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Executive Summary

The City of Nome contracted with Cordova Consulting to provide services examining historic
revenues and expenses for the Port of Nome. This analysis focuses efforts on the operations at
the Port to ensure that operational revenues cover expenses. If we take depreciation and grants
out of the equation for the Port’s revenues and expenses, we see that the years 1989 through
1994 showed expenses that were greater than revenues.

Three forecasts are represented here: 1) flat — no growth, 2) moderate — some growth, and 3)
high growth scenarios. Commodity movements of cargo, gravel, and fuel are shown historically
with projections to the year 2035. Forecasts for other vessels assume that for the flat forecast,
the number of unique vessels annually will remain constant, the moderate forecast for unique
vessels will grow at about 2 percent annually, and the high forecast will grow at about 5 percent
annually.

When we examine the financials for the Port Enterprise Fund, we see that the flat forecast
shows negative revenues beginning in 2030 while the moderate and high forecasts show that
the operations from the Port cover the expenses for all the forecast years. Under all scenarios,
when we add depreciation back into the equation, the net revenues are negative. Nome should
continue to evaluate annual rate increases to plan for future infrastructure repairs,
enhancement, and eventual replacement.

Recommendations for changes include the following:

1. Add a fee for capital replacement. The City currently takes depreciation on its
infrastructure investment which helps to minimize losses in any given year. However,
once the infrastructure is fully depreciated, the City would need to raise funds or
successfully receive grants to be in a suitable position should it become necessary to
replace these items.

2. Add a Cruise ship passenger fee. As global climate change continues to make the Arctic
more available, the City of Nome can expect to have more passengers visiting the City
for brief periods of time. Initiating this fee would allow the City to recoup expenses
associated with police, fire, transportation, and other services provided.

3. Change security, line handling, and other harbor staff assist rates to a cost-plus
structure. This will allow the City to capture changes in personnel and equipment costs
in future years without having to repeatedly revisit the tariff.

4. Allow dockage, wharfage, and storage rates to automatically increase based on
Anchorage Consumer Price Index. Regular small increases are going to be much more
palatable to the Port’s customers and will allow the City to recoup the ever-increasing
operations at the Port.

5. Investigate partnering with other entities for infrastructure improvements, port
enhancements, or port expansion. These are often referred to as P3 structures or
public/private partnerships.
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Introduction

The City of Nome contracted with Cordova Consulting to provide services examining historic
revenues and expenses for the Port of Nome. The contract additionally provides for an
examination of vessel traffic by commodity type with future projections of Port activity based on
scenarios and funding options developed with the assistance of Port staff. This analysis is
conducted in cooperation with the Sitnasuak Native Corporation to evaluate the long-term
development of an expanded Port facility at Nome that will allow vessels drafting to minus 36-
feet.

This report is the first phase of work that examines historic revenues and expenses, forecasts
vessels and commodities, conducts financial analysis of future conditions, and makes
recommendations for rate structure modifications. This first phase forms the baseline from
which future work will be compared. If there are changes in the rate structure, varied
assumptions for future vessel traffic, or modifications to the operations at the Port of Nome,
this baseline will allow decision-makers to gauge the impacts to revenues and expenses as a
result of those changes.
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Historic Revenues and Expenses

There are two funds covering the Port of Nome:

1. Enterprise Fund/Port of Nome Fund: This fund was established to account for the
operations of the port and harbor. User charges are designed to cover cost of operation
and maintenance of the system.

2. Enterprise Fund/Port of Nome Capital Projects Fund: This fund was established to
account for the financial resources, which are limited to expenditures for capital outlays,
expended to acquire or construct major capital assets of a relative permanent nature.
Such financial resources include grants, contributions, bond proceeds, and operating
transfers from other funds.!

Since both funds cover the Port of Nome, accounting for these two funds are sometimes lumped
together. This evaluation focuses on the operations for the Port, the first enterprise fund
mentioned, and attempts to separate out the capital projects where possible to demonstrate
whether the Port is covering operations and maintenance of the system with user charges.

Figure 1 Port of Nome with completed Middle Dock

For instance, the Port of Nome constructed a third causeway dock in 2015, the Middle Dock (see
Figure 1), resulting in total expenses in recent years that are more than double the total

1 Annual Budgets for the Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2017 prepared by the City of Nome.
http://www.nomealaska.org/egov/documents/1472677711 82095.pdf
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expenses from previous years. Grant funding covered these expenses. Additional dredging was
conducted at the Middle Dock in 2016.

When depreciation is added to the expenses for the Port, it appears that revenues do not
exceed expenses for many years. However, the depreciation expense category is a marker for
the City to set aside funds to replace assets in the future that are no longer useful. Having said
that, even when an asset is fully depreciated, it may still have value. For instance, the causeway
and its docks may be fully depreciated but continue to function normally. A wooden dock, on
the other hand, may need replacement shortly after it has been fully depreciated. An evaluation
of depreciated assets, their worth when fully depreciated, and funds required for repair or
replacement of those assets is outside the purview of this report.

The City has successfully obtained some type of contribution or grant funds for the Port & Harbor
Enterprise Fund every year since fiscal year 2002. See Figure 2.

Grants
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Figure 2 — Port of Nome historical grant status

Grant revenues are uncertain given the Federal and State fiscal condition, so for purposes of this
analysis, we are going to assume that future grants are zero. This may not be the case, but if
grant funds do become available, they would be used for specific purposes and not for covering
inadequate operations revenues.
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Revenues

Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP) requires state and local governments to use
the enterprise fund type to account for “business-type activities”? — and the operations of the
Port of Nome fit that description. The total cost of the activities of the Port need not be paid by
user fees. The City, could in fact, decide that it wants to cover the operations of the Port
through other funds for a variety of reasons. There are two funds covering the Port of Nome,
operations and capital projects.

Funding operations is typically an ineligible expense for grants. Many grants stipulate that the
recipient must be able to support ongoing maintenance and repairs after a project is constructed.
For the balance of this evaluation, we will focus on operations only.

Net Revenues
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Figure 3 — Port of Nome net revenues 1988 — 2016

Note: Negative net revenues in 2013-2015 are due to a capital purchase and grant matches. Positive net
revenues are used to offset negative net revenues in some years.

When we take depreciation and grants out of the equation for the Port’s revenues and
expenses, we see that the years 1989 through 1994 showed expenses that were greater than
revenues. Fiscal Year 2013 has negative net revenue due to property purchases, reduced
Causeway revenue, and a 50/50 grant match with Alaska Department of Transportation for harbor

2 http://www.hud.gov/offices/reac/pdf/gaapflyerl.pdf
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improvements. The Port historically has done very well ensuring that revenues exceed expenses
for operations as can be seen in Figure 3.

Revenues as a portion of the various harbor accounts has changed a bit over time. Whereas the
Causeway has historically made up the lion’s share of the total revenues, that percentage has
been shifting in recent years and the Industrial Pad and other revenue accounts are comprising
more of this total. See Figure 4. The Other revenue account does not always reflect typical
Port-related activity. Other revenues can include interest earnings, sales of assets (equipment,
land, and stockpiled materials), the annual PERS Relief contributions, as well as appropriations
from the Port's Fund Balance account to augment revenues when grant matches, capital
purchases, and extraordinary expenses cause expenses to exceed revenue. An example of
revenues from the Other revenue account was the sale of Recycled Asphalt Pavement (RAP) to a

Percent of Revenues by Harbor Account

construction contractor working on the City’s new museum project.
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Figure 4 — Harbor Accounts as percent of total revenues
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Expenses

The Bad Debt expense saw a significant increase in FY2013 due to the impound and recovery of
a sunken tug, with an additional write-off to follow in FY2014 reflecting an adjustment in the
collection of a dock damage

incident. A subsequently high sogonsn

number shown in FY2015,
consists of small additional bad e |

Bad debt expense

debt, as well as a restatement of
earlier bad debt as directed by
the auditors. See Figure 5. As
you can see from this figure, part
of the recent bad debt expenses
can be expected to be retrieved
in future years. The creditin 1
1992 for instance, partially offset :
the bad debt expense in 1991.
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Figure 5 — Port of Nome bad debt expense 1988 — 2016.

Other expenses at the Port have also seen steady increases over the years. Labor, utilities,
insurance, and professional services have all experienced increases as the Port works to meet
the growing demand in vessel traffic and customer base, by expanding infrastructure and
conducting maintenance and repairs to maintain a fully functional facility. See Figure 6 for
historic expenses for the primary expense accounts at the Port.
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Figure 6 — Port of Nome Primary Expense Accounts — 1988 — 2016
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The Port of Nome is a very busy place serving as a hub for the Western Alaska region
communities, the “last gas” for vessels headed into the Arctic, strategically located near the
Bering Strait, and an important asset for vessels needing a connection for services such as the
hospital, groceries, airport, etc. Once the ice goes out in the spring, vessels are lined up to
conduct their business at the Port so they can be on their way.

Global climate change seems most apparent in the Arctic regions and recent years resulted in an
extension of the open water season for the Port of Nome. Generally, the Port is open for
business around the first or second week of June. In 2015, however, the Port saw its first vessel
on May 26. Generally, Port activity is done for the year by the third or fourth week of October.
In 2015, the last vessel left the Port on November 18. Similar conditions occurred for the 2016
season.

The number of unique vessels calling at the Port of Nome have remained consistent in recent
years. See Table 1. This contrasts with the number of calls and the number of days that vessels
are staying at the Port to conduct business.

Table 1 — FY12 through FY16 Unique Vessels Calling at Port of Nome

NOME 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Bulk Cargo & Fuel 28 41 32 33 34
Govt. Ships 9 12 7 13 7
Gravel/Equipment 6 14 9 14 13
Miscellaneous 16 18 7 9 19
Pleasure - Cruise 2 3 3 5 5
Pleasure - S/V 20 27 13 15 14
Research 12 9 7 9 5
Homeported 153 134 148 133 109
Total Unique Vessels 246 258 226 231 206

Note: Unique vessels are individual vessels with unique call signs and names. These vessels may make
multiple trips in any given year and will stay for varying lengths of time. These numbers therefore, will
not correlate to the vessel call statistics produced by the Port as that data is reported by each day a vessel
spent at the dock or at anchor. Historical data from 2012-2016 was reassessed to reflect all anchored
traffic and pleasure vessels utilizing Port of Nome services.

In 2006, the combined calls at the dock including homeported vessels were 162. That number
more than tripled by 2014 when the Port saw 584 vessel dockings and in 2016, that number had
increased more than five times with 849 vessel dockings. This kind of growth is phenomenal
and has led to vessels needing to conduct business in less than favorable conditions such as
tying up to another vessel already at the dock to load/unload or resupply, as well as remaining at
anchor until space is available. See Figure 7.
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Figure 7 — Port of Nome Fuel Dock

Note: The vessels shown in Figure 7 are offloading/loading cargo as well as fueling by truck.

Vessel Forecast

The vessel forecast was developed using historic information on the various vessel types using
the Port of Nome and the historic commodities moving over the docks at the port. Three
forecasts are represented here: 1) flat — no growth, 2) moderate — some growth, and 3) high
growth scenarios. Each of the forecasts were developed in cooperation with the Port of Nome
for reasonable expectations. First, we will examine vessel forecasts for the commodities of
cargo, gravel, and fuel. And secondly, we will examine the vessel forecasts for other harbor
users defined by the Port as Miscellaneous vessels, Pleasure-Cruise, Pleasure-Sailing vessel,
Government ships, and Research vessels. The vessel forecast for each of these categories relies
on some underlying assumptions and those will be described in turn.

