for some hard times that way speaking as the guy on
the other end of it trying to keep it going.”

The State Agency Employee estimated that the State was in discussion with communities
about the transfer of ownership for a 20-year time period. Still, the Local Government SME
said that the State could have done a better job working with communities prior to
divestiture to plan for the transfer of responsibilities. Some local governments were still
accustomed to State support and required guidance to learn how to manage facilities,
which is why some communities today feel their needs were left unaddressed by the State.
Harbor Manager 2 emphasized this point, saying that the concept of sustainably managing
infrastructure was not part of State or local planning efforts at the time. The Harbor
Manager said the State did local governments a disservice by not working with them to
create a sustainable operations plan and management strategy prior to divestiture:
“Instead, they let the clock run, then they recognized the fact that they had probably
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billions of dollars of infrastructure out there that was coming of age, and they made the
decision to divest themselves of that problem by selling harbors to the communities.”

Deferred Maintenance Funding

With aging infrastructure and a lack of management and improvement, it was a matter of
time before the harbor condition became an issue. As Harbor Manager 1 noted, when every
constructed harbor was nearing the end of its design life, “The State DOT could see the
handwriting on the wall. There was no way they were going to be able to afford to replace
all these vintage harbors all coming due at the same time.”

The State Agency Employee said that while the State constructed harbors, it was never the
intention of the State to manage them indefinitely: “While we built all these facilities, we
never managed them to speak of. We built them and walked away.”

The State Agency Employee said there were not adequate State staff or resources to
continue managing facilities across Alaska. Prior to the transfers, State funds supporting
harbor maintenance and operations, including to address deferred maintenance, had
already been declining. The Employee said that by the time the transfers began, DOT&PF
had to strategically build enough funds to address deferred maintenance for transferred
facilities. In some instances, the Employee said there were legislative appropriations given
to a community willing to take over a harbor to address deferred maintenance. In other
instances, DOT&PF would receive about $1 million per year from the State Legislature for a
harbor “Deferred Maintenance Fund,” and the agency would save up for a few years until it
found a community willing to transfer ownership. Once DOT&PF had saved enough funds,
the agency would use them to perform a harbor improvement and/or provide the funds to
the community as a deferred maintenance allocation.

Local communities varied on the condition their infrastructure was received in. Harbor
Manager 1 said the State replaced one harbor and provided funds for and expanded
another. However, deferred maintenance funds provided for the third facility in poor
condition were essentially seed money, amounting to approximately 21 percent of the
eventual facility replacement cost. Harbor Manager 2 said deferred maintenance funds for
their harbor facility, also in poor condition, did not come close to what the community
required.

Management Journey

The two Harbor Managers also experienced different management journeys, which either
set them back in developing capacity or aided them in building it faster. Harbor Manager 1,
who felt they had received a relatively good deal on their transferred harbor infrastructure,
also said the community was operating infrastructure services like a business prior to the

25 Hernandez McGavin



An Assessment of the Local Government's Capacity
to Effectively Manage Alaska's Harbors

harbor transfer. Additionally, in preparation for the transfer, the harbor department “hit the
grounding running” building funds for future infrastructure upgrades and working with their
local government to renegotiate allocation of Raw Fish Tax funds to bolster revenue from
harbor user fees.

Harbor Manager 2 did not receive harbor upgrades and did not receive adequate deferred
maintenance funds, putting the community behind in funding infrastructure improvements
and developing plans. The Harbor Manager felt they were stung by lack of planning and
understanding of how to run a stable operation: “How do we go from where we started and
no real effort toward sustainability to become stable so that we can pass this onto the next
generations in good shape with a plan?” After over 20 years of managing the facility and a
number of rate studies, the Harbor Manager feels the community is “just now becoming
mature enough to understand what it really means to own this. It’s a long process.”

Despite the deferred maintenance challenges, both the State Agency Employee and
Harbor Managers agree that transferring facilities to local governments and moving toward
sustainable management was the correct course of action. The State Agency Employee
said it is more appropriate for local communities to manage the facilities, as they
understood local needs and could resolve issues more quickly than the DOT&PF could.
Both Harbor Managers agreed with this perspective, adding that local ownership also
required local governments to reassess how they managed infrastructure.

However, both Harbor Managers also had expectations that State support would remain
due to the condition infrastructure was received in, the impact of the State transfer, and
the challenges local governments face in Alaska. As Harbor Manager 1 said, “If there’s skin
in the game, chances are you’re going to take better care of it. You’re going to build and
design things that are better-suited for your location. You’re going to put money into a long-
term maintenance program. So the premise made sense to me, as long as the State did not
abandon us.”

Existing State-Owned Facilities

While this research focuses on previously State-owned harbor facilities, the management
of currently State-owned facilities is discussed briefly below, as it provides an important
perspective of the State’s own sustainable management strategy and ability to support
local communities.

Today, 19 harbor and float facilities are still owned by the State (DOT&PF 2024). The State
Agency Employee said these facilities are in communities that either cannot afford to take
them over because they are typically unincorporated or second-class cities with no local

tax base and/or because the State cannot legally transfer a State-owned asset to a non-
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recognized community.

The State Agency Employee said the State DOT&PF is funded almost entirely by federal
funding, which is not eligible to be used for small boat harbors. The Employee said that
DOT&PF infrastructure development and management is typically funded on 90% federal
funds with a 10% State match. This means the agency relies fully on State appropriations
to fund maintenance or repair of State-owned harbor facilities; however, State funding is
inconsistent, and DOT&PF has gone multiple years without receiving appropriations for the
harbor program. The Employee noted that DOT&PF received $1 million in 2024 after about
5 years without receiving funds. Most of the 19 facilities are rated by DOT&PF to be in poor
condition and require nearly $55,000,000 in facility improvements, with about $47,000,000
of the costs anticipated to be funded by the State (DOT&PF 2024).

The Harbor User of a currently State-owned harbor facilities said that the State has not
budgeted for maintenance for the facilities in their community for the past 7 years.
Additionally, the State does not allow the community to perform maintenance or repairs on
the facilities since there is no management agreementin place. The Harbor User said the
status of a future management agreement is unclear, as the State has not communicated
with them in several years. This has led the community to crowd-source funds for repairs
and perform them without State approval.

The Harbor User of the existing State-owned harbor said user fees cannot be charged
because there is no formal management agreement in place with the State. Due to the size
of the community and the condition of the harbor facilities, the Harbor User said it would
not be possible for the community to raise enough money to manage infrastructure on its
own without a complete replacement: “There's no way we'll ever generate enough money
to fund the kind of repairs that are necessary.”

The State Agency Employee says that the DOT&PF has made the Alaska Legislature aware
of the condition of State-owned harbor facilities and the needed maintenance and
improvements, but the agency has little room to aid communities without funding. The
Employee said the DOT&PF strategy is to avoid maintenance and repair until the situation
cannot be avoided anymore: “The bottom line is we just scrape money wherever we can. If
itis super urgent, we'll use State maintenance money — the same State funds that go to
plowing our roads and fixing potholes and things like that.”

Financial Capacity

Harbor Managers 1 and 2 run their harbor department as an enterprise fund, which are
city-owned departments that have a standalone capital account. Enterprise funds charge
user fees commiserate with the cost of operations and maintenance. Both Harbor
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Managers operate ventures where revenue exceeds average annual expenditures and have
a working capital that allows them to fund maintenance and operations while also
contributing to reserve funds. Harbor Manager 1 structures user rates for the department
to support maintenance and operations, closely tracking others’ rates within the region
and setting them on the higher side — but avoiding being the highest. Harbor Manager 2
operates similarly, adding that the community has performed rate studies and takes into
consideration what other harbors within the region are charging but carefully sets fees so
as to not price people out of the harbor, a difficult balance.

However, both Harbor Managers agree that user fees alone are not enough to generate
enough money to fund major improvement or replacement projects, especially as setting
user fees high enough to fully fund such projects would price out the majority of the users.
As Harbor Manager 2 said: “If we were to raise our rates to have a bank big enough to be
sustainable, and fund our own projects, then | wouldn’t have a job anymore, that’s for
sure. People would leave if they have to.”

Harbor Manager 2 provided the following example of the challenge of setting rates when
the department began examining rates and setting them to be more sustainable:

The department needed to start saving for harbor replacement with a 30-year design
life and, based on the amount of time left before replacement and the anticipated
cost of replacement, the department calculated required moorage rates to be $122
per square foot. However, existing rates were $32 per square foot — and the harbor
could not make that jump without losing a large part of its user base. The
department began to consider the Harbor Grant Program’s 50% match for a
replacement project, which would be more attainable in the necessary timeframe,
so the harbor instead set a goal for a $62 per square foot rate (half of the estimated
cost). However, the local government still could not justify doubling rates from $32
to $62 within one year, so it instead increased the rate to meet $62 over 10 years
while incorporating a 3.2% annual Consumer Price Index (CPl) increase into the fare
each year.

The State Agency Employee agrees that user fees likely cannot be raised enough to support
funding for major improvement or replacement projects, as most harbor users would not
be able to afford those rates. While user fees can likely support operations and contribute
toward larger capital projects, the Employee said harbor departments would still have to
seek funds from the local government or sources outside of the community.

However, the Local Government SME noted that communities must recognize the
competitive advantage their harbors have in order to charge more sustainable user fees.
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The SME said the relationship between the industries the harbors support and the harbor
itself should be mutually beneficial: “The value of these ports and harbors is that they’re
local. The fish and tourist opportunities are there. As long as those things don’t go away,
these ports and harbors have the competitive advantage to charge what they need to be
sustainable. Anything else is just subsidizing an industry that is taking those resources out
without leaving enough behind.”

The Harbor Managers, Local Government SME, and State Agency Employee all said the
Harbor Grant Program has been an important tool in addressing deferred maintenance
needs from transferred facilities through Tier 1 grants while promoting sustainable
management. Today, the Harbor Grant Program, especially the Tier 2 grant opportunities,
have also come to be a source of State support that local governments rely on for harbor
improvement and replacement projects.

As discussed previously, reliance on the Harbor Grant Program played a large role in how
Harbor Manager 2 establish harbor rates. Harbor Manager 1 notes that their goal for the
reserve fund (also used as a harbor replacement fund) is $5 million to match the Harbor
Grant Program cap and leverage a $5 million project into a $10 million project. Both
managers advocated for raising the Harbor Grant Program maximum match amount from
$5 million to $7.5 million, noting that the considerable rise of material and labor costs in
recent years means that $10 million does not go as far as it did in 2006 when the Harbor
Grant Program was created.

Harbor Manager 2 said harbor replacement projects are so expensive, the Harbor Grant
Program funds are sometimes used as seed money for federal grants, turning a $7 million
project funded under the Harbor Grant Program into a $30 million replacement project
funded under a federal program by using the local and State funds as matching funds for
the federal program. Harbor Manager 1 adds that funding for large projects generally
comes by federal means, a common strategy for Alaska: “Alaska is very dependent on
earmarks; for every $1 we put into the federal register, we get $2 back.” The State Agency
Employee noted that local and State governments face additional uncertainty over future
federalinfrastructure funding.

The Local Government SME noted that State officials that they have discussed the Harbor
Grant Program with did not envision that it would function as a consistent measure of
support for local governments, with officials saying the expectation was that a harbor
would receive a major grant once and then be self-sustaining beyond the replacement.
Additionally, the State Agency Employee and SME said that the program’s 50/50 funding
match is challenging to achieve for smaller communities due to their limited means.
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Technical Capacity

Both Harbor Managers interviewed considered their staff size and ability to be strong.
While the staff sizes ranged — Harbor Manager 1 employs 7 people with an additional
person in the summer and Harbor Manger 2 employees 19 people with 9 additional people
in the summer — both managers staff their harbors for 24/7 operations. Both Harbor
Managers have had success with people who have spent time at sea, eitheras a
commercial fishermen or members of the U.S. Coast Guard, since they can anticipate
facility and user needs.

Harbor Manager 1 said staff see their role as a career, with some people employed for
more than 25 years. However, the Harbor Manager notes that a persistent challenge in
staffing has been a retirement incentive, which is important for people to continue to see
the harbor department as a career. The State retirement program benefits have declined
over the years, which the Harbor Manager says has resulted in the loss of good employees.
Harbor Manager 1 said their harbor does not have a documented O&M program since the
Harbor Manager takes a hands-on approach and is involved in most of the day-to-day
activities of the harbor. However, the manager understands the documentis important to
knowledge-transfer and considers budgeting and planning the biggest barriers to
developing a formal O&M program.

Harbor Manager 2 has begun using an O&M program software, which provides reminders
and timelines for when certain tasks need to be accomplished and tracks work orders. The
harbor manager notes that the software is only as good as the information that is regularly
inputted, and it takes a long time to get all of the different aspects of management built in.
However, accessing the documented information on labor and material costs to perform
certain tasks has been instrumental to budgeting and long-term maintenance planning,
while its tracking of daily operations is important for retaining institutional knowledge.

Institutional Capacity

Both Harbor Managers consider the relationship between the harbor departments and
local governments to be strong and especially important in navigating management of the
facilities and funding mechanisms for projects. They also consider regional relationships
with other harbors to be important in learning from each other, especially AAHPA. Harbor
Manager 1 notes that they employ lobbyists to represent community needs to the State
Legislature.

Both Harbor Managers operate within challenging regulatory constraints. Harbor Manager
2 discussed costly and time-consuming State and federal regulatory challenges, such as
the Department of Homeland Security Facility Security Plan and Alaska Department of
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Environmental Conservation permitting requirements, including for the disposal of fish
carcasses. Harbor Manager 1 discussed challenges associated with dredging and working
with federal players and funding to get the costly task accomplished.®* Harbor Manager 1
considers dredging a “looming” threat due to the immense cost of dredging and permitting
for the material placement of dredge spoils. In order to receive federal funds for USACE
dredging under Section 107 of the Ports and Harbors Act, the Harbor Manager had to prove
the dredging constituted a federal project because the harbor vessels support federal
fisheries.

An additional institutional constraint is the partnership required from the State or federal
government to receive consistent support for projects local communities may not be able
to accomplish on their own. However, the State divested the facilities with the expectation
that they would manage their facilities independently. The SME said that the local
government expectations and State expectations remain in contrast: “Both sides have very
different expectations and there’s probably some truth to both. There are still needs at the
local level that haven’t been met by the State and there’s a State who feels like it’s done its
part for some of these, who expect a move toward sustainability.”

