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Executive Summary

Introduction and Methodology

To better understand housing issues in the community, the Ketchikan Gateway Borough (KGB) contracted with
McDowell Group and partner Millard + Associates to conduct a Comprehensive Housing Assessment Project
(CHAP). The purpose of this study is to identify housing gaps and provide the Borough with options to address
housing barriers.

This report is a compilation and analysis of a significant volume of primary and secondary data including:

e Secondary data compiled from local, state, and federal sources.

¢ Interviews conducted with community stakeholders.

e A broad overview of community infrastructure, facilities, services, recreation, and other assets.

e An overview of infrastructure, amenities, services, and other characteristics for six specific areas in the
borough.

e An assessment of Ketchikan’s economy and near-term trends.

e Areview of land with the potential for residential housing development.

e Areview of zoning and code regulations to identify barriers to increasing housing.

e A review of how other communities in Southeast and elsewhere in the U.S. are addressing similar
housing issues.

Ketchikan faces a range of housing-related challenges; many of the same challenges experienced in other
communities. These include unmet demand for lower-cost single-family homes, seasonal rental housing, year-
round multi-family rental units, and low-income housing, as well as a growing need for senior and accessible
housing.

Following are key findings from this study.
Ketchikan Housing Market Profile

Housing Inventory

e The federal government's estimate of Ketchikan’s housing inventory includes a total 6,377 occupied
and unoccupied units of all types.

e Based on federal estimates, the local housing inventory has increased by a total of approximately 200
units since 2010, growing at an average annual rate of 0.5 percent. That rate is consistent with
population growth (0.3 percent) and employment growth (0.4 percent) over the same period.

¢ Ketchikan's housing inventory includes approximately 5,270 occupied units. Single-family units account
for 61 percent of the occupied units, multi-family units account for 36 percent, and other housing
(mobile homes, boats, and RVs) account for the reminder.

o Ketchikan's inventory of occupied rental units includes 1,362 units in multi-family structures and 600
single-family rentals (including detached and attached single-family units).

KGB Comprehensive Housing Assessment Project (CHAP) McDowell Group * Page 1



Housing Vacancy

Housing vacancy rates vary widely over the course of the year. The most recent measured rate is for
March 2018, when AHFC estimated rental unit vacancy at 11 percent. Seasonal demand primarily related
to the visitor and seafood industries pushes vacancy rates to much lower levels during the summer.

The March 2018 vacancy rate is above the 2016 and 2017 rates but about equal to the ten-year average
rate of 10.8 percent. Over the 2010 to 2018 period, vacancy rates ranged from a low of 8.2 percent to a
high of 13.3 percent, according to AHFC survey data.

AHFC data suggests that approximately 250 rentals were vacant in March. This available capacity is
insufficient to house Ketchikan's seasonal workforce (even after accounting for non-resident workers
housed in group quarters).

As measured by AHFC, Ketchikan’s rental vacancy rate in March is consistently above Sitka and Juneay,
communities with generally similar geographic, economic, and demographic profiles. All three
communities have strong seasonal components to housing demand, marine-only surface
transportation, aging populations, and limitations in developable land, among other common
characteristics. Ketchikan’s rental vacancy rate in March 2018 (10.8 percent) was well above that of Sitka
and Juneay, at 5.8 percent and 4.2 percent, respectively.

Ketchikan appears to be under-developed in its inventory of three- to nine-unit multi-family housing,
which accounts for 33 percent of Ketchikan’s total occupied multi-family housing, compared with 50
percent for both Sitka and Juneau.

Cost of Housing

Based on March 2018 survey data, the average monthly rental rate for multi-family housing in Ketchikan
was $1,046, while the median rate was $1,034. Including utilities, the average was $1,164, and the
median was $1,125, according to AHFC data.

Multi-family rental housing costs have been slowly trending up in Ketchikan over the past 10 years,
increasing 29 percent between 2009 and 2018. When the cost of utilities is included, the increase has
been slightly less, at about 20 percent over the 10-year period.

Median rent in Ketchikan ($1,034) is slightly higher than in Sitka ($1,000) and slightly lower than in
Juneau ($1,100). Ketchikan's median rental housing rate has been rising faster than in Sitka and Juneau.
The 10-year increase in Sitka was 12 percent, less than half of Ketchikan's 29 percent increase. Rents in
Juneau increased 16 percent over the same period.

The median monthly cost of home ownership in Ketchikan is approximately $1,765, including mortgage
payments, property taxes, insurance, and condo fees (where applicable). That median value does not
include one-third of Ketchikan homeowners who do not have mortgages (their median cost is $580 per
month).

Homeownership costs less in Ketchikan than in Sitka and Juneau, where median monthly costs are
$2,096 and $2,135, respectively.
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e InKetchikan, 36 percent of homeowners have monthly costs of $2,000, comparted to Sitka's 54 percent
and Juneau’s 58 percent.

e The median value of owner-occupied housing in Ketchikan is $265,700. That is well below Sitka
($350,900) and Juneau ($343,100).

e  Over the past six years, single-family homes sales in Ketchikan have averaged approximately $290,000.
According to MLS data, in 2018 there were 106 single-family home sales in Ketchikan, with an average
sales price of $329,000. Average days on the market declined from 134 in 2017 to 110 in 2018. The
number of annual sales has steadily increased over the last 6-years. Higher sales, increasing prices, and
shorter time on the market indicate that demand for single family homes increased in 2018.

Housing Affordability

e Median rental rates have risen at a modest pace of about 2 percent annually over the last decade from
$800 in 2009 to a 2018 inflation adjusted value of $960.

e A household is considered “very cost-burdened” if housing costs account for more than 35 percent of
household income. The latest available data indicates that 41 percent of Ketchikan renters and 16
percent of owners pay 35 percent or more of their income for housing. In absolute numbers, this
represents 827 renter households and 510 owner households.

¢ As would be expected, low-income households are most likely to be very cost-burdened. The majority
of Ketchikan households with annual incomes under $35,000 are very cost-burdened, including 68
percent of renters earning $20,000 to $35,000 annually and 80 percent of renters earning $10,000 to
$20,000 annually.

e The percentage of Ketchikan renters who are very cost-burdened (41 percent) is well above Sitka and
Juneau (31 percent and 28 percent, respectively).

¢ While median rental rates in Ketchikan are generally on par with Sitka and Juneau, median household
income is higher in both communities. Median income in Sitka is about 5 percent higher than in
Ketchikan and 35 percent higher in Juneau. The statewide median household median income is 13
percent above Ketchikan'’s.

Overcrowding

e "“Overcrowded” housing is traditionally defined as housing units with more than one person per room.
Ketchikan’s overcrowding rate of 4 percent is about the same as in Sitka (3 percent) and Juneau (4
percent) and lower than the most recent statewide rate of 7 percent.

Demographic and Economic Trends

Demographics

¢ Ketchikan's population has been stable in recent years at around 13,800 residents. The only published
forecast for the borough’s population, prepared by the Alaska State Demographer, indicates Ketchikan’s
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population will decline slowly through 2035, shedding approximately 600 residents (a 4 percent overall
decline).

Ketchikan’s population over 60 years of age increased 55 percent over the past ten years, substantially
more than any other cohort (a trend that is not unique to Ketchikan). The over-60 population is the only
cohort expected to grow in the near-term, according to the State’s forecast.

Ten years ago, residents over age 60 accounted for 16 percent of the borough’s population. In 2017 it
was 22 percent, and by 2035 will be 28 percent.

Economic Conditions

By most measures Ketchikan’s economy is stable, with little year-over-year growth or decline over the
past five or six years.

Wage and salary employment in Ketchikan have consistently ranged between 7,400 and 7,500 jobs over
the past five years.

Real (inflation-adjusted) personal income increased at an average annual rate of 1.3 percent over the
past decade. Ketchikan residents had total personal income of $900 million in 2017.

Ketchikan’s economy has a strong seasonal component. In 2017, wage and salary employment in July
was 2,390 jobs above January employment, a 37 percent increase. Commercial fishing activity, which is
not included in wage and salary employment, accounts for additional economic seasonality.

The visitor industry generates strong seasonal employment (and seasonal demand for housing).
Employment in visitor-affected sectors of the economy increases by 80 percent, from the January low
to the summer peak.

Unemployment in Ketchikan averaged 6.3 percent in 2017, the lowest annual rate since 2009. Through
November 2018, the unemployment rate (6.2 percent) was lower than the same period in 2017.

The 4.1 percent unemployment rate measured in August 2018 was the lowest monthly rate in 18 years.
If the very low unemployment rate persists, it will create greater need for non-resident labor in the
future.

Non-resident workers from outside the State play an important role in the Ketchikan economy. Overall,
they account for 28 percent of the workforce (though they take home only 15 percent of wages). When
seasonal workers from other Alaska communities are included, a total of 36 percent of the Ketchikan’s
workforce comes from outside the community.

Utilization of non-resident labor is highest in the third quarter of the year (July through September),
when more than 2,200 non-residents are employed in Ketchikan, mainly in seafood processing and the
visitor industry.

Economic Outlook

The trajectory of Ketchikan economy overall will affect demand for housing, as will sector-specific
growth, The State Demographer’s population forecast for Ketchikan suggests a slow decline over the
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next 15 years. However, that forecast does not consider certain foreseeable economic growth, such as
that associated with the visitor industry.

e Hosting more than 1 million visitors annually, the visitor industry is a critical part of the Ketchikan
economy, accounting for 1,750 jobs (annualized average) and $76 million in annual wages.

o Ketchikan cruise visitation has been growing in recent years, with further growth expected in 2019 and
2020. Ketchikan is projected to host nearly 1.2 million cruisers in 2019 and nearly 1.3 million in 2020.
This increase will drive up workforce requirements and add to seasonal housing demand.

e Other components of Ketchikan’s economic base, including the seafood industry, USCG and other
federal activity, and other basic sectors, will experience year-to-year variability, but overall are not
expected to generate increased year-round or seasonal population. Housing needs related to
shipbuilding/repair may decline with completion of the Alaska Class ferries.

Summary of Interviews

Interviews with more than 40 stakeholders or knowledgeable experts highlighted some of the key issues facing
Ketchikan as it seeks to better match housing supply with demand. Key points are summarized below.

o Interviewees commonly regarded single-family homes intended for first-time homebuyers as the most
sought-after type of housing in Ketchikan. Other types of housing considered in high demand by
contacts include multi-family apartment units (1-,2-,3- and 4-bedroom); single occupancy units; single-
family homes with accessory apartments; and duplex, 4-plex, and 6-plex units.

e Downtown is the area with the greatest need for housing, specifically for apartments and single-
occupancy units.

e Seasonal workforce demand exceeds capacity, especially in the downtown area. Employers report that
their employees have a difficult time finding adequate and affordable housing and feel that a lack of
seasonal housing makes it difficult to retain staff.

e Three key issues were most often cited as barriers to housing development: lack of available and
developable land, infrastructure development costs, and the cost of construction materials and freight.
Need for improved and extended infrastructure was also mentioned, along with overly strict building
codes.

e Growing need also exists for accessible housing, senior housing, and low-income housing.