Commodities

Commodity movements of cargo, gravel, and fuel are shown historically with projections to the
year 2035. The Port of Nome provided almost 30 years of historic commodity movements and
this enables future projections that can capture the fluctuations over time or the episodic
events for high and low years can be normalized for the future projections. Commaodity
movements are used for the underlying assumptions to project revenues and expenses further
in this evaluation.
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Cargo moving through the Port of Nome enjoyed a steady climb from 1990 to 2011. In 2012,

cargo took a dramatic jump due to the transshipment of contaminated soil from federal clean-

up sites being exported for disposal, and heavy equipment and materials being shipped

throughout the region for federal and state construction projects.

The flat forecast for cargo is an average of the most recent 10-years activity at the Port. The

moderate forecast is based on the most recent 20-year trend and the high forecast adds an

additional 5 percent to the
moderate forecast.

Cargo tonnages in the flat
forecast are about 36,000
tons per year, the
moderate forecast starts
at 42,000 tons per year
and goes to 118,000 tons
by the year 2035. The
high forecast adds another
5 percent to the moderate
forecast. See Appendix for
details of cargo forecast.

Gravel

Cargo Forecast

= CArga ltans) | 5% added t0 20-year trend

Forecast - Flat A

[ -+ T trer
Forecast - Moderate | \ 20-year trend

—— Forecast - High |

Figure 8 — Cargo forecast

Gravel exports from the Port of Nome have enjoyed some wild swings over the years.

Similarly to Cargo, the flat forecast is an average of the most recent 10 years, the moderate

forecast is the 20-year trend, and the high forecast adds 5 percent to the moderate forecast.

Gravel tonnages are
estimated to be about
64,000 tons for the flat
forecast, starts at 76,000
tons and rises to 112,000
tons for the moderate
forecast, and rises an
additional 5 percent for
the high forecast. See
Appendix for details of
gravel forecast.
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Figure 9 — Gravel forecast
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Fuel

Fuel exports and imports moving through the Port of Nome have also seen some ups and
downs. These fluctuations can be associated with large fuel deliveries that are held over from
one year to the next, fuel operators taking advantage of low prices to stockpile product, and
other factors associated with the limited season for delivery at Nome.

Maritime traffic in the Arctic is evolving with a longer ice-free season and increased economic
development opportunities. In recent years, vessels traversing the Arctic have utilized the Port
of Nome for fuel resupply. The outlook has potential for increased land-based oil and gas
activity on the North Slope which will increase vessel traffic and transshipment logistics at the
Port of Nome, requiring fuel resupply to support those efforts. Also, there is additional growth
opportunities for fuel sales to cruise ship operators transiting the Arctic region.

The flat forecast for gallons of fuel is the most recent 10-year average, the moderate forecast is
the 20-year trend, and the high forecast an additional 5 percent added to the moderate
forecast.

The flat forecast is about 11 million gallons, the moderate forecast starts at 12.1 million gallons
and rises to about 12.3 - Fuel Forecast

million gallons, and the
high forecast starts at 13.3

Fuel (gal)

Foracast - Flat

and rises to 13.6 million s If T
gallons. The trend for the ' — Forecast - High A
| R, f\
moderate and high /
. 10% added to 20-year trend

forecasts vary little over | N N

3 I\ AN :’ \ “ | ear tren
time as the previous trend L. K Y : Spperusat

10,000,000 N BT v/ Y G-year average

hovered up and down \|V V \
around similar volumes. "‘

See Appendix for details of

fuel forecast.

Figure 10 — Fuel forecast

Other Vessels

Other harbor users defined by the Port are Miscellaneous vessels, Pleasure-Cruise, Pleasure-
Sailing, Government ships, and Research vessels. Forecasts for these vessels are based on
various assumptions defined below.
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Figure 11 — Nome Harbor - Cruise Ship, Gravel Barge, and Dredges

Forecasts for these other vessels assume that for the flat forecast, the number of unique vessels
and vessel calls annually will remain constant, the moderate forecast for unique vessels will
grow at about 2 percent annually, and the high forecast will grow at about 5 percent annually.

Figure 12 — Nome Harbor — Inner Harbor Docks
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The flat forecast for vessel calls is about 250 individual vessels annually, the moderate forecast
grows to 400 vessels by 2035, and the high forecast grows to 500 vessels by 2035. These are
individual vessels calling

Vessels Calls

at the port and not the G
combined calls typically

+—Historical

tracked and shown in Flat forecast -
. . . loderate forecast
port statistics. Unique e ,,,/
===High forecast /
vessels shown in Table 1 —
are currently making an f_,,»/
300 -
average of 250 calls at ’ =
\\ / .
the Port in any given

year. (From years 2012-
2016) For details on the
vessel calls by vessel
type, see Appendix
Tables.

o
2012 2013 2014 2015 2010 2017 2018 2010 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2020 2030 2031 2032 2033 2031 2035

Figure 13 —Vessel Calls forecast

Since these vessels stay for varying lengths of time at the dock, additional analysis was
conducted showing the average number of days vessels stay at the dock by vessel type. The
number of days at the dock will be used for estimating future revenues. See Table 2.

Table 2 — 2012 through 2016 average calls and days at Port by vessel type

Vessel Type Calls Days ;\Zf ga a:lys
Bulk Cargo 67.2 150.4 2.2
Fuel 47.6 207.6 4.4
Gravel & Equipment 49.8 108.6 2.2
Miscellaneous 17.8 87.8 4.9
Pleasure - Cruise 4.8 7.2 1.5
Pleasure - Sailing Vessel 18.2 155.4 8.5
Government Ships 15.6 48.4 3.1
Research 29.8 94.6 3.2
Average 250.8 860.0

Source: Port of Nome monthly dock schedules for 2012 through 2016. Data in this table is reported by each day
a vessel spent at the dock or at anchor. Historical data from 2012-2016 was reassessed to reflect all

anchored traffic and pleasure vessels utilizing Port of Nome services.

Financial Analysis

To simplify the financial analysis, we first examine the operations only from Port activity. We
are deliberately ignoring grant funds and depreciation in this initial analysis to see if operations
expenses are covered by the Port revenues.
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Revenue Assumptions

In addition to the assumptions previously described for commodities, unique vessels, and
number of days spent at the Port by vessel type, we have also incorporated the following into
the financial analysis:

e Docking permits increase by 5 percent for the moderate forecast and 10 percent for the
high forecast. Docking permits are unchanged for the flat scenario.

e The Graphite One Mine begins exporting 50,000 tons of product in 2025 for the
moderate forecast and in 2020 for the high forecast. Graphite One Mine may not
increase the number of vessels as it is assumed that product will move as backhaul on
barges leaving the Port of Nome based on current commodity volumes.

e Percentages for the various commodity rates are assigned as follows:

Table 3 — Commodity rates used for the forecast years by percentage

Cargo Rates: Percent
IN/OUT 11.55 | per ton 72%
THRU/OS 5.78 | perton 20%
Inter-facility transfer 8.66 | per ton 8%
Gravel Rates: Percent
2000 tons or under per barge load 2.55 | per ton 21%
>2000 tons/load 1.94 | perton 69%
>40,000 tons/proj 1.64 | perton 10%
Project cargo >2000 tons 75% of rate | per ton

Fuel Rates: Percent
IN 0.035 | per gal 97%
ouT 0.023 | per gal 2%
0/S 0.012 | per gal 1%
Inter-facility transfer 0.035 | per gal

e Storage rentals for the flat scenario are based on the average FY14 to FY16, the
moderate scenario increases these revenues by 5 percent, and the high scenario
increases these revenues by 10 percent.

e land leases for the flat scenario are based on the average FY13 to FY16 with increases of
5 percent starting in 2021 for the moderate scenario, and increases of 10 percent
starting in 2019 for the high scenario.

e Utility sales are based on the average per vessel charge of $85 from FY12 through FY16.

e Miscellaneous revenues are based on the average from FY12 through FY16.

e Interest earnings are based on the average from FY12 through FY16.

Expense Assumptions
Expense account assumptions are as follows:

e labor and benefits:
o Flat scenario is the same as FY 16 with 1 percent increases to the total to cover
COLA for those covered employees
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o Moderate scenario adds another employee in 2026 at an annual salary of
$35,000 and assumes 1.8 for the overhead factor.
o High scenario adds another employee in 2021 at an annual salary of $35,000
and assumes 1.8 for the overhead factor.
e Utilities are based on the 10-year trend for expenses with 2 percent and 5 percent
increases for the moderate and high scenarios respectively.
e Supplies are based on the 5-year average with 2 percent and 5 percent increases for the
moderate and high scenarios respectively.
e Insurance is based on the 10-year trend for all scenarios.
e Professional services are based on the 10-year average with 5 percent and 10 percent
increases for the moderate and high scenarios respectively.
e Repairs and maintenance are based on the FY14 to FY16 averages plus:
o 5 percent for the flat scenario
o 10 percent for the moderate scenario
o 15 percent for the high scenario
e Equipment rental holds steady at $500 annually for all scenarios.
e Bad debt expense holds steady at $1,000 annually for all scenarios.
e Principal and interest expense is the average of FYO7 to FY16 and holds steady for all
years and all scenarios.
e Other/miscellaneous expenses are estimated at $35,000 annually for all scenarios.
e Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILT) are estimated as the average from FY12 through FY16
and holds steady for all years and all scenarios at $34,700.

Net Revenues - Operations Only
The net revenues before grants
and depreciation are shown in
Figure 14 . The flat forecast
shows negative revenues
beginning in 2030 while the
moderate and high forecasts

-Flat forecast

show that the operations from e = Nodsts e
the Port cover the operating T 8 —

expenses for all the forecast o s e e s e
years. For details on the net (aooo00) e
revenues for operations, see

{a00,000)

the Appendix Tables.
Figure 14 — Port Net Revenues before grants and depreciation

Rate Comparison

For this effort, we examined current tariff filings for the Ports of Seward, Dillingham, Bellingham,
Unalaska, and Kodiak and compared sample billings to the Port of Nome. The Port of Nome
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provided sample billings for vessels conducting business transferring gravel, cargo, fuel, and
seeking dockage and storage.

Challenges in making these comparisons include the following differences:

e Customer bases for each of the ports are geared toward the type of customer generally
encountered and their tariffs reflect these differences. The Port of Seward for instance
has rates for timber and coal, their primary customers.

e Different means of measurement — the Port of Bellingham, for instance uses the metric
system. The Port of Dillingham charges dockage based on the vessel tonnage whereas
the rest of the ports examined use vessel length overall. Some dockage fees are based
on a 12-hour period while others were based on a full day.

Even with these challenges, however, we can make the comparisons and base
recommendations on the differences gleaned from the analysis.

April 2017



Nome Port and Harbor Development Analysis — Phase 1

Dockage
“Dockage” is the charge assessed to a vessel for docking at a wharf, dock, pier, float, revetment or other facility, or for mooring to a vessel so docked at
a Port of Nome facility.

Table 4 — Dockage Rates comparison

Seward - Unalaska - Bellingham Dillingham - Kodiak — per
per day per

per foot per foot per — per 24- vessel foot for 12

per day 12 hours hour R hours

Nome — per

Category foot per day

Dockage

Vessels up to 200-ft in length 1.21

Dockage - vessels over 200-ft 1.82

Anchorage 0.61

Vessels up to 500-ft LOA 0.74

Vessels 500-ft and over 0.74

All vessels 0.89

0 to 100-ft LOA 194.00

100-150-ft LOA 275.00

150-200-ft LOA 375.00

200-250-ft LOA 525.00

250-300-ft LOA 898.00

300-350-ft LOA 1,266.00

0-40-ft LOA 60.00

41-99-ft LOA 1.56

100-299-ft LOA 1.20

300-1,000-ft LOA 0.78

0 to 150-ft LOA 2.00
151 to 300-ft LOA 2.30
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In addition to these dockage fees, the Port of Nome has more detailed fees for smaller vessels. The Ports of Seward and Unalaska also provided
additional fees schedules for smaller vessels.

