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1.0 Introduction 
This report, prepared for the City of Kodiak (the City), by PND Engineers, Inc. (PND) is in response to a 
question posed during the June 11, 2013 City Council meeting regarding the Pier 3 Replacement project. 
The currently proposed construction is a pile supported structure located on the north side of the 
existing pier. Recent geotechnical exploration in support of the project was found to have potential 
impacts on the construction in this area that may impact project costs. The council posed the question 
as to whether it was reasonable to consider moving the proposed construction to the south side of the 
existing Pier as a more cost effective alternative. During the meeting it was noted that this path had 
been evaluated and that some drawbacks existed. The following paragraphs outline the potential 
impacts associated with moving the facility to the south. 

2.0 Wave Climate 
A detailed wave report was generated in 2012 combining physical and numerical modeling as well as on-
site measurements to determine design wave heights and periods and any differences in ship motion 
between a fill and pile supported structure under wave loading. This study also identified through 
numerical modeling that “even a small move to the east (north) could result in a relatively large 
reduction in wave height.” (See Figure 1). Moving to the south would increase the wave height and 
would likely result in an increase in the number of days that the facility was unavailable due to wave 
action (See Figure 1). Estimates of the difference in the number of days downtime were not evaluated in 
the report.  

 
Figure 1 – Wave Numerical Model Output 
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Anecdotal observations by the current pier users back up the numerical modeling predictions that wave 
action is greater moving south. The current users of the pier report that when significant waves are 
shoaling during ship berthing, the south end of the vessel typically rises and falls nearly twice as high as 
the north end of the vessel. 

The wave study also identified that there was little difference in ship motion between the two structure 
types, OPEN CELL® and Pile Supported, however the physical models were based on the expected waves 
assuming construction on the north side of the existing pier. There is the potential that the larger waves 
associated with the south side could have a large impact on the performance of vessels berthed on a 
structure in the more exposed location. The OPEN CELL structure would be particularly affected by the 
larger waves and is not a feasible alternative at this site. A pile supported structure would likely require 
additional fendering and/or tie off points, as compared to the northern option, to help offset the higher 
wave motion expected. 

3.0 Permitting and Land Ownership  
Bird nesting on the south end of the existing site could pose potential permitting risks to the project. 
There are currently thousands of birds occupying the area just to the south of the site. Mooring dolphins 
and catwalks would have to be extended out very near to this area if the pier were moved to the south 
and may interfere with the birds. It is also likely that some of the bird habitat would be impacted and 
require development to maintain the current amount of yard space, see section 4 below. These issues 
surrounding the nearby habitat could potentially complicate and delay the permitting process.  

There is currently some ambiguity as to the land ownership of the tidelands where portions of the 
construction would be implemented. New work in this area may require negotiations with the BLM and 
the State of Alaska and could present complicating factors and possible delays to the project.  

4.0 Draft and Existing Pier Access Issues 
The water depth to the south is shallower along the existing pier alignment than it is to the north.  
Installation of a pier to the south would require changing the alignment to allow for the deeper draft, 
pushing the face of the dock further seaward and\or dredging the area in front of the dock to provide 
the required depths for vessels to berth. 

Changing the alignment of the pier, similar to Figure 2 below, poses construction issues as it would 
interfere with the usage of the existing pier during construction efforts. Moving the pier face seaward, 
similar to Figure 3 below, would also interfere with existing operations at the pier during construction. 
These options would also require that additional structure be built, as compared to the currently 
proposed construction, in order to reach the required water depth. Both of these south side options 
would require that cargo be handled at a different facility during a large portion of the construction in 
order to be able to construct the new facility and maintain cargo flow in and out of Kodiak. ROM 
estimates for operational impacts associated with an alternate cargo offload locations are ~$3.3 million 
for six months of disruption. In addition to the costs associated with utilizing an alternate facility during 
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construction, both options would also require a larger dock footprint than currently planned in order to 
maintain adequate water depths. While bedrock elevations are expected to be shallower and could 
potentially reduce pile lengths the additional dock footprint required would result in an overall more 
costly pile supported structure compared to the northern option.   