KGB Housing Gaps

e Single-family homes available for under $300,000. In Ketchikan and in many other Alaska
communities there is demand for single-family detached homes available for less than $300,000;
however, the cost of site prep and construction severely constrains development of traditional housing
at that price.

e Apartments to meet Ketchikan resident demand: Ketchikan renters are more cost-burdened than
renters in other communities and have comparatively fewer multi-family housing options. Seasonal,
non-resident demand may be pushing up rental costs for residents.
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* Seasonal workforce housing: Rental vacancy rates are already very low during the summer, with
employers reporting challenges finding suitable housing for their workers. Additional growth in the
visitor industry may compound this problem.

e Low-income housing: Ketchikan’s most cost-burdened households are low-income families. While
Ketchikan Indian Corporation Housing Authority (KICHA), Tlingit & Haida Regional Housing Authority
(THRHA), and Saxman IRA have been successful in working with agencies, non-profits, and lending
institutions to develop subsidized, low-income housing, there is need for additional housing of this type
in Ketchikan.

e Senior housing: There are currently 12.8 senior citizens (residents 65 years of age and above) per
licensed senior care facility bed in Ketchikan, slightly less than the statewide average of 14.7 seniors per
bed. By 2035, Ketchikan's population will include 3,100 residents over age 65, approximately 1,000 more
than today. That number includes about 150 fewer residents aged 60 to 65 and almost 1,200 more
residents age 70 and above. To maintain the current ratio of 12.8 seniors per licensed senior care facility
bed, the community will need another 80 beds. Additional housing will be needed to support the full
continuum of senior housing ranging from independent living (aging-in-place) to assisted living and
full nursing care.

¢ Homelessness: Just over 300 people used homelessness services in Ketchikan in 2017. The
disappearance of single-room occupancy residences in the downtown area has severely impacted low-
income residents, leading to increased homelessness. Further, many small apartments in the downtown
area that were located above retail stores have been converted to storage for the businesses below.
These and other factors have pushed low-income residents out of the downtown area, into shelters, or
onto the streets.

Housing Development Challenges

There are many challenges to increasing housing development in the borough, particularly “affordable” housing.
Some challenges, such as construction materials cost and freight, cannot be addressed by the Borough. The
Borough could assist with housing development by addressing regulations and through measured development
of Borough lands. Existing challenges include:

e Alack of easily accessible land and costly road construction to access available land.

¢ Steep grades and muskeg that make construction challenging in many areas.

¢ A wet climate that requires higher-quality, more expensive construction than drier climates.

e Material costs, in particular the cost of wood and steel, that have spiked over the last few years.

e Increasing freight costs for shipping construction materials.

e Construction costs of $150 to $200 or more per square foot, placing the typical 2,000 square foot home
at $300,000 to $400,000, on top of the land and site development costs that can run $90,000 to $180,000
or more per lot.

e Regulations that increase the overall cost of housing development (recognizing that regulations and
codes are needed to guide responsible development).

e Zoning requirements that require larger lots, hindering the development of denser housing.

KGB Comprehensive Housing Assessment Project (CHAP) McDowell Group * Page 6



Zoning that prohibits multi-family housing, restricting development in some areas otherwise suitable
and desirable for multi-family construction.

Lack of water and sewer on the northern-most section of North Tongass Highway, limiting housing
growth in that area.

Lack of developers with the financial backing to purchase land and develop infrastructure on larger
parcels.

Difficult economics associated with single-family home development, including little or no profit motive
to build homes valued at less than $300,000.

Seasonality of rental housing demand, which leaves summer vacancy near zero and off-season vacancy
at over 10 percent.

Potentially inadequate return on investment in multi-family rental housing, if fully rented and occupied
only half the year.

Neighborhood resident resistance to denser housing.

In addition to steep terrain that often requires stairs, many housing units in the borough are older and
would require significant renovation (interior and exterior) to become accessible for disabled
individuals.

KGB Options to Increase Housing Availability

Options presented are derived from secondary and primary data analysis, stakeholder interviews, an assessment

of how other communities are dealing with similar issues, and the study teams knowledge of Ketchikan.

Role of the Borough in Addressing Housing Issues

The Borough should raise awareness and acknowledge the local housing shortage and its negative
impact on community development, Ketchikan’'s economy, and quality of life.

The Borough should consider any new housing development good for the economy and quality of life
for the community. Every new housing unit constructed — whether single-family, multi-family, or
accessory unit — will, either in the near-term or the long-term, help alleviate Ketchikan's constrained
housing options.

Addressing the housing shortage will take time and effort. The Borough and the community must
recognize that there is no single approach to increasing the availability and affordability of housing in
the borough.

Housing development is primarily a private sector activity. The Borough is somewhat limited in the tools
available to assist the private sector to increase housing in the community. Options available to the
Borough will require financial and staff resources and/or changes in zoning and regulation, some of
which many not be supported by some segments of the community.

The Borough could formally address the need for housing by creating a coalition or committee to
pursue solutions that result in increased housing. CHAP is the first step in quantifying and prioritizing
housing gaps in the community. This document should serve as the basis for further discussion with the
Assembly, planners, developers, contractors, realtors, social service providers and the community at
large.
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o [f the Borough does not invest in changing the way housing is developed in the community, the housing
market is likely to continue growing at or near the recent pace, constraining community growth.

o Ketchikan's housing shortage is not solely the responsibility of the Borough. Housing demand should
be a concern for the City of Ketchikan, businesses, and residents, as all are affected by housing
shortages. The establishment of a formal coalition or committee of government officials, stakeholders,
and other community members to refine options to address current and future housing issues in
Ketchikan will allow for a broad range of public and private sector input.

¢ The Borough should develop and nurture partnerships with local landowners, Tribal organizations,
social service agencies, and others concerned with housing development.

e With the Borough's new comprehensive plan and zoning regulation review well under way, the timing
is good to use the results of this study (and other planning efforts) to formalize changes. The Borough,
with significant input from a housing coalition and other partners, should formalize a strategic housing
plan (and revised zoning regulations) in the new KGB Comprehensive Plan with a focus on affordable
housing development.

Land in the Borough
e The total amount of land in the borough available for housing development is ultimately limited.

o Among all landowners in the borough, there are a total of 1,864 parcels containing 4,157 acres
currently zoned for residential housing.

o The Borough currently owns 123 residentially zoned parcels totaling 1,008 acres. Of note is the
small number of parcels and acreage zoned medium density (47 parcels/25 acres), high density
(2 parcels/0.5 acres) and neighborhood residential (zero parcels).

o The Borough also owns 30 parcels with a total of 7,634 acres designated for future
development; however, much this land is not currently accessible by road, and much of it would
be considered very remote for affordable housing development.

o The Cities of Ketchikan and Saxman own a total of 102 residentially zoned parcels containing
96 acres.

o Privately owned residentially zoned land includes 1,639 parcels with 3,052 acres. Many of these
parcels are smaller than 5 acres.

e Even though there is a strong, current need for more land suitable for housing development, Borough-
owned lands should be sold at a measured pace. In addition to the overall limit of Borough-owned
lands, facilitating too much land development at one time could result in a negative effect on housing
prices and values.

o All factors considered, affordable housing is more likely to be developed closer to town and where
sewer and water systems are available.
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In consultation with Borough planning staff, 10 parcels have been identified as potential candidates for
housing development, located at North Pt. Higgins, Mile 10 and Mile 13 North Tongass Highway,
Whipple Creek, D-1 Loop, Bear Valley, and South Saxman.

Although the Borough owns developable land on Gravina Island, the challenging access and lack of
infrastructure makes affordable Gravina housing less feasible.

The Borough should look at the potential of a development similar to the Waterfall Subdivision. This
subdivision was developed by the Borough and now has 52 parcels on the tax roll valued at about $3.3
million with appraised improvements of about $6.4 million.

Single-Family Homes

Site development and construction costs are high for all housing, especially for single-family homes.
Construction costs can range from $150 to $200 sq. ft. depending on amenities. Land cost and site
development can range from $90,000 to more than $180,000 depending on lot size and site
characteristics. These costs result in a new, typical 2,000 sq. ft. home well above $300,000, which is
considered to be the high end of “affordable” by many in the community.

Potential options for the Borough to influence the cost of site development include incentives, tax
breaks, trades, and/or carrying the upfront cost of subdivision development like the Waterfall
Subdivision development. The Waterfall Subdivision is considered a success by the private sector but
less so by local government.

The only practical way “affordable” single-family housing can be developed is to build smaller homes
with fewer amenities on smaller lots. Increased housing density is key. There appears to be demand
among residents for smaller, more affordable housing units including “tiny homes.” The Borough can
impact this type of development through zoning regulation changes.

Development of denser housing will need to be done with an understanding of neighborhood
sentiments and input. Conversely, current homeowners will need to be somewhat flexible in allowing
higher housing density.

Minimum lot sizes should be reviewed for developed areas with utilities where smaller lot sizes would
encourage smaller affordable homes. While it may not be financially feasible to build a 900-sf single
family home on a 5,000-sq. ft. lot, it could be feasible on a 3,300-sq. ft. lot, for example. This would
allow a developer or contractor to build three houses on what were two standard 5,000-sq. ft. lots.

The existing KGB zoning has no minimum size limits for dwellings, so it is possible to construct a tiny
home on any residential lot or as part of a Planned Unit Development or Cluster Subdivision within the
borough. However, it is not cost-effective to construct a single tiny home on a large lot.

Locations that would work well for smaller lots of ~2,500 sq. ft. for tiny homes should be identified and
zoning revised to allow development. Tiny homes allowed on smaller lots like that of a twin house could
provide much needed affordable housing options in the community.

Encouraging development of twin house dwellings which are allowed on smaller lots would increase
affordable options for first-time homebuyers and others.
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Multi-Family Housing

The most desirable location for multi-family units for residents and seasonal workers is within a
reasonable distance of downtown with access to public utilities and public transit.

Allowing for a variety of multi-family housing types in single-family neighborhoods including duplexes
and small triplex units would increase housing density. This should be accomplished using zoning
overlays or other appropriate regulations while maintaining neighborhood character.

The Borough should consider adjusting zoning regulations to increase areas of medium and high-
density residential development The Borough might also define transitional zones between residential
and commercial or industrial areas with access to public transportation that could be rezoned for higher
density housing while still maintaining neighborhood character.

KGB should promote family friendly rental housing — both affordable and at market rate —to increase
the number of 2, -3-, and 4-bedroom units in new multi-family projects. Incentives for constructing
family friendly housing could include tax credits, adjusting zoning regulations to increase lot coverage,
and increased building heights. Family-friendly housing should be prioritized adjacent to schools, parks,
and open spaces, and along transit routes.

Accessory Units

The Borough should encourage the development of accessory units to existing single-family homes
and revise zoning to make this more viable. This would increase housing density in existing
neighborhoods with minimal changes to neighborhood character. This approach is often called “gentle
density zoning” and is used in many communities both large and small.

Juneau has created an accessory dwelling rebate program for homeowners that has been successful in
increasing the number of units.

Allowing accessory units within existing homes can lead to rehabilitation of residential buildings by
providing homeowners with the additional income to maintain their home.