Table 5 — Dockage rate comparison for vessels staying longer term

Category Nome Seward - per foot per day Unalaska — per foot per 12 hours
Weekly Rate
Vessels 32-ft and under 90.96
Vessels over 32-ft to 52-ft 36.38
Vessels over 52-ft to 72-ft 50.03
Vessels over 72-ft to 92-ft 59.12
Vessels over 92-ft 68.22
Monthly Rate
Vessels 32-ft and under 272.87 0.37 0.445
Vessels over 32-ft to 52-ft 68.22 0.37 0.445
Vessels over 52-ft to 72-ft 95.50 0.37 0.445
Vessels over 72-ft to 92-ft 122.79 0.37 0.445
Vessels over 92-ft 150.08 0.37 0.445
Season Rate
Vessels 32-ft and under 788.29
Vessels over 32-ft to 52-ft 118.24
Vessels over 52-ft to 72-ft 197.07
Vessels over 72-ft to 92-ft 275.90
Vessels over 92-ft 354.73
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Port tariff rates are based on the needs of different customers. Amenities offered will also be
determined because of customer needs and the desire of the Port to attract those customers.
In addition, Port management can negotiate different rates for customers the Ports would like
to encourage. Making a direct comparison between Ports can be somewhat problematic when
there are different customer bases. Having said that however, a couple examples comparing
actual Port of Nome invoices to other Alaska port rates can highlight some potential issues.

Table 6 — Dockage Fee Comparison

. Nome Seward | Unalaska | Dillingham Kodiak
.. Unit

Qty Description . UoM Fees Fees

due due Fees due Fees due Fees due
Docking permit -

1 weeklyin river 90.96 1 90.96 72.52 174.44 60.00 112.00
1 Sales Tax - Hrbr 0.05 1 4.55 2.90 5.23 5.22 6.72
Total 95.51 75.42 179.67 65.22 118.72
100% 79% 188% 68% 124%

Unit Fees Fees
Qty Description price | UoM due due Fees due Fees due Fees due
1 Days Dockage 1.82 424 771.68 627.52  1,373.59 9,360.00 2,204.80
1 Sales Tax - Hrbr 0.05 1 38.58 25.10 41.21 814.32 132.29
Total 810.26 652.62 1,414.80 10,174.32  2,337.09
100% 81% 175% 1256% 288%

Note: Dockage rate comparison includes Alaska Ports only — The Port of Bellingham has been removed
from this comparison because of obvious differences in the Port’s customer base. Sales tax rates for
Nome is 5%, Seward is 4%, Unalaska is 3%, Dillingham is 6%, and Kodiak is 7%. Green-shaded percentages
indicate fees that are less than Nome rates while red-shaded cells indicate Ports that would charge more
for similar invoices.

As can be seen from the example, Nome’s dockage fees for small vessels (example shows a 28-

foot vessel) are greater than the rates charged by Seward and Dillingham but less than the rates
charged by Unalaska and Kodiak. Nome’s dockage fees for larger vessels (example shows a 424-
ft vessel) are greater than Port of Seward rates but less than Unalaska, Dillingham3, and Kodiak.

3 Dillingham Harbor may not be able to accommodate a 424-ft vessel, perhaps explaining why
their rate structure shows much higher fees for dockage.

April 2017



Nome Port and Harbor Development Analysis — Phase 1

Gravel

Next, we examine an actual gravel barge billing and compare the rates. Using posted tariffs, we
find that Nome’s rates for a typical gravel vessel invoice is higher than the posted rates for
Seward and Kodiak but lower than the posted rates for Unalaska and Dillingham. See Table 7.

Table 7 — Gravel Vessel Rate Comparison

L Unit Nome Seward Unalaska | Dillingham Kodiak
Qty Description . UoM
price Fees Due | Fees Due | Fees Due Fees Due | Fees Due
Days dockage at
1 Westgold Dock 1.82 255 464.10 188.70 453.90 3,600.00 1,173.00
Gravel Tons >40K
Out at Westgold
6456.9 Dock 1.64 1 10,589.32 6,456.90 29,920.44 9,685.35 6,715.18
Fresh Water 1K
1 Gallon flat Rate 181.91 1 181.91 58.82 38.10 50.00 130.00
Fresh Water
Gallons <10K at
2024 Cswy 0.06 1 121.44 65.29 40.67 80.96 131.95
Garbage
Dumpster fee -
1 Cswy 42.45 1 42.45 56.94 101.94 15.00 110.00
1 Sales Tax - Cswy 0.05 1 40.50 32.40 24.30 48.59 56.69
Total 11,439.71  6,859.05 30,579.35 13,479.90 8,316.82
100% 60% 267% 118% 73%

Note: Sales tax rates for Nome is 5%, Seward is 4%, Unalaska is 3%, Dillingham is 6%, and Kodiak is 7%.
Green-shaded percentages indicate fees that are less than Nome rates while red-shaded cells indicate
Ports that would charge more for similar invoices.
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Cargo

For the cargo vessel comparison, we use two typical invoices, one a 344-ft vessel and the other a
147-ft vessel. Nome’s rates for the 344-ft vessel were less than posted tariffs for Seward and
Dillingham but greater than the Unalaska and Kodiak rates. Nome rates for the 147-ft vessel are
less than the other Alaska ports compared in this analysis.

Table 8 — Cargo Vessel Rate Comparison

.. Unit Nome Seward Unalaska | Dillingham Kodiak
Qty Description . UoM
price Fees Due Fees Due Fees Due Fees Due Fees Due
Days dockage
2 at City Dock 1.82 344 1,252.16 509.12 1,224.64 18,720.00 3,164.80
Cargo tons in
1262.9 at City Dock 11.55 1 14,586.50 3,914.99 6,028.04 9,398.33 8,208.85
Cargo tons
through
1009.44 Harbor 5.78 1 5,834.56 18,087.15 4,862.12 7,512.11 6,561.36
Garbage
Dumpster fee
1 -Cswy 42.45 1 42.45 56.94 101.94 15.00 110.00
Sales Tax -
1 Cswy 0.05 1 64.73 51.78 38.84 77.68 90.62
Total 21,780.40 22,619.98 12,255.58 35,723.11 18,135.63
100% 104% 56% 164% 83%
aty S Ur.1it UoM Nome Seward Unalaska | Dillingham Kodiak
price Fees Due | FeesDue | Fees Due Fees Due Fees Due
Days dockage
1 at City Dock 1.21 147 177.87 108.78 261.66 3,600.00 588.00
Cargo tons in
11 at City Dock 11.55 1 127.05 34.10 269.30 81.86 71.50
Cargo tons
through at
71.28 Harbor 11.55 1 823.28 2,552.18 546.59 530.46 463.32
Garbage
1 Dumpsterfee 42.45 1 42.45 56.94 101.94 15.00 110.00
Sales Tax -
1 Cswy 0.05 1 11.02 8.81 6.61 13.22 15.42
Total 1,181.67 2,760.82 1,186.10 4,240.54 1,248.24
100% 234% 100% 359% 106%

Note: Sales tax rates for Nome is 5%, Seward is 4%, Unalaska is 3%, Dillingham is 6%, and Kodiak is 7%.
Green-shaded percentages indicate fees that are less than Nome rates while red-shaded cells indicate
Ports that would charge more for similar invoices.
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Fuel

Nome is a hub serving Western Alaska communities, and as such, is vital for efficient delivery of
an entire year’s worth of fuel for many. This being the case, Nome can probably treat fuel
customers to lesser rates than other Alaska ports accepting and delivering lesser quantities.
That said, of the ports compared in this analysis, only Dillingham has rates higher than Nome for
a typical fuel vessel calling at the port.

Table 9 — Fuel Vessel Rate Comparison

. Unit Nome Seward | Unalaska | Dillingham Kodiak
Qty Description R UoM
price Fees Due | Fees Due | Fees Due Fees Due Fees Due
Days dockage at
2 East Dock 1.82 226 822.64 334.48 804.56 7,200.00 2,079.20
Cargo tons in at
0.85 East Dock 11.55 1 9.82 2.64 222.61 6.33 5.53
Gallons ULSD#1
39500 at East Dock 0.035 1 1,382.50 169.29  1,008.70 1,422.00 310.36
Gallons RUL In at
46327 East dock 0.035 1 1,621.45 286.79  1,145.24 1,667.77 364.00
Garbage
Dumpster fee -
1 Hrbr 42.45 1 42.45 56.94 101.94 15.00 110.00
1 Sales Tax - Hrbr 0.05 1 43.25 15.66 27.20 432.90 153.24
Total 3,922.11 865.79  3,310.25 10,744.00 3,022.32
100% 22% 84% 274% 77%

Note: Sales tax rates for Nome is 5%, Seward is 4%, Unalaska is 3%, Dillingham is 6%, and Kodiak is 7%.
Green-shaded percentages indicate fees that are less than Nome rates while red-shaded cells indicate
Ports that would charge more for similar invoices.
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Government Vessel

Government vessels are known to call on Alaska ports that are convenient and help to serve
their mission. Nome’s strategic location for entry to the Arctic and deeper depths than most
Western Alaska ports provides an advantage that government vessels will continue to utilize for
refueling, crew changes, and minor repairs. Nome’s rates are higher than Seward and Unalaska
for the first government vessel comparison and lower than Seward, about the same as Unalaska,
and lower than Dillingham and Kodiak for both examples. See Table 10.

Table 10 - Government Vessel Rate Comparison

L Unit Nome Seward Unalaska | Dillingham Kodiak
Qty Description . UoM
price Fees Due | Fees Due | Fees Due Fees Due | Fees Due
Days dockage at
4  City Dock 1.82 283  2,060.24 837.68 503.74 16,723.20 5,207.20
Fresh Water 1K
1 Gallon flat Rate 181.91 1 181.91 58.82 38.10 4.00 6.50

Fresh Water
Gallons <10K at

5312 Cswy 0.06 1 318.72 86.07 35.59 212.48 345.80
Line Handling Fee -
1 City Dock 1030.84 1 1,030.84 1,030.84 1,030.84 1,030.84 1,030.84

Unregulated
Refuse - per truck -

1 Cswy 424.46 1 424.46 56.94 101.94 15.00 110.00
Total 4,016.17 2,070.35 1,710.21 17,985.52 6,700.34
100% 52% 43% 448% 167%
Qty peeinion Ur'1it UoM Nome Seward | Unalaska | Dillingham Kodiak
price Fees Due | Fees Due | Fees Due Fees Due Fees Due
Days dockage at
1 Middle Dock 1.82 261 475.02 193.14 464.58 4,114.80 1,200.60
Days dockage at
2 City Dock 1.82 261 950.04 386.28 929.16 7,200.00 2,401.20
Garbage dumpster
1 fee-Cswy 42.45 1 42.45 56.94 101.94 15.00 110.00
Line Handling Fee -
1 Cswy 1030.84 1 1,030.84 1,030.84 1,030.84 1,030.84 1,030.84
Total 2,498.35 1,667.20 2,526.52 12,360.64 4,742.64
100% 67% 101% 495% 190%

Note: The line handling fee is the same for all of the Ports as Nome is the only Port with this tariff item.
Other ports handle these fees by charging a cost-plus for personnel and equipment. Green-shaded
percentages indicate fees that are less than Nome rates while red-shaded cells indicate Ports that would
charge more for similar invoices.