Additionally, as the State Agency Employee noted, State transportation funding is tight. The
Employee does not consider it the responsibility of the DOT&PF to assist formerly State-
owned harbors, noting that supporting local harbor facilities is in the hands of the State
Legislature and politics. However, the Employee does acknowledge the challenges State
and local governments face in managing public infrastructure are the same: “There's huge
challenges, and it's the same challenge that we all have, and it's lack of resources and lack
of funding. A harbor doesn't really pay for itself. If you think about it, all public
infrastructure doesn't pay for itself.”

Survey

The survey of harbor managers received 22 responses in total, 17 of which were 100%
completed. Thirteen responses were for formerly State-owned harbor facilities and 3 were
recorded as “other” which included an unsure response, a formerly U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE)-owned facility, and a formerly U.S. Navy-owned facility. These
responses were included in the survey results due to the overlapping timelines and
challenges between State and federal harbor infrastructure divestitures in Alaska.

3 Harbors sometimes require dredging to maintain a deep enough basin to accommodate vessels. However,
isostatic rebound in Southeast Alaska is causing harbors and waterways to rise at a considerable rate,
making dredging a more frequent necessity (Source: Interview with Harbor Manager 1).
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Demographics

The majority of respondents were from the Southeast Region of Alaska (50%), with 19%
from the Southcentral Region, 19% from the Southwest Region, and 13% from the Prince
William Sound Region. Forty-four percent of respondents were not connected by road to
any other communities, while 6% were connected to at least one other community by
road, and 50% were connected to a State highway system (road or marine); note that some
of these communities — especially in Southeast — are connected by marine highway but not
a road highway.

Six of the communities surveyed recorded a population of less than 1,000 people; one
community recorded a population of 5,000 to 8,000 people. The remaining population
sizes were split evenly with three respondents each (1,000 to 3,000 people; 3,000 to 5,000
people; more than 8,000 people).

Figure 3, Figure 4, and Figure 5 provide a visual representation of the respondent
demographics.
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Figure 3. Demographic data - location of respondents.
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Figure 4. Demographic data - road connectivity.

@ Connected to state highway system (road or marine)
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Figure 5. Demographic data - population size.
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B Less than 1,000 people

Infrastructure Condition/Needs

When asked how much respondents agreed with the following statement, “In any given
year, harbor facility infrastructure deteriorates faster than can be maintained,” half of
respondents either agreed or strongly agreed, while the other half were neutral.

Sixty percent of respondents replied that their harbor facility was in poor to very poor
condition when received originally from the State, while 33% said it was in fair condition
and 7% said it was in very good condition. When rating the same harbor facility
infrastructure today, 50% of respondents reported it was in poor to very poor condition,
while 25% reported fair condition, and 26% reported good or very good condition. Figure 6
and Figure 7 provide a visualization of this data.

Figure 6. How would you rate the condition of the harbor facility infrastructure at the time of
the transfer of ownership from DOT&PF?
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Figure 7. How would you rate the condition of this same harbor facility infrastructure today?
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The following is a selection of feedback from respondents on challenges they face in
managing harbor infrastructure.

o “Biggest challenge is the rising costs of materials are outpacing our harbor rates. it's
not just a simple math problem when you have to look literally hundreds of
customers in the eye and tell them their rates justincreased...”

e “Lack of training and resources in a remote location.”

e “Rising costs have grossly outpaced our user fees. upcoming projects will need to
be done in several stages as a possible solution.”

e “Escalating costs and lack of certainty of funding for the harbor grant program.”
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e “Rising costs of repair and replacement. The federal requirement for GFCI
electrical pedestals and the extreme expense in maintaining the electrical system
and breakers. Finding staff in town is very difficult. Permitting time and costs for
harbor rebuild. Finding contractors that will respond to conduct specialized work is
difficult and expensive.”

e “Costs of work, cost of labor, and finding skilled employees”

e “Trying to build up reserve to qualify for matching grants or federal grants.”

e “Staffing, funding, and balancing the demand for additional new infrastructure with
maintaining existing infrastructure.”

e “Handed over severely neglected infrastructure that we're now trying to replace.”

e “~11.5 miles of float systems. We recently hired an additional FTE maintenance
person to decrease the ever growing to do list.”

e “Securing funding. | appreciate a level playing field though ie: communities must
manage and maintain facilities and have skin in the game when it comes to
replacement funding. Therefore, the best program the State of Alaska operates is
the Municipal Harbor Match Grant program, it checks all the boxes and levels the
playing field.”

e “We have a great relationship with State Representatives but they both represent
larger communities with more voters and do not take our interest into consideration
because the other communities are often at odds with our issues.”

Financial Capacity

The vast majority of harbor managers (75%) reported their harbor facility’s net operating
income was positive (i.e., operations result in a financial profit). Additionally, the majority
of harbor managers (69%) indicated the user fees they charged were reflective of the
services they provide, while 25% indicated the user fees charged were not reflective of
services provided. Adjusting user fees on an annual basis was most common (44%),
followed by every 4 to 5 years (25%), “Other” (19%), and every 2 to 3 years (13%).

The following two tables show that a larger percentage of respondents rely on external
(non-local) funding sources for major harbor improvement and replacement projects
compared to routine maintenance and repair projects.

Table 4. Harbor major improvement/replacement funding sources.

On average, what percentage of the total funding for your major Count
harbor improvement and replacement projects comes from external
(non-local) sources?

0-25% 6%
25-50% 19%
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50-75% 13%
75-100% 63%

Table 5. Harbor maintenance/repair funding sources.

On average, what percentage of the total funding for your routine Count
harbor maintenance and repair projects comes from external (non-
local) sources?

0-25% 69%
25-50% 6%
50-75% 0%
75-100% 25%

The following table shows the key sources of external (non-local funding) used for harbor
projects. “Other” responses typically referred to local sources of funding, such as bonds
and city sales tax revenue.

Table 6. Key sources of external (non-local) project funding.

What are the key sources of external (non-local) funding that you use | Count
for harbor projects?

Alaska Municipal Harbor Facility grant program 69%
Other state grant program 31%
Shared Fisheries Business Tax and/or Fishery Resource Landing Tax 44%
Federal grant program 69%
Other. Please describe. 38%

Note: Respondents could respond to more than one option.

Half of the respondents noted that their harbor replacement reserve fund would not cover
at least 50% of the estimated project cost at the time of replacement, while 13%
responded that it would and 25% responded that they do not currently operate a
replacement reserve fund.

Technical Capacity

A slight majority of respondents recorded staff tenure of 3 to 5 years (38 percent) followed
by less than 3 years (31 percent). Additionally, just over half of respondents considered
their staff size to be adequate to effectively manage harbor operations (56%). One “other”
respondent noted that the staff size would be adequate “if the harbor were in better
condition.”

Table 7 shows how harbor managers rated their staff’s ability to perform various O&M
functions.
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Table 7. Rating of department staff’s ability to perform harbor management functions.

How would you rate your department staff’s ability Median Mean Standard
to perform the following functions: Deviation
Day-to-day operations. 4.00 3.81 1.01
Routine inspections. 3.00 3.25 1.25
Special inspections. 3.00 2.81 1.33
Routine repair and maintenance tasks. 3.00 3.25 1.09
Special repair and maintenance tasks. 3.00 2.75 1.25
Evaluating and incorporating consultant feedback. 3.00 2.88 1.22

Note: The average is based on the numeric score attached to each rating respondents selected. These
include not effective at all (1); slightly effective (2); moderately effective (3); very effective (4); and extremely
effective (5).

Respondents’ relationship with following a documented operations and maintenance
(O&M) program was mixed, with 38% responding they do follow a documented O&M
program, 31% responding they do not, and 31% responding “Other.” Some of the “Other”
responses include that an O&M program is “in progress;” that “crisis management better
describes the implementation of a maintenance program;” and that they “try but fall
behind on inspections.”

Institutional Capacity
The majority of respondents indicated they relied on long-term planning documents (63%).

Respondents reported having the strongest relationships with other harbors within the
region and local government officials, followed by harbor users and businesses supporting
harbor operations (Table 8).

Table 8. Strength of harbor department relationships with stakeholders.

How would you rate your harbor department’s | Median Mean Standard
relationship with the following groups? Deviation
Other harbors within the region. 4.00 4.06 0.97
Local government officials. 4.00 4.06 1.03
Your state representative. 4.00 3.5 1.12
Your federal representative. 4.00 3.8 1.28
Businesses supporting harbor operations. 4.00 3.81 1.01
Harbor users. 4.00 3.94 0.83
Alaska DOT&PF. 4.00 3.47 1.02

Note: The average is based on the numeric score attached to each rating respondents selected. These
include very poor (1); poor (2); fair (3); good (4); and very good (5).
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Of the relationships that were rated to be the strongest, local government officials and
harbor users were additionally rated as having the highest levels of influence on the ability
to effectively manage harbor operations (Table 9).

Table 9. Influence of stakeholders on harbor operations.

How much influence do each of these groups have on your Median Mean Standard
ability to effectively manage harbor operations? Deviation
Other harbors within the region. 2.50 2.31 0.77
Local government officials. 3.00 3.00 1.12
Your state representative. 2.50 2.31 0.77
Your federal representative. 2.50 2.44 0.93
Businesses supporting harbor operations. 3.00 2.81 0.81
Harbor users. 4.00 3.38 0.78
Alaska DOT&PF. 2.00 2.27 0.85

Note: The average is based on the numeric score attached to each rating respondents selected. These
include no influence (1), little influence (2); moderate influence (3); and significant influence (4).

Grant Application Analysis

A total of 27 grant applications for formerly State-owned harbors were analyzed for data
related to demographic information; infrastructure condition/needs; cost share for
projects; sustainable management practices; and the number of resubmittals and
frequency of funding awards.

All of this information was pulled into a spreadsheet, cleaned, and organized. An additional
sheet of supplementary data related to each of the applications was included with
background/contextual information. The spreadsheet was analyzed according to the
questions in the Methods chapter. The data and analysis can be viewed in Appendix C.

Demographics

According to USCB 2023 data, 48% of applicants were from rural areas and 52% of
applicants were from urbanized area census entities. Seventy-eight percent of applicants
do not have road connectivity and 22% do. There were 18 Tier 2 applications (67%) and 9
Tier 1 applications (33%).

Infrastructure Condition/Needs

The vast majority of applications were for major repair and replacement projects (85%),
while major maintenance projects were the next-highest type of project (11%). Expansion
projects represented 4% of applications analyzed, and there were no new construction
applications projects.
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Every application analyzed except one (26 applications) indicated that projects addressed
public safety or emergency factors. Additionally, the median funds spent on facility
maintenance the previous year are $242,306, while the median funds spent on the
previous five years are $401,817 (Table 10).

Table 10. Range of Maintenance Funds Spent on Harbor Facilities.

Cost Maintenance Spent on Facility in Maintenance Spend on Facility in
Previous Year Previous 5 Years

Mean $251,165 $1,201,643

Median $242,306 $401,817

Tier 1 and Tier 2 applicants describe maintenance projects to replace deteriorated
infrastructure components, including rotted timber piles, corroded water service, broken
float framing, pile hoops, spalled sections of concrete deck, and connecting rods. One
applicant noted they spent over $46,000 on snow removal at the harbor over the past 5
years, and another applicant noted they spent over 25% of the harbor operating budget on
harbor facilities maintenance. In one instance, an engineering consultant concludedin a
report that, “Based on the current condition of the harbor float system, the recurring costs
for continued maintenance and repairs necessary to keep up with the deterioration of the
harbor have likely reached a point where the net return from repairs are no longer cost
effective."

Project Summariesin Tier 1 and Tier 2 projects (Appendix C, Supplementary Data -
Combined sheet) include replacing/improving "aging” and "failing" infrastructure at "the
end of its useful life" or in "an advanced state of disrepair” — often float systems. Some
projects describe the lengthy phased reconstruction process, as well as improving ADA-
compliance, especially for gangways; lack of appropriate cathodic protection; and aged or
undersized electrical utilities.

Table 11 shows the year of the harbor facility transfer, along with the deferred maintenance
funds granted to the facility by DOT&PF to address deferred maintenance at the time of
transfer. The table also shows the proposed total project cost for comparison to deferred
maintenance funds, as well as the application tier. The median percentage of deferred
maintenance funds as a percentage of the total project costis 61%.

Table 11. Transfer Year and Deferred Maintenance Funds.

Application | Facility Year of Deferred Application Percentage of | Tier

Submittal Transfer | Maintenance Project Cost | Total Project

Year® Amount Cost

2018 Bar Harbor North, | 2004 $3,292,772 $1,254,110 263% 2
Ketchikan
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2016 Skagway Small 2004 $1,068,852 $2,000,000 53% 2
Boat Harbor,
Skagway

2016 Shoemaker Bay 2003 $3,492,000.00 | $10,969,926 | 32% 1
Harbor, Wrangell

2017 Crescent Harbor, | 2004 $2,234,500.00 | $12,206,161 | 18% 1
Sitka

2017 Harris Harbor, 2003 $7,119,000° $255,438 2,787% 2
Juneau

2022 Whittier Small 2004 $2,449,000 $9,450,100 26% 2
Boat Harbor,
Whittier

2021,2023 | Aurora Harbor, 2003 $7,119,000° $4,271,200, 167%, 62% 2,2
Juneau $11,500,000

2018 Angoon Harbor, 2005 $1,490,000 $2,345,287 64% 1
Angoon

2019 Thomsen Harbor, | 2004 Unknown $438,250 N/A 2
Sitka

2019 Kake Portage 2006 $2,970,000 $1,010,726 294% 2
Cove Harbor,
Kake

2021 Homer Port and 1999 Unknown $768,000 N/A 2
Harbor, Homer

2020 Cordova Portand | 2003 $4,876,000 $10,000,000 | 49% 1
Harbor, Cordova

2020 Seward Boat 1999 $3,134,200 $3,459,975 91% 2
Harbor, Seward

2021 Yakutat Small 2005 $526,000.00 $7,701,334 7% 1
Boat Harbor,
Yakutat

2021 Valdez Small Boat | 2003 $3,013,500° $17,650,050 | 17% 1
Harbor, Valdez

2022 Meyers Chuck 2014 $1,400,000 $2,293,490 61% 1
Float, Wrangell

@ Project costs may have changed over time for resubmitted projects; the year used represents the project
cost for that year.

bAcross all harbor facilities in Juneau transfer.