Keeping the current pier alignment, similar to Figure 4 below, would have less impact on the use of the 
existing facility during construction. However, it would conflict with the port Master Plan that desires to 
keep the alignment of the pier face connecting with Pier 2. This alternative would also require a large 
area be dredged in front of the pier and into the existing yard space in order to meet the draft 
requirements of current vessels utilizing the pier. Further dredging would be needed be accommodate 
larger vessels in the future if desired and could further impact the existing yard space. Lastly, and most 
importantly, this option would occupy valuable staging area in order to accommodate the new larger 
crane. There is potential to reclaim some, not all, of this staging area by removing a portion of the hill 
between the current yard space and Rezanof Drive. In addition to the cost of clearing, much of this area 
is within ADOT right of way lease and would require negotiations with DOT in order to modify this area. 
Additionally, as discussed in section 3 above, there are thousands of birds in this area that could 
complicate permitting efforts, particularly if habitat is impacted in efforts to reclaim yard space. There is 
also an existing property at the top of the hill on the south end of the site that could be affected by any 
clearing conducted to reclaim lost yard space. Construction of a facility in this area as described above 
would not meet the needs of the project.  

 
Figure 2 – Proposed Master Plan Alignment 
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Figure 3 – Extend Pier Face Seaward to Deeper Draft 

 

 
Figure 4 – Keep Existing Alignment 

5.0 Geotechnical Data 
Though there is some geotechnical data available to the south of the existing pier, additional data would 
need to be gathered to complete a design in this area. There is the potential that soil conditions would 
be found, such as shallower bedrock and stiffer less compressible soil, that would be more favorable for 
the installation of an OPEN CELL® structure and a pile supported structure however, as discussed in 
Section 2, the OPEN CELL structure is not recommended in this location due to the greater wave action. 
The installation of a pier in this area would still face the costs associated with the impacts outlined in 
Section 2 and Section 4 of this report. Additionally, planning, permitting and implementation of an 
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additional geotechnical investigation would likely take several months to complete and would delay the 
project design and construction. Delays associated with the further investigation and review of the 
collected information could potentially push the construction back by a year and would incur 
approximately $330,000 in additional cost to the project associated with the geotechnical program. The 
delay would also have an inflation cost impact on a project of this scale. Accounting for 3% inflation on a 
$33 million project is approximately $1 million in addition to the additional costs incurred for the 
funding of the geotechnical data. 

6.0 Conclusions 
Impacts associated with moving the pier south towards the airport identified in this document 
demonstrate that the relocation would likely not result in overall project cost savings. Additionally, 
permitting issues, land ownership issues and the collection of additional geotechnical data could easily 
delay the project a year or more. Providing a facility that meets the draft depths, alignment criteria, 
allows for minimal disruption to the existing facility operations during construction and does not 
eliminate existing uplands storage would be difficult if not impossible in this area. Lastly, wave studies 
and anecdotal evidence suggests that even minor shifts to the south have significant impacts to the 
wave action in this area and could potentially increase downtime at a pier constructed to the south 
when compared to the current or proposed north end facility. 

For the reasons described above it is recommended that the Pier 3 replacement project move forward 
with design of the facility placed to the north of the existing structure as outlined in the 2011 Design 
Study Report.  
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KODIAK, AK 99615

FAX

RESIDENCE (STREET) ADDRESS
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LENGTH OF RESIDENCE IN KODIAK
/0 l/ea.t5

LENGTH OF RESID~CE IN ALASKA

MAILING ADDRESS

1.'1.ye (), t 5

Do you own property In Kodiak? 0 YES ~NO

Please list your areas of expertise and education
that would benefit the boards for which you are
applying.

5" 0 1e(~rS.J h~\,l~:X<8+
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_N-e :)0+', o-+e~d Q[\310G. \
~ Of ec. n 30"01 \) eot u r€.-

SIGNATURE id DATE

Return application to City Cleric, 710 MlII lay Roael, Room 220, Kodiak, AK 99615
Fax: 416-8633
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Office of the City Clerk
710 Mill Bay Road, Room 216, Kodiak, Alaska 99615

PORT AND HARBORS ADVISORY BOARD
Seven regular seats, two alternates, and one student seat