Container Storage

Ports may offer container storage as part of their tariff or rely on private entities to develop and
operate this business. In this case, Dillingham and Kodiak did not include posted rates in their
tariffs for container storage while Seward and Unalaska did. Nome’s rates for container storage
are less than both Seward and Unalaska.
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Table 11 — Container Storage Rate Comparison

aty Description Ur.\it UoM Nome Seward | Unalaska

price Fees Due | Fees Due | Fees Due
Weeks Container Storage on IP -

52.1 7/1/16to 6/30/17 0.06 160 500.16 576.00 1,752.00
Weeks Container Storage on IP -

52.1 7/1/16to 6/30/17 0.06 160 500.16 576.00 1,752.00
Weeks Container Storage on IP -

52.1 7/1/16to 6/30/17 0.06 160 500.16 576.00 1,752.00
Weeks Container Storage on IP -

52.1 7/1/16to 6/30/17 0.06 160 500.16 576.00 1,752.00

Total 2,000.64 2,304.00 7,008.00

100% 115% 350%

Note: Green-shaded percentages indicate fees that are less than Nome rates while red-shaded cells
indicate Ports that would charge more for similar invoices.

Rate Change Considerations

As can be seen from the previous examples, fees charged to individual vessels visiting Alaska
ports are not a straight forward examination as fee structures are as varied as the number of
ports in Alaska. However, a couple items were revealed after examining other Port tariffs that
the City of Nome might consider. They are as follows:

1. Add a fee for capital replacement. The City currently takes depreciation on its
infrastructure investment which helps to minimize losses in any given year. However,
once the infrastructure is fully depreciated, the City would need to raise funds or
successfully receive grants to replace these items. The City of Seward charges a Capital
Renewal and Replacement Fee that ranges from $5 to $20 per month depending on the
size of the vessel. These funds could then be set aside for eventual infrastructure repair
and replacement.

2. Add a Cruise ship passenger fee. As global climate change continues to make the Arctic
more accessible, the City of Nome can expect to have more passengers visiting the City
for brief periods of time. Initiating this fee would allow the City to recoup expenses
associated with police, fire, transportation, and other services provided. The City of
Seward for instance, charges a $3.50 fee for each passenger.

3. Change security, line handling, and other harbor staff assist rates to a cost-plus
structure. This will allow the City to capture changes in personnel and equipment costs
in future years without having to repeatedly revisit the tariff. Of the tariffs reviewed for
this analysis, many have taken this approach and charge actual expenses with a 25-50
percent premium.

4. Allow dockage, wharfage, and storage rates to automatically increase based on
Anchorage Consumer Price Index. Regular small increases are going to be much more
palatable to the Port’s customers and will allow the City to recoup the ever-increasing
operations at the Port. Table 12 shows the percent change in the Anchorage Consumer
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Price Index for recent years. Some ports have taken this approach while other ports
have taken the approach of regular increases and posting tariff rates that cover future
years.

Table 12 — Anchorage CPI

Anchorage
Year Annual zﬁ;c:;;
2015 216.909 0.5
2014 215.805 1.6
2013 212.381 3.1
2012 205.916 22
2011 201.427 3.2
2010 195.144 1.8

Investigate partnering with other entities for infrastructure improvements, port
enhancements, or port expansion. Often referred to as public/private partnerships or
P3 structures, these negotiated contracts are becoming more attractive for port
projects, especially during fiscally tight times as State and Federal funds will assuredly
be limited in the near future. Examples of potential P3 arrangements are:

a. Contractual arrangement with a fuel terminal operator to install and operate an
additional fuel header at the Causeway for an agreed tariff rate for throughput
gallons.

b. An end-user fiber communication program for vessels requiring data transfers
while at the dock.

c. Dock expansion with a preferential treatment for vessel companies willing to
contribute construction funds.
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Table 13 — Individual Vessel Calls Historic

Year Cargo | Gravel | Fuel | Miscellaneous PIeas!Jre F_’I.e asure - Gover.nment Research
- Cruise | Sailing Vessel Ships

2012 93 33 58 14 2 20 20 37
2013 70 52 41 9 5 21 16 28
2014 63 34 35 5 6 16 10 22
2015 63 76 45 15 5 15 22 45
2016 47 54 59 46 6 19 10 17
Average 67.2 49.8 47.6 17.8 4.8 18.2 15.6 29.8

Note: This table represents calls by vessels, not the days at the dock.
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Table 14 — Individual Vessel Calls — Flat Forecast

Pleasure - Pleasure - Government
Year | Cargo | Gravel Fuel Miscellaneous . Sailing . Research
Cruise Ships
Vessel
2017 61 58 46 18 5 18 16 30
2018 61 58 46 18 5 18 16 30
2019 61 58 46 18 5 18 16 30
2020 61 58 46 18 5 18 16 30
2021 61 58 46 18 5 18 16 30
2022 61 58 46 18 5 18 16 30
2023 61 58 46 18 5 18 16 30
2024 61 58 46 18 5 18 16 30
2025 61 58 46 18 5 18 16 30
2026 61 58 46 18 5 18 16 30
2027 61 58 46 18 5 18 16 30
2028 61 58 46 18 5 18 16 30
2029 61 58 46 18 5 18 16 30
2030 61 58 46 18 5 18 16 30
2031 61 58 46 18 5 18 16 30
2032 61 58 46 18 5 18 16 30
2033 61 58 46 18 5 18 16 30
2034 61 58 46 18 5 18 16 30
2035 61 58 46 18 5 18 16 30
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Table 15 — Individual Vessels Calls — Moderate Forecast

Pleasure AR Government
Year | Cargo | Gravel Fuel | Miscellaneous . Sailing . Research
- Cruise Ships
Vessel
2017 72 69 51 18 5 18 16 30
2018 74 71 51 19 5 19 16 30
2019 77 73 51 20 5 19 16 31
2020 79 75 51 21 5 19 17 32
2021 82 76 51 22 5 20 17 32
2022 85 78 51 23 5 20 17 33
2023 87 80 51 24 5 20 18 34
2024 90 82 51 25 6 21 18 34
2025 92 84 51 26 6 21 18 35
2026 95 86 52 27 6 22 19 36
2027 97 88 52 28 6 22 19 36
2028 100 90 52 29 6 23 19 37
2029 102 92 52 30 6 23 20 38
2030 105 93 52 31 6 24 20 39
2031 108 95 52 32 6 24 21 39
2032 110 97 52 33 6 24 21 40
2033 113 99 52 34 7 25 21 41
2034 115 101 52 35 7 25 22 42
2035 118 103 52 36 7 26 22 43
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Table 16 - Individual Vessel Calls— High Forecast

Pleasure AR Government
Year | Cargo | Gravel Fuel | Miscellaneous . Sailing . Research
- Cruise Ships
Vessel
2017 75 72 56 18 5 18 16 30
2018 78 74 56 19 5 19 16 31
2019 81 76 56 20 5 20 17 33
2020 83 78 56 21 6 21 18 34
2021 86 80 56 22 6 22 19 36
2022 89 82 56 23 6 23 20 38
2023 91 84 57 24 6 24 21 40
2024 94 86 57 25 7 26 22 42
2025 97 88 57 26 7 27 23 44
2026 100 90 57 28 7 28 24 46
2027 102 92 57 29 8 30 25 49
2028 105 94 57 30 8 31 27 51
2029 108 96 57 32 9 33 28 54
2030 110 98 57 34 9 34 29 56
2031 113 100 57 35 10 36 31 59
2032 116 102 57 37 10 38 32 62
2033 118 104 57 39 10 40 34 65
2034 121 106 57 41 11 42 36 68
2035 124 108 57 43 12 44 38 72
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Table 17 — Total Vessel Days at Dock — Flat Forecast

Vessel Classification FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 | FY22 | FY24 | FY26 | FY28 | FY30 | FY31 | FY32 | FY33 | FY34 | FY35
Bulk Cargo 136.5 136.5 136.5 136.5 136.5 136.5 1365 136.5 136.5 1365 136.5 136.5 136.5 136.5
Fuel 198.5 198.5 198.5 198.5 198.5 198.5 1985 1985 1985 198.5 198.5 1985 1985 198.5
Gravel & Equipment 126.6 126.6 126.6 126.6 126.6 126.6 126.6 126.6 126.6 126.6 126.6 126.6 126.6 126.6
Miscellaneous 87.8 87.8 87.8 87.8 87.8 87.8 87.8 87.8 87.8 87.8 87.8 87.8 87.8 87.8
Pleasure - Cruise 7.2 7.2 7.2 7.2 7.2 7.2 7.2 7.2 7.2 7.2 7.2 7.2 7.2 7.2
Pleasure - Sailing
Vessel 152.0 152.0 152.0 152.0 152.0 152.0 152.0 152.0 152.0 152.0 152.0 152.0 152.0 152.0
Government Ships 48.4 48.4 48.4 48.4 48.4 48.4 48.4 48.4 48.4 48.4 48.4 48.4 48.4 48.4
Research 94.6 94.6 94.6 94.6 94.6 94.6 94.6 94.6 94.6 94.6 94.6 94.6 94.6 94.6
Total Vessel Days 851.5 851.5 851.5 851.5 851.5 8515 851.5 8515 8515 851.5 8515 851.5 851.5 8515

Note: Total vessel days at dock takes the individual calls at dock and multiplies by the average number of days at dock from Table 2 for each of the vessels types.
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Table 18 — Total Vessel Days at Dock — Moderate Forecast

Vessel FY17 | FY18 | FY19 | FV20 | FY22 | Fv24 | Fv26 | FY28 | FY29 | FY30 | FY31 | FY32 | FY34 | FV35

Classification
Bulk Cargo 160.8 1665 1722 1779 1893  200.7 2122 2236 2293 2350  240.7 2464  257.8 2635
Fuel 2231 2233 2235 2237 2240 2244 2247 2251 2252 2254 2256 2258 2261 2263
Gravel &
Equipment 1503 1544 1585 162.6 1708 179.1  187.3 1955 1996 2037  207.8 2119 2201  224.2
Miscellaneous 878 928 979 1029 113.0 1230 1331 1431 1482 1532 1582 1633 1733 1784
Pleasure - Cruise 7.2 73 75 76 7.9 83 8.6 9.0 9.1 9.3 95 97 101 103
Pleasure - Sailing
Vessel 155.4 1585 1617 1649  171.6 1785 1857 1932 1971  201.0 2050 2091  217.6  221.9
Government Ships 484 494 504 514 534 556 578 602 614  62.6 639 651 678  69.1
Research 946 965 984 1004 1044 1087 1131 1176 1200 1224 1248 1273 1325 1351
Total Vessel Days 927.6 9488 970.0 991.4 1,0345 1,078.2 1,122.4 1,167.2 1,189.9 1,212.6 1,235.6 1,258.7 1,305.3 1,328.9

Note: Total vessel days at dock takes the individual calls at dock and multiplies by the average number of days at dock from Table 2 for each of the vessels types.
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Table 19 — Total Vessel Days at Dock — High Forecast

Vessel FY17 | FY18 | FY19 | FY20 | FY22 | FY24 | FY26 | FY28 | FY29 | FY30 | FY31 | FY32 | FY33 | FY34 | FV35

Classification
Bulk Cargo 168.8 1748 1808 1868 198.8 210.8 222.8 2348  240.7 2467 2527 2587 2647 2707 2767
Fuel 2454 2456 2458 2460 2464 2468 247.2 247.6  247.8 2480 2482 2484 2485 2487 2489
Gravel &
Equipment 157.8 1621 1664 1708 179.4 188.0 1966 2053  209.6 213.9 2182 2225 2268 2311 2354
Miscellaneous 878 922 9.8 101.6 1121 1235 1362 1502 1577 165.6 173.8 1825 1917 2012 2113
Pleasure - Cruise 72 76 7.9 83 92 101 112 123 129 136 143 150 157 165 173
Pleasure - Sailing
Vessel 155.4 1632 1713 179.9 1983 2187 2411 2658 2791 2930 307.7 3231 3392 3562 374.0
Government
Ships 484 508 534 560 618 681 751 828 869 913 958 1006 1057 1109 116.5
Research 946 993 1043 1095 1207 1331 146.8 161.8 1699 1784 1873 1967 2065 2168  227.7
Total Vessel
Days 965.5 9957 1026.8 1059.0 11267 1199.1 1276.9 1360.4 1404.6 1450.4 1498.0 1547.4 1598.8 1652.3 1707.8