°Reimbursement costs; AS 29.60.700(b) replace B, C, D floats and B and E gangways.

Note: Resubmitted projects analyzed are included only once. Facilities that submitted more than one project
have multiple costs listed in “Application Project Total.”

Project Cost Share

Nearly every applicant (93%) used local funds to provide their 50% match required under
the grant program, with an average local cost share of $3.2 million (median local cost
share of $1.9 million), not including resubmitted projects. Local sources of funding
included the following:

e General obligation bonds
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e Municipal sales tax reserves

e Port/harbor reserves/major maintenance/replacement fund

e Port/harbor department working capital fund

e City working capital fund

e Loans (includinginterdepartmental city loans)

e Funds from cruise ship traffic (charges/taxes on cruise traffic)
e Voter-approved sales tax initiative

e Deferred maintenance account

e FishTax

e |ncreasein userfees

Sustainable Management Practices

All applicants provided proof they would follow a PMP after project completion; all
proposed projects were listed in Capital Improvement Programs; and all applicants
indicated they have an adequate revenue stream to operate and maintain harbors without
State assistance following improvements, including future replacement.

Frequency of Funding

Nine of the projects (33%) were resubmittals, while 13 (48%) were not resubmittals, and 5
were unknown (19%). Six of the 9 resubmitted projects were eventually awarded funds.

Fifteen of the 27 projects analyzed resulted in award funding, 7 of which were awarded
under Tier 1 grants and 8 awarded under Tier 2 grants. The following table provides a
breakdown of the total project cost submitted across all applications, the requested State
match, the proposed local match, and the awarded fees.

Table 12. Breakdown of total submitted costs, requested match, and awarded funds.

Type of Cost Amount
Total Submitted Project Costs $140,633,868
Total Proposed Local Funds $75,111,147
Total Requested State Funds $60,491,501
Total Awarded Funds $40,310,483

Note: Totals are across all applications, including resubmittals.
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Discussion

This research provides insight into local government financial, technical, and institutional
capacity to sustainably manage harbor infrastructure, presented against the backdrop of
the State political and economic landscape. The research documents the harbor transfer
history and infrastructure conditions, as well as develops criteria to measure capacity and
assess capacity levels — and discusses the barriers to building it.

Local governments and their port and harbor departments can use the research for insight
into shared infrastructure challenges and capacity-building barriers. The research will
provide State agencies with an understanding of the challenges faced by local
governments in sustainably managing harbor infrastructure. Additionally, the research will
provide both these local and State players with an understanding of each other’s
perspective on their role in addressing challenges. Lastly, this research will improve harbor
users’ understanding of the challenges local governments face in managing harbor
infrastructure and provide context for the existing physical condition of the facilities.

System Components

Similarly to what Helpap (2023) described, the backdrop to successful harbor operation is
financial — the ability for local governments to fund long-term strategic planning efforts as
well as O&M planning; regulatory compliance; lobbying; staff (and training opportunities);
consultants; and materials. The ability for local governments to fund these elements and
repair, maintenance, and major harbor improvement and replacement projects is
measured under financial capacity. Findings of this research will aid in understanding the
self-sufficiency of local governments in financing harbor operations.

The physical infrastructure itself is measured through the improvement or decline of
infrastructure condition over the years, as well as the evaluation of the technical capacity
of the people tasked with effectively managing and operating such infrastructure.
Technical capacity findings will aid in determining the current state of infrastructure and
the confidence of infrastructure managers in effectively managing and maintaining it.

Institutional components are measured as the system the infrastructure operates within
and the ability to develop long-term, strategic planning accordingly. Institutional capacity
also describes the relationships of key stakeholders and their impacts on management of
harbor infrastructure. Research findings will aid in understanding the role each
stakeholder plays in adding to or detracting from the ability of local governments to
sustainably provision harbor services, as well as the political, economic, and regulatory
constraints harbors operate within.
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Most importantly is the interaction of each of these system components — strengths or
weaknesses in one area of the system will grow or detract from the overall outcome.
Research results show the patterns and contradictions that emerged throughout analysis
to aid our understanding of this system.

Revisiting Previous Research

As Alaska has matured and oil revenues that supported the majority of the economy
declined over recent decades, the State moved away from its role supporting local
governments, instead asking them to improve self-reliance (Ritchie 2016; AML 2023).
Previous research indicates that local governments are still adjusting to their role
independently managing transferred harbor infrastructure, as well as contending with the
severely degraded infrastructure they received (Ritchie 2016; AML 2023; ASL 1993).

This research reflects prior findings and shows that infrastructure condition has improved
marginally over time. Additionally, the reoccurring costs for repairs and maintenance of
deteriorating infrastructure will continue to outpace the value of the infrastructure unless
major improvements or replacements are made. The majority of surveyed harbor
departments noted they received harbor infrastructure from the State in “poor” or “very
poor” condition (60%), while only slightly less indicated the same infrastructure was
“poor” or “very poor” today (50%). Nearly all grant applications indicated projects would
address public safety or emergency factors, which shows that over the 7-year study period
ending in 2023, infrastructure condition is in serious enough condition to pose such
hazards. Survey respondents and interviewees indicated they are contending with rising
material costs, infrastructure that deteriorates faster than can be maintained, and playing
catch-up since the State transfer due to poor infrastructure condition and poor planning
prior to the harbor transfer.

The Harbor Managers, State Agency Employee, and Local Government SME all noted the
importance of the statutory Harbor Grant Program as a source of funding for major
improvement and replacement projects. Indeed, the program was developed to fill the gap
between self-sufficiency and severely degraded infrastructure by supporting local
governments in their move toward self-reliance and addressing deferred maintenance
(AAHPA 2024; DOT&PF 2025).

However, the funding program has not always been a reliable source of funding for
communities and rising materials costs require a larger match amount (AAHPA 2024; ASCE
2025), findings confirmed by this research. Just over half (15) of the 27 grant applications
analyzed during the study period were funded, which included 6 resubmitted projects.
Harbor Managers both discussed the inconsistent funding of the program and the need to
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increase the match amount by $2.5 million to accommodate the rising cost of materials.
The State Agency employee and Local Government SME both noted that attaining a 50
percent match for major harbor renovation was likely unattainable for smaller
communities with smaller tax bases or economic output.

While previous research (NEI 2011) and this research’s interviews indicated that the
criteria used to rank Projects under the grant program is effective, the grant analysis found
many applicants applied under the same project category and responded to rating criteria
similarly. With more than half (8) of the 15 awarded funds going toward Tier 2 applications,
findings suggest that the original purpose of the Harbor Grant Program has shifted to focus
on continued support of harbor infrastructure improvements. Findings indicate that
changes to the grant program should include refocusing the goal of the rating criteria to
more accurately assess the need for continued State support; increasing the match
amount to support increased material costs and index the funds to match future inflation;
and assessing how to adapt the program to work for smaller and/or economically
disadvantaged communities.

This research also shows contradiction between State expectations for local management
of infrastructure vs. the State’s own management of infrastructure. Previous research
showed that while the State expects local governments to gain self-sufficiency in
managing harbor infrastructure, the State itself remains highly dependent on federal
funding for transportation infrastructure development, operation, and maintenance
(Connor et al. 2016). The State Agency Employee confirmed this finding, noting that the
DOT&PF budget relies almost entirely on federal aid that is not eligible for small boat
harbor infrastructure funding. Importantly, the State was recently challenged with
balancing a budget deficit linked to low oil prices, creating concerns around the State’s
ability to fund various services or provide funding support in the future (Brooks 2025a,
2025b). Prior to the majority of the facility transfers in the 1990s and early 2000s, funding to
support State-run harbor infrastructure was dwindling; today, the Employee said there is
essentially no funding stream for harbors still owned by the State.

Major Findings

The primary purpose of this research is to measure how the capacity of local governments
has evolved since the transfer of harbor facilities, as well as address the barriers to
building capacity. The discussion of these findings follows.

Financial Capacity

This research first measures financial capacity based on the self-sufficiency of local
governments to fund harbor O&M. Both Harbor Managers interviewed indicated they
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typically have a healthy working capital to fund O&M, and 69% of respondents indicated
that 0-25% of funding for routine maintenance and repairs came from external (non-local
sources). These findings indicate that local harbor departments have generally built
capacity to successfully support themselves and fund O&M of harbor facilities.

However, the ability to fund such work becomes strained by growing repair and
maintenance costs associated with harsh environmental conditions and poor
infrastructure condition. The grant application analysis found that maintenance costs are
generally rising (Table 10); annualizing the median cost of maintenance spending over the
previous 5 years ($401,817) results in approximately $80,363 spent each year on
maintenance. However, the previous-year median maintenance spending cost of $242,306
is more than triple the average cost of $80,363, indicating that annual maintenance costs
have increased substantially in recent years. Additionally, the Harbor Managers
interviewed and those surveyed commonly noted that a major financial barrier is
simultaneously funding the increasing O&M costs as harbor infrastructure deteriorates
while setting aside savings for large improvement and replacement projects.

Research findings indicate that the final three measurements of financial capacity are
closely intertwined: self-sufficiency in funding major retrofit or replacement projects;
whether or not a harbor department keeps a reserve fund to cover at least 50% of the
harbor replacement cost at the end of its useful design life; and whether or not a harbor
facility operates a sustainable business model.

The majority of those surveyed reported their harbor facility’s net operating income was
positive (75%). However, a major barrier to building financial capacity is setting fair user
fees that will allow harbors to not only fund day-to-day O&M but also build reserves for
major improvement and replacement projects. The Harbor Managers, State Agency
Employee, and Harbor User are in agreement that major improvement and replacement
costs are not currently possible on user fees alone — and raising user fees to a level that
could fund such projects would make harbors unaffordable to many users. Due to the
challenge in building reserves with user fees, as well as the poor condition of the
infrastructure, the Harbor Managers and State Agency Employee consider grant-funding
support for major improvement or replacement projects a necessity. Additionally, 63% of
respondents indicate that 75 to 100% of project funding for harbor improvement or
replacement projects comes from external (non-local) sources.

Understanding these challenges, this research considers current harbor user fees set
below the necessary rate to fund major improvement or replacement projects to be
unsustainable. Interestingly, 69% of survey respondents indicated the user fees they
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charged were reflective of the services they provide. This contradiction indicates that
harbor departments undervalue the services they provide and do not realize their
competitive advantage — or avoid imposing the higher fees for the sake of their users. These
findings reflect comments from the local Government SME, who said the relationship
between harbors and the industries they supports should be mutually beneficial, because
“...anything else is just subsidizing an industry that is taking those resources out without
leaving enough behind.”

Most survey respondents (75%) indicated they did not have a sustainable replacement
reserve strategy — with most saying they either did not operate a replacement reserve fund
or that the fund would not cover at least 50% of the project cost. Interestingly, all grant
applicants indicated they have an adequate revenue stream to operate and maintain
harbors without State assistance following improvements, including future replacement.
This contradiction could be due to the pressure applicants feel to respond as expected to
secure grant funds.

Despite these local challenges in funding major projects, nearly every applicant for the
grant program (93%) used local funds to match the project cost under the grant fund,
mixing funds inside and outside of the harbor department, such as bonds, harbor reserve
funds, harbor working capital funds, municipal sales tax, and increased user fees, among
other means. These findings show that despite the challenges experienced within the
harbor department, local governments have built financial capacity to support funding
major infrastructure needs without depending solely on user fees; this finding additionally
demonstrates the importance of institutional support of the local government.

There are two important considerations for the overall understanding of local financial
capacity. The firstis that many local governments are still contending with harbor
infrastructure challenges originating from the transfer and small deferred maintenance
payments in relation to the infrastructure condition. The second consideration is that,
according to interviewees, public infrastructure is not necessarily meant to be a profitable
venture but an affordable public service, and both Harbor Managers considered their
departments to operate similarly to non-profits. As the State Agency Employee said, “A
harbor doesn't really pay for itself. If you think about it, all public infrastructure doesn't pay
foritself.”

These two considerations provide important insight into local governments striking a
balance between developing funding streams to bring harbors into a state of good repair
and sustainably manage them, while maintaining the value of affordable public
infrastructure to the harbor users.
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Technical Capacity

The first measurement of technical capacity is having an adequate staff size to manage
operations, while the second is that the staff has the skills and experience to perform
routine and complex tasks. Those interviewed said they had an adequately sized and
experienced staff, noting that staff consisted of former commercial fishermen or retired
members of the U.S. Coast Guard, giving employees a deep understanding of harbor
infrastructure needs and facility operations to support vessel traffic and/or harbor users.

Survey responses were more mixed, as just over half of respondents considered their staff
size to be adequate to effectively manage harbor operations (56%). As Table 7 showed,
most harbor managers rated their harbor staff higher in performing routine tasks compared
to special or potentially more complex tasks that require coordination with consultants.
Some survey respondents expressed challenges in lack of resources and training due to
remote locations, as well as finding and affording skilled employees.

A documented O&M planis a guiding document for effective day-to-day operations and
knowledge transfer (Sorum 2006). This research identified the presence of a documented
O&M plan or PMP as a measurement of technical capacity, as well as important to
managing current demands while proactively planning for future ones. Findings on this
element of capacity were mixed. Every grant application analyzed provided a documented
PMP intended to proactively address harbor maintenance needs, butitis unclear how
closely the plans are followed. O&M plans are harder to come by, according to
interviewees and survey respondents, with 38% of respondents saying they follow one and
50% of interviewees saying they have one.

Considering many harbor departments became more formalized since the transfer of
ownership, these results show that harbors have grown technical capacity to manage
operations, although they still face challenges in staffing, training, and formalized methods
of proactive O&M planning.

Institutional Capacity

Survey responses, interviews, and grant application analysis indicate that harbor
departments generally follow some form of planning document and participate in capital
improvement programming, which is the first measurement of institutional capacity. All
grant applications were listed in a capital improvement program, and 63% of respondents
said they relied on long-term planning documents. However, it is unclear if the type of
planning being performed is creating effective management and financial planning
strategies.
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The additional measurements of institutional capacity included the relationship with local,
state, and federal stakeholders who impact the ability to manage operations effectively,
and the community’s political power/presence within the State.