Seasonal Housing

The Borough should look for opportunities to support and incentivize development of group housing
to alleviate seasonal housing shortages including micro-housing apartments, bunkhouses, and
congregate residences. This should include identifying locations to increase high density zoning to allow
for these types of housing.

Increased seasonal housing development would likely result in freeing up other rental units, especially
multi-family units, that could be occupied by year-round residents.

The Borough could encourage the rezoning and repurposing of existing properties such as office
buildings, churches, hotels, and other structures that are underutilized or no longer in use.

As either a temporary or permanent measure, the Borough could define public and private properties
that could be zoned to accommodate seasonal workers that wish to bring an RV to Ketchikan.
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Senior and Accessible Housing

Ketchikan’s capacity to meet senior housing needs will need to increase significantly if it is to retain its
retiree population. Consideration should be given to a variety of housing types (small, affordable single-
family and tiny homes, duplexes, twin homes and affordable multi-family apartments), providing for a
full range of needs from independent living to congregate housing and assisted care facilities.

Revised zoning will be needed to allow for more multi-family senior housing within the city limits where
public transit and amenities are available to allow seniors to age in place.

The Borough should work closely with entities such as Ketchikan Indian Community Housing Authority,
Tlingit-Haida Regional Housing Authority, Rendezvous Senior Day Services, Pioneer Heights Senior
Housing, The Manor and PeaceHealth Medical Center. These organizations provide senior housing and
will be key in future developments. Borough options to facilities senior housing may include, low-cost
land, subsidies, tax incentives and adjustment to zoning regulation that facilitate higher densities and
locations for expansion or development of new facilities.

Accessible housing is needed by seniors and others. Addressing housing access is a challenge due to
steep terrain in many locations. The Borough should identify parcels or portions of parcels, that would
allow construction of units with relatively flat access and prioritize development of accessible housing
on these spaces.

Adjusting regulations to require some measures to incorporate accessibility in new home construction
would help. Many builders are already considering accessibility needs. One example would be
reinforced bathroom walls that would allow for the installation of hand rails later. However, additional
regulation comes at a cost and would likely increase the cost of new housing in an already expensive
market.

Low income and Subsidized Housing

As with other types of housing the Borough must rely on private developers to create additional low-
income and subsidized housing. The Borough should create partnerships with Ketchikan Indian
Community Housing Authority, Tlingit-Haida Regional Housing Authority, and other developers who
are active in providing low-income and subsidized housing in the community. These organizations have
the proven ability to access multiple sources of funding in a complex environment. Borough
contributions may include making land available and tax incentives.

The Borough also should consider zoning for affordable multi-family development that complements
existing neighborhoods and leverages existing resources and infrastructure making development more
affordable. New residential medium and high-density zones for low-income and subsidized housing
should be prioritized in areas that create transitions between residential and mixed—use or commercial
zones, along transit routes.
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Rehabilitation of Housing Stock

¢ The Borough might consider providing tax credits to homeowners to rehabilitate their properties, such
as no increases in property taxes on the improvements for five years. This may encourage improved
maintenance of homes.

e The Borough may wish to consider the creation of a small-scale incentive or subsidy program such as
the AHFC Weatherization Program aimed at preventing deterioration from the wet local climate to
preserve existing housing stock and value.

o Efforts to provide homeowners with information on the types of materials and best building practices
may encourage additional rehabilitation efforts by homeowners. This could be a web-based approach,
trainings, or seminars.

KGB Comprehensive Housing Assessment Project (CHAP) McDowell Group * Page 12



Introduction and Methodology

Introduction

To better understand housing issues in the community, the Ketchikan Gateway Borough (KGB) contracted with
McDowell Group and partner Millard + Associates to conduct a Comprehensive Housing Assessment Project
(CHAP). Ketchikan has long been challenged by a lack of adequate housing, with a variety of factors contributing
to the shortage: lack of available land, steep and challenging terrain, land development costs, and construction
costs, among others. Particularly in demand are “affordable” single family residences under $300,000, seasonal
and year-round multi-family rental units, senior and accessible housing, and low-income housing.

While there is no easy or quick fix to Ketchikan’s housing challenges, CHAP is the first step in identifying both
quantifiable and qualitative measures that define housing issues in the borough. This study will help the
Borough and private developers better understand specific housing needs in the community and provide
potential options for addressing barriers.

Methodology

This study is a compilation and analysis of a significant volume of primary and secondary data, described in the
following tasks.

e Secondary data was compiled from a variety of local, state, and federal sources. Data collection included
housing inventory, trends and characteristics as well as community demographics and economics, and
an in-depth review of the KBG assessor’s database. A concise list of data sources will be provided to the
KGB for future use in updating this document.

e  More than 40 interviews were conducted with community stakeholders with knowledge of local housing
issues. Stakeholder opinions and suggestion have been incorporated in the analysis of housing demand
and potential solutions.

e The report includes a broad overview of community infrastructure, facilities, services, recreation, and
other assets that can affect quality of life and housing demand in the community.

e Also included is an overview of six specific areas in the borough based on geography and commonly
recognized neighborhoods: North Tongass, Downtown, Forest Park, City of Saxman, South Tongass,
and Gravina and Pennock Islands. An overview of each area’s infrastructure, amenities, services, and
other characteristics was combined with the results of an observational housing condition survey of 240
housing units.

e The study team conducted an assessment of Ketchikan’s economy and near-term trends. Key industries
were reviewed including seafood harvest and processing, ship building/repair, local, state and federal
government, and the visitor and healthcare industries.

e The study team conducted a review of selected KGB owned parcels to assess which parcels may be best
suited for housing development.
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e Specific zoning and code regulations were reviewed to identify barriers to increasing housing density
and development.

e The report concludes with a review of how other communities in Southeast and elsewhere in the U.S.
are addressing similar housing issues.

Document Presentation

This report is organized into the following chapters:

¢  Executive Summary

¢ Introduction and Methodology

o Ketchikan Housing Market Profile

e Stakeholder Interviews

e Ketchikan Economic Conditions and Outlook

¢ Housing Gap Analysis

e Potential Options to Address KGB Housing Issues

¢ Measurement, Housing Updates, and Additional Research

An Appendix, under separate cover, contains additional information on the community’s infrastructure, facilities,
and services; a detailed review of the community, organized by area; and a brief review of ways other
communities address housing issues.
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Ketchikan Housing Market Profile

A broad range of economic and demographic forces shape a community’s housing market. Some of those forces

may be external, and therefore beyond influence by the community. Other forces may be internal and somewhat

controllable through public policy. This chapter presents a broad range of data reflecting housing market

conditions in Ketchikan, including:

Housing supply (number of units, by type, by location)

Housing costs, as measured by average rental rates and homeowner costs

Home sales activity, in terms of sales volume and value

Housing affordability, reflecting the convergence of housing costs and household income

Housing gaps, where there is imbalance in the supply and demand for particular types of housing.

A variety of data is available regarding housing market conditions in Ketchikan. Sources of data include:

U.S. Census Bureau (USCB) American Community Survey (ACS)
USCB Annual Estimates of Housing Units
Alaska Housing Finance Corporation (AHFC) Annual Housing Assessment

AHFC Housing Market Indicators Report (produced by Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce
Development)

ADOLWD Quarterly Survey of Lenders’ Activity
Consumer Financial Protection Bureau
Ketchikan Multiple Listing Service

Ketchikan Gateway Borough Assessor’s Office

This detailed data analysis is the first step in identifying existing and/or potential future gaps in the community’s

housing market. This analysis, coupled with interviews and other primary research, provide the necessary

foundation for mapping a housing strategy.

Housing Supply

Several estimates of the KGB housing inventory are available.

USCB Annual Estimate of Housing placed KGB's housing inventory at a total of 6,377 units in 2017.

The USCB ACS 2013-17 estimate was 6,310 total housing units, including 5,270 occupied units and 1,040
vacant units.

The USCB ACS 2012-16 estimate was 6,254 units, including 5,209 occupied and 1,045 vacant.

AHFC’'s 2017 Alaska Housing Assessment reported KGB’s housing inventory at 6,260 housing units,
including 5,305 occupied, 320 are for sale or rent, and 574 seasonal or otherwise vacant units.’

1 https://www.ahfc.us/application/files/8615/1510/4561/Final_-_Ketchikan_Gateway_Borough_Summary.pdf
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These estimates are all survey-based estimates and include a margin of error. For example, the USCB ACS 2013-
17 estimate for the total number of housing units in KGB (6,310 units) has an error margin of plus/minus 56

units.

Trends in Housing Supply

Based on USCB data, the local housing inventory has been growing slowly since 2010, adding an average of 29
units annually, a rate of 0.5 percent. Ketchikan’s slow rate of housing inventory growth is consistent with a
generally stable resident population, which has increased by an annual average of 0.3 percent since 2010; and
employment, which has increased by an annual average of 0.4 percent.

Table 1. Estimated Number of Housing Units, Population, and Employment,
Ketchikan Gateway Borough, 2010-2017

Year Hou§ing % ) % %
Units Change Population Change Employment Change

2010 6,173 -- 13,477 -- 10,041 --
2011 6,192 +0.3% 13,720 +1.8% 10,088 +0.5%
2012 6,230 +0.6% 13,878 +1.2% 10,199 +1.1%
2013 6,250 +0.3% 13,826 -04% 10,374 +1.7%
2014 6,287 +0.6% 13,872 +0.3% 10,219 -1.5%
2015 6,321 +0.5% 13,813 -04% 10,246 +0.3%
2016 6,342 +0.3% 13,749 -0.5% 10,265 +0.2%
2017 6,377 +0.6% 13,754 0.0% - -
Annual Average Chg. 0.5% 0.3% 0.4%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Annual Estimates of Housing Units 2010-2017, Alaska Department of Labor and
Workforce Development, Population Estimates Program, Bureau of Economic Analysis employment estimates.

Housing Supply by Type of Housing

According to USCB data for the 2013-2017 period, there were 6,310 total housing units in KGB, including 5,270
occupied units and 1,040 vacant units. Single-family homes accounted for 61 percent of the occupied housing
in KGB (3,191 single-family units), while multi-family units accounted for 36 percent (1,880 units). Other forms
of housing, such as mobile homes, boats and RVs, accounted for the remainder (199 units). Comparison of
2012-16 and 2013-17 data indicates a slight increase in the share of single-family units in KGB's housing
inventory, rising from 59 percent to 61 percent, while the share of multi-family units decreased from 38 percent
to 36 percent.

It is useful to compare Ketchikan to communities with similar geographic, economic, and demographic profiles,
such as Sitka and Juneau. Both communities have strong seasonal components to housing demand, marine-
only surface transportation, aging populations, and limitations in developable land, among other
commonalities. In terms of housing inventory, Ketchikan appears to be under-developed in three to nine-unit
multi-family housing. That type of multi-family housing accounts for 10 percent of Ketchikan’s total occupied
housing, compared with 19 percent in Sitka and 14 percent in Juneau.
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Table 2. Number of Occupied Housing Units by Type and Tenure,
Ketchikan Gateway Borough, 2013-2017 Five-Year Estimates

Type of Housing Structure Ho?;::::l ds Hog‘sn:::: ds Total % of Total
Single-family, detached 492 2,447 2,939 56%
Single-family, attached 107 145 252 5%
Single-Family Total 599 2,592 3,191 61%
Duplex 439 235 674 13%
Three or four-plex 273 19 292 6%
Five to nine-unit complex 175 37 212 1%
Ten or more-unit complex 475 227 702 13%
Multi-Family Total 1,362 518 1,880 36%
Mobile Home 48 129 177 3%
Boat, RV, van, or other 0 22 22 <1%
Other Housing 48 151 199 4%
Total 2,009 3,261 5,270 100%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 2013-2017.
Note: Housing unit totals will not sum to annual estimate figures, as they are based on five-year samples.