Note: Total vessel days at dock takes the individual calls at dock and multiplies by the average number of days at dock from Table 2 for each of the vessels types.
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Table 20 — Commodities Forecast

Forecast -
Forecast - Flat Moderate Forecast - High
Year Cargo | Gravel Fuel Cargo | Gravel Fuel Cargo Gravel Fuel Cargo Gravel Fuel
(tons) | (tons) (gallons) (tons) (tons) (gallons) (tons) (tons) (gallons)

2012 | 63,327 36,841 16,682,950

2013 | 48,478 26,449 10,200,367

2014 | 30,633 21,287 10,392,336

2015 | 31,144 50,312 10,546,893

2016 | 22,918 135,958 8,770,411

2017 35,659 63,669 10,820,821 | 42,013 75,580 12,165,291 | 44,114 79,359 13,381,820
2018 35,659 63,669 10,820,821 | 43,504 77,645 12,174,906 | 45,680 81,527 13,392,397
2019 35,659 63,669 10,820,821 | 44,996 79,710 12,184,522 | 47,246 83,695 13,402,974
2020 35,659 63,669 10,820,821 | 46,488 81,775 12,194,138 | 98,812 85,864 13,413,552
2021 35,659 63,669 10,820,821 | 47,979 83,840 12,203,754 | 100,378 88,032 13,424,129
2022 35,659 63,669 10,820,821 | 49,471 85,905 12,213,370 | 101,944 90,201 13,434,706
2023 35,659 63,669 10,820,821 | 50,962 87,970 12,222,985 | 103,510 92,369 13,445,284
2024 35,659 63,669 10,820,821 | 52,454 90,036 12,232,601 | 105,076 94,537 13,455,861
2025 35,659 63,669 10,820,821 | 103,945 92,101 12,242,217 | 106,643 96,706 13,466,439
2026 35,659 63,669 10,820,821 | 105,437 94,166 12,251,833 | 108,209 98,874 13,477,016
2027 35,659 63,669 10,820,821 | 106,928 96,231 12,261,448 | 109,775 101,042 13,487,593
2028 35,659 63,669 10,820,821 | 108,420 98,296 12,271,064 | 111,341 103,211 13,498,171
2029 35,659 63,669 10,820,821 | 109,911 100,361 12,280,680 | 112,907 105,379 13,508,748
2030 35,659 63,669 10,820,821 | 111,403 102,426 12,290,296 | 114,473 107,548 13,519,325
2031 35,659 63,669 10,820,821 | 112,895 104,491 12,299,912 | 116,039 109,716 13,529,903
2032 35,659 63,669 10,820,821 | 114,386 106,556 12,309,527 | 117,605 111,884 13,540,480
2033 35,659 63,669 10,820,821 | 115,878 108,622 12,319,143 | 119,172 114,053 13,551,057
2034 35,659 63,669 10,820,821 | 117,369 110,687 12,328,759 | 120,738 116,221 13,561,635
2035 35,659 63,669 10,820,821 | 118,861 112,752 12,338,375 | 122,304 118,389 13,572,212
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Table 21 - Historical Revenue FY97 through FY06

Revenue Category FY97 FY98 FY99 FY0O0 FYO1 FYO02 FYO03 FYo4 FYO5 FY06
Dockage 19,526.50 34,491.50 24,280.00 23,908.50 19,781.00 22,315.50 27,722.50 23,790.50 52,320.00 44,473.00
Docking permits 11,005.69 9,254.80 9,821.55 10,995.45 11,256.15 14,302.35 11,985.25 16,066.25 18,683.50 22,593.25
Wharfage/Fuel 262,956.24 328,716.21  279,291.67 304,072.74 302,883.19 374,796.68 260,041.48 269,525.38 373,475.90 300,012.60
Wharfage/Cargo 148,274.11 169,978.46  134,812.62 156,824.45 153,404.27 151,001.77 230,889.65 132,386.23 185,094.21 177,114.22
Wharfage/Gravel 31,877.42 97,664.04 59,990.41 11,402.84 85,041.10 91,826.79 71,286.25 62,509.46 29,394.00
Storage Rental 77,606.12 42,946.92 32,172.22 37,961.68 37,077.25 58,822.72 38,762.71 28,361.27 52,933.26 47,609.29
Land leases 36,374.49 104,065.57 116,363.66 125,365.28 131,342.00 134,606.92 143,900.55 145,954.99 147,300.49 144,981.60
Utility Sales 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 12.50 72.50 675.00 3,614.15 2,743.75
Misc revenue 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,500.00 500.00 0.00 0.00 2,400.00 4,550.00 4,060.00
Interest earnings 7,404.80 5,277.29 15,265.57 5,031.40 3,029.58 4,798.99 16,790.51 13,812.68 49,958.48 187,481.42
STAK PERS

reimbursement

Port of Nome Use

Fund Balance

Total revenues 563,147.95 726,608.17 709,671.33 725,649.91 670,676.28 845,698.53 821,991.94 704,258.55 950,439.45 960,463.13

Note: The “Port of Nome Use Fund Balance” is noted here to show when surpluses from previous years were used to counter deficits in current years.
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Table 22 - Historical Revenue FY07 through FY16

Revenue Category FYO7 FYO08 FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16
Dockage 53,807.00 62,765.50 68,155.00 87,093.75 75,295.50 68,248.50 98,212.50 106,647.44 95,941.51 126,503.25
Docking permits 19,008.85 21,342.90 20,863.00 46,840.50 47,746.50 66,957.10 117,484.67 118,166.53 133,967.29 119,162.92
Wharfage/Fuel 396,912.42 448,747.78 404,531.88 302,304.43 244,875.79 375,836.07 302,944.27 443,231.49 319,647.28 259,306.24
Wharfage/Cargo 263,030.87 296,566.53 263,771.09 277,346.26 280,540.07 353,311.67 407,008.41 374,843.39 277,248.88 252,242.84
Wharfage/Gravel 25,301.51 31,962.00 125,035.48 231,657.71 123,020.34 93,103.74 60,389.78 68,341.01 70,066.73 75,955.69
Storage Rental 52,840.37 74,547.81 82,220.51 92,236.31 135,377.55 139,270.34 173,522.46 246,946.28 227,462.73 227,990.37
Land leases 173,071.39 152,114.73 158,055.40 140,046.68 153,397.68 152,045.64 210,760.98 250,037.77 244,472.16 237,725.18
Utility Sales 12,668.00 14,165.05 17,197.50 25,720.60 19,911.85 15,281.53 27,839.92 26,471.29 16,533.23 20,287.86
Misc revenue 6,500.00 16,595.00 27,110.00 25,795.00 36,877.06 36,569.80 511,539.66 84,943.54 81,037.51 144,011.20
Interest earnings 156,714.38 109,041.71 22,234.51 7,614.98 7,542.23 5,872.79 11,216.99 7,609.17 7,310.93 17,126.08
STAK PERS

reimbursement 11,709.13 17,268.19 27,834.56 28,919.68 52,126.38 157,214.39 28,730.33
Port of Nome Use

Fund Balance 1,033,664.55 472,589.45 555,779.17 0.00

Total revenues 1,159,854.79

1,227,849.01

1,189,174.37

1,248,365.35

1,141,852.76

1,334,331.74

2,983,503.87

2,251,953.74

2,186,681.81

1,509,041.96

Note: The “Port of Nome Use Fund Balance” is noted here to show when surpluses from previous years were used to counter deficits in current years.
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Table 23 —Revenues - Flat Forecast

2:;’:;:; FY17 FY18 FY20 FY22 FY24 FY26 FY28 FY30 FY32 FY34 FY35

Dockage $98,300 $98,300 $98,300 $98,300 $98,300 $98,300 $98,300 $98,300 $98,300 $98,300 $98,300
Docking permits 111,100 111,100 111,100 111,100 111,100 111,100 111,100 111,100 111,100 111,100 111,100
Wharfage/Fuel 373,600 373,600 373,600 373,600 373,600 373,600 373,600 373,600 373,600 373,600 373,600
Wharfage/Cargo 362,500 362,500 362,500 362,500 362,500 362,500 362,500 362,500 362,500 362,500 362,500
Wharfage/Gravel 129,800 129,800 129,800 129,800 129,800 129,800 129,800 129,800 129,800 129,800 129,800
Storage Rental 234,100 234,100 234,100 234,100 234,100 234,100 234,100 234,100 234,100 234,100 234,100
Land leases 235,700 235,700 235,700 235,700 235,700 235,700 235,700 235,700 235,700 235,700 235,700
Utility Sales 21,300 21,300 21,300 21,300 21,300 21,300 21,300 21,300 21,300 21,300 21,300
Misc revenue 171,600 171,600 171,600 171,600 171,600 171,600 171,600 171,600 171,600 171,600 171,600
Interest earnings 9,300 9,800 9,800 9,800 9,800 9,800 9,800 9,800 9,800 9,800 9,800
Totalrevenues  $1,747,800 $1,747,800 $1,747,800  $1,747,800 $1,747,800 $1,747,800 $1,747,800 $1,747,800 $1,747,800 $1,747,800 $1,747,800

Note: Only selected years are shown here. All revenue categories have been rounded to the nearest $100.
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Table 24 —Revenues - Moderate Forecast

Revenue Category FY17 FY18 FY20 FY22 FY24 FY26 FY28 FY30 FY32 FY34 FY35

Dockage $107,000 $109,500 $114,400 $119,400 $124,400 $129,500 $134,700 $139,900 $145,300 $150,600 $153,400
Docking permits 116,700 122,500 135,000 148,900 164,100 180,900 199,400 219,900 242,400 267,200 280,600
Wharfage/Fuel 420,100 420,400 421,100 421,700 422,400 423,100 423,700 424,400 425,000 425,700 426,000
Wharfage/Cargo 427,100 442,200 472,500 502,900 533,200 1,071,700 1,102,100 1,132,400 1,162,700 1,193,000 1,208,200
Wharfage/Gravel 154,000 158,200 166,700 175,100 183,500 191,900 200,300 208,800 217,200 225,600 229,800
Storage Rental 245,800 258,100 284,600 313,700 345,900 381,400 420,500 463,600 511,100 563,500 591,700
Land leases 235,700 235,700 235,700 235,700 235,700 235,700 235,700 235,700 235,700 235,700 235,700
Utility Sales 23,600 24,200 25,400 26,600 27,800 29,000 30,200 31,400 32,700 33,900 34,600
Misc revenue 171,600 171,600 171,600 171,600 171,600 171,600 171,600 171,600 171,600 171,600 171,600
Interest earnings 9,800 9,800 9,800 9,800 9,800 9,800 9,800 9,800 9,800 9,800 9,800
Total revenues $1,911,400 $1,952,200 $2,036,800 $2,125,400 $2,218,400  $2,824,600 $2,928,000 $3,037,500 $3,153,500 $3,276,600 $3,341,400

Note: Only selected years are shown here. All revenue categories have been rounded to the nearest $100.
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Table 25 —Revenues - High Forecast