Interviewees and survey respondents noted both the strength of the working relationship
between the harbor department and local governments and the strong influence of the
local government on operations, indicating a strong and positive local support base for
harbor operations. Additionally, results indicate positive relationships with harbor users,
who are vital to the success of harbor operations; Harbor Managers are expected to
provide 24/7 service while keeping user fees low. Survey respondents indicated a generally
fair relationship with State or federal representatives, which respondents consider to be
moderately impactful on operations. Still, lobbying and organizations such as AAHPA are
considered important to keep a voice within the State. As one survey respondent noted,
smaller communities struggle when representatives also represent larger communities
with differing interests.

Research findings indicate that relationships with State players will be increasingly
important to building institutional capacity if harbors remain dependent on the State for
major project funding, including continued funding of the Harbor Grant Program.
Additionally, this research finds that the State’s own struggles in sustainable infrastructure
development and management presents unique opportunities. The State Agency
Employee and the Harbor Managers recognized that both local and State infrastructure
managers face the same predicaments at different levels of government. When asked
about the challenges local governments face in managing harbor infrastructure, the State
Agency Employee said, “There's huge challenges, and it's the same challenge that we all
have, and it’s lack of resources and lack of funding.”

Harbor Manager 2 noted the shared budget challenges and shared commitment to public
infrastructure could provide an opportunity for the State and local governments to find
solutions together, saying that DOT&PF has “experienced some serious budget
challenges, which have helped open the conversation about ways to get things done. It’s
challenging because nobody has any money but we’re rolling and moving the ball
ahead...In these troubled times of budget, the people that are left standing are trying to
keep the wheels on the wagon.”
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Progress Toward Building Capacity

This research has found that local governments have indeed absorbed harbors in poor
condition from the State with deferred maintenance funding that did little to support major
improvement or replacement. At the same time, the lack of planning and preparation on
both the State and local government side prior to the transfer has resulted in many local
communities still trying to catch up in managing facilities responsibly.

How harbor managers received their infrastructure indicates some of the struggles they
have today, as shown through the experience of Harbor Manager 1, where the community
was operating infrastructure services like a business prior to the transfer and received a
relatively good deal from the harbor transfer. Harbor Manager 2, who did not receive harbor
upgrades or adequate deferred maintenance funds to address needs of the harbor, said
the department started from “no real effort toward sustainability.” After over 20 years,
Harbor Manager 2 thinks the department has learned enough to be on the path toward
more sustainable infrastructure management.

This research also finds that most harbor managers believe harbor facility needs have not
been adequately met by the State and that consistent State supportis necessary to fund
major improvement/replacement projects, while the State has divested itself of the
responsibility of the local harbor facilities. As the Local Government SME put it: “Both
sides have very different expectations and there’s probably some truth to both. There are
still needs at the local level that haven’t been met by the state and there’s a state who
feels like it’s done its part for some of these, who expect a move toward sustainability.”

Additionally, the State is experiencing challenges with its own unpredictable revenue
stream and reliance on federal funding, putting State funding allocations for both formerly
owned and currently owned harbor facilities into question (i.e., funding the Harbor Grant
Program for formerly owned harbors and the "Deferred Maintenance Fund” for currently
owned harbors).

Despite the capacity-building challenges addressed above, local governments have grown
financial, technical, and institutional capacity to more sustainably manage harbor
infrastructure. However, there is a long way to go toward self-sufficiency, and local
governments are faced with obstacles in building each element of capacity. Additionally,
these findings consider the State expectation for local governments to achieve self-
sufficiency in managing harbor infrastructure contradictory to the State’s own lack of self-
sufficiency. However, as noted above, this may provide an opportunity for more candid
discussion between local governments and the State about support mechanisms.
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Barriers to Building Capacity

The following provides a summary of the barriers identified to building capacity, discussed
in detail in the previous sections.

Financial Capacity

Some harbor managers are dealing with deficient infrastructure conditions outpacing
maintenance and repair costs. Harbor managers are also challenged with how much O&M
costs for deficient infrastructure detract from saving for larger improvement and
replacement projects. Funding for major improvement or replacement projects still
requires State or federal funding support —and most harbor facilities do not have a
sustainable replacement reserve strategy or sustainable user rates.

Technical Capacity

Some barriers exist around staff size and ability to perform more complex, specialized
tasks, as well as finding and paying skilled employees, especially in remote locations.
There is additionally a lack of documented O&M plans.

Institutional Capacity

Itis unclear if the type of planning being performed is creating effective management and
financial planning strategies at harbor facilities. Additionally, there is a mismatch between
local and State expectations for support — with local governments feeling the State should
provide financial support for facility improvement projects and the State feeling it has
played its role. The State’s own financial challenges add a layer of complexity to this
barrier, making it an unreliable partner for future funding support.

Limitations

Previous literature that documents the history of the transfer of harbor facilities from the
State to local governments, as well as identifies the local capacity of communities
managing formerly State-owned harbor facilities in Alaska, is limited. However, during this
research effort, historical information on the formerly State-owned facilities was collected
through interviews, literature review, and transfer agreement documents attached to grant
applications. This research also used a range of precedent studies focused on local
government capacity building, including in small and rural communities, to develop criteria
for measuring capacity.

Additionally, surveys may not have addressed needs in smaller, more remote communities
due to challenges in accessing staff during survey distribution. Surveys were not
distributed to every community that owns a formerly State-owned facility.

51 Hernandez McGavin



An Assessment of the Local Government's Capacity
to Effectively Manage Alaska's Harbors

Conclusion

The conclusion presents a summary of research, as well as the path forward to building
capacity based on research findings. Finally, future research needs based on these
findings and suggested pathways are presented.

Summary of Research

This research sought to answer the question: How has the capacity of local governments in
Alaska evolved to sustainably provision operations, maintenance, and improvements of
harbor facilities since the transfer of ownership from the State? Additionally, what are the
barriers these governments face in developing capacity?

The literature review provided broad insight on the transfer of harbor facilities from the
State to local governments, including rationale, infrastructure condition, and the means to
support management of facilities prior to and following the transfer. The literature review
also showed that Alaska harbors are an important component of the State’s and local
government’s economies and transportation system, as well provided economic and
political context for the relationship between the State and local governments.

Precedent studies on local government capacity were introduced and criteria to measure
financial, technical, and institutional capacity of local governments in managing harbor
operations were developed based on this work. The research adopted an SSM approach
thatincorporated mixed methods to assess financial, technical, and institutional capacity.
As part of this approach, five semi-structured, virtual interviews were conducted; 27 grant
applications from formerly State-owned harbors for a State-run grant program were
analyzed; and 22 surveys of harbor managers (or similar) were collected, 16 of which were
analyzed. Research constructed historical information related to the harbor transfer,
including harbor conditions, transfer timelines, purchase price, and deferred maintenance
funds, in order to better understand the current condition of facilities and provide a
baseline for measuring capacity against. This historical information was collected through
literature review, interviews, and grant application attachments.

Findings suggest that the infrastructure received in poor condition has improved marginally
since the transfer, but the majority still requires considerable improvements or complete
replacement. Harbor departments have built local self-sufficiency to fund day-to-day O&M
tasks but require external funding support for major improvement and replacement
projects. Rising material costs and the increasing rate of maintenance and repair due to
poor infrastructure condition are detracting from the ability to contribute to major
improvement and replacement funds.
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Additionally, there is a misalignment between the perceived and actual value of harbors,
which allows users and harbor managers to justify unsustainable user fees that do not
provide adequate funds for major improvement or replacement projects. However, this
research emphasizes that setting sustainable user fees is not a black-and-white issue:
Harbor departments have long been working toward striking the appropriate balance
between provisioning an affordable public good that supports transportation systems and
the economy and building financial sustainability of infrastructure that is expensive and
technically challenging to maintain in Alaska.

Findings also show that most departments have competent staff to support operations,
but ongoing challenges remain in securing and maintaining additional staff, especially
when harbors are located in more remote communities. Harbor departments additionally
lack formalized O&M planning and execution due to the costs associated with plan
development, challenges prioritizing planning due to ongoing repair/maintenance needs,
and lack of existing documentation related to harbor functions.

Results suggest harbor departments have strong relationships at the local and regional
level with local governments, harbor users, and other regional harbors. Additionally, there
is a discrepancy between local and State perspectives on how to address challenges faced
in managing harbor operations, with local governments requesting consistent State
support and the State expecting local self-sufficiency. Despite disagreements in how to
solve the problem, local and State players acknowledge that they face similar challenges.

Overall, findings indicate that while local governments received harbor infrastructure in
poor condition with limited support for improvements, they have grown their financial,
technical, and institutional capacity to more sustainably manage harbor infrastructure
since the transfer. However, there is a long way to go toward sustainability, and local
governments are faced with major obstacles in addressing challenges.

Pathways to Building Capacity

Based on the above findings, this research has identified pathways to support local
governments in improving capacity to sustainably provision operations, maintenance, and
improvements of harbor facilities.

Increasing Local Funding Sources & Regional Economic Cooperation

Harbor managers face a challenge that is not uncommon to local infrastructure operators
in striking a balance between provisioning affordable public infrastructure and building
financial sustainability. However, the results of this research regarding user fees are clear.
Without raising user fees to more sustainable levels — which are below the market value
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due to harbors historically being subsidized — harbors will not be able to operate without
some form of subsidization. Further assessment of the discrepancy between the fees that
users can afford and the true cost of harbor operations should be performed. Additionally,
local governments have been important financial contributors to major harbor
improvement and replacement efforts and may need to consider how to increase their
revenue stream to support these projects should raising user fees to sustainable rates not
be a realistic option. The strong, positive relationships between harbor departments and
their local governments and users assures that progress is possible.

Additionally, strong regional relationships between harbors provides opportunities to hold
discussions regarding regional economic cooperation and development that supports
local governments.

O&M Prioritization

O&M is instrumental to effective management of day-to-day operations, knowledge
transfer, and proactive maintenance. Improving O&M planning and execution will serve
communities better in the long term. Understanding that many harbor departments face
challenges in keeping up with deferred maintenance and a backlog of repairs, the results
of this research show that harbor departments need to prioritize documenting and
following through on O&M efforts, as it takes time to build a body of knowledge that will be
beneficial to harbor staff. Identifying effective O&M strategies will be importantin
prolonging the service life of facilities, supporting staff, and counteracting staff turnover,
recruitment, and training challenges.

Harbor Grant Program Updates

Bringing infrastructure into a good state of repair is critical to running sustainable
operations, as maintaining deficient infrastructure is detracting from harbor managers’
ability to focus on longer-term planning efforts or contribute to reserve funds for large
projects. The Harbor Grant Program plays a crucial role in supporting major infrastructure
improvements, and the program has provided significant contributions to close the
deferred maintenance gap from the initial harbor transfer. However, inconsistent funding
of the Harbor Grant Program by the State continues to be a barrier, and the State should
consider measures for providing consistent funding, such as determining a minimum
annual funding amount.

The Harbor Grant Program should additionally refocus scoring criteria to reflect changing
community needs since the initial transfer. While communities are working toward building
sustainable management practices, the State must acknowledge that communities,
especially those still addressing deferred maintenance challenges, will require continued
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State support in the short-term. Without this support, the State risks infrastructure
continuing to fall into disrepair until it cannot support local industry that benefits the State
economy, or risks local governments raising user fees too drastically, too quickly and
pricing out the users and businesses that contribute to the local and State economy.

This research also concludes that the harbor funding cap amount must be increased to
address the significant increase in material costs since the grant program was introduced
in 2006. Lastly, the Harbor Grant Program should consider how it can better address
smaller or economically disadvantaged communities with formerly State-owned facilities,
especially those that are still eligible for a Tier 1 grant.

Local and State Government Collaboration

Funding of the Harbor Grant Program leads to a final important conclusion that is beyond
the scope of this research: The State is experiencing — and will continue to experience -
significant challenges in provisioning State funding and services due to declining oil
revenues and lack of alternative reliable funding sources.

Instead of holding expectations for local self-reliance without State intervention, the State
should consider the opportunity for mutual learning about capacity development under
limiting circumstances. Challenges experienced by the local and State governments
present a unique opportunity for collaboration, knowledge-sharing, and strategy
development to build solutions to more sustainably manage public infrastructure.

It will also be important to develop planning and management strategies for those local
communities with currently State-owned facilities, whether through collaboration with the
State or other local governments. This ensures communities have a head-start in their
understanding of effectively managing infrastructure well before future facility transfers.

Further Research Needs

As Stough (2005) and Walter Honadle (2001) discuss — as well as multiple interviewees
noted - local governments value local ownership of harbor facilities and the ability to
effectively address community needs and potentially develop community-led solutions, as
opposed to relying on the State for support. However, the results of this research form new
questions: Despite progress in building local capacity to sustainably manage harbor
infrastructure, can local harbor facilities operate independently? Or is some form of
subsidization necessary? Is this subsidization necessary only for the short-term, as local
governments continue to work toward sustainability, or is subsidization necessary
indefinitely? Additionally, who subsidizes local harbor infrastructure when State funding is
not available?
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Case Studies, Surveys, and Dredging

Case studies of local governments and their harbor facilities would provide an in-depth
assessment of local government needs and strategies, which would delineate barriers and
potential solutions to the challenges presented in this research. The case study research
would include in-depth observations on historical harbor user fees, the amount necessary
for sustainable operation, and economic studies to determine the ability of industry to
afford these rates. Regional economic cooperative studies may also be beneficial.

An additional survey following up on the findings of this research distributed to a larger
group of harbor operators would be beneficial to increasing the understanding of local
capacity.

Dredging will become an increasingly challenging issue, especially for Southeast Alaska
communities experiencing isostatic rebound; however, an in-depth discussion of dredging
was beyond the scope of this research. Further research is needed to assess how local
governments can work with USACE to fund such projects.

Economic Analysis/Planning Study

An economic overview and planning study of Alaska’s port and harbor infrastructure was
developed by NEI in 2011. The research was funded by the State and was intended to
determine challenges in managing facilities; build strategies to solve systemic problems;
and delineate the State's role in supporting port facilities. However, it appears this
endeavor stopped with the study, and further discussions or publications on the subject
have not occurred. Although the study has aged, NEI’s report was instrumental to this
researcher’s understanding of the existing and future infrastructure and economic
conditions and challenges in managing port and harbor facilities.