Table 3. Number of Occupied Housing Units by Type and Tenure,
City and Borough of Sitka, 2013-2017 Five-Year Estimates

Type of Housing Structure Ho?;:::::l ds Hog::::: ds Total % of Total
Single-family, detached 265 1,388 1,653 47%
Single-family, attached 28 144 172 5%
Single-Family Total 293 1,532 1,825 52%
Duplex 415 116 531 15%
Three or four-plex 396 57 453 13%
Five to nine-unit complex 180 27 207 6%
Ten or more-unit complex 165 0 165 5%
Multi-Family Total 1,156 200 1,356 38%
Mobile Home 86 256 342 10%
Boat, RV, van, or other 2 20 22 <1%
Other Housing 88 276 364 10%
Total 1,537 2,008 3,545 100%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 2013-2017.
Note: Housing unit totals will not sum to annual estimate figures, as they are based on five-year samples.
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Table 4. Number of Occupied Housing Units by Type and Tenure,
City and Borough of Juneau, 2013-2017 Five-Year Estimates

Type of Housing Structure

Single-family, detached
Single-family, attached
Single-Family Total
Duplex

Three or four-plex

Five to nine-unit complex
Ten or more-unit complex
Multi-Family Total
Mobile Home

Boat, RV, van, or other
Other Housing

Total

Renter Owner
Households Households
719 5450
426 1,286
1,145 6,736
350 153
815 172
633 135
992 321
2,790 781
271 514
34 2
305 516
4,240 8,033

Total % of Total
6,169 50%
1,712 14%
7,881 64%

503 4%
987 8%
768 6%
1,313 11%
3,571 29%
785 6%

36 <1%

821 7%
12,273 100%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American

Community Survey 2013-2017.

Note: Housing unit totals will not sum to annual estimate figures, as they are based on five-year samples.

Housing Units by Type and Location

The following analysis of key housing types by service area was drawn from the Borough Assessor’s database.

Six types of housing units were reviewed: single-family homes, duplexes, condominiums, townhouses, cabins,
and multi-family units. A total of 4,564 structures containing 5,986 units were reviewed. The most common

types of housing units were single-family (51 percent), duplexes (21 percent), and multi-family (14 percent).

Table 5. Selected Key Housing Counts by Type of

Single-family
Duplex
Multi-family
Condominium
Cabin
Townhouse
Total units

Structures, and Total Housing Units

# of Housing
Structures Units
2,943 3,054
615 1,230
148 844
527 527
262 262
69 69
4,564 5,986

% of Housing
Units

51%
21%
14%
9%
4%
1%
100%

Source: Ketchikan Gateway Borough Assessor’s Database, December 2018,

McDowell Group

calculations.

Note: Total Units includes all units within each type of structure such as single
family homes with apartments.
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Single-Family

The assessor’s database indicates a total of 2,943 single-family homes, including 111 with an identified
apartment. Single-family units are most commonly located in the City of Ketchikan service area (42 percent),
followed by North Tongass (34 percent), and South Tongass (12 percent).

Table 6. Single Family Housing Counts by Service Area
Total Single-

% of Total by
Service Area

Service Area Singllfl;il::asmily Si':gilﬁ; FAa::in
City of Ketchikan 1,202 46
North Tongass 958 44
South Tongass 334 18
Forest Park 106 2
Saxman 99

Borough (non-roaded) 48

All other service areas 85 1
Total 2,832 111

Family
1,248
1,002
352
108
99
48
86
2,943

42%
34%
12%
4%
3%
2%
3%
100%

Source: Ketchikan Gateway Borough Assessor's Database, December 2018, McDowell Group calculations. Includes

manufactured housing.

Duplexes

The majority of duplex housing (65 percent) is concentrated in the City of Ketchikan. North Tongass and South
Tongass have fewer duplex units at 15 percent and 13 percent, respectively. The Forest Park service area has 5

percent of total duplex units.

Table 7. Duplex Counts by Service Area

Service Area Duplex
City of Ketchikan 398
North Tongass 95
South Tongass 77
Forest Park 33
All other areas 12
Total 615

% of Total

65%
15%
13%
5%
2%
100%

Source: Ketchikan Gateway Borough Assessor's Database,

December 2018, McDowell Group calculations.
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Multi-Family

Multi-family housing is defined as structures with three or more housing units. There are 148 multi-family
facilities in the Borough with a total of 844 units. The vast majority (91 percent) are located within the City of
Ketchikan.

Table 8. Size and Number of Multi-Family Facilities/Units

Size # of Facilities # of Units
More than 25 units 4 160
10 to 25 units 10 148
5 to 9 units 27 176
4 units 39 156
3 units 68 204
Total 148 844

Source: Ketchikan Gateway Borough Assessor's Database,
December 2018, McDowell Group calculations.

Table 9. Multi-Family Housing Location

Service Area # of Units % of Units
City of Ketchikan 769 91%
South Tongass 47 6%
Saxman 19 2%
North Tongass 9 1%
Total 844 100%

Source: Ketchikan Gateway Borough Assessor's Database,
December 2018, McDowell Group calculations.

Condominiums and Townhouses

All of the community’s 527 condominiums and nearly all townhouse units (67 of 69) are located in the City of
Ketchikan.

Cabins

There are 262 cabins scattered throughout the Borough, many in remote areas. Service areas with the highest
concentration of cabins includes North Tongass (12 percent of total units), City of Ketchikan (5 percent), and

South Tongass (5 percent).
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Housing Age

Housing units in Ketchikan Gateway Borough have a median age of roughly 40 years. Over one-third (37

percent) of units were built before 1970.

Table 10. Year Structure Built and Median Structure Age,
Ketchikan Gateway Borough, 2012-2016 Five-Year Estimates

Year Built

2010 or Later
2000 to 2009
1990 to 1999
1980 to 1989
1970 to 1979
1969 or Earlier
Total

Median Structure Age

2012-2016
Estimate

111
405
903
1,139
1,352
2,344
6,254
40 Years

% of
Total

2%
6%
14%
18%
22%
37%
100%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2012-2016.

Most of Ketchikan’s existing, occupied housing units were built before 1980. At the time of the American

Community Survey, just 6 percent of owner-occupied and 10 percent of renter-occupied housing units were

built since 2000.

Table 11, Year Structure Built by Type of Housing Unit and Current Tenure,
Ketchikan Gateway Borough, 2012-2016 Five-Year Estimates

Single-Family

2 to 4 Units

5 to 19 Units

Owner-Occupied
Built 2010 or later
Built 2000 to 2009
Built 1980 to 1999

Built 1979 or earlier

Renter-Occupied
Built 2010 or later
Built 2000 to 2009
Built 1980 to 1999

Built 1979 or earlier

2,448
22
160
983
1,283
604

2

54
196
352

180
790
13
75
205
497

351
33

96
221

20 or More Mobile Home,
Units Boat, Van, etc.
190 162
5 -
- 5
26 52
159 105
327 37
19 -
23 -
50 10
235 27

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2012-2016.
Note: Occupied housing units are shown.
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Zoning Permit Trends

New construction in the Borough (including in the City of Ketchikan) requires a KGB zoning permit. The table
below shows the annual number of permits issued by type of structure. It should be noted that the issuance of
a permit does not always result in construction, and structures may not be completed in the year the permit
was issued. Between 2011 and 2018 there were a total of 218 permits issues with a capacity of 299 units. The
most common type of unit was single-family at 160 permits over the period, followed by duplex at 29 permits.

Table 12. Ketchikan Gateway Borough, New Residential Zoning Permit Activity, by Type, 2011 - 2018
Total Total

Single- Twin Multi- Senior

Family Home Duplex Triplex Fourplex Unit Cabin Housing Bl\::;vs ll;l;\:;
2011 13 0 2 0 0 1 2 1 19 42
2012 21 0 3 0 0 0 2 0 26 29
2013 23 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 30 42
2014 27 0 4 1 0 0 1 0 33 39
2015 15 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 18 22
2016 22 1 4 0 1 0 3 0 31 42
2017 19 0 4 0 0 1 5 0 29 39
2018 20 0 10 1 0 0 1 0 32 44
Total 160 3 29 3 3 3 16 1 218 299

Source: Ketchikan Gateway Borough Department of Planning and Community Development.
Note: Total units includes total number of housing units contained in all buildings permitted each year. Not all permits may have resulted
in construction.
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Vacancy Rates

RENTAL VACANCY RATES

Housing vacant rates are a generally a good indicator of trends in supply and demand. AHFC's most recent

annual rental survey in Ketchikan measured a rental unit vacancy rate of 11 percent in March 2018. This includes

single-family and multi-family rentals. The estimate is based on a survey of 383 units, of which 42 were vacant

at the time of the survey. The 2018 rate is above the 2016 and 2017 rates but about equal to the ten-year

average rate of 10.8 percent. Over the 2009 through 2018 period, vacancy rates ranged from a low of 8.2 percent

to a high of 13.3 percent, according to AHFC survey data.

Caution is required in interpreting rental vacancy estimates, as annualized or point-in-time estimates can mask

significant seasonal variation in rental vacancies. Based on interviews conducted for this study, the vacancy rate

from late April through the end of September is estimated to be very low as a result of seasonal workforce

demand, particularly in the Downtown area.

Year

2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018

Vacancy Rate

12.8%
12.0%
11.5%
8.2%
9.8%
10.4%
13.3%
9.3%
9.9%
11.0%

Table 13. Vacancy Rate in Rental Units,
Ketchikan Gateway Borough, 2009-2018

Vacant Units

55
52
47
36
40
41
56
36
47
42

429
435
408
437
407
394
422
389
473
383

Surveyed
Units

Source: Alaska Housing Finance Corporation, 2009-2018 Rental Market Surveys.
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Over the last 10-year period, Ketchikan’s March rental vacancy rates have been well above those of Sitka and
Juneau. For example, in March 2018, Ketchikan's rental vacancy rate was 11.0 percent, compared with 5.8 percent
in Sitka and 4.2 percent in Juneau.

Table 14. Vacancy Rate in Rental Units,
Ketchikan, Juneau and Sitka, 2009-2018

Year Ketchikan Sitka Juneau
2009 12.8% 8.9% 6.2%
2010 12.0% 7.8% 41%
2011 11.5% 8.2% 3.2%
2012 8.2% 7.7% 3.2%
2013 9.8% 8.4% 3.5%
2014 10.4% 7.2% 34%
2015 13.3% 87% 34%
2016 9.3% 8.3% 3.3%
2017 9.9% 7.5% 5.7%
2018 11.0% 5.8% 4.2%

Source: Alaska Housing Finance Corporation, 2009-2018 Rental Market Surveys.