Revenue Category FY17 FY18 FY20 FY22 FY24 FY26 FY28 FY30 FY32 FY34 FY35

Dockage $111,400 $114,900 $122,200 $130,000 $138,400 $147,300 $157,000 $167,400 $178,500 $190,600 $197,000
Docking permits 122,300 134,500 162,800 197,000 238,400 288,400 348,900 422,200 510,800 618,100 679,900
Wharfage/Fuel 462,100 462,400 463,200 463,900 464,600 465,400 466,100 466,800 467,600 468,300 468,600
Wharfage/Cargo 448,400 464,300 1,004,400 1,036,200 1,068,100 1,099,900 1,131,800 1,163,600 1,195,400 1,227,300 1,243,200
Wharfage/Gravel 161,700 166,200 175,000 183,800 192,700 201,500 210,400 219,200 228,000 236,900 241,300
Storage Rental 257,500 283,300 342,800 414,800 501,900 607,300 734,800 889,100 1,075,800 1,301,700 1,431,900
Land leases 235,700 235,700 235,700 235,700 235,700 235,700 235,700 235,700 235,700 235,700 235,700
Utility Sales 24,700 25,400 27,000 28,700 30,500 32,300 34,300 36,400 38,600 40,900 42,200
Misc revenue 171,600 171,600 171,600 171,600 171,600 171,600 171,600 171,600 171,600 171,600 171,600
Interest earnings 9,800 9,800 9,800 9,800 9,800 9,800 9,800 9,800 9,800 9,800 9,800
Total revenues $2,005,200 $2,068,100 $2,714,500 $2,871,500 $3,051,700 $3,259,200 $3,500,400 $3,781,800 $4,111,800 $4,500,900 $4,721,200

Note: Only selected years are shown here. All revenue categories have been rounded to the nearest $100.
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Table 26 —Expenses — Flat Forecast

Expense Category FY17 FY18 FY20 FY22 FY24 FY26 FY28 FY30 FY32 FY34 FY35
Labor and benefits $601,100 $607,100 $619,300 $631,800 $644,500 $657,400 $670,600 $684,100 $697,800 $711,800 $718,900
Utilities 43,700 46,200 51,300 56,400 61,400 66,500 71,500 76,600 81,700 86,700 89,200
Supplies 49,700 50,700 52,700 54,900 57,100 59,400 61,800 64,300 66,900 69,600 71,000
Insurance 48,500 52,100 59,200 66,300 73,400 80,500 87,700 94,800 101,900 109,000 112,600
Professional services 235,500 235,500 235,500 235,500 235,500 235,500 235,500 235,500 235,500 235,500 235,500
Repairs and Maintenance 199,000 209,000 230,500 254,100 280,100 308,800 340,400 375,300 413,800 456,200 479,000
Equipment rental 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500
Bad debt expense 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
Principal/Interest expense 186,900 186,900 186,900 186,900 186,900 186,900 186,900 186,900 186,900 186,900 186,900
Other/Misc expense 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000
Payment in Lieu of Taxes 34,700 34,700 34,700 34,700 34,700 34,700 34,700 34,700 34,700 34,700 34,700
Subtotal $1,435,600 $1,424,000 $1,471,900 $1,522,400 $1,575,400 $1,631,500 $1,690,900 $1,754,000 $1,821,000 $1,892,200 $1,929,600

Note: Only selected years are shown here. All expense categories have been rounded to the nearest $100.
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Table 27 —Expenses — Moderate Forecast

Expense Category FY17 FY18 FY20 FY22 FY24 FY26 FY28 FY30 FY32 FY34 FY35
Labor and benefits $601,100 $607,100 $619,300 $631,800 $644,500 $657,400 $670,600 $684,100 $697,800 $711,800 $718,900
Utilities 44,600 47,100 52,300 57,500 62,600 67,800 72,900 78,100 83,300 88,400 91,000
Supplies 50,700 51,700 53,800 56,000 58,200 60,600 63,000 65,600 68,200 71,000 72,400
Insurance 48,500 52,100 59,200 66,300 73,400 80,500 87,700 94,800 101,900 109,000 112,600
Professional services 247,300 247,300 247,300 247,300 247,300 247,300 247,300 247,300 247,300 247,300 247,300
Repairs and Maintenance 208,500 229,400 277,500 335,800 406,300 491,600 594,900 719,800 871,000 1,053,900 1,159,300
Equipment rental 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500
Bad debt expense 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
Principal/Interest expense 186,900 186,900 186,900 186,900 186,900 186,900 186,900 186,900 186,900 186,900 186,900
Other/Misc expense 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000
Payment in Lieu of Taxes 34,700 34,700 34,700 34,700 34,700 34,700 34,700 34,700 34,700 34,700 34,700
Subtotal $1,458,800 $1,492,800 $1,567,500 $1,652,800 $1,750,400 $1,863,300 $1,994,500 $2,147,800 $2,327,600 $2,539,500 $2,659,600

Note: Only selected years are shown here. All expense categories have been rounded to the nearest $100.
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Table 28 —Expenses — High Forecast

Expense Category FY17 FY18 FY20 FY22 FY24 FY26 FY28 FY30 FY32 FY34 FY35
Labor and benefits $601,100 $607,100 $619,300 $631,800 $644,500 $657,400 $670,600 $684,100 $697,800 $711,800 $718,900
Utilities 45,900 48,500 53,900 59,200 64,500 69,800 75,100 80,400 85,800 91,000 93,700
Supplies 52,200 53,200 55,300 57,600 60,000 62,400 64,900 67,500 70,200 73,100 74,600
Insurance 48,500 52,100 59,200 66,300 73,400 80,500 87,700 94,800 101,900 109,000 112,600
Professional services 259,100 259,100 259,100 259,100 259,100 259,100 259,100 259,100 259,100 259,100 259,100
Repairs and Maintenance 217,900 250,600 331,400 438,300 579,600 766,500 1,013,700 1,340,700 1,773,100 2,345,000 2,696,800
Equipment rental 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500
Bad debt expense 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
Principal/Interest expense 186,900 186,900 186,900 186,900 186,900 186,900 186,900 186,900 186,900 186,900 186,900
Other/Misc expense 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000
Payment in Lieu of Taxes 34,700 34,700 34,700 34,700 34,700 34,700 34,700 34,700 34,700 34,700 34,700
Subtotal $1,482,800 $1,528,700 $1,636,300 $1,770,400 $1,939,200 $2,153,800 $2,429,200 $2,784,700 $3,246,000 $3,847,100 $4,213,800

Note: Only selected years are shown here. All expense categories have been rounded to the nearest $100.
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Table 29 —Net Revenues — Three Scenarios

Flat Projections

Net Revenues FY17 FY18 FY20 FY22 FY24 FY26 FY28 FY30 FY32 FY34 FY35

Operations summary $312,200  $323,800 $275,900 $225,400 $172,400 $116,300 $56,900 $(6,200) $(73,200) $(144,400) $(181,800)

Moderate Projections

Net Revenues FY17 FY18 FY20 FY22 FY24 FY26 FY28 FY30 FY32 FY34 FY35

Operations summary $452,600  $459,400 $469,300 $472,600 $468,000 $961,300 $933,500  $889,700 $825,900 $737,100 $681,800

High Projections

Net Revenues FY17 FY18 FY20 FY22 FY24 FY26 FY28 FY30 FY32 FY34 FY35

Operations summary $522,400  $539,400 $1,078,200 $1,101,100 $1,112,500 $1,105,400 $1,071,200  $997,100 $865,800 $653,800 $507,400

Note: Only selected years are shown here. Net Revenues have been rounded to the nearest $100.



MINUTES
NOME PORT COMISSION
REGULAR MEETING
March 23, 2017

The Regular Meeting of the Nome Port Commission was called to order at 7:02pm by Chairman West
in Council Chambers at City Hall, located at 102 Division Street.

ROLL CALL

Members Present: C. Smithhisler; C. West Jr.; C. Henderson; C. Johnson; C. Cox

Absent: C. Lean; C. Mclarty

Also Present: Lucas Stotts, Harbormaster; Tom Moran, City Manager
Joy Baker, Port Director; (telephonically)

In the audience: Lauren Frost, KNOM; Chuck Wheeler; Doug & Judy Martinson; Sandra
Medearis, Arctic News; Robert Madden Jr.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Chairman West asked for an approval of the agenda.

A motion was made by C. Smithhisler and seconded by C.
Cox to approve the agenda as presented.

At the Roll Call:

Ayes: West, Henderson, Johnson, Cox, Smithhisler
Nays:

Abstain:

The motion CARRIED.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
February 16, 2017 Regular Meeting A motion was made by C Henderson and seconded by C.
Smithhisler to approve the minutes.

At the Roll Call:

Ayes: West, Henderson, Johnson, Cox, Smithhisler
Nays:

Abstain:

The motion CARRIED.

CITIZENS’ COMMENTS

Chuck Wheeler — NJUS is a water/sewer enterprise and with alternative energy, there’s likely a way
to pump the grey/sewage water into a holding tank and at the end of the season put it straight into
the lagoons, with a facility near the lagoon for handling. Also, high-tech aeriation lagoons should be
investigated, and encourages more people that use the Port to get involved in the Port Commission.
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COMMUNICATIONS
e Bering Sea Vessel Traffic Risk Analysis — Nuka Research Dec 2016
e Alaska Port & Harbor Infrastructure Report Card — Feb 2017
e Alaska Ports & Harbors — ABM March 2017

Discussion:
There was none

CITY MANAGER’S REPORT (03/20/17 Written)

CM Moran touched on highlights from written report: Kawerak’s interest in the old Museum &
Library Building; increase in filming crews requesting permits to film in town; hats off to some City
personnel for their assistance in pulling off Iditarod at the Nome in; F18 budgets are in prep status,
and he still believes that we should seriously look into the laundry/shower facility in the harbor; a
few abated building in town; and pointed out that Port Director Baker has been invited to testify on
Alaska’s port infrastructure needs at a U.S. Senate Energy & Natural Resources Committee hearing on
30 March 2017.

Discussion: None

HARBORMASTER’S REPORT (Verbal)

HM Stotts gave a quick update on the few early field activities; Q Trucking has begun winter
excavation of the Snake River as part of the Thornbush project, and is prepping the disposal site. He
is starting to receive berthing requests for the 2017 season that will be incorporated into the
schedule as they are received.

Discussion: C. Henderson inquired if the requests are showing any indication of being busier or
slower? HM Stotts responded it is too early to tell.

Port Director Report / Projects Update (Written)
03.17.17 Port Director/Projects Status Report

PD Baker highlighted the section on the Arctic Deep Draft Port rescoping and the pending plan
having been submitted to Army Corps Headquarters for consideration. Thornbush project is
proceeding with Snake River excavation with anticipation of completion around mid-April 2017.

OLD BUSINESS
There was none.

NEW BUSINESS
Port & Harbor Pending Projects List — Updated

Discussion:

Discussion ensued about various in-house projects, their overall need and cost impacting where they
fall on the priority list; specifically, laundry/shower facility, cruise tender floats in SE corner of harbor,
the deadman anchor at the haulout ramp, and future floats for the Snake River. Questions arose on
the design layout of the anchor deadman, which is still on the design table with PND. We anticipate
the final to be received for the May meeting with some general specs for construction as requested
by Tony. Proposals will be requested from PND on the cruise tenders, with an update on the
deadman anchor. Proposals will also be requested from Bristol on the shower/laundry facility, as
well as some preliminary planning/cost information on the Waste Reception Facility.
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CITIZENS’ COMMENTS

Judy Martinson — wanted to reiterate concerns brought up last fall to ensure. She believes the
overcrowding is causing dangerous and unsafe navigation conditions. Doug suggested additional
ladders on the south wall to allow additional access, and possible separation of vessels by size. Also
believe additional staff should be on site at night while vessels are docking.