In determining whether or not consistent State or federal support for harbor facilities is
necessary, Alaska’s harbors would benefit from a more recent, similar study to the 2011
NEI one. The updated study would be an important factor in the State’s consideration of
supporting facilities itis no longer has responsibility for, as well as the federal
government’s understanding of the role of harbors in the State supply chain and economy.

The NEI report (2011) argued that because local port facilities (such as cargo-loading
facilities) are part of the domestic and international supply chain and a broader network,
they have significance Statewide and may require State-level strategic planning and
funding; harbors are not necessarily considered to have the same Statewide significance
and instead provide a means for local transportation and economic development.
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However, based on the findings of this research, further research should be performed to
assess the role of harbors within the broader State economic and transportation system.

As one Harbor Manager noted, while it may not be apparent, Alaska’s harbors serve a
valuable role that extends beyond the local facility: “The average person looks at the
harbor and it’s a snapshot pointin time; boats in a harbor and boats in a slip. In the
instance of a commercial harbor, that’s only the beginning of the story. What you really
need to think about is where those boats go and what they do.”
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Some interview questions have been altered slightly to retain the anonymity of

participants.

Harbor Managers

Harbor manger interview questions were combined.

1.
2.
3.

Describe background/harbor; transfer information.
What are the primary industries that support your local economy?
What year was your harbor transferred from DOT&PF?
a. What was the purchase cost of the harbor?
Can you describe the condition of the harbor(s) received through the transfer?
a. How would you describe the conditions of the harbor(s) today?
What kind of funding program is in place for your harbor? Please describe how itis
structured.
a. Does this funding program adequately support repair/maintenance and
management/operations? Why or why not?
How are major harborimprovement and replacement projects funded?
How are your user fees developed?
a. Would you consider your user fees reflective of the services you provide?
Why or why not?
What are the most persistent challenges in securing or developing sustainable
funding for harbor repair/maintenance projects?
a. Formajor harborimprovement/replacement projects?
What is your personal tenure in your role? What is the average tenure of your
department staff?

10.Do you have an operations and maintenance (O&M) program in place?

a. Howwas it developed? How closely is it followed?

11.Please describe the most persistent challenges in adequate department staffing, if

any.

12.Please describe the most persistent challenges in developing and incorporating

O&M programs, if any.

13.How confident do you feel in securing consistent state/federal funding support?

14.Do you currently have existing planning documents for your harbor? Do you rely on

these planning documents?
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15.Outside of your department, what would you consider the entities with the greatest
impact on your ability to effectively manage harbor operations? These may be local,
non-local, or both.
a. What are the barriers —if any —to building relationships or partnerships with
these groups?
16.How does the regulatory environment impact your ability to effectively manage
harbor operations?
a. What are the barriers to overcoming regulatory constraints, if any?
17. What has AAHPA’s role been in working with local communities since the transfer
of harbor facilities from DOT&PF?
18.What do you find are some of the major challenges communities are experiencing
with effective management and operation of these harbor facilities?
19.What are some advantages certain communities have in successfully developing
their capacity to manage harbor operations?
20.What role has the Shared Fisheries Business Tax/Fishery Resource Landing Tax
[Raw Fish Tax] played in supporting communities managing harbor facilities?
a. Arethere aspects of this program communities would generally like to see
changes to?
21.What role has the Marine Fuel Tax played in supporting communities managing
harbor facilities?
a. Arethere aspects of this program communities would generally like to see
changes to?
22.What role has the Alaska Municipal Harbor Facility grant program played in
supporting communities managing harbor facilities?
a. Arethere aspects of this program communities would generally like to see
changes to?

Local Government SME

1. Canyou describe your role in working with municipalities?

2. What has been your experience with the local community ownership of harbor
facilities? When did you first become familiar with this topic?

3. Whatisyourunderstanding of some of the challenges communities are facing in
dealing with the harbor infrastructure?

4. Arethere similarities to challenges communities are facing in managing harbor
facilities that are similar to other areas of city management?
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How have communities asked you to assist them in addressing these needs? What
kind of work have you done to assist here?

Is it possible for local governments to be self-sufficient in operation and
management of harbor facilities in the future?

What are some advantages that some communities have over others in succeeding
in sustainability managing harbor operations?

Do you have historical data on the communities and timelines that were part of the
facility transfer?

State Agency Employee

1.

Please provide some background on your relationship/familiarity with the harbor
transfer program?
Prior to the early transfers of facilities (1990s/2000s), can you describe the
challenges the state was experiencing in managing harbor infrastructure?
a. How would you describe your relationship with local governments prior to
and during the time of the transfer?
When the state owned/operated the harbor facilities, they did not charge user
fees/slip fees but allowed the local community to charge if desired. Were fees used
to support state maintenance and repair?
When harbors were transferred to local governments, how were deferred
maintenance costs calculated?
a. How were the purchase prices calculated?
Today, what do you consider to be the state’s expectations of local communities
with formerly state-owned harbors?
a. What are the biggest challenges local governments face in managing this
infrastructure self-sufficiently, if any?
b. What ways can local governments improve in order to more self-sufficiently
manage harbor infrastructure, if any?
Today, what do you consider to be the state’s role in assisting local governments
with formerly state-owned harbor facilities? Has this role changed over time?
a. What ways can the state improve in assisting local governments with
managing harbor infrastructure, if any?
Do you think the Alaska Municipal Harbor Facility grant program has been
successfully serving its purpose? Why or why not?
o Arethere any changes to the program you think should be made?
How would you describe the DOT&PF’s relationship today with managers of these
harbor facilities?
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a. What kinds of factors contribute to a positive (or negative) working
relationship?
9. To date, do you know how many facilities have been transferred through this
program?
a. How many State-owned harbor facilities remain?
b. Arethere challenges in staffing/funding maintenance and repair of these
facilities?
10.What are state expectations of local communities with currently state-owned
harbor facilities?

Harbor User

1. Please describe your relationship with your community's harbor facilities.
2. What are the primary industries in your community?
a. Whatisthe main mode of transportation?
3. How many vessel slips does the harbor have? What kind of vessels does the harbor
support (i.e., recreational, tourism, commercial fishing, etc.)?
How long has your harbor been managed by DOT&PF?
What condition is the current condition of the harbor facility? (1=poor, 5=excellent)
What does your maintenance agreements with DOT&PF generally consist of?
How much does annual maintenance and repairs cost for the harbor facility?

© N o 0k~

Is the community considering paying user fees while the facility is being managed
by DOT&PF? Why or why not?
9. Why/when did maintenance stop?
a. What did this mean for your maintenance agreements?
10. How long until the harbor is no longer viable/functional (i.e. meeting the needs of
the community/users)?
11.What kind of agreement has DOT&PF offered in exchange for your community
purchasing or managing the harbor facility?
a. Isthe community considering? Why or why not?
12. What entity would DOT&PF sell the harbor to?
13. If your community takes ownership of the facility -- how would you build moorage
rates?
a. What local sources of funding would be used to support maintenance and
operations?
b. How would the harbor department be staffed? Are there local people who
have skills to support operations and maintenance?
14. Are there any existing community planning documents that can be relied upon?
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15. Are there other local departments managing aspects of community governance?
16.What are the community's next steps?
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The following survey will assess local governments' capacity to manage operations and
improvements of harbor facilities that were formerly owned by the Alaska Department of
Transportation & Public Facilities (DOT&PF) and transferred to local governments. The
results of this survey will be published as part of a student research effort. The survey
should be filled out by a person who is familiar with management and operation of your
harbor facility.

Results will be aggregated to maintain the anonymity of your community.

The survey consists of 24 multiple choice questions followed by 4 optional, open-ended
questions. The survey will take approximately 10 to 15 minutes to complete. The deadline
to complete this survey is May 3, 2025.

Thank you for your contributions to this research. If you prefer to receive this survey via
telephone or have any questions, please reach out to Stephanie Hernandez McGavin at
smcgavin@uw.edu.

1. Was your harbor facility previously owned by the Alaska Department of
Transportation & Public Facilities (DOT&PF)? Required.
a. Yes
b. No
c. Other. Please describe.
2. Please select the region where your community is located in Alaska.
a. Southeast
Southcentral
Prince William Sound
Southwest
Yukon-Kuskokwim

S0 Q0T

Northwest
g. Arctic
3. Please describe your community connectivity.
a. No road connectivity to other communities
b. Connected to at least one other community by road
c. Connected to state highway system (road or marine)
4. Please describe your population size.
a. Lessthan 1,000 people
b. 1,000 to 3,000 people
c. 3,000 to 5,000 people

B-1
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d. 5,000 to 8,000 people
e. Morethan 8,000 people
5. Whatis the average tenure of your department staff?
a. Lessthan 3years
b. 3to5years
c. 5to8years
d. Morethan 8 years
6. Do you consider your staff size to be adequate to effectively manage harbor
operations?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Other. Please describe.

7. How would you rate your department staff’s ability to perform the following
functions? (Likert scale: Not effective at all, slightly effective, moderately effective,
very effective, extremely effective).

a. Day-to-day operations.

Routine inspections.

Special inspections.

Routine repair and maintenance tasks.

Special repair and maintenance tasks.

S0 Q0T

Evaluating consultant feedback and incorporating it into

operations/planning.

8. Isyourharborfacility’s average annual net operating income positive (your
operations result in a financial profit) or negative (your operations resultin a
financial loss)?

a. Positive
b. Negative
c. Other. Please describe.
9. On average, how often do you adjust user fees for harbor facilities?
a. Annually
b. Every2to 3years
c. 3yearsormore
d. Other. Please describe.

10. Do you consider your user fees reflective of the services you provide?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Other. Please describe.

B-2
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11.What are the key sources of external (non-local) funding for harbor projects? Select
all that apply.
a. Alaska Municipal Harbor Facility grant program
b. Other state grant program

State loan program
Shared Fisheries Business Tax and/or Fishery Resource Landing Tax
Federal grant program
Federal loan program
g. Other. Please describe.
12.0n average, what percentage of the total funding for your major harbor
improvement and replacement projects comes from external (non-local)
sources?
a. 0-25%
b. 25-50%
c. 50-75%
d. 75-100%
13.0On average, what percentage of the total funding for your routine harbor

maintenance and repair projects comes from external (non-local) sources?

oo

a. 0-25%

b. 25-50%
c. 50-75%
d. 75-100%

14. Will your harbor replacement reserve fund cover at least 50% of the estimated
project cost at the time of replacement?
a. Yes
b. No

c. Notapplicable. We don’t operate a replacement reserve fund.
d. Other. Please describe.
15. Do you follow a documented Operations and Maintenance (O&M) program?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Other. Please describe.

16. Do you rely on long-term planning documents to manage and plan harbor
operations? These may include strategic plans, master plans, and comprehensive
plans for your harbor department or the broader community.

a. Yes
b. No
c. Other. Please describe.

17.How would you rate your harbor department’s relationship with the following

groups? (Likert scale: very poor, poor, fair, good, very good)
a. Other harbors within the region.

B-3
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Appendix B: Survey Questions

Local government officials.

Your state representative.

Your federal representative.

Businesses supporting harbor operations.
Harbor users.

Alaska DOT&PF.

18.How much influence do each of these groups have on your ability to effectively

manage harbor operations? (Likert scale: no influence, little influence, moderate

influence, significant influence)

a.

S0 a0 T

g.

Other harbors within the region.

Local government officials.

Your state representative.

Your federal representative.

Businesses supporting harbor operations.
Harbor users.

Alaska DOT&PF.

19. Please rate how much you agree with the following statement: In any given year,

harbor facility infrastructure deteriorates faster than can be maintained.

a.
b.
C.
d.
e.

Disagree strongly
Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Agree Strongly

20. Describe the frequency of dredging required for your harbor facilities.

a.

f.

® o0 T

Annually

2to 5years

5 years or more

Once at the time of construction. Maintenance dredging is not required.
Never

Other. Please describe.

21.What are your primary sources of funding for maintenance dredging of the harbor?

Select all that apply. (Question only appears if respondents answer A, B, C, orFin
Question 20.)

a.

® o 0 o

Local funds

State grant

Federal grant

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Other. Please describe.
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22.How would you rate the condition of the harbor facility infrastructure at the time of

the transfer of ownership from DOT&PF?

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Very Poor
Poor

Fair

Good
Very Good

23. How would you rate the condition of this same harbor facility infrastructure today?

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Very Poor
Poor

Fair

Good
Very Good

24.What are the primary economic activities that support your local economy? Select

all that apply.

a.

S 0 o0 T

j-

Commercial Fishing

Seafood processing

Marine support services

Freight/cargo movement

Tourism (cruise traffic)

Tourism (non-cruise traffic)

Recreation (sportfishing, outdoor access, etc.)
State/federal agencies

Resource development (noncommercial fishing, including mining, oil, and
timber)

Other. Please describe.

Optional open-ended questions; you may end the survey now or proceed to open-

ended questions. Community identifiers will be removed from responses to maintain

the anonymity of your community.

25.What was the purchase price of your harbor(s) in the transaction with DOT&PF?

26.What was the purchase year of your harbor(s) in the transaction with DOT&PF?

27.What are the biggest challenges you’ve faced in managing harbor infrastructure?
You may share any additional information you think is important to this research.

28. Please share the name of your community. This information is for internal use
only and will not be a part of the final results.
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For any questions or additional information, please reach out to Stephanie Hernandez
McGavin at smcgavin@uw.edu.
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Demographic information.
How many applicants represented a rural area or an urban area (according to USCB 2020 data)?

Urbanized Area Census Entity 13 48%
Rural 14 52%
Total 27 100%
How many i have road ivity?

Yes 6 22%
No 21 78%
Total 27 100%

How many Tier 1 and Tier 2 applicants are there?

Tier 1 9 33%
Tier2 18 67%
Total 27 100%

Infrastructure Needs/Condition.
How many of each project type was submitted?

Major Maintenance 3 11%
Major Repair or Replacement 23 85%
Expansion Project 1 4%
New Construction 0 0%
Total 27 100%
How many i indit the project public safety or emergency factors?

Yes 26 96%
No 1 4%
Total 27 100%

What was the range of past funds spent on harbor maintenance and repairs in the previous year?