The vacancy rate in single-family residences for rent (15.4 percent) was higher than the vacancy rate for multi-
family (10.6 percent).

Table 15. Single-Family and Multi-Family
Rental Vacancy Rates, 2018

Building Type Vacancy Rate

Single-family residence 15.4%

Multi-family/apartment 10.6%

Total 11.0%
Source: Alaska Housing Finance Corporation, 2018 Rental
Market Survey

Applying these vacancy rates to Ketchikan's approximate inventory of 604 single-family rentals and 1,468 multi-
family rentals (as measured in the 2013-2017 ACS) indicates 93 vacant single-family rentals and 156 vacant
multi-family rentals, for a total of 249 vacant units, as of March. As described elsewhere in this report, seasonal
demand from non-resident workers in the visitor and seafood industries would consume all, or nearly all,
available rentals. Project-based rental housing demand, such as that associated with shipyard operations or a
large highway construction project, would generate additional rental housing demand.

VACANCY BY TYPE OF HOUSING

USCB provides more detailed data on the inventory of vacant housing in Ketchikan, though less current than
the AHFC data. According to 2013-17 ACS estimates, there were/are 1,040 vacant housing units in the borough;
however, only 175 are vacant and available for rental (17 percent of vacant units), significantly fewer than the
259 available in the 2008-2012 period (31 percent of vacant units). (This estimate is lower than, but generally
consistent with, the rental vacancy estimates derived from AHFC data.)
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Of note is a 28 percent increase in the number of rentals for seasonal, recreational, or occasional use from 278
from 2008-12 to 356 in 2013-17 period. This likely reflects an increase in units rented by seasonal employers
and units converted to transient rentals such as B&Bs, AirBnBs, and VRBOs.

Table 16. Vacancy Status, Ketchikan Gateway Borough,
2008-2012 and 2013-2017 Five-Year Estimates

2008-2012 2013-2017

Vacancy Status Estimate .?i' :;fl Estimate .?i' :;fl P?::nr;i:n
For rent 259 31% 175 17% -15%
Rented, not occupied 10 1% 42 4% +3%
For sale only 78 10% 57 6% -4%
Sold, not occupied 15 2% 14 1% -1%
For seasonal, recreational, or 278 34% 356 34% %
Other vacant 183 22% 396 38% +16%
Total vacant housing units 823 100% 1,040 100% --

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2008-2012 and 2013-2017.
Note: “Other vacant” refers to housing units vacant for reasons besides those above. For instance, housing
units held vacant for personal reasons, repairs, of for the settle of an estate.

USCB estimates place the homeowner vacancy rate in Ketchikan at 1.7 percent and the rental vacancy rate at
7.9 percent, based on the 2013-17 ACS. As noted above, USCB estimated a total inventory of 6,310 housing
units in Ketchikan, including 5,270 occupied units and 1,040 vacant units. The occupied inventory of housing
includes 3,261 owner-occupied units and 2,009 renter-occupied units, indicating an overall vacancy rate of 4.1
percent.

Table 17. Available Vacant Housing Units, Ketchikan Gateway Borough,
Based on ACS 2013-2017 Five-Year Estimates

Occupied Total Available Vacancy Available

T AT Units Units Rate Vacant Units
Owner-occupied 3,261 3,317 1.7% 56
Renter-occupied 2,009 2,181 7.9% 172
Totals 5,270 5,498 4.1% 228
Source: McDowell Group estimates based on data from U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey,
2013-2017.

There is no ideal vacancy rate for a community. Each community has different housing needs unique to its own
demographic and economic characteristics. Still, data from other areas can provide a frame of reference.
Nationally, single-unit rentals had an overall vacancy rate of 6.1 percent in 2017. Rentals in buildings with two
or more units averaged 8.2 percent vacancy, and rentals units of five or more had a vacancy rate of 8.6 percent.
When the U.S. economy was in recession in 2008-09, and the housing market was substantially weakened,
single-unit vacancy rates averaged 9.8 percent nationally (in 2009). Housing with two or more rental units
averaged 11.3 percent vacancy, and housing with five or more units averaged 12.3 percent.?

2 Source: Current Population Survey/Housing Vacancy Survey, February 27, 2018.
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Housing Cost and Affordability

Housing cost and housing affordability are related but provide different perspectives on a community’s housing
market. Housing cost is the price owners and renters must pay to secure necessary or desired housing. Housing
affordability is how that cost compares to the wages that can be earned in a community. Both are important as
Ketchikan considers how to support a better match between housing supply and demand.

Rental Rates

The average monthly rental rate for multi-family housing was $1,046 in Ketchikan in 2018, while the median
rate was $1,034. Including utilities, the average was $1,164 and the median was $1,125. For single-family rentals,
the adjusted rental rate averaged $1,200, while the median was $1,079, according to AHFC data.

Table 18. Single Family and Multi-Family Housing Rental Rates, Ketchikan Gateway Borough, 2018

Building Type Average Adjusted Median Adjusted
9 'yp Contract Rent Average Rent Contact Rent Median Rent

Single-family residence $976 $1,200 $863 $1,079

Multi-family/apartment $1,046 $1,164 $1,034 $1,125

Source: Alaska Housing Finance Corporation, 2018 Rental Market Survey.
Note Contract rent is the amount paid to the landlord each month.

Multi-family rental housing costs have been slowly trending up in Ketchikan over the past 10 years, based on
AHFC data. The median rent for rental housing overall increased 29 percent between 2009 and 2018. If the cost
of utilities is fully included, the increase has been slightly less, at 20 percent over the 10-year period.

Table 19. Median and Adjusted Median Multi-Family/Apartment Rent,

Ketchikan Gateway Borough, 2009-2018
Adjusted Median*

Year Median Rent Rent

2009 $800 $940
2010 $870 $1,000
2011 $850 $944
2012 $900 $972
2013 $900 $995
2014 $900 $944
2015 $967 $1,000
2016 $984 $1,094
2017 $1,000 $1,006
2018 $1,034 $1,125
10-Year Change +$234 +$185
10-Year % Change +29% +20%

Source: Alaska Housing Finance Corporation, 2009-2018 Rental Market Surveys
Note: *Adjustments include utilities not already included in the contract rent.
The Rental Market Survey is conducted annually in March. Values have not
been adjusted for inflation.

If the effects of inflation are considered in the rental cost analysis it is evident that rates in Ketchikan have,
changed minimally over the past ten years. Ketchikan's median rent of $800 in 2009 has a 2018 value of $960
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{an annual increase of about 2 percent). That adjustment is based on the rental housing component of the
Urban Alaska Consumer Price Index (CPI). The adjusted median rent for 2009 ($940) has a 2018 value of $1,119.

Median rent in Ketchikan is typically slightly higher than Sitka and lower than Juneau, though not by much in

either case. The median rent in Sitka in 2018 was $1,000, while Juneau’s was $1,100.

The median rent in Ketchikan has evidently been rising faster than in Sitka and Juneau. The 10-year increase in

Sitka was 12 percent, less than half of Ketchikan’s 29 percent increase. Juneau’s increase of 16 percent falls

between Sitka and Ketchikan.

Based on adjusted rents (including utilities), rents in Ketchikan, Sitka, and Juneau have increased at the same

rate, with 2018 rents about $200, or 20 percent, above 2009 median rents.

Table 20. Median Rent, Ketchikan, Sitka and Juneau, 2009-2018

Year

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

10-Year Change
10-Year % Change

Ketchikan

$800
$870
$850
$900
$900
$900
$967
$984
$1,000
$1,034
+$234
+29%

Sitka
$750
$800
$870
$850
$900
$900
$900
$967
$984

$1,000

+$100
+12%

Juneau

$950
$990
$975
$980
$1,000
$1,050
$1,100
$1,100
$1,100
$1,100
+$150
+16%

Source: Alaska Housing Finance Corporation, 2009-2018 Rental Market Surveys

Table 21. Adjusted Median Rent, Ketchikan, Sitka and Juneau, 2009-2018

Year

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

10-Year Change
10-Year % Change

Ketchikan

$940
$1,000
$944
$972
$995
$944
$1,000
$1,094
$1,006
$1,125
+$185
+20%

Sitka
$868
$940

$1,000
$944
$972
$995
$944

$1,000
$1,094
$1,006
+$212
+20%

Juneau

$1,041
$1,052
$1,072
$1,066
$1,100
$1,173
$1,201
$1,253
$1,243
$1,261
+$220
+21%

Source: Alaska Housing Finance Corporation, 2009-2018 Rental Market Surveys
Note: Adjustments include utilities not already included in the contract rent.
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RANGE OF RENTAL RATES PAID

The USCB ACS provides a different set of rental cost data for Ketchikan, including the distribution of rents across
a range from less than $500 per month to more than $2,000. Nearly one-third of renters (30 percent) in
Ketchikan pay between $500 and $1,000 in monthly rent, and 38 percent pay between $1,000 and $1,500. This
data includes the full spectrum of single-family and multi-family rentals. The overall median gross rent {(which
includes utilities) is $1,139, somewhat higher than the AHFC average adjusted median rent for the 2013 through

2017 period of $1,008.

Table 22. Distribution of Gross Rents for Renter Households,
2013-2017 Five-Year Estimates

Gross Monthly Rent

Less than $500
$500 - $999
$1,000 - $1,499
$1,500 - $1,999
$2,000 or More
Total

Median Gross Rent

Count % of Total
156 8%
566 30%
731 38%
351 18%
106 6%

1,910 100%

$1,139 --

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2013-2017.
Note: Estimates are shown for households with cash rent only.
Reported cash rent was adjusted for inflation for the final year in

the period.

This distribution is similar to Sitka's rental market, which has a rental housing stock approximately two-thirds
the size of Ketchikan's. Juneau'’s rental inventory is more than double Ketchikan’s inventory and is somewhat

more concentrated in the highest rental rate range.

Table 23. Distribution of Gross Rents for Renter Households in Ketchikan, Sitka, and Juneau,
2013-2017 Five-Year Estimates (Count of Rentals)

Gross Monthly Rent
Less than $500

$500 - $999

$1,000 - $1,499
$1,500 - $1,999
$2,000 or More
Total Count
Median Gross Rent

Ketchikan

156
566
731
351
106
1,910

$1,139

Sitka Juneau
112 470
416 911
557 1,696
181 536

57 473

1,323 4,086

$1,104 $1,181

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2013-2017.
Note: Estimates are shown for households with cash rent only. Reported cash rent was
adjusted for inflation for the final year in the period.
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Table 24. Distribution of Gross Rents for Renter Households in Ketchikan, Sitka, and Juneau,
2012-2016 Five-Year Estimates (Percent of Rentals)

Gross Monthly Rent Ketchikan Sitka Juneau
Less than $500 8% 8% 12%
$500 - $999 30% 31% 22%
$1,000 - $1,499 38% 42% 42%
$1,500 - $1,999 18% 14% 13%
$2,000 or greater 6% 4% 12%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2012-2016.
Note: Estimates are shown for households with cash rent only. Reported cash rent was
adjusted for inflation for the final year in the period.