En f J 1 2013ec Ive anuary •
TERM BOARDMEMBER HOME WORK FAX MAILING ADDRESS

2015 Tim Abena 486-3290 360957- 486-3290 3103 Mill Bay Road
timabena@aol.com 3200

2015 Oliver Holm 486-6957 486-6957 N/A P.O. Box 8749
chicken@gci.net

2013 Stosh Anderson 486-3673 654-3674 N/A P.O. Box 310
stosh_a@hotmail.com

2013 Ralph (Skip) Bolton 486-4099 317-8660 486-2030 P.O. Box 2852
skip2@gci.net

2014 Anne Kalcic 486-5824 486-5824 486-5824 P.O. Box 2085
boatlift@alaska.com

2014 Stormy Stutes 486-8757 942-2121 486-8709 2230 Monashka
stutes@gci.net Way

2014 Nick Szabo 486-3853 486-3853 486-3853 P.O. Box 1633
herschel@gci.net

2013 David Jentry 486-5205 486-5205 486-5243 P.O. Box 3128
Alternate 1 dwjentry@gci.net

2013 VACANT
Alternate 2
Student VACANT
(ex-officio)

RegUlar terms expire December 31 (three-year terms)
Alternate terms expire December 31 (one-year terms)
Student term expires May 31 (one-year term)

I Legislation

Resolution Number 49-81
Resolution Number 44-86
Resolution Number 54-87
Resolution Number 05-94
Resolution Number 98-32

I Appointments

11/03/87 12/14/87 10/27/88
12/12/88 10/12/89 01/11/90
02/22/90 12/14/90 01/09/92
03/12/92 01/14/93 01/27/94
02/10/94 09/22/94 12/22/94
10/05/95 12/14/95 12/12/96
12/11/97 12/10/98 02/10/00
02/22/01 OS/24/01 12/13/01
09/12/02 01/23/03 01/22/04
01/13/05 12/15/05 12/14/06
12/13/07 02/12/09 12/11/09
12/9110 12/8/11 12/13/12

06/27/13 Alternate No.2 seat declared vacant.

Updated June 28, 2013
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Kodiak Fire
Department

Memo
To: Aimee Kniaziowski, City Manager

Fran: Rome Kamai, Fire Chief

cc:
Date: 71212013

Re: Vehide replacement nomination - Ambulance

Aimee:

This memo serves as the cover for a Vehide replacement nomination to replace one of three front line
ambulances designated as Medic- 3 (VIN # 1HTSLAAM4TH366835).

Medic - 3 original replacement dates was at or around 2007. Due to attempts to find alternative
funding sources e.g. federal or state grants its replacement has been deferred. The current state
of the vehicle today warrants that it be replaced in FY2014 with funds coming from the General
Fund in the amount of $201,000

The vehicle is currently continuing to break down or not start at all due to failing equipment on a
routine basis. Just this month alone the vehicle has failed to start twice, requiring both12 volt
batteries and an alternator to be replaced.

Attached you will find the following:

• Vehicle replacement nomination form signed by Myself, Mark Kozak, and Bill Juhlin for
Gerald Pherson

• Federal Assistance to Firefighter Grant request declination letter to replace Medic- 3

• 2013 Public Works shop evaluation; Gerry on Annual Leave, so not able to provide
Capital Outlay Request as of this writing. A Capital Outlay Request from Gerry for
FY2013

• Request for quotes were made to (1) Braun Northwest (2) Life Line Ambulance (3)
Cascadia Fire and Emergency Equipment. To date Braun Northwest is the only one who
has provided a quote (See attached).

• Kodiak Fire Department repairs history from January 2003 - Current

Not included are total cost spent on Medic - 3. These costs are tracked by Public Works shop
Supervisor who has been on Annual Leave since this writing.

Thank you.
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150 North Star Drive / PO Box 1204/ Chehalis, WA 98532 / 360.748.0195 /800.245.6303/ fax 360.748.0256

1l;;;;;;&1iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii_P_ROiiiiiiPiiiiiiOSiiiiiiiALiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii~
MARCH 15,2013

KODIAK FIRE DEPARTMENT
ATTN: FIRE CHIEF ROME KAMAl
219 LOWER MILL BAY ROAD
KODIAK, AI{ 99615
RKAMAI@CITY.KODIAK,AK.US

RE: 2013 NORTH STAR 167-1 AMBULANCE

BRAUN NORTHWEST IS PLEASED TO OFFER THE FOLLOWlNG PROPOSAL:

ONE (1) 2013 NORTH STAR 167-1 AMBULANCE ON A 2013 FORD F450 4X4 AMBULANCE
PREP CHASSIS BASED UPON THE ENCLOSED CODE BLUE VEmCLE #684-1
SPECIFICATIONS DATED 5-28-2005 AND DRAWINGS DATED 5-27-2005 WITH THE
FOLLOWING CHANGES:

• 2013 MODEL YEAR FORD F450 4X4 CHASSIS
• F.O.B. KODIAK, AK
• TWO (2) VISITS TO THE PLANT FOR TWO (2) PEOPLE, ORIGINATION POINT: KODIAK,

AK
• SHIFT ON THE FLY
• Wn..L BURT NS 2.3, EXTENDS TO 7.5 FT, 2X75W, 12VDC WHELEN LED

TOTAL AMOUN.T F.O.B KODIAK, AK $181.000.00
, Sales tax not included

F.O.B.: KODIAK, ALASKA

DELIVERY:

TERMS:

APPROXIMATELY ONE HUNDRED EIGHTY (180) DAYS.

. NINETY PERCENT (90%) PAYMENT DUE UPON RECEIPT
OF VEIDCLE. BALANCE DUE IN THIRTY (30) DAYS.

Date

Title

W1NW.braunnw.com

Signature

Enclosures: Speciiications. drawings

Printed Name
TMlsel
cc: RU

Braun NOl'thwest, Inc. is onAlaska business (#706823).
(Note: This bid is contingent on use ofcustomer's Government Ford Fleet Identification Number.)
Respectfully Submitted by We agree to accept the above proposal:
B UN N RJ'UWEST, INC KODIAK FIRE DEPARTMENT

C

EMERIiEl\lCY VEHICLES
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U.S. Department of Homeland Security
Washington, DC 20472

City of Kodiak Fire Department

219 Lower Mill Bay Road
Kodiak, AK 99615

Reference: EMW-2012-FV-00276

Dear Assistance to Firefighters Grant Program Applicant,

On behalf of the Federal Emergency Management Agency's (FEMA) Grant Programs Directorate, I wish to thank
you for applying for assistance under the Fiscal Year (FY) 2012 Assistance to Firefighters Grant (AFG) Program.
Unfortunately, after careful consideration and review, we are unable to approve your application and fund your
request. We regret that the news could not be more positive.

As you are aware, the AFG Program is among the Department of Homeland Security's (DHS) and FEMA's most
competitive grant programs. In FY 2012, FEMA received nearly 12,000 AFG applications, requesting more than
$2.15 billion in funds. The large number of applications received and the finite amount of available funding
resulted in many worthy applicants not being funded and underscores the highly competitive nature of this
program

In order to assist you to better understand our decision, and to hopefully assist you in preparing future
applications, it may be useful to discuss some of the reasons why we are unable to fund your current request. We
want to make every effort to encourage you to participate in the AFG program in future years and remind you
that although your organization did not receive a grant this year, that does not mean it will not be able to receive
a grant next year.

Under the AFG program, each application receives a careful, thoughtful, and multi-level review. First, each
application receives a preliminary score based on the applicant's answers to the application questions. The
application questions are developed based on the AFG program priorities, which are explained in the FY 2012 AFG
Funding Opportunity Announcement (FDA), previously known as the Program Guidance. The FY 2012 AFG
Program priorities and the corresponding scoring values assigned to them are recommended by the AFG's Criteria
Development Team, which consists of representatives from nine nationally recognized fire service organizations.
When assessing each application, we compare the program priorities of the FY 2012 AFG FDA with the
information in your application. If your answers to application questions do not correspond closely enough with
the higher program priorities, your application will not score as well. Applications that do not score well in the
preliminary review are not selected to proceed further.

Unfortunately your application is among those which did not score high enough to proceed to the second phase
of AFG application evaluation, which is the peer review panel evaluation. We have listed below the primary area
of your application that did not score high enough for your application to be considered for peer review. The
reference below provides page numbers from the FDA/Program Guidance where the specific funding priorities
are discussed.