Total $6,279,114
Mean $251,165
Median $242,306

What was the range of past funds spent on harbor maintenance and repairs in the previous 5 years?

Total $28,839,429
Mean $1,201,643
Median $401,817 $80,363

How did applicants describe the existing harbor condition in project summaries?

Common themes across Tier 1 and 2 projects that can be discerned from the Project Summaries (Supplementary Data -
Combined sheet) include replacing/improving "aging" and "failing" infrastructure at "the end of its useful life" orin "an
advanced state of disrepair" -- especially floats. Some projects describe the lengthy phased reconstruction process, as well as
improving AD, for lack of appropriate cathodic protection, and aged or undersized electrical
utilities.

Cost share for project.
How many of the projects are using local funds as their minimum 50% match amount?

Yes 25 93%

No 2 7%
27 100%

What was the total local cost share? Not including resubmittals Al

Total $57,864,037 $75,111,147

Mean $3,214,669 $2,781,894

Median $1,864,994 $4,000,000

How many applicants provide provide proof they would follow a PMP after the completion of a project?

Yes 27 100%
No 0 0%
Total 27 100%

How many projects were listed in a Capital Improvement Program?

Yes 27 100%
No 0 0%
Total 27 100%
How many i indit they have revenue streams to operate and maintain harbors without State

Yes 27 100%
No 0 0%
Total 27 100%

How many grants were previously awarded for applicant facilities under the same program? Each facility's previous award(s) is only counted once.

Total 6
Average 0.3

Number of resubmittals and frequency of funding awards.
Was the project a resubmittal?

Yes 9 33%
No 13 48%
Unknown 5 19%
Total 27 100%

How many times was a resubmittal (or non-unknown) awarded?
Total 6

What was the cost of submitted projects vs awarded projects across all projects?

Total Submitted Project Cost (all) $140,633,868
Total Awarded Funds (all) $40,310,483
Percentage of Total Awarded Funds/Submitted Project Cost 28.66%

What was the cost of requested funds from the program vs the total project cost across all projects?
Total Submitted Project Cost (all) $140,633,868
Total Requested Funds (all) $60,491,501

the total

cost of the harbor?



F of Total Funds/Project Cost

43.01%

What was the cost of requested funds from the program vs awarded funds across all projects?

Total Requested Funds (all)
Total Awarded Funds (all)
Percentage of Total Awarded Funds/ Requested Funds

Number of Awarded vs Submitted Projects
Number of Awarded Projects
Number of Submitted Projects

How many Tier 1 vs Tier 2 applicants were awarded?
Tier1
Tier2
Total

How many Tier 1 and Tier 2 applicants are there?
Tier1
Tier2
Total

$60,491,501
$40,310,483
66.64%

27

27

33%
67%
100%
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Submittal City

2016
2016
2016
2016
2017
2017
2017
2017
2018
2018
2018
2018
2019
2019
2019
2019
2019
2020
2020
2020
2021
2021
2021
2021
2022
2022
2023

Ketchikan
Skagway
Wrangell
Sitka
Sitka
Ketchikan
Juneau
Whittier
Ketchikan
Juneau
Juneau
Angoon
Sitka
Kake
Juneau
Homer
Cordova
Juneau
Cordova
Seward
Juneau
Homer
Yakutat
Valdez
Whittier
Wrangell
Juneau

Facility  Tier1
Bar Harbor
Skagway SI
Shoemake
CrescentF
Crescent +
Bar Harbor
Harris Hart
Whittier Sn
Bar Harbor
Aurora Har
Harris Hart
Angoon Ha
Thomsen +
Kake Porta
Aurora Har
Homer Por
Cordova P
Aurora Har
Cordova P1
Seward Bo
Aurora Har
Homer Por
Yakutat S
Valdez Sm:
Whittier Sn
Meyers Ch
Aurora Har

OrPORrRLROOOROROOOOROOOOOORHELREOO

Tier2

HORrOORRERRLORORRREREBORKREREEEREROOOR R

Year of
Transfer
2004
2004
2003
2004
2004
2004
2003
2004
2004
2003
2003
2005
2004
2006
2003
1999
2003
2003
2003
1999
2003
1999
2005
2003
2004
2014
2003

DOT&PF deferred maintenance funds

Unknown

Unknown

Unknown

$3,292,772
$1,068,852
$3,492,000.00
$2,234,500.00
$2,234,500.00
3,292,772.00
$7,119,000.00
$2,449,000
3,292,772.00
$7,119,000
$7,119,000.00
$1,490,000

$2,970,000
$7,119,000

$4,876,000
$7,119,000
$4,876,000
$3,134,200
$7,119,000

$526,000.00
$3,013,500
$2,449,000
$1,400,000
$7,119,000

Total Project Cost
$1,254,110
$2,000,000
$10,969,926
$12,206,161
$12,206,161
$1,254,110
$255,438
$5,381,200
$1,254,110
$4,000,000
$250,000
$2,345,287
$438,250
$1,010,726
$4,000,000
$714,240
$10,000,000
$4,000,000
$10,000,000
$3,459,975
$4,271,200
$768,000
$7,701,334.20
$17,650,050
$9,450,100
$2,293,490
$11,500,000

Deferred Maintenance Funds as
aPercentage of Requested

Project Cost

z

z

z

263%
53%
32%
18%
18%

263%

2787%
46%
263%
178%
2848%
64%

294%
178%

7%
17%
26%
61%
62%

8009%

Average of P
Resubmittals)

266%

Median of P
Resubmittals)

61%



Notes from Combined Data Sheet

*Across all harbor facilities in Juneau transfer

**No application, numbers assumed from previous year

***A FY 2021 application was resubmitted; however, the project was funded for FY 2020 for a different amount. There was no
application provided and the application is not being counted as a resubmittal but the FY 2021 information will be used.
****Reimbursement costs; AS 29.60.700(b) replace B,C,D floats and B and E gangways.

Additional Notes

1.1n 2021 (FY 2023 submittal), DOT&PF began incorporating ICAP costs into total project cost. These are included in the data for
those years. In the application from 2023 (FY 2025), no ICAP fee was recorded.

2. Due to funding cycle timing between application submittals and FY funding award, some applications were resubmitted for the
following year but were awarded funds for the previous year's application. In these instances, resubmitted applications were not
analyzed in the following year, with the exception of Thomsen Harbor submitted in 2019 (FY 2021), for which no application was
provided by DOT&PF for the previous year.

3. In applications, the type of project was submitted as a percentage to indicate the percentage of the total project cost; however,
all applications were submitted as 100% under various project types. Here, 1 and 0 were used instead of percentages.

4. Note that the only allowable project types submitted under Tier 1 are Major Maintenance and Major Repair or Replacement.
5. Rural and Urban area data came from USCB 2020 data (last updated July 2023):
https://www2.census.gov/geo/docs/reference/ua/2020_Census_ua_list_all.xlsx

6. Only applications for formerly state-owned facilities were analyzed.

7. There were some projects awarded during the study period that applications were not provided for. These include:

2017 Awardees (SFY18) Tier Harbor Grant Amount
Wrangell, City and Borough of | $5,000,000.00

Kake, City of Il $450,000.00

2018 Awardees (SFY19) Tier Harbor Grant Amount
Whale Pass, City of Il $90,000.00

Juneau, City and Borough of 1] $140,000.00

2019 Awardees (SFY20) Tier Harbor Grant Amount
Sitka Thomsen 1] $203,000.00

2022 Awardees (SFY23) Tier Harbor Grant Amount

City of Sand Point 1] $4,125,000.00
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Alaska Department of Transportation & Public Facilities

Application for a
Harbor Facility Grant

SFY2027

Please read the entire Grant Program’s Instructions (Form DOT&PF H-27268) carefully before attempting
to fill out this application to ensure full consideration. For each funding request, submit one (1) original
and one (1) complete copies of this application with all attachments.

Harbor Facility Name:

Municipality or Regional
Housing Authority:

Address:

Principle Contact:

Phone & Email:

TYPE OF PROJECT AND FUNDING REQUEST

Eligible harbor facility items of Non-eligible harbor facility items of work
work

e Approach structures

Pilings and anchors

Dredging, blasting or mechanical removal of harbor basin materials
. Rubble-mound breakwaters and revetments
e Access ramps and gangways Dikes, groins, and jetties
e  Float systems for permanent and Wharfs and docks for large commercial or tourist marine vessels (greater than
transient moorage 125 feet LOA)
Floating breakwaters Seawalls, bulkheads, sheet pile walls, gabions, and quays
e  Utility systems integral to the float Access roads and upland improvements
systems (specifically power, lights, Boat houses
fresh water, sewage pump out, and Commercial or privately owned utility systems on the float systems
fire protection) Fuel and oil distribution systems
e Launch ramps Platform floats for small buildings, restrooms, or commercial retail space
e Seaplane floats Landscaping and facility amenities, e.g., trash receptacles, used oil collection
e Portable or trailer mounted tanks, storage/locker boxes, etc.
equipment for firefighting, sewage Security or close circuit television video (CCTV) systems

pump out, oily bilge water, etc. e  Utility system improvements beyond the harbor facility limits, e.g., electrical
Other appurtenances necessary for and water/sewer line extensions to bring those services to the harbor facility

the basic operation of the harbor e Harbormaster offices, buildings, offices, shops, boat yards or storage

facility structures

Third party contracts for ‘construgtion e  Vessel hoisting machinery and boat haul-out systems
management and inspection services | o planning and engineering studies, land acquisition or bidding documents, i.e.
Safety ladder purchases and Plans and Specifications

installation. e Port or Barge Facilities

Form DOT&PF H-26267, Rev. 05/2025 FY2027 Harbor Facility Grant Application
Alaska Department of Transportation & Public Facilities Page 1 of 6



Alaska Department of Transportation & Public Facilities

REFERENCE THE INSTRUCTIONS (DOT&PF FORM H-27268)

(Block 1)
PROJECT SUMMARY - This is a brief summary describing the purpose and need for the project in a supportive
narrative.

(Block 2)
a. Indicate if this application is for a Tier I or a Tier II grant.
b. Indicate the type of work project (check all that apply and indicate % of total project construction cost)

[]  TierI application [[] Tier II application
[ ] Major Maintenance % [ ] Major Maintenance %
%/ | [ Expansion %

(Block 3)
Cost Apportionment: Submit a breakdown of the amount and source of project funds for the construction phase
of the project. The maximum amount for the proposed harbor grant amount is 50% of the total estimated project

cost.

AMOUNT | % of TOTAL | SOURCE OF FUNDS
a. Proposed harbor grant amount % ?rizz(;;cl::%l;g?’ogg? nt Program (minimum
b. Applicant’s share of cost %
c. Amounts from state sources % | Only four state sources eligible
d. Amounts from federal sources %
e. Amounts from other sources %
f. Total estimated project cost 100 %

Note: The maximum amount on Line 3a is $5 million per municipality or regional housing authority per
fiscal year [Ref: AS 29.60.820(a)]. Applications for two or more harbor facilities in the same year are
acceptable as long as the maximum amount is not exceeded by the applicant.

(Block 4)
Scope, Schedule and Cost Estimate: Attach a detailed project scope (including general layout drawing), schedule
and construction cost estimate.

Anticipated Project Dates for the construction phase:
’ Start Date: | | Complete Work: |

Form DOT&PF H-26267, Rev. 05/2025 FY2027 Harbor Facility Grant Application
Alaska Department of Transportation & Public Facilities Page 2 of 6



Alaska Department of Transportation & Public Facilities

PAST HARBOR FACILITY GRANT FUNDING

(Block 5)

What AS 29.60.800 administered harbor grant(s) were previously made toward this harbor facility?

DOT&PF Harbor Grant No. Date the grant was awarded Date the grant was closed

BASIC ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS (Attach documentation supporting each response)

(Block 6)
Does the municipality or regional housing authority legally own the harbor facility?
[Ref: AS 29.60.810]

(Block 7)

Is the project a capital improvement project and not part of a preventive maintenance
program or regular custodial care program?

[Ref: AS 29.60.810(1)]

(Block 8)
Does the municipality or regional housing authority have the required 50% local
matching funds for construction of the project? [Ref: AS 29.60.810(2)]

(Block 9)

Does the municipality or regional housing authority have adequate Property Loss
Insurance or an adequate program of insurance for the harbor facility?

[Ref: AS 29.60.810(3)]

(Block 10)
Does the municipality or regional housing authority have an existing Preventive
Maintenance Plan? [Ref: AS 29.60.810(4)]

(Block 11)

Is there documentation that the municipality or regional housing authority will adhere
adequately to the preventive maintenance plan after completion of the proposed
project?

(Block 12) — To establish Tier I eligibility
a. Was the harbor facility once state-owned? [Ref: AS 29.60.820(b)]

b. If yes, please include a copy of the Bill of Sale (or a Deed) and fill in the date when
the state transferred the harbor facility to the municipality or regional housing authority

[ yes

[ yes

[ yes

|:| yes

[ yes

I:‘ yes

[ yes

Date

[ Ino

[ Ino

[ Ino

Form DOT&PF H-26267, Rev. 05/2025 FY2027 Harbor Facility Grant Application
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Alaska Department of Transportation & Public Facilities

MINIMUM REQUIRED RATING CRITERIA (Attach documentation supporting each response)

(Block 13)
Does the municipality or regional housing authority have sufficient revenues to operate
and maintain the harbor facility in the future without further state assistance; including []yes [no

total replacement at the end of its design life?
[Ref: AS 29.60.820(c)(1)]

(Block 14)

Does this project address public safety or emergency factors? [ yes [ no

[Ref: AS 29.60.820(c)(2)]

(Block 15)

How much money has the municipality or regional housing authority spent on In2022 §

maintenance of this harbor facility and what were the funds used for?

[Ref: AS 29.60.820(c)(3)] Last 5 yrs.$

(Block 16)

Has the municipality or regional housing authority explored options that would reduce

or eliminate the need for the proposed project? [lyes [Ino

[Ref: AS 29.60.820(c)(4)]

(Block 17)

Does this project include the installation of new safety ladders? [yes [lno
If no, do safety ladders already exist on the structure and are currently in [lyes [Ino

serviceable condition?