Home Ownership Costs

The median monthly cost of home ownership in Ketchikan is approximately $1,765, according to USCB ACS
data. This includes mortgage payments, property taxes, insurance, and condo fees (where applicable).
Homeowners without mortgage payments are not included in this estimate. The median monthly cost for
owners without mortgages is $580. One-third of homeowners (34 percent) do not have a mortgage on their

home.

Homeowner costs in Ketchikan are lower than in Sitka and Juneau, with median monthly costs of $2,096 and
$2,135, respectively. Sitka and Juneau have a substantially higher proportion of owners with monthly costs
above $2,000. In Ketchikan, 36 percent of owners have costs of $2,000 or more, compared to Sitka's 54 percent
and Juneau’s 58 percent.

Table 25. Distribution of Monthly Owner Costs for Households with Mortgages,
Ketchikan Gateway Borough, 2013-2017 Five-Year Estimates

Gross Monthly Cost Count % of Total
Less than $500 24 1%
$500 - $999 173 8%
$1,000 - $1,499 519 24%
$1,500 - $1,999 666 31%
$2,000 - $2,499 494 23%
$2,499 - $2,999 204 9%
$3,000 or More 85 4%
Total 2,165 100%
Median Monthly Cost $1,765 --

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2013-2017.
Note: Estimates are for owners with mortgages.
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Gross Monthly Cost
Less than $500

$500 - $999

$1,000 - $1,499

$1,500 - $1,999

$2,000 - $2,499

$2,500 - $2,999

$3,000 or More

Total Count

Median Monthly Cost

24
173
519
666
494
204

85

2,165
$1,765

Sitka
5
58
169
260
245
196
145
1,078

$2,096

Table 26. Distribution of Monthly Owner Costs for Housing Units with Mortgages
in Ketchikan, Sitka, and Juneau, 2013-2017 Five-Year Estimates (Count of Units)

Ketchikan Juneau

66
177
808

1,390
1,588
1,025
688
5,742
$2,135

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2013-2017.
Note: Estimates do not include owners without mortgages.

Gross Monthly Cost
Less than $500

$500 - $999

$1,000 - $1,499
$1,500 - $1,999
$2,000 - $2,499
$2,500 - $2,999
$3,000 or More

1%
8%
24%
31%
23%
9%
4%

Sitka
0%
5%

16%
24%
23%
18%
13%

Table 27. Distribution of Monthly Owner Costs for Housing Units with Mortgages
in Ketchikan, Sitka, and Juneau, 2013-2017 Five-Year Estimates (Percent of Owners)

Ketchikan Juneau

1%

3%
14%
24%
28%
18%
12%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2013-2017.
Note: Estimates do not include owners without mortgages.

Home Values and Sales

The median value of owner-occupied housing in Ketchikan is $265,700, based on ACS data. The Ketchikan
median is well below Sitka ($350,900) and Juneau ($343,100). As the median would suggest, Ketchikan has a
significantly higher percentage (34 percent) of homes valued between $200,000 and $300,000 than Sitka (17

percent) or Juneau (22 percent).

Table 28. Value of Owner-Occupied Housing Units, Ketchikan Gateway Borough,

2013-2017 Five-Year Estimates

Value

Less than $50,000
$50,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to $149,999
$150,000 to $199,999
$200,000 to $299,999
$300,000 to $499,999
$500,000 to $999,999
$1,000,000 or more
Total

Median Value

Count
178
183
171
387

1,094

1,035
198

15

3,261

$265,700

% of Total

5%
6%
5%
12%
34%
32%
6%
<1%
100%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2013-2017.
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Table 29. Value of Owner-Occupied Housing Units, Ketchikan, Sitka and Juneau,
2013-2017 Five-Year Estimates (Count of Total)

Value Ketchikan Sitka Juneau
Less than $50,000 178 119 387
$50,000 to $99,999 183 64 169
$100,000 to $149,999 171 79 242
$150,000 to $199,999 387 141 4113
$200,000 to $299,999 1,094 332 1,736
$300,000 to $499,999 1,035 841 4,019
$500,000 to $999,999 198 428 1,021
$1,000,000 or more 15 4 46
Total 3,261 2,008 8,033
Median Value $265,700 $350,900 $343,100

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2013-2017.

Table 30. Value of Owner-Occupied Housing Units, Ketchikan, Sitka, and Juneau,
2013-2017 Five-Year Estimates (Percent of Total)

Value Ketchikan Sitka Juneau
Less than $50,000 5% 6% 5%
$50,000 to $99,999 6% 3% 2%
$100,000 to $149,999 5% 4% 3%
$150,000 to $199,999 12% 7% 5%
$200,000 to $299,999 34% 17% 22%
$300,000 to $499,999 32% 42% 50%
$500,000 to $999,999 6% 21% 13%
$1,000,000 or more <1% <1% <1%
Total 100% 100% 100%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2013-2017.

MULTIPLE LISTING HOME SALES TRENDS

Ketchikan Multiple Listing Service (MLS) provides a measure of home sales activity in Ketchikan. According to
MLS data, there were 106 single-family home sales in Ketchikan in 2018. The average sale price was $329,000,
up 8 percent compared to 2017. The average length of time on the market was down from 134 days in 2017, to
110 days in 2018. It is unclear why the number of home sales has steadily increased annually from 2013 to 2018
given stable population growth, and stable construction of new units. However, higher sales, increasing prices,
and shorter time on the market indicate that demand for single family homes increased in 2018.

Table 31. Ketchikan Area Single-Family Home Sales, 2013-2018
Average

# of Units Average

Year Sold Sale Price I:I?::k:: Total Sales
2013 64 $230,627 169 $14,760,000
2014 67 $253,096 166 $16,957,000
2015 81 $290,893 166 $23,562,000
2016 86 $317,910 221 $27,022,000
2017 95 $303,720 134 $28,853,000
2018 106 $329,000 110 $34,900,000

Source: Ketchikan Area MLS Sales Data. Total sales figures have been rounded.
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SINGLE-FAMILY HOME LOAN ACTIVITY

ADOLWD lender survey data indicates a total of 71 single-family home loans in 2017, with an average loan value
of $263,731 and average sales price of $299,389. The smaller number of loans compared to sales as indicated
in the MLS data is to be expected; not all home sales involve a commercial loan, and ADOLWD likely could not
survey all potential lenders available to Ketchikan borrowers.

Table 32. Single-Family Home Loan Activity, Ketchikan Gateway Borough,
2013-2017 and Five-Year Average

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 FA"",‘:r:‘;ae’
Number of loans 69 76 56 62 71 67
Total loan amount $19505257  $18902,998  $14,010401  $17,524147  $18724,893  $17,733,539
Average loan amount $282,685 $248,724 $250,186 $282,648 $263,731 $265,595
Total sales volume $22,092,432  $21,076755  $15778800  $20010749  $21,256600  $20,043,067
Average sales price $320,180 $277,326 $281,764 $322,754 $299,389 $300,283

Source: Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development, Quarterly Survey of Lenders’ Activity.
MULTIPLE LISTING CONDO SALES ACTIVITY

The number of condos sold annually in the Ketchikan area is relatively small, ranging from a low of nine to a
peak of 18 between 2013 and 2017. The average number of days required to sell a condominium was highly
variable over that period, ranging from a low of 88 days to a high of 272 days.

Table 33. Ketchikan Area Condominium Sales, 2013-2017

Year :n?:s S?:‘I,:I:r?:e AD\;;;ag: Total Sales
Market

2013 9 $120,833 175 $1,088,000

2014 10 $72,900 215 $729,000

2015 18 $93,272 167 $1,679,000

2016 14 $76,642 88 $1,073,000

2017 15 $184,866 272 $2,773,000

Source: Ketchikan Area MLS Sales Data. Total sales figures have been rounded.
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CONDO LOAN ACTIVITY

ADOLWD lender survey data indicates a total of eight condo loans were made in 2017, with an average loan
value of $197,293 and average sales price of $210,563. The average sales price for condos was much higher in
2017 than in previous years; about $65,000 higher than in 2016 and $85,000 higher than in 2015. The cause of
the increase is unclear and may reflect the sale of a one or two high-value condos.

Table 34. Condominium Sales Loan Activity, Ketchikan Gateway Borough,
2013-2017 and Five-Year Average

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 FA"",‘:r:‘;ae’
Number of loans 6 4 10 7 8 7
Total loan amount $523,000 $488,106 $1,080,457 $900,850 $1,578,340 $914,151
Average loan amount $87,167 $122,027 $108,046 $128,693 $197,293 $128,645
Total sales volume $627,000 $515,000 $1,231,500  $1,018000  $1,684500  $1,015,200
Average sales price $104,500 $128,750 $123,150 $145,429 $210,563 $142,478

Source: Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development, Quarterly Survey of Lenders’ Activity
ADDITIONAL LOAN DATA

The Consumer Financial Protection Bureau also gathers and provides data concerning home purchase lending.
According to that data, there were 86 loans originated for Ketchikan single-family and condo purchases in 2017.

The average value of the loans was $272,500.

Table 35. First-Lien Home Purchase Mortgage Loans Originated in KGB,

2013-2017
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Loans originated 57 56 65 89 86
Total value $13,463,000  $12,697,000 $16,990,000 $24,774,000 $23,431,000
Average value $236,200 $226,700 $261,400 $278,400 $272,500

Source: Consumer Financial Protection Bureau Data and McDowell Group analysis.

Table 36. First-Lien Home Purchase Mortgage Applications by Outcome, KGB, 2017 ($000s)

Number of Applications Total Average

Count Percent Amount Amount

Loans originated 86 71% $23,431 $272.5
Application withdrawn by applicant 17 14% $4,369 $257.0
Application denied by financial institution 14 12% $4,432 $316.6
Application approved but not accepted 3 5% $755 $251.7
File closed for incompleteness 2 3% $197 $98.5
Total 122 100% $33,184 $272.0

Source: Consumer Financial Protection Bureau Data and McDowell Group analysis.
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Housing Affordability

Housing affordability is the relationship between housing costs and household income. The U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) defines cost-burdened families as those who pay more than 30 percent
of their income for housing and “may have difficulty affording necessities such as food, clothing, transportation,
and medical care.” “Severe rent burden” is defined as paying more than 50 percent of income on rent.3

AHFC defines a “cost-burdened” household as one where housing costs consume between 30 percent and 35
percent of household income. A household is “very cost-burdened” if housing costs account for more than 35

percent of household income.*

These definitions are most meaningful for lower-income households. For example, a household spending 35
percent of its annual income of $100,000 will have much greater opportunity to afford necessities such as food,
clothing, transportation, and medical care than does a household spending 35 percent of its annual income of
$50,000.

Based on 2013-17 ACS data, 41 percent of Ketchikan renters and 16 percent of owners pay 35 percent or more
of their income for housing and therefore qualify as very cost-burdened. In absolute numbers, this represents
827 renter households and 510 owner households.

Table 37. Housing Costs as a Percentage of Monthly Household Income, Ketchikan Gateway Borough,
2013-2017 Five-Year Estimates

Count Percent

% of Monthly Income Renters Owners Renters Owners
Less than 20.0 percent 406 1,787 20% 55%
20.0 to 24.9 percent 294 459 15% 14%
25.0 to 29.9 percent 191 264 10% 8%
30.0 to 34.9 percent 172 217 9% 7%
35.0 percent or more 827 510 41% 16%
No cash rent 99 - 5% -%
Zero or negative income 20 24 1% 1%
Total 2,009 3,261 100% 100%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2013-2017.
Note: Only owner-households with mortgages are included.