COMMISSIONERS” COMMENTS

C. Johnson — congrats to Joy on invitation to testify. He believes the specific ramp for the cruise
tenders is a good idea to reduce congestion at the floats and provide closer access for foot traffic.

C. Henderson — good/informative meeting, thanks for the detail on the pending projects and it’s
obvious that there are funding issues with accomplishing everything on the list, and is concerned
about the issues raised by the Martinson’s.

C. Smithhisler — no comments.

C. Cox — congrats to Joy, glad for the discussion on the projects. He’ll be out of state for the April
2017 meeting, and is advising now that the May 2017 meeting will be his last.

C. West — is there any extra materials to build ladders? (Those were fabricated outside). Then let’s
get a cost estimate on purchasing some new ladders and we can look at how to get additional staff

around the dock in the evenings. Congrats to Joy.

SCHEDULE OF NEXT MEETING

The next meeting: April 20", 2017 at 5:30PM.

ADJOURNMENT
Motion was made by C. Henderson for adjournment — meeting adjourned at 8:05 PM.

APPROVED and SIGNED this 20" day of April, 2017.

Jim West, Chairman
ATTEST:

Tony Cox, Secretary
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=== ARCTIC
ENCOUNTER

SYMPOSI UM

CHORERAVLY N REGISTRATION & LIGHT BREAKFAST

AUERAELYI WELCOME & INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

= Ms. Rachel Kallander, Founder & Executive Director, Arctic Encounter Symposium;
Managing Partner, Kallander & Associates LLC

= Mr. Greig Arnold, Vice Chairman, Makah Tribal Council

(AEER LS KEYNOTE ADDRESS: Dr. Brendan Kelly, Executive Director, Study of Environmental Arctic Change (SEARCH);
former Assistant Director for Polar Science, The White House

EUER DI PLENARY SESSION I: OUR CHANGING ARCTIC: ENGAGING THE SCIENCE AND COMMUNITIES

= Moderator: Dr. Brendan Kelly, Executive Director, Study of Environmental Arctic Change (SEARCH); former Assistant
Director for Polar Science, The White House

= Ms. Melanie Bahnke, President & CEO, Kawerak Inc.; Tribal Member of the Native Village of Savoonga, Alaska

= Dr. Matthew Druckenmiller, Scientist, SEARCH, Sea Ice Action Team; National Snow and lce Data Center

= Dr.Robert Bindschadler, NASA Emeritus Scientist

= Dr. Sara Longan, Executive Director, North Slope Science Initiative

= Ms. Barbara Blake, Senior Advisor, Office of the Governor & Lieutenant Governor of Alaska

IDEOERELLVIE KEYNOTE ADDRESS: Ms. Gail Anagick Schubert, President & CEO, Bering Straits Native Corporation
HEEERREVE VIDEO MESSAGE: U.S. Senator Dan Sullivan, Alaska

RES Bl  PLENARY SESSION II: SHIFTING GEO-POLITICS IN THE FAR NORTH

= Moderator: Mr. Steve Wackowski, Fairweather Science LLC; Vice President, AES Board of Directors

= Ambassador Kare R. Aas, Norway

= Commodore Angus Topshee, Deputy Director, Strategy, Policy and Plans NORAD-USNORTHCOM J5

= Mr. Shannon Jenkins, Senior Arctic Policy Advisor, United States Coast Guard

= Gen. Randy “Church” Kee, Maj Gen, USAF (Ret.), Executive Director, Arctic Domain Awareness Center,
University of Alaska

(PHIURPRIVS BREAK: TRANSITION TO LUNCHEON

ARCTIC ENCOUNTER SYMPOSIUM AGENDA: APRIL 13, 2017
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ARCTIC
ENCOUNTER

SYMPOSIUM

12:10 - 1:20PM

1:20 - 1:30PM

1:30 - 1:50PM

1:50 - 1:55PM

1:55 - 3:15PM

3:15 - 3:30PM
3:30 - 3:50PM

3:50 - 4:50PM

4:50 - 5:00PM

5:00 - 6:30PM

6:30 - 8:30PM

ARCTIC ENCOUNTER SYMPOSIUM AGENDA: APRIL 13, 2017

AES KEYNOTE LUNCHEON:

= Welcome Remarks: Mr. Casey Pape, President of the AES Board of Directors; Business Manager, Viking Marine

= VIDEO MESSAGE: U.S. Senator Angus King, Maine

= Presentation & Introduction: Mr. Joseph Sprague, Senior Vice President, Communications & External Relations,
Alaska Airlines; 2017 Arctic Encounter Host Partner

= Keynote Address: Ambassador Geir H. Haarde, Iceland

= Q&A

BREAK: TRANSITION TO AUDITORIUM

KEYNOTE ADDRESS: Vice Admiral Fred Midgette, Commander, Pacific Area, Commander, Defense Force West,
United States Coast Guard

VIDEO MESSAGE: Mr. Tero Vauraste, President & CEO of Arctia Ltd.; Vice Chair of the Arctic Economic Council (AEC)

PLENARY SESSION Ill: CONNECTING THE ARCTIC: INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS, TRADE &
COMMERCE

= Moderator: Ms. Alice Rogoff, Publisher, Alaska Dispatch News; Co-Founder, Arctic Circle

= Mr. James Hill, Consul General, Consulate General of Canada in Seattle

= Mr. Dermot Loughnane, CEO, Tactical Marine Solutions Ltd.

= Ms. Becca Robbins Gisclair, Associate Director of Arctic Programs, Ocean Conservancy

= Ms. Lindsey Whitt, External Affairs, Matson

= Ms. Joy Baker, Port Director, City of Nome

BREAK
KEYNOTE ADDRESS: Congresswoman Suzan DelBene, Washington

PLENARY SESSION IV: RESOURCE & INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT IN THE ARCTIC
= Moderator: Mr. Tom Roberts, Partner, Van Ness Feldman LLP
= Ms. Kara Moriarty, President & CEO of the Alaska Oil and Gas Association
= Dr.James Kendall, Regional Director, Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Region, Bureau of Ocean Energy Management
= Ms. Christine Resler, Alaska GeoMarket Manager, Schlumberger
= Mr. Anthony E. Edwardsen, President & CEO, Ukpeagvik Ifupiat Corporation;
lifelong Barrow resident and whaling captain
= Mayor Harry K. Brower, Jr., North Slope Borough

THE RUSSIAN TREPAK PERFORMED BY THE INTERNATIONAL BALLET THEATRE

GLACIER ICE COCKTAIL RECEPTION AND ART EXHIBITION
= Performance by Ms. Rachel Nesvig, professional musician specializing in the Hardanger Fiddle, a traditional
Norwegian instrument.

ARCTIC ENCOUNTER DINNER RECEPTION
= REMARKS
* Mr. Cale Clingenpeel, Managing Director, Arctic Encounter Symposium; Partner, Kallander & Associates LLC
* Ms. Rachel Kallander, Founder & Executive Director, Arctic Encounter Symposium;
Managing Partner, Kallander & Associates LLC
= KEYNOTE ADDRESS
¢ U.S. Senator Lisa Murkowski, Alaska
= MUSICAL PERFORMANCES
» Mr. Byron Nicholai of / Sing. You Dance., Traditional Yup'ik Drummer and Singer from Toksook Bay, Alaska
* Ms. Elle Marja Eira, Visual Artist & Performer from Sdpmi, Norway

ARCTIC ENCOUNTER SYMPOSIUM AGENDA: APRIL 13, 2017
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ENCOUNTER

SYMPOSI UM

SHIFTING NORTH: A NEW ERA I}

COVERAVLY S REGISTRATION & LIGHT BREAKFAST
VODERAVY S WELCOME REMARKS: Mr. Kaleb Froehlich, AES Senior Advisor
HCERHELY KEYNOTE ADDRESS: Mr. Aaron M. Schutt, President & CEO, Doyon Limited

HERRIGETVE PLENARY SESSION V: TRANSFORMING THE ARCTIC: TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION

= Moderator: Mr. Kaleb Froehlich, Senior Advisor, Arctic Encounter Symposium; Vice President, Cassidy & Associates

= Ms. Tina Pidgeon, General Counsel, Chief Compliance Officer, and Senior Vice President of Governmental Affairs, GCI
= Ms. Gwen Holdmann, Director, Alaska Center for Energy & Power

= Ms. Elizabeth Pierce, Founder & CEO, Quintillion

= Ms. Amy Bann, Director, Sustainable Materials, The Boeing Company

IDFLER KNI REPORT: Ms. Alice Rogoff, Publisher, Alaska Dispatch News; Co-Founder, Arctic Circle

IVEIER DL KEYNOTE ADDRESS: Congressman Don Young, Alaska

ILRERREOY "B BREAK

11:00AM - 12:00PM

PLENARY SESSION VI: THE FUTURE OF FISHERIES IN THE HIGH NORTH
= Moderator: Mr. Ephraim Froehlich, Fisheries, Wildlife and Arctic Policy Advisor,
The Office of US. Senator Lisa Murkowski
= Ambassador Geir H. Haarde, Iceland
= Mr. Mead Treadwell, Chairman, Arctic Circle Task Force on Shipping and Ports; President, PT Capital
= Mr. Sean Dwyer, Captain of the F/V Brenna A, as featured on the “Deadliest Catch”; Vice President, St. George Marine
= Mr. Chris Oliver, Executive Director, North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC)
= Mr. Doug Mecum, Deputy Regional Administrator, Alaska Region, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)

WX DRV = Report: Ms. Fran Ulmer, Chair, U.S. Arctic Research Commission
= Report: Mr. Stefan Lindstrom, Consul General, Consulate General of Finland in Los Angeles
Q&A - Looking Back and Moving Forward: The U.S. and Finnish Chairmanships of the Arctic Council

VLRV TRANSITION TO LUNCHEON

ARCTIC ENCOUNTER SYMPOSIUM AGENDA: APRIL 14, 2017
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SYMPOSIUM ARCTIC ENCOUNTER SYMPOSIUM AGENDA: APRIL 14, 2017

IPELERE LN AES KEYNOTE LUNCHEON:

= Welcome Remarks: Ms. Jenny Gore Dwyer, Secretary of the AES Board of Directors; President & Owner, St. George
Marine, Inc.