ATTACHMENTS CHECKLIST

(Block 18)

Please review the application to see that it is complete, and that a minimum of one copy is provided, digital
copies are acceptable. Please ensure that all attachments are provided and clearly identified (see Section B of the
Grant Program’s Instructions). Answers to questions 13 through 16 are scored; failure to provide attached
responses to these questions will influence the ranking of your grant application.

[] Indicated the kind of tier that this application for a Tier I or II grant (Block 2)

[ ] Amount of Harbor Facility Grant (Block 3)

[ ] Source(s) of local match (Block 3)

[ ] Plan view drawing (Block 4)

[ ] Detailed project scope, schedule and budget (Block 4)

[] Proof of harbor facility ownership (Block 6)

[ ] Documentation that project is a capital improvement (Block 7)

[ ] Municipality or regional housing authority has the required 50% local match (Block 8)
[ ] Proof of adequate Property Loss Insurance (Block 9)

[ ] Documentation of the Preventive Maintenance Plan (Block 10)

[ ] Proof that harbor facility was once state-owned (Block 12)

Form DOT&PF H-26267, Rev. 05/2025 FY2027 Harbor Facility Grant Application
Alaska Department of Transportation & Public Facilities Page 4 of 6
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[] Documentation that lists the sources and amounts of the Finance Plan, including backup
documentation such as letters of award from eligible federal, state, local and private sources (Block
13)

[ ] Documentation of public safety or emergency factors (Block 14)
[ ] Documentation of past maintenance expenditures (Block 15)

[ ] Documentation of options explored (Block 16)

[] Map of Safety Ladder locations (Block 17)

[ ] Application signed by an authorized representative (Block 19)
[] Resolution of support (optional but encouraged)

CERTIFICATION

(Block 19)

I hereby certify that [ am an authorized municipal or regional housing authority representative, that this
application’s information is true and correct to the best of my knowledge, that the application has been prepared
under the direction of the appropriate local or municipal governing agency, and that this application is submitted
in accordance with law. In addition, by signing this application, I agree that [ have reviewed and will abide by
the Department of Transportation & Public Facilities’ “Instructions for completing the Harbor Facility Matching
Grant Application” (Form DOT&PF H-27268) and AS 29.60.800 et seq. I understand that failure to comply
with this certification will be cause for the Department to withhold a grant award or withdraw a grant offer that
may have been extended.

X

Signature of Authorized Representative

(Typed Name and Title of Authorized Representative)

Form DOT&PF H-26267, Rev. 05/2025 FY2027 Harbor Facility Grant Application
Alaska Department of Transportation & Public Facilities Page 5 of 6
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Sample Resolution for a Harbor Facility Grant:

[MUNICIPALITY/CITY/ BOROUGH/REGIONAL HOUSING AUTHORITY]

RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION OF THE [ASSEMBLY/COUNCIL] OF THE [MUNICIPALITY/CITY/
BOROUGH/REGIONAL HOUSING AUTHORITY], FORMALLY SUBMITS A HARBOR FACILITY
GRANT APPLICATION TO THE STATE OF ALASKA, DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
AND PUBLIC FACILITIES (DOT&PF) IN THE AMOUNT OF [GRANT AMOUNT] FOR THE
PROJECT ENTITLED [PROJECT NAME].

WHEREAS, the State of Alaska, Department of Transportation and Public Facilities administers the
Harbor Facility Grant Program; and

WHEREAS, the [MUNICIPALITY/CITY/ BOROUGH/REGIONAL HOUSING AUTHORITY] owns
and maintains the [HARBOR NAME] and the [HARBOR NAME] is eligible for a Harbor Facility Grant; and

WHEREAS, the [MUNICIPALITY/CITY/ BOROUGH/REGIONAL HOUSING AUTHORITY] has the
required 50% in local matching funds for construction of the [PROJECT NAME] per the Harbor Facility Grant
Program; and

WHEREAS, the [MUNICIPALITY/CITY/ BOROUGH/REGIONAL HOUSING AUTHORITY] is
capable of completing the [PROJECT NAME] within eighteen (18) months after award of a Harbor Facility
Grant; and

WHEREAS, the [HARBOR NAME] is critical to the [MUNICIPALITY/CITY/
BOROUGH/REGIONAL HOUSING AUTHORITYT;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the [ASSEMBLY/COUNCIL] of the
[MUNICIPALITY/CITY/ BOROUGH/REGIONAL HOUSING AUTHORITY] that the
[MUNICIPALITY/CITY/ BOROUGH/REGIONAL HOUSING AUTHORITY] supports the project entitled
[PROJECT NAME] and agrees, subject to available Alaska Legislative funding and selection by DOT&PF, to
enter into a grant agreement with the State of Alaska, Department of Transportation and Public Facilities for a
Harbor Facility Grant.

Mayor/City Manager/Official (Authorizing Signature)

Attested by

City Clerk/Secretary

Form DOT&PF H-26267, Rev. 05/2025 FY2027 Harbor Facility Grant Application
Alaska Department of Transportation & Public Facilities Page 6 of 6



FFY2027 Harbor Facility Grant Program - Scoring Criteria

Scoring Criteria Guidance

STANDARDS Weight (5) (4) (3) (2) (1)

Does the applicant have 5 Project has solid financial plan |N/A Project has marginally N/A Financial or preventive
sufficient revenues and a fee and preventive maintenance acceptable financial plan and maintenance plan is
structure to operate and plan with secure source of preventive maintenance plan incomplete. Plans could be
maintain the harbor facility in revenues for facility operation with identified source of dependent on pending

the future without state aid? and maintenance. revenues for facility operation actions/decisions.

and maintenance.
[Ref: AS 29.60.820(c)(1)]

See Block 13
Safety or Emergency factors 5 Project improves critical safety |N/A Reduces potential hazards, N/A No impact on safety or
- Primary purpose is to improve features and/or corrects corrects a situation which could potential loss of facility.
operational safety, to respond to hazards and deficiencies; or become a safety hazard, or
an emergency situation or a project is considered an preserves an existing facility
change in safety guidelines (for emergency and is required to that is expected to fail in near
example, ADA or electrical code bring the existing facility up to future.
compliance). minimum safety standards; or

project is urgently needed to
[Ref: AS 29.60.820(c)(2)] preserve an existing facility in

imminent risk of failure.
See Block 14
Tier | applicants only. Annual 5 Equal or greater than 5% of Equal or greater than 3% and |Equal or greater than 1% and |Less than 1% of harbor facility |(Zero funds spent on
average amount spent on harbor facility replacement cost |less than 5% of harbor facility [less than 3% of harbor facility [replacement cost maintenance
maintenance of the harbor replacement cost replacement cost

facility by the applicant.

Harbor facility replacement cost
will be determined by DOT&PF.

[Ref: AS 29.60.820(c)(3)]

See Block 15
Other options that would reduce 5 Applicant determined a N/A Applicant considered some N/A No alternatives were
or eliminate the need for the preferred engineering alternative means of achieving considered in the formulation of
proposed project. alternative as part of a project goals as part of an the project.

comprehensive harbor plan or engineering report. Project
[Ref: AS 29.60.820(c)(4)] engineering report. replaces in-kind an existing

harbor.
See Block 16
Form DOTPF H-27269, Rev. 11/2023 Harbor Grant
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*

FFY2026 Harbor Facility Grant Program - Scoring Criteria

STANDARDS Weight (5) (4) (3) (2) (1)

5 Project serves the best public 5 Serves best public interest. N/A N/A N/A N/A
interest
-Each Harbor Panel member
rates the one project which
serves the best public interest
with a rating of "5", all other
projects receive a rating of "0".

[Ref: AS 29.60.820(c)(5)]

6 Maintenance 4 Harbor facility needing major  |Harbor facility needing major  [Project does not increase or Project results in moderate Project results in significant
- Reduces maintenance costs or repair or maintenance that repair or maintenance that reduce maintenance costs to  |increase in maintenance costs |increase in local government
addresses preventive substantially reduces moderately reduces local government. to local government. There maintenance costs without
maintenance needs maintenance costs to local maintenance costs to local may be offsetting economic or |offsetting economic or safety

government. government. safety benefits. benefits.

7 Operational Importance 3 Repair or replacement of Components critical to Improvements to components |Moderately important Upland facilities and other
-Harbor component to be deficient harbor facility operation of harbor facility such [that significantly change components such as launch appurtenances necessary for
repaired or rehabilitated as components of a safety or as pilings, floats, approach function or provide more ramps, grids, water and sewer |the basic harbor operation.
related to function. emergency nature. structures, and safety lighting. [capacity, including new utilities. Improvements result in |Improvements that do not

construction. limited functional change or change the function or do not
moorage capacity. increase moorage capacity.

8 Importance of the applicant's 3 Applicant has one existing Applicant has one harbor Applicant has more than one  [Applicant has one or more Application is for construction
harbor facility harbor facility. It is not facility. There is a road harbor facility but the harbor facilities. There is a of a new harbor.

connected by road to another |connection to another community is not connected by |road connection to another
community. community with one or more road to another community. community with one or more
harbor facilities. harbor facilities.

9 Tier | applications shall be 20 |This is a Tier | application N/A N/A N/A N/A
scored ahead of Tier Il
applications
[Ref AS 29.60.820(b)]

10 |Local resolution of support 1 Applicant has a resolution of ~ |N/A N/A N/A N/A

support for the project.
Resolution must be signed and
dated before the application
deadline.

Total Weight 56

Form DOTPF H-27269, Rev. 11/2023
Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities

20of2

Harbor Grant
Scoring Criteria




	Acknowledgments
	Executive Summary
	Table of Contents
	Introduction
	Scope of Problem
	Methodology
	Anticipated Results


	Literature Review
	Understanding Capacity in Local Government
	Financial Capacity
	Technical Capacity
	Institutional Capacity

	Local Government Dependence on State Support, State Government Dependence on Federal Support
	Devolution of State Services and Funding
	Divestiture of Alaska’s Harbor Facilities
	Managing Harbor Operations & Maintenance
	Existing Infrastructure Conditions

	Existing Funding Mechanisms
	Key Findings

	Methodology
	Research Context and Aim
	Research Components
	Problem Statement Examination
	Constructing Historical Timeline and Infrastructure Conditions
	Measuring Financial, Technical, and Institutional Capacity
	Financial Capacity
	Technical Capacity
	Institutional Capacity


	Interviews
	Survey
	Grant Application Analysis
	Pattern Analysis


	Results
	Interviews
	Early Indicators of Capacity
	Prior to Transfer
	Deferred Maintenance Funding
	Management Journey

	Existing State-Owned Facilities
	Financial Capacity
	Technical Capacity
	Institutional Capacity

	Survey
	Demographics
	Infrastructure Condition/Needs
	Financial Capacity
	Technical Capacity
	Institutional Capacity

	Grant Application Analysis
	Demographics
	Infrastructure Condition/Needs
	Project Cost Share
	Sustainable Management Practices
	Frequency of Funding


	Discussion
	System Components
	Revisiting Previous Research
	Major Findings
	Financial Capacity
	Technical Capacity
	Institutional Capacity
	Progress Toward Building Capacity
	Barriers to Building Capacity
	Financial Capacity
	Technical Capacity
	Institutional Capacity


	Limitations

	Conclusion
	Summary of Research
	Pathways to Building Capacity
	Increasing Local Funding Sources & Regional Economic Cooperation
	O&M Prioritization
	Harbor Grant Program Updates
	Local and State Government Collaboration

	Further Research Needs
	Case Studies, Surveys, and Dredging
	Economic Analysis/Planning Study


	References
	Appendix A-D.pdf
	Appendix A: Interview Questions
	Appendix A. Interview Questions.pdf
	Harbor Managers
	Local Government SME
	State Agency Employee
	Harbor User

	Appendix B Cover Sheet.pdf
	Appendix B: Survey Questions

	Appendix C Cover Sheet.pdf
	Appendix C: Grant Application Analysis

	Appendix D Cover Sheet.pdf
	Appendix D: Example Grant Application

	Appendix D_Example Grant Application.pdf
	DOTPF Cover v2.pdf
	TOC
	Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities Harbor Facility Grant Application
	Tier II
	Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities Harbor Facility Grant Application
	Tier II

	City of Whittier Small Boat Harbor Final Narrative
	FY24-Whittier-Harbor-Facility-Grant-application Final
	Application for a
	Harbor Facility Grant
	FY2024
	TYPE OF PROJECT AND FUNDING REQUEST
	REFERENCE THE INSTRUCTIONS (DOT&PF FORM H-27268)
	PAST HARBOR FACILITY GRANT FUNDING
	BASIC ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS (Attach documentation supporting each response)
	MINIMUM REQUIRED RATING CRITERIA (Attach documentation supporting each response)
	ATTACHMENTS CHECKLIST

	Signed Block 18

	City of Whittier Small Boat Harbor Attachments - All
	Attachments - Complete.pdf
	Attachments - Complete
	Attachments (Combined - Need L - Preventative Main. Plan).pdf
	Attachment A - 2022 State Legislative Priorities Resolutions.pdf
	City Res_2022-001 2022 State Legislative Priorities.pdf
	City RES_2022-002 City Legislative Priorities.pdf

	Binder1.pdf
	Attachment B - City of Whittier 2022 Capital Improvement Plan
	Attachment C - Current Condition Photos
	Attachment D - City of Whittier Small Boat Harbor Planning Level Budget Estimate
	Sheet1