Your organization's response to application questions concerning the safety factors associated with the current
fleet vehicle you are seeking to replace did not adequately align to the higher AFG Program priorities and
consequently, did not score high enough for further consideration.
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Please see FY2012 AFG FDA, Page 49

Additional Considerations:
o Replacement of open cab/jump seat configurations
o Converted vehicles not designed or intended for use in the fire service

Your organization's response to application questions concerning the proposed project and budget, financial
need, cost benefits, enhanced daily operation, and how the grant will positively impact the regional ability to
protect life and property did not adequately align to the higher AFG Program priorities and consequently, did not
score high enough for further consideration.

Please see FY2012 AFG FDA, Page 21

During the panel review process, panelists will provide a subjective but qualitative judgment on the merits of each
request.

Applications, including requests for equipment and/or training, will be evaluated relative to the critical
infrastructure within the applicant's area of first-due response.

Panelists will assess such infrastructure and the hazards confronting the community, as explained in the Narrative
Statement.

Your organization's response to application questions concerning the similarities of your fleet vehicles by
type/class did not adequately align to the higher AFG Program priorities and consequently, did not score high
enough for further consideration.

Please see FY2012 AFG FDA, Page 49

o Age of the newest vehicle in the department's fleet that is like the vehicle to be replaced
o Average age of the fleet; older equipment within the same class

Just like the fire service, the AFG evaluation criteria and scoring values are constantly evolving. Please check the
AFG Web site often at http://www.fema.gov/firegrants/ for information on future funding opportunities.

There are several tools and resources available to help fire departments and unaffiliated emergency medical
services organizations develop effective AFG grant applications. I encourage you to make use of these resources
as you prepare your next grant request.

1. AFG Web Site (www.fema.gov/firegrants). The AFG Web site offers a wealth of resources, such as
the following:

o The AFG FDA, which explains funding priorities and criteria
o Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs)
o Tips on writing a good application Narrative Statement
o Narrative Self-Assessment Tool
o AFG e-Mail Alerts, biweekly e-mail messages to the AFG mailing list (which provides important

announcements about new application periods), upcoming workshops, and other AFG program
updates(to receive AFG E-Mail Alerts, sign up on the AFG Web site)

o Grantee success stories

2. AFG Workshops. Each year, the AFG Program holds free workshops in different cities around the
country to help applicants prepare competitive grant applications. These workshops provide
information about recent changes to the AFG Program, including any change to funding priorities and
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the eligibility criteria. The workshops for FY 2013 will be held next spring.

3. Toll-Free Help Desk (1-866-274-0960 or firegrants@dhs.gov). The AFG Help Desk staff members
answer questions from applicants by telephone and bye-mail. Between application periods, they
field general questions about AFG programs. During application periods, they provide technical
assistance with the on-line application and answer questions about the AFG FDA. If additional
assistance is needed, the Help Desk staff can refer questions directly to subject matter specialists.

If you have questions or want more information, contact the AFG Help Desk and ask to speak to a fire program
specialist. The AFG Help Desk can be reached toll-free at 1-866-274-0960, or bye-mail at firegrants@dhs.gov.
Questions will be answered in the order in which they are received.

Your interest in the AFG Program reminds us that America's fire and emergency medical services organizations
continue to have great need for support. FEMA and DHS will continue to work closely with and support the
nation's first responders and their vital work. Thank you again for your dedication and commitment.

Sincerely,

David J. Kaufman
Acting Assistant Administrator
Grant Programs Directorate
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Kodiak Fire
Department

Memo
To: Aimee Kniaziowski, City Manager

Fran: Rome Kamai, Fire Chief

cc:
Date: 71212013

Re: Vehide replacement nomination - Fire Engine

Aimee:

This memo serves as the cover for a Vehide replacement nomination to replace a fire engine that was
decommissioned in January 2013 due to multiple system, chassis, and component problems. That unit
at the time was designated as Engine- 3 (1 F9BAA88G1 037754).

Engine- 3 original replacement dates were at or around 2006. Due to attempts to find alternative
funding sources e.g. federal or state grants, which were declined, its replacement has been
deferred. At the present, the City is protected by one fire engine (Engine- 1), and one aerial truck
(Truck- 1). Both units are currently at 10 to 11 years in service respectively, and are also on a 20
year replacement schedule. As mentioned in previous correspondence, the ability to provide the
accepted level of service is reduced dramatically when either Engine - 1 or Truck - 1 are out of
service for repair or maintenance for any amount of time.