3 https://www.huduser.gov/portal/pdredge/pdr_edge_featd_article_092214.html
“ https://www.ahfc.us/efficiency/research-information-center/alaska-housing-assessment/2018-housing-assessment/census-area-

affordability
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The percentage of Ketchikan renters who are very cost-burdened (41 percent) is well above Sitka and Juneau

(31 percent and 28 percent, respectively).

Table 38. Housing Costs as a Percentage of Monthly Household Income,

% of Monthly Income
Less than 20.0 percent
20.0 to 24.9 percent
25.0 to 29.9 percent
30.0 to 34.9 percent
35.0 percent or more
No cash rent
Zero/negative income
Total

Ketchikan Sitka
Renters Owners Renters Owners
20% 55% 24% 56%
15% 14% 14% 13%
10% 8% 9% 7%
9% 7% 8% 8%
41% 16% 31% 16%
5% -% 14% -%
1% 1% <1% 1%
100% 100% 100% 100%

Ketchikan, Sitka, and Juneau, 2013-2017 Five-Year Estimates

Juneau
Renters Owners

30% 42%
18% 19%
10% 11%
9% 9%
28% 19%
4% -%
<1% <1%
100% 100%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2013-2017.
Note: Only owner-households with mortgages are included.

Based on an earlier generation of ACS data, AHFC's annual housing report provides a broader measure of how
Ketchikan compares to other areas, in terms of cost-burdened households. Ketchikan matches exactly the
overall Alaska average, with 8 percent cost-burdened and 24 percent very cost-burdened, including all renters

and owners.

Table 39. Percentage of Cost-Burdened Households
(Owners and Renters Combined), By Select Area

Cost- Very Cost-

Burdened Burdened
Ketchikan 8% 24%
Sitka 7% 27%
Juneau 10% 20%
Fairbanks 8% 28%
Anchorage 9% 25%
Alaska 8% 24%
us. 7% 27%

Source: AHFC.

Note: AHFC defines a “cost-burdened” household as spending
between 30 percent and 35 percent of household income on
housing. A "very cost-burdened” household spends more than

35 percent of household income.
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As noted above, the implication of cost-burdened status is much more important at lower household income
levels. The majority of Ketchikan households with annual incomes under $35,000 are very cost-burdened,
including 69 percent of renters earning $20,000 to $34,999 annually and 80 percent of renters earning $10,000
to $19,999 annually.

Table 40. Count of Cost-Burdened Households by Tenure and Annual Household Income,
Ketchikan Gateway Borough, 2013-2017 Five-Year Estimates

Household Income Ho?;::::lds Hog‘s":el:l‘:ds HousAelllloIds
Less than $10,000 85 50 135
$10,000 to $19,999 240 75 315
$20,000 to $34,999 315 140 455
$35,000 to $49,999 114 80 194
$50,000 to $74,999 62 133 195
$75,000 to $99,999 11 32 43
$100,000 or more 0 0 0
Total 827 510 1,337

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2013-2017.
Note: Cost-burdened households are defined as spending 30 percent or more of
monthly household income on gross rent or owner costs.

Table 41. Percent of Households which are Very Cost-Burdened by Annual Household Income,
Ketchikan Gateway Borough, 2013-2017 Five-Year Estimates

Renter Owner All

Household Income Households Households Households
(%) (%) (%)
Less than $10,000 72% 68% 70%
$10,000 to $19,999 80% 54% 72%
$20,000 to $34,999 69% 50% 62%
$35,000 to $49,999 44% 29% 36%
$50,000 to $74,999 15% 21% 19%
$75,000 to $99,999 5% 6% 6%
$100,000 or more 0% 0% 0%
Total 41% 16% 25%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2013-2017.
Note: Very cost-burdened households are defined as spending 35 percent or more of
monthly household income on gross rent or owner costs.
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HousEHOLD INCOME

The share of a community’s households that are cost-burdened, relative to other areas, depends on housing
costs and income. Ketchikan’s median household income in 2013-2017 was $67,321, according to ACS data.
This is about 23 percent below the statewide median of $76,114. Ketchikan’s average (mean) household income

was $83,221, 12 percent below the statewide average of $94,469.

Table 42. Annual Household Income, Ketchikan Gateway Borough,

2013-2017 Five-Year Estimates
Percentage

Income

Less than $5,000
$5,000 to $9,999
$10,000 to $14,999
$15,000 to $19,999
$20,000 to $24,999
$25,000 to $34,999
$35,000 to $49,999
$50,000 to $74,999
$75,000 to $99,999

$100,000 to $149,999

$150,000 or more
Total

Median household income
Mean household income

Count

101
91
229
210
222
513
541
1,040
738
880
705
5,270

$67,321
$83,221

1.9%
1.7%
43%
4.0%
4.2%
9.7%
10.3%
19.7%
14.0%
16.7%
134%
100.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2013-2017.

Table 43. Annual Household Income, Ketchikan, Sitka, and Juneau,

Income

2013-2017 Five-Year Estimates (Percent of Total)
Ketchikan

Less than $5,000

$5,000 to $9,999

$10,000 to $14,999
$15,000 to $19,999
$20,000 to $24,999
$25,000 to $34,999
$35,000 to $49,999
$50,000 to $74,999
$75,000 to $99,999

$100,000 to $149,999

$150,000 or more

Median household income (dollars)

1.9%
1.7%
43%
4.0%
4.2%
9.7%
10.3%
19.7%
14.0%
16.7%
134%

$67,321

Sitka

1.8%
3.2%
3.5%
3.6%
2.9%
5.6%
104%
22.7%
16.2%
18.7%
11.5%

$70,765

Juneau
1.7%
1.4%
2.4%
1.1%
2.1%
3.4%

10.2%
17.7%
15.0%
26.4%
18.5%
$90,749

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2013-2017.
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Ketchikan's median family income of $82,244 (2013-2017) was about equal to Sitka and well below the Juneau
median. The median among nonfamily households was $39,833. Roughly 80 percent of Ketchikan nonfamily
households are people living alone.

Table 44. Median and Mean Household and Family Income, Ketchikan Gateway Borough,
2013-2017 Five-Year Estimates

Ketchikan Sitka Juneau
Median household Income $67,321 $70,765 $90,749
Median income, family households $82,244 $83,889 $110,923
Median income, nonfamily households $39,833 $43,456 $57,594
Mean Household Income $83,221 $84,007 $106,849
Mean Income, family households $98,235 $100,123 $119,794
Mean Income, nonfamily households $50,651 $54,539 $77,382

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 2013-2017.
The U.S. Census Bureau defines family as “a group of two or more (one of whom is the householder) related by birth, marriage, or
adoption and residing together.”
In general, financial experts advise that no more than 28 percent of your gross income should go to a mortgage
payment. This would indicate that a gross household income of roughly $84,000 would be needed to support

a $300,000 mortgage.

Poverty Status

In 2017, one in ten residents (9.9 percent) in the Ketchikan Gateway Borough had income below the poverty
level. The rate fluctuated between 8.3 percent (2009) and 12.4 percent (2014) over the ten-year period of 2008
to 2017. A slightly larger percentage of Ketchikan residents had income below the poverty level (9.9 percent)
than in Sitka (8.1 percent) or Juneau (8.3 percent) in 2017.

Figure 1. Percent of All Individuals with Income Below Poverty Level,
Ketchikan Gateway Borough, 2008-2017

12.4%

11.6%
10.7%
10.0% 10.3% 10.3% 9.9%
9.2%
8.7% 8.3% I I I

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates, 2008-2017.
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Table 45. Percent of All Individuals with Income Below Poverty Level,

Year
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017

Ketchikan Sitka
87% 7.8%
8.3% 7.6%
10.0% 9.1%
11.6% 8.4%
10.7% 8.6%
10.3% 9.8%
12.4% 8.6%
10.3% 9.2%

9.2% 7.9%

9.9% 8.1%

Juneau

Ketchikan, Sitka, and Juneau, 2008-2017

6.7%
6.6%
8.2%
7.5%
7.9%
7.5%
7.9%
8.0%
7.4%
8.3%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates

Foreclosures

The Ketchikan Gateway Borough has averaged 20 foreclosures annually from 2008 to 2017. Peak foreclosures
occurred in 2012 (34) and 2015 (32). The number of foreclosures in 2016 and 2017 were well below the 10-year

average, with 2017 having the lowest number of foreclosures (8) for the period.

Table 46. KGB Foreclosures, 2008-2017

Year
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017

Average

Number

13
24
22
22
34
20
15
32
10

8
20

+46%
-9%
0%
+35%
-70%
-33%
+53%
-220%
-25%

% Change

Source: Alaska

Department of Natural Resources,
Recorder's Office; Alaska Department of Labor and
Workforce Development, Research and Analysis Section
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Overcrowding

“Overcrowded” housing units are traditionally defined as housing units with more than one person-per-room.
In the 2013-2017 period, 4 percent of Ketchikan's households were considered overcrowded, including 3
percent of owner-occupied housing and 6 percent of renter-occupied housing. The data indicates that 235
Ketchikan households are overcrowded, including 105 owners and 130 renters.

Ketchikan’s overcrowding rate of 4 percent is about the same as in Sitka (3 percent) and Juneau (4 percent) and
lower than the most recent statewide rate (7 percent).
Table 47. Occupants per Room and Number of Overcrowded Housing Units,

Ketchikan Gateway Borough, 2013-2017 Five-Year Estimates
Owner-Occupied Renter-Occupied Total

Occupants Per Room Estimate .?i' :;fl Estimate .?i' :;fl Estimate .?i' :;fl
0.50 or less 2,239 69% 1,109 55% 3,348 64%
0.51 to 1.00 917 28% 770 38% 1,687 32%
1.01 to 1.50 77 2% 74 4% 151 3%
1.51 to 2.00 23 1% 48 2% 71 1%
2.01 or more 5 <1% 8 <1% 13 <1%
Total Overcrowded 105 3% 130 6% 235 4%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2013-2017.
Note: Housing units are considered “overcrowded” if they house more than 1 occupant per room.

Household Characteristics

Household Size

The average household size in Ketchikan for the 2012-2016 period was 2.6 people, including 3.2 people in family
households and 1.4 people in non-family households. The average household size increased slightly between
the 2010 Census (2.5 people) and the 2012-2016 American Community Survey (2.6 people).

Table 48. Household Size (Number of People) by Household Type,
Ketchikan Gateway Borough, 2010 and 2012-2016 Five-Year Estimates

2010 2012-2016

Family households 30 3.2
Nonfamily households 13 14
Total households 2.5 2.6

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census; U.S. Census Bureau, American
Community Survey 2012-2016.
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Household Composition

During the 2012-2016 American Community Survey period, the U.S. Census Bureau identified 5,209 households
in Ketchikan Gateway Borough. Of these, nearly half (47 percent) were married-couple families, and 29 percent
were householders living alone. Nearly one-third of households (32 percent) had children. There was little
change in household composition between the 2010 Census and 2012-2016 American Community Survey.