	Attachment E - 2021 Bellingham Marine Proposal
	Intro Whittier 2021 REV1_0
	Whittier Phase 3 Proposal_REV2 10.22.21_0
	1. The following items are included in our proposal:
	1.1 SHOP DRAWINGS - stamped by a registered professional engineer licensed in the State of Alaska.
	1.2 CONCRETE UNIFLOATS® - which, when assembled in the water will make up the following and per the attached drawings:
	 A DOCK – 10’ x 228’ Concrete Unifloat Dock
	 F DOCK – Removal of 12 EA 2’7’’ x 24’ finger floats and replace with 10 EA 2’7’’ x 28’ finger floats
	 G DOCK -  6’ x 272’ Concrete Unifloat Dock
	o 9 EA 2’7’’ x 28’ finger floats
	o 11 EA 2’7’’ x 24’ finger floats
	 H Dock – 6’ x 258’ Concrete Unifloat Dock
	o 15 EA 2’7’’ x 24’ finger floats
	1.3 SLIP-RESISTANT POLYMER FILLER SLABS - including triangle and other members necessary to provide a continuous deck surface.
	1.4 FABRICATED, TREATED (ACZA) WOOD WALER SYSTEM - all walers to be West Coast Regional Douglas Fir, No. 1.  Including double _ x _ walers on all walkways with a _ x __ cover board.  The finger walers will be a _ x _ and a _ x _ counter bored.
	1.5 GALVANIZED STEEL WELDMENTS - including 43 each triangles, and 79 each pile retainers.
	1.6 GALVANIZED STEEL HARDWARE - includes thru-rods with 3/4" diameter rolled threads, nuts, washers, bolts and nails.
	1.7 GALVANIZED IRON CLEATS – 250 each standard/heavy duty with attachment bolts and 1-1/4" square cleat washers.
	1.8 FABRICATED, TREATED BULLRAIL - including attachment hardware on A dock only.
	1.9 VINYL FENDERING – Premier Materials Model 5005A or equal, dark gray in color.  Continuous/patterned at all berthing areas.
	1.10 CORNER BUMPERS
	1.11 LOADING AND SECURING ON OUR TRUCKS WITH FREIGHT PREPAID TO Whittier Alaska.
	1.12 SUBASSEMBLED LENGTHS CONVENIENT FOR SHIPPING.
	1.13 Cleats will be installed only on fingers.  Connection rods, triangle frame covers and triangle frame facias will be shipped separately in bundles.  Any accessory such as side pile guides may be shipped loose for loading convenience.
	1.14 PILING - 79 each 16’’ x 0.5’’ ASTM A252, Grade 3 w/A36 chemistry suitable for welding installed per drawing attached
	1.14.1 Barge size will be 50’ x 100’ with a 100-ton crawler crane for pile removal and installation
	1.14.2 Removal and disposal of 156 ea. 12’’ timber creosote pile

	1.15 PILE ROLLERS/UHMW RUB PADS - 4 each per pile.
	1.16 PILE CAPS - White FRP, 79each.
	1.17 Electrical
	1.17.1 Includes a tri-frame mounted pedestal that would service 2 boats per pedestal. Our pricing includes all on dock equipment required to provide single 30-amp service to G Dock (20ea), and 30-50-amp service to A Dock (8ea). All pedestals will have a 20 amp GFI Service Plug, convenience lighting.
	1.17.2 Light Poles on the end of A, G, and H docks
	1.17.3 Existing electrical to remain on docks B, C, D, E, F Dock and marginal head walkway as previously installed in Phase 1 and 2.
	1.17.4 All new pedestals for this phase shall be stainless steel and will have GFI protection at the pedestal.
	1.17.5 All new electrical components and installation shall meet local code

	1.18 FIRE HOSE CABINETS – 6 each, FRP yellow/red.
	1.19 FIRE EXTINGUISHER - 6 each ABC.
	1.20 FIRE EXTINGUISHER CABINETS – 22 each.
	1.21 FIRE SUPRESSION SYSTEM – Dry fire system for A dock, G, dock, and H dock to match fire system previously installed in phases 1 and 2. Risers will be placed a maximum of 150’ apart.
	1.22 POTABLE WATER SYSTEM – Potable water spigots will be placed on A and G dock into tri-frame mounted power pedestals (see 1.17) to match potable water system from phases 1 and 2.
	1.23 ASSEMBLY AND INSTALLATION OF CONCRETE UNIFLOATS® INCLUDING:
	1. Piling   9. Electrical system A and H docks only
	2. Pile driving  10. Freshwater system A and H docks only mounted in pedestals
	3. Pile Caps   11. Fire suppression system A, G, and H docks only
	4. Walers
	5. Weldments
	6. Cleats
	7. Polymer filler slabs
	8. Coverboards
	1.24 BUILDERS RISK – Deductibles shall be for the Buyer’s account.

	2. All items and quantities not specifically included in Section 1 above are specifically excluded from this proposal.  Excluded items include, but are not limited to, the following:
	2.1 SHORESIDE WORK – (our work commences at bottom of gangway).
	2.2 Supply, installation and demolition of Docks B, C, D, E, F and marginal head walkway as previously performed in Phases 1 and 2.
	2.3 The mechanical systems of Docks B, C, D, E, F and marginal head walkway as performed previously in Phases 1 and 2.
	2.4 The electrical systems of Docks B, C, D, E, F and marginal head walkway as performed previously in Phases 1 and 2.
	2.5 Demolition of the existing east trestle and any gangway related work.
	2.6 PEDESTRIAN GANGWAY RAMPS.
	2.7 LOCKER BOXES.
	2.8 SALES OF USE TAX.
	2.9 PERMITS AND LICENSES.
	2.10 Any cost for using the city owned travel lift for splashing of all float components. City to splash floats from laydown yard. City of Whittier to perform float section launching.
	2.11 Disposal of any demolished dock section and associated parts.
	2.12 UPLANDS ELECTRICAL– Our pricing assumes that all primary electrical service will be adequate and provided to us at the top of the existing gangway. We specifically exclude any work required beyond this line of demarcation or any work required to upsize the service.
	2.13 UPLANDS MECHANICAL –  Our pricing assumes that all services will be adequate and provided to us at the top of the existing gangway. We specifically exclude any work required beyond this line of demarcation or any work required to upsize the service.
	2.14 LAYDOWN YARD - The cost of supplying a secure laydown/ assembly yard adjacent to the travel lift location.  City of Whittier to provide.  The size and location of the yard will be mutually agreeable.
	2.15 BONDING – optional at addition cost of 1% contract value.

	3. Other provisions:
	3.1 FREEBOARD:  The concrete Unifloats® included in this proposal are calculated to maintain a freeboard of 18", plus or minus 1".
	3.2 DESIGN CRITERIA:  Bellingham Marine (BMI) has based its proposal upon information and design criteria furnished by Buyer, which includes site conditions relative to wind and wave exposure.  Based upon this information, BMI is proposing a system warranted for a one foot wave environment as described in the enclosed Warranty paragraph.
	3.3 INFORMATION FURNISHED BY BUYER:  BMI has based this proposal upon information furnished by Buyer (if provided) and BMI has the right to rely upon the accuracy of that information.  If information furnished by Buyer is incorrect and impacts the project schedule or cost to complete the work, BMI will be entitled to an adjustment in the contract amount, time for completion, or both.
	3.4 CONCEALED OR UNKNOWN CONDITIONS:  In preparing this proposal, BMI has assumed there are no concealed conditions (subsurface or otherwise) or unknown physical conditions which will adversely impact BMI's performance of the work.  If such conditions are encountered, BMI will be entitled to an adjustment in the contract amount, time for completion, or both.
	3.5 SITE ACCESS:  All loading and offloading is to be accomplished at the site in a mutually agreed upon location adjacent to the harbor and furnished at no cost by Buyer.  An additional onsite area will be furnished under the same conditions for a storage container, parking and a small office trailer.
	3.6 UTILITIES:  Provisions will be made for utilities to be run internally through the float system using 3 each, 4" diameter PVC raceways and 1 each, 17" x 30" junction box approximately every 40'.  Additional boxes and tubes, if required, can be supplied at an additional cost.
	3.7 SCHEDULE:  Project completion will occur as mutually agreed. Manufacturing cannot commence until after receipt of approved shop drawings, and will be based on our then current production schedule and subject to the general conditions of BMI's standard agreement for construction.  Production of concrete Unifloats® cannot commence prior to receipt of approved shop drawings.
	3.8 PRICE VALIDITY: Prices are valid for firm orders placed within a period of thirty (30) days after quotation and are subject to reconfirmation thereafter.
	3.9 PAYMENT TERMS:  25 percent deposit, balance due in accordance with BMI’s standard agreement.  Deposit shall not be subject to retention.  Deposit amount shall be applied against the final invoice(s) on the project.  Method of payment to be approved by BMI's credit department prior to start of production.  Interest will be charged on past due accounts at 18% per annum, or at the highest non-usurious commercial rate allowable by state law or provided by state statute, whichever is less.  If BMI is required to employ an attorney to collect any amount due as a result of the default of Buyer, the Buyer shall pay all costs of collection, including reasonable attorney's fees and court costs.
	Payment is not subject to retention.
	Payment of retainage is not contingent upon Buyer's completion of project or receipt of retainage from owner.
	Prior to commencement of project, Buyer shall provide evidence of financing satisfactory to BMI.
	It is BMI’s standard credit policy to send our customers notices compliant with state or federal laws about rights to lien property or bonds in the event of non-payment.  This is a routine notice and is not a reflection on your credit worthiness.
	3.10 ENGINEERING/CODES/RESPONSIBILITY: BMI does not warrant any components to meet specific local building ordinances or codes. It is the responsibility of the Buyer to secure necessary governmental approvals. Buyer hereby indemnifies BMI against any and all loss, damage, liability, claims, demands or causes of action arising out of or connected in any way with any act or omission on the part of the Buyer, or with inadequate, improper or erroneous design, plans, specifications, engineering, or information furnished BMI by Buyer including, without limitation, liability for patent or trade secret infringement claims.
	3.11 BACKCHARGES:  Backcharges for corrective work performed by Buyer or its representative will not be honored without BMI's prior written acceptance.  BMI at all times retains the right to perform corrective work on its own behalf.
	3.12 WARRANTY:  BMI warrants that the individual concrete Unifloat® modules will be free of defects in materials and workmanship for a period of five (5) years from date of shipment, and that all other dock components (including, but not limited to, walers, weldments, filler slabs, hardware, and fiberglass components) will be free of defects in materials and workmanship for a period of one (1) year from the date of shipment.  If within the warranty period the materials are found to be defective, the Buyer must provide written notice of such defects within ten (10) days from the date the defects are discovered.  Buyer’s sole and exclusive remedy for defective materials and workmanship is limited to the repair or replacement of the defective item by BMI.  BMI is not liable for consequential or incidental damages resulting from such defects.  BMI hereby disclaims any and all implied warranties, including but not limited to warranties of merchantability or fitness for a particular purpose.
	The Unifloat® system is intended for protected installations such as exist behind a permanent, fixed breakwater or floating concrete wave attenuator furnished by BMI.  Damage resulting from exposure of the Unifloat® system to conditions exceeding the Design Criteria is specifically excluded from this warranty. Damage to the Unifloat® system resulting from the Buyer’s failure to provide and maintain anchoring for the system which meets or exceeds the design pile working load capacity requirements identified in BMI’s shop drawings is specifically excluded from this warranty. BMI’s warranty also excludes coverage for any loss, liability, damage or defect caused by abuse, misuse, accident, neglect, improper or insufficient maintenance, or to any equipment or products which have been repaired or altered by any person not authorized by BMI.
	In the event any bonds are provided for this project, the bonded duration of this warranty shall be one (1) year.
	3.13 INDEMNIFICATION:  The Buyer shall assume all liability, including but not limited to liability for injury to person or property, economic loss, and business interruption, for claims arising from the actual use of any equipment, products, or materials furnished by BMI, and agrees to indemnify and hold harmless BMI from any and all claims, demands, actions, or suits arising from the use of such products, materials, or equipment, including reasonable attorney's fees and costs.
	Notwithstanding anything herein to the contrary, BMI's cumulative liability to Buyer will under no circumstances exceed the total amount paid to BMI.  In any case BMI WILL NOT BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY SPECIAL, INCIDENTAL, OR CONSEQUENTIAL DAMAGES OF ANY KIND INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO, LOSS OF USE, LOST RENTS, AND RENTAL OF REPLACEMENT OR TEMPORARY FACILITIES, OR FOR LOSS, DAMAGES, OR EXPENSE DIRECTLY, OR INDIRECTLY, ARISING FROM THE USE OF ANY PRODUCTS OR ANY INABILITY TO USE THEM, EITHER SEPARATELY OR IN COMBINATION WITH ANY OTHER EQUIPMENT OR MATERIAL OR FROM ANY OTHER CAUSE.
	3.14 NON-UNION CONTRACTOR:  BMI is a non-union contractor and its quotation is expressly conditioned on Buyer's agreement that BMI will not be required to become signatory to any union agreement in connection with the project.  Language to the contrary in any purchase order or subcontract will not be accepted by BMI.
	3.15 CAUTION:  Float systems are unstable when placed in water prior to assembly in their final intended configuration.  Modules or subassemblies should be handled with care during installation and should never be stood or walked upon prior to finished assembly.
	3.16 POWER CENTERS:  Power centers and pedestals included in this proposal contain twist lock and/or pin and sleeve outlets designed for shore power only and are only to be used in conjunction with a “UL-Marine” listed shore power cord.
	3.17 WARNING:  BMI has been notified by its wood preservers that the chemicals used in the wood treatment process are known to cause cancer.
	3.18 CLAIMS  Definition:  A claim is a demand or assertion by one of the parties seeking, as a matter of right, adjustment or interpretation of contract terms, payment or money, extension of time or other relief with respect to the terms of the contract.  The term “Claim” also includes other disputes and matters in question between the Buyer and BMI arising out of or relating to the contract including, but not limited to, Claims against officers, directors, employees or consultants of a party for matters arising out of or relating to the Work under the contract.  Claims must be made by written notice.  The responsibility to substantiate a Claim shall rest with the party making the Claim.
	Time Limits on Claims.  Claims by either party must be made within twenty-one (21) days after occurrence of the event giving rise to such Claim or within twenty-one (21) days after the claimant first recognizes the condition giving rise to the Claim, whichever is later.  Claims must be made by written notice.  An additional Claim made after the initial Claim has been resolved by Change Order will not be considered unless submitted in a timely manner.
	3.19 DISPUTES
	3.20 Notwithstanding any other provision of this Proposal, BMI and the Buyer waive consequential damages for claims, disputes or other matters in question arising out of or relating to this Proposal.  This mutual waiver is applicable, without limitation, to all consequential damages due to either party’s termination in accordance with this Proposal and/or to any claims or disputes arising out of or related to this Proposal.
	3.21 CONTRACT DOCUMENTS:  The Contract Documents, in addition to this proposal, will include BMI's standard agreement for construction.
	In the event Buyer's acceptance of this proposal includes terms additional to or different from this proposal, Buyer's acceptance is nevertheless effective, and the terms of this proposal control.  Notification of objection to all such additional or different terms is hereby given.
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