The current need to have adequate firefighting capability for a City this size warrants that it be
replaced in FY2014 with funds coming from the General Fund in the amount of $450,000

Attached you will find the following:

• Vehicle replacement nomination form signed by Myself, Mark Kozak, and Bill Juhlin for
Gerald Pherson

• Engine - 3 decommission and re-sale document

• Capital Outlay Request to replace Engine- 3 in FY2012 & FY2013 by Public Works Shop
Supervisor Gerald Pherson

• Request for quote was made to Hughes Fire Equipment who is the distributor of Pierce
Manufacturing. This is an attempt to standardize the maker of fire apparatus used by the
department to minimize the need for Public Works Shop mechanics having to learn
different maker's equipment and operating systems.

Thank you.
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Department:
Division:
Priority:
Request:
Estimated Cost:
Trade-In

Capital Outlay Request
City ofKodiak

Public Works Maintenance Shop, Gerald Pherson A-4.O
Kodiak Fire Department ~

October 2012

1986 E-One Pumper truck Vin # lF9BAA88Gl037754

Kodiak Fire Department Engine #3

Justification and/or
Comments

As of October 2012 Engine #3 has approximately 6,200 hours showing on the
hour meter and 30,000 miles on the speedometer. I believe this engine has been in
Kodiak since it was new in 1986. The age of Engine #3 and environment it has been
subjected to have taken their toll.

There were some noted concerns during this year's evaluation. The engine has
high hours on it and has excessive amounts ofblow-by. The engine blow-by is causing
oil leaks in several places but mainly from the draft tubes. The engine is getting harder to
start, which is typically due to lower compression or worn piston rings. The frame and
suspension of Engine 3 have scaling rust that is more than surface rust. The frame and
suspension also seem to creak and pop while cornering. The rear suspension has brackets
and the leaf springs that have rotted due to rust. Electrical components and wiring are
aging and becoming worn.

The reliability ofEngine 3 in an emergency situation could be unpredictable. It is
my opinion the age, condition and function of this vehicle have made it unsafe and not
reasonable to remain in the Kodiak Fire Department fleet. I recommend Engine #3 be
replaced in the 2013 fiscal year.
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3.08.025 Allocation of sales tax proceeds

(a) One-seventh of the sales taxes collected under KCC 3.08.01 O(b) and one-eleventh of the sales taxes

collected under KCC 3.08.010(a) shall be allocated to a separate fund or account to be appropriated and

utilized solely for road improvements and capital equipment and for park construction and capital

improvements; provided, however, that the total amount of sales taxes allocated to the foregoing fund

with respect to anyone fiscal year shall not exceed $500,000. This tax will be collected until December

31, 2013, unless further extended by the city council and is to be allocated as follows:

(1) Ninety percent for road improvements and capital equipment; and

(2) Ten percent for park construction and capital improvements.

(b) One-seventh of the sales taxes collected under KCC 3.08.01 O(b) and one-twelfth of the sales taxes

collected under KCC 3.08.01 O(a) shall be allocated to a separate fund or account to be appropriated and

utilized solely for harbor capital improvements constructed by or on behalf of the city; provided, however,

that the total amount of sales taxes allocated to the foregoing fund with respect to anyone fiscal year

shall not exceed $500,000. This tax will be collected until December 31, 2013, unless further extended by

the city council and is to be allocated for port infrastructure maintenance, repair, replacement, and capital

equipment.

(c) Five-twelfths of the sales taxes collected under KCC 3.08.01 O(a) shall be allocated to a separate fund

or account to be appropriated and utilized solely for increased development of the tourist industry, and is

to be allocated as follows:

(1) Seventy percent or less to a council-approved tourism program;

(2) Twenty percent or more for tourism enhancement projects, such as bea utification within the

city, development of which shall be solely at the council's discretion; and

(3) Ten percent for the administrative costs associated with such programs.

(d) The balance of sales taxes collected shall be deposited to the general fund of the city to be

appropriated as determined by the council. [Ord. 1300 §2, 2012; Ord. 1208 §1, 2006; Ord. 1155 §2, 2003;

Ord. 964 §2, 1993; Ord. 800 §§1, 4,7, 1986; election held October 7, 1986; passage ratified October 14,

1986; Ord. 757, 1985; Ord. 676 §4, 1983; Ord. 557 §2, 1979]
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