= Presentation & Introduction: Mr. James Torgerson, Managing Partner, Stoel Rives LLP
2017 Arctic Encounter Host Partner

= Keynote Address: Ambassador Kare R. Aas, Norway

= Q&A

IRV BREAK

2:00 - 3:00pM  BREAK OUT SESSION BLOCK |

BREAK OUT A: BREAK OUT B: BREAK OUT C: BREAK OUT D:
TRAVEL SHIFTING BREAKING GROUND— COLLABORATIVE MA- ARTS, CULTURE, AND
NORTH: THE FUTURE OF OIL AND GAS DEVELOP- RINE PLANNING AND MEDIA IN THE ARCTIC
ARCTIC TOURISM MENT IN THE ARCTIC THE ARCTIC .
Host: Arctic Encounter
Host: Alaska Airlines Host: Stoel Rives LLP Host: Udall Foundation Symposium
= Mr. Mead Treadwell, = Moderator: Ms. Tina = RADM Michael F. McAl- ® Moderator: Ms. Rachel
Chairman, Arctic Circle Grovier, Partner, Stoel Rives lister, Seventeenth District Kallander, Founder &
Task Force on Shipping and LLP, Environmental, Land Commander, United States Executive Director, Arctic
Ports; President, PT Capital Use, and Natural Resources Coast Guard Encounter Symposium;
= Ms. Marilyn Romano, Group = Mr. Don Céqayohémuwédk Managing Partner, Kallander
Regional Vice-President = Mr. Aaron M. Schutt, Chapman, National Ocean & Associates LLC
(Alaska), Alaska Airlines President & CEO, Doyon Ltd. Council Tribal Liaison " Ms. Alice Rogoff, Publisher,
= Ms. Susan Bell, Principal, = Mr. Joshua Kindred, = Ms. Beth Kerttula, former Alaska Dispatch News; Co-
McDowell Group Environmental Counsel, Director of the National Founder, Arctic Circle
= Captain Dan Blanchard, Alaska Oil and Gas Ocean Council in the Exec- = Ms. Julie Decker,
Owner & CEO, UnCruise Association utive Office of the President Museum Director and CEO,
Adventures = Mr. Jonathan lversen, and former Alaska State Anchorage Museum
Partner, Stoel Rives LLP, Representative = Ms. Megan Alvanna
Benefits, Tax, and Private = Ms. Barbara Blake, Senior Stimpfle, Principal, Arctic
Client Group Advisor, Office of the Gover- Geopolitical Consulting
nor & Lt. Governor of Alaska ® Ms. Liz Qualluq Cravalho,
= Ms. Dana Goodson, Senior Vice President of External &
Program Manager, U.S. Government Affairs, NANA
Institute for Environmental Regional Corporation
Conflict Resolution, Udall = Ms. Kate Wolgemuth,
Foundation Legislative Assistant, The
Office of U.S. Senator Dan
Sullivan
= Ms. Maria Coryell-Martin,
Expeditionary Artist

EKH 'S BREAK

ARCTIC ENCOUNTER SYMPOSIUM AGENDA: APRIL 14, 2017
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ARCTIC ENCOUNTER SYMPOSIUM AGENDA: APRIL 14, 2017

3:15- 415PM  BREAK OUT SESSION BLOCK II

BREAK OUT E:

UNLOCKING NATURAL
RESOURCES—AN EXPLORATION
OF ENVIRONMENTAL
REGULATORY CHALLENGES TO
DEVELOPMENT IN THE ARCTIC

Host: Stoel Rives LLP

= Moderator: Mr. Jared Wigginton,
Attorney, Stoel Rives LLP, Environmental,
Land Use, and Natural Resources Group

= Dr. Lance Miller, Vice President, Natural
Resources, NANA Regional Corporation,
Inc.

= Mr. Ryan Steen, Partner, Stoel Rives LLP,
Environmental, Land Use, and Natural
Resources Group

= Mr. Patrick Galvin, Chief Commercial
Officer & General Counsel, Great Bear
Petroleum

BREAK OUT F:
OFF THE GRID: ARCTIC ENERGY
INNOVATIONS

Host: Cordova Electric Cooperative

= Moderator: Mr. Garrett Boyle,
Legislative Director, The Office of U.S.
Senator Lisa Murkowski

= Mayor Clay Koplin, CEO, Cordova
Electric Cooperative; Mayor of the City
of Cordova, Alaska

= Ms. Meera Kohler, President & CEO,

Alaska Village Electric Cooperative, Inc.

= Mr. Gary Hennigh, City Administrator,
City of King Cove, Alaska

= Mr. George Roe, Research Professor,
Alaska Center for Energy and Power

= Ms. Kristina Woolston, Vice President
External Relations, Quintillion

BREAK OUT G:

ARCTIC CHOICES: INFORMING
DECISIONS FOR ECOLOGICAL

AND ECONOMIC ARCTIC SUS-
TAINABILITY (IDEEAS)

Host: World Wildlife Fund & the Natural
Capital Project

= Mr. Spencer Wood, Lead Scientist,
Natural Capital Project; World Wildlife
Fund

= Ms. Mary Ruckelshaus, Managing
Director, Natural Capital Project; World
Wildlife Fund

m CLOSING RECEPTION

ARCTIC ENCOUNTER SYMPOSIUM AGENDA: APRIL 14, 2017



2017 SHIP DATES Iy

7 Silver Discoverer (Cruise)
—— 13-14 Bremen (Cruise)
14-17  NOAA Ship
13-16 Oshoro Maru (Japanese R/V)

August
4-7 NOAA Ship

gl - . 17 Bremen (Cruise)
“ 20 Crystal Serenity (Cruise-ANC)

25-28 NOAA Ship

September

5] Le Boreal (Cruise-ANC)

19-20 Sedna IV (Canadian)
muwmmm T
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Ver. 04/17/17

Dates Subject To Change



Excerpt from DRAFT 4/4/17 Meeting Minutes

MINUTES
NOME PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING
April 4, 2017

The regular meeting of the Nome Planning Commission was called to order at 7:02 PM by
Chairman Pederson in Council Chambers of City Hall, located at 102 Division Street.

CITIZENS’ COMMENTS

2)

Doug and Judy Martinson asked what happened at the noon work session with the City
Council.

Chairman Pederson noted that there had been some confusion about what the
Planning Commission was proposing.

Ms. Bechtol said that no red flags were raised in the area of the Rec Center.

Ms. Martinson noted that at a prior meeting, Chairman Pederson had expressed
support for additional docks for cruise ship passengers. She asked that the support be
rescinded because it would take up too much berthing space. She said that everyday
users were already being charged for space that they couldn’t access.

Chairman Pederson said that it just made sense to offload people in that area.

Ms. Martinson didn’t disagree, but said that the day-to-day users should get preference.
Manager Moran noted that the design was in a very preliminary stage and no decisions
had been made by the Port Commission. He opined that Ms. Martinson was protesting
to the wrong body.

Ms. Martinson said that taking up space from everyday users was a big mistake.

Mr. Martinson said that the docks were also be used for refueling hoses, which made it
even more difficult to gain access.

Ms. Martinson added that they had been physically assaulted while trying to access the
docks last summer.

Mr. Martinson said that night security was an absolute necessity.

Manager Moran said that the position was being reworked and advertised to provide
that very thing.

Commissioner Lizak also noted that wheelchair access would be an important part of
designing a dock for cruise ship passengers.

Charlie Lean spoke on behalf of the Port Commission. He noted that cruisers were often
less able-bodied than day-to-day users, so they would need some additional considerations.
He noted the current dredging to create additional moorage at -8 feet. He noted that the
Port Commission engaged in a continual triage of all concepts and user ideas. He said that
there was a need to accommodate both the mining and fishing fleets, so a new dock would
be cheaper. Mr. Lean closed by noting that the revenue picture in town was bleak, so the
Port of Nome held the line in its recent tariff revision. He noted that it couldn’t stay steady
forever, though, as the Port needed to accumulate matching grant funds and provide for
deferred maintenance.

MINUTES - NOME PLANNING COMMISSION PAGE 1
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April 4, 2017



CITY OF NOME

City Manager’s Office
P.O. Box 281

Nome, Alaska 99762
907.443.6600
tmoran@nomealaska.org

City Manager’s Report
From: Tom Moran, City Manager
Reporting Period: March 28 - April 7, 2017

® Please see the approved minutes from the Port Commission meeting of February 16t
Attachment 1.

e Mayor Beneville, Councilman Andersen, Finance Director Liew, Utility Manager
Handeland, and I had a very positive meeting with Norton Sound Health Corporation on
Friday, March 31st. We're currently hammering out a Memorandum of Agreement that
addresses each organization’s concerns. When it's finalized, I'll provide a copy to each of
you.

e Congratulations to Nickie Crowe (Accounting Technician) for being selected as March’s
Employee-of-the-Month. Nickie does a huge amount of behind-the-scenes work for the
Finance Department, the Clerk’s Office, and the Port. Keep up the good work, Nickie!

® As you know, Ambulance Chief Vickie Erickson announced her resignation on Tuesday,
April 4%, Though it'll be difficult to replace her 24 years of institutional knowledge, we
wish her the best in her future endeavors. In the meantime, Assistant Chief Jim West will
serve as Acting Chief. A resolution of appointment for Vickie’s successor will be
forthcoming at your next meeting,

e Following your joint work session, the Planning Commission met in a regular meeting on
Tuesday, April 4% to continue discussing changes to the zoning map. Though no final
decisions have been made, the PC requested that I allocate some funding to create a draft
version of how the map would look after incorporating the current proposals. Bristol
Engineering has been asked to provide a quote for the work.

e What a whirlwind week just wrapped up on Friday, April 7t at City Hall, as Finance
Director Liew and I met with each Department Head to discuss their budget needs for
FY18. Though we aren’t prepared to present a draft budget yet, we fear that we may need
to dip into reserves.

e The Board of Education has been meeting feverishly to finalize its FY18 budget. As the
City Council will soon need to determine the City’s contribution, we’ve scheduled a joint
work session on Wednesday, April 12t at noon. Please try to attend.

39



City Manager’'s Report April 7, 2017

¢ Unfortunately, all good things must come to an end and my Assistant Candace Weidler has
announced her retirement. Her last day will be the same as Nathan Barron’s (Friday,
April 28t). [ doubt that there are two harder to replace employees in this organization, so
I humbly thank them both for their service and wish them both the best.

e Along those lines, please join us for Nathan’s retirement party on Friday, May 5t at the
VFW. The party will start right after work and go until they kick us out. Candace’s sendoff
will be a little less boisterous, but the details will be forwarded to you as they unfold.

e Per Councilman Andersen’s request, please see the attached FY18 budget calendar
(originally distributed in December) from Finance Director Liew. [ think it’s wise to make
this a recurring addition to my Manager’s Report. Attachment 2.

Page 2
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Memo

To: Tom Moran — City Manager
From: Joy L. Baker —Port Director j[’ B
CC: Mayor & Nome Common Council
Nome Port Commission
Date:  4/17/2017
Re: Port & Harbor Report/Projects Update — April 2017

The following provides a status update on active issues and projects pertaining to the Port & Harbor.

Administrative:

Harbormaster Lucas Stotts has transition back to the Port office to begin preparations for the 2017 season, with a
focus on staff recruitment, supplies procurement and scheduling of opening maintenance tasks. The F17 Port
Operating Budget at 31 March 2017 shows revenue at 84.9% achieved — with 44.7% expended. All but one Port
vehicle are still shuttered for winter.

Causeway:

Arctic Deep Draft Port (ADDP) Study: The Alaska District staff has advised that the rescoping plan is still under
consideration at Army Corps Headquarters, with a focus on identifying the necessary F17 federal funds to move
ahead with the reassessment of the broader benefits to the region under the new WRDA provisions. Once
approved, the Alaska District will work with the City to on the cost-share agreement, and negotiate a Scope of
Work for the study tasks, which includes a re-scoping charrette.

Port Industrial Pad:

Port Pad Development:

As most have probably noticed, the initial phase of this project has been taking place to excavate a section of the
Snake River and disposed spoils in the Thornbush Site for a dewatering period. Due to unseasonably warm
temperatures in early to mid-April, the river work was suspended for safety, with approximately 75% of the
material removed. A bathymetric survey will be done after breakup to confirm the actual quantity, but at this
time, we are investigating an option to capture the remainder of the material in Feb/Mar 2018 via winter
excavation. This is being considered the most optimal solution as it allows the material to again be hauled to the
Thornbush site as originally intended, rather than having the harbor dredge dispose of it on the Seawall beach.

Phase 2 of this project is anticipated to begin in late June, and consists of filling the eastern portion of the
Thornbush Site with select borrow, and then topped with crushed material for surfacing.




External Facilities:

Cape Nome:

Knik is making preparations to begin the ice-free season work after spring breakup. At this time, the engineers are
responding to additional contractor RFI’s, one of which has been submitted to DHS/FEMA for evaluation and
response on some changed sediment conditions on the sea floor. We anticipate receiving a response within the
next two weeks.

Additional information on any of these projects is available upon request.

4/17/2017 Dngp 2 Port Dj,rpr‘fnr/prr@r‘fc Status Rppnrr