Table 49. Household Composition, Ketchikan Gateway Borough,
2010 and 2012-2016 Five-Year Estimates

2010 2012-2016

Household Type Count % of Total Estimate % of Total
Family households 3,369 64% 3,290 63%
Married-couple families 2,436 46% 2,463 47%
Male householder, no wife present 318 6% 271 5%
Female householder, no husband present 615 12% 556 11%
Nonfamily households 1,936 37% 1,919 37%
Householder living alone 1,478 28% 1,521 29%
One or more people 458 9% 398 8%
Total households 5,305 100% 5,209 100%
Households with individuals under the age of 18 1,695 32% 1,625 31%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census; U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 2012-2016.

Length of Tenure in Current Housing

Historical American Community Survey results indicate a somewhat high turnover for renter households. Over
seven in ten (73 percent) renter households moved into the current housing unit between 2010 and 2016.
Among homeowners, the most common move-in period was 2000 to 2009, representing 40 percent of all owner
households.

Table 50. Year Household Moved into Unit,
by Tenure, 2012-2016 Five-Year Estimates

Renter Households Owner Households

Year of First

Occupancy Estimate % of Total Estimate % of Total
2015 or later 242 12% 49 2%
2010-2014 1,276 61% 490 16%
2000-2009 520 25% 1,234 40%
1990-1999 39 2% 683 22%
1980-1989 18 1% 354 11%
1979 or earlier 14 1% 290 10%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 2012-2016.
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Population Trends by Age

Much like the rest of Alaska, the number of Ketchikan Gateway Borough residents over the age of 60 increased
significantly over the past ten years. This cohort increased by 54.8 percent (1,091 people) between 2008 and
2017. Those aged 20 to 39 increased by 9.9 percent, while the other two age groups decreased: by 4.9 percent
for those 19 and under, and by 17.2 percent for those aged 40 to 59.

Table 51. Population by Age Cohort, Ketchikan Gateway Borough, 2008-2017

Year 0-19 20-39 40-59 60+ Total Median Age
2008 3,640 3,220 4,437 1,990 13,287 38.8
2009 3,597 3,334 4,362 2,084 13,377 38.6
2010 3,573 3,424 4,288 2,192 13,477 38.3
2011 3,568 3,518 4,257 2,377 13,720 38.5
2012 3,524 3,610 4,228 2,516 13,878 38.8
2013 3,517 3,483 4,165 2,661 13,826 39.5
2014 3,514 3,532 4,041 2,785 13,872 39.3
2015 3,509 3,502 3,902 2,900 13,813 394
2016 3,475 3,463 3,793 3,018 13,749 39.6
2017 3,460 3,540 3,673 3,081 13,754 39.3
Change 2008-2017 -180 +320 -764 +1,091 +467 +0.6
% change 2008-2017 -4.9% +9.9% -17.2% +54.8% +3.5% +1.3%

Source: Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development, Population Estimates Program.

The only cohort expected to grow between 2017 and 2035 are those age 60 years and older, which is projected
to increase by 19.0 percent. All other age groups are projected to decline: by 13.5 percent for those under 19,
by 10.3 percent for those age 20 to 39, and by 8.8 percent for those age 40 to 49.

Table 52. Population Projections by Age Cohort and Total,
Ketchikan Gateway Borough, 2017-2035

Year 0-19 20-39 40-59 60+ Total

2017 3,460 3,540 3,673 3,081 13,754
2020 3,317 3,493 3,432 3,378 13,620
2025 3,234 3,405 3,193 3,729 13,561
2030 3,142 3,226 3,248 3,802 13,418
2035 2,994 3,174 3,351 3,667 13,186
Change 2017-2035 -466 -366 -322 +586 -568

% change 2017-2035 -13.5% -10.3% -8.8% +19.0% -4.1%

Source: Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development, Population Projections 2017-2035.

Note: These population projections are based solely on past trajectories in migration and expected fertility and
death rates per age cohort. These projections do not consider possible development initiatives or other events that
may affect population trends.
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Land Availability

Residentially Zoned Land in the KGB

Among all landowners in the Borough, there are a total of 1,864 parcels containing 4,157 acres currently zoned
for residential housing. These parcels are owned by the KGB, City of Ketchikan, City of Saxman, businesses, and

individuals. Parcels included in this table are those with no assessed improvements. Other parcels that have

improvements are certainly potential candidates for additional housing. The purpose of the table is to provide

readers with a general sense of the currently available volume of undeveloped land zoned for residential

housing.

Table 53. Ketchikan Gateway Borough, Residential Parcels

and Acreage All Owners, 2018

Zone Classification

Low Density Residential
Medium Density Residential
High Density Residential
Neighborhood Residential
Suburban Residential

Residential Rural
Total Residential

Total

Acreage

2,254
320
73

7

209
1,294
4,157

Source: Ketchikan Gateway Borough Assessor’s Database; McDowell Group

calculations.

KGB-OWNED, RESIDENTIALLY ZONED LAND

Of the total undeveloped acres in the previous table, The Borough owns 123 residentially zoned parcels totaling
1,008 acres. Of note is the small number of parcels and acreage zoned Medium and high density. Not all this

acreage is suitable or zoned for housing, however. Steep terrain and lack of access road are challenges to

developing many of these parcels, especially for the private sector.

Table 54. KGB-Owned, Residentially Zoned Parcels and Acreage, 2018

Zone Classification

Low Density Residential 32
Medium Density Residential 47
High Density Residential

Neighborhood Residential

Suburban Residential 25
Residential Rural 17
Total Residential 123

Total
Acreage

879
25
<1

0

28

76
1,009

Source: Ketchikan Gateway Borough Assessor's Database; McDowell

Group calculations.
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CITY-OWNED RESIDENTIALLY ZONED LAND

The City of Ketchikan owns 77 parcels with a total of 84 acres and the City of Saxman owns 25 parcels with 12
acres zoned for residential housing. Not all of these lands may be intended for or suitable for housing
development.

Table 55. Residential Parcels and Acreage Available,
City Ownership, 2018

Zone Classification N:?r::::f A.cl:-::::;e
City of Ketchikan 77 84
Low Density Residential 13 11
Medium Density Residential 50 45
High Density Residential 14 29
City of Saxman 25 12
Low Density Residential 1 <1
Medium Density Residential 24 12
Total Residential 102 96

Source: Ketchikan Gateway Borough Assessor's Database; McDowell
Group calculations.
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PRIVATELY OWNED RESIDENTIALLY ZONED LAND

Nearly three-quarters of all acreage in the Borough currently zoned residential is privately owned. There are
1,639 parcels covering 3,052 acres. How much of this land is intended for housing development is unknown.
Table 56. Privately Owned, Residentially Zoned
Parcels and Acreage, 2018

Zone Classification Number of Total

Parcels Acreage
Low Density Residential 880 1364
Medium Density Residential 330 238
High Density Residential 56 44
Neighborhood Residential 19 7
Suburban Residential 145 181
Residential Rural 209 1218
Total Residential 1,639 3,052

Source: Ketchikan Gateway Borough Assessor's Database; McDowell
Group calculations.

Future Development Land
KGB-OWNED FUTURE DEVELOPMENT LANDS

The Borough also owns 30 parcels with a total of 7,634 acres zoned as future development. Parcels zoned as
future development are considered commercial within the Ketchikan Gateway Borough Code but may be
reclassified as residential as appropriate in response to community need. Much of the future development land
is not currently accessible by road, and much of it would be considered very remote for housing development.
It is unknown how much of the Borough land zoned for future development is suitable or desirable for housing
development.

PRIVATELY OWNED FUTURE DEVELOPMENT LAND

Excluding governmental ownership, there are about 430 privately owned future development parcels containing
about 1,700 acres in the Borough. Not all of these parcels may be suitable for housing development due to
access and other challenges, and individual owners may have no intention of developing housing. Many of
these parcels are small; 369 parcels contain 556 acres.

Assessment of Community Assets

The study appendix includes an assessment of Ketchikan's infrastructure, facilities, services, recreational and arts
opportunities, and other assets. As a regional hub for southern Southeast Alaska, and with an influx of seasonal
workers and visitors, Ketchikan offers many goods and services that would otherwise not be available in a
community of its size. Still, Ketchikan is a relatively isolated community. The cost and availability of basic
infrastructure such as sewer, water, electricity, internet, and other telecommunications services have an impact
on the cost of housing development, as well as residents’ desire to live in specific areas of the borough.
Recreation and the arts are important aspects of the quality of life for residents and those considering relocating
to Ketchikan. Recreational opportunities (in particular outdoor opportunities) and the arts have long been a
foundation for the quality of life in Ketchikan.
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One area where the community is challenged is child care. Ketchikan ranks above the statewide average of
children in need of services: 19 percent of children under 6 years of age have an unmet need in Ketchikan, versus
13 percent statewide. Ketchikan providers have a high percentage of waitlisted children compared to other
areas of the state. Regions with the highest percentage of providers with waitlisted children were Ketchikan (66
percent), Fairbanks (59 percent), and Juneau (53 percent). Inadequate child care can have a negative effect on
community employment and may result in out-migration as families are not able to fully participate in the
workforce. A more detailed assessment of child care in Ketchikan is included in the appendix.
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Stakeholder Interviews

A series of interviews was conducted to gather insights regarding current housing trends, conditions,
community needs, barriers to housing development, housing priorities, characteristics of seasonal workforce
housing demand, and other information. Interviews were conducted with a broad range of individuals in
housing-related industries, social services, Tribal organizations, employers, and Borough and City

representatives. A total of 43 people were interviewed for this study.

The majority of interviews were conducted using standard protocols. Some interviewees were asked industry-
specific and other questions. Following is a summary of key themes identified from the interviews and selected
verbatim comments.

Housing Demand and Location

There is demand for virtually all types of housing in the borough; however, single-family homes, 1- and 2-
bedroom apartments, and single occupancy units, with an emphasis on “affordable,” are particularly in demand.
Most commonly, interviewees regarded single-family homes intended for first-time homebuyers as the most
sought-after type of housing in Ketchikan. Other types of housing considered in high demand by contacts
include multi-family apartment units (particularly 3- and 4-bedroom); single-family homes with accessory
apartments; and duplex, 4-plex, and 6-plex affordable units.

Downtown was regarded as the area with the greatest need for housing by many interviewees — specifically for
apartments and single occupancy units. Interviewees also mentioned that areas of the borough with water and
sewer and close to schools were more desirable to potential homeowners and renters.

The city needs more affordable housing of all types.

We need more 4+ plex housing to provide more rental units that could be rented for less than $1,500
per month. Borough should encourage this development.

Families need 3- and 4-bedroom houses, also more duplexes.
For families, 3-bedroom, 2-bath homes that are affordable are needed.
There is a need for middle-income single-family and multi-family housing in all areas.

More people are looking for homes out north as there is more land available. Also, there is a school
(Pt Higgins) and lots of recreational options. There are fewer lots available to the south of town as
well,

For recreational housing, look to Gravina Island.

Middle-class (income) starter homes in the cost range of $180,000-$210,000 for both single-family
homes and duplexes are needed for homebuyers. For renters, 2-bedroom, 1-bath apartments are
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needed. Due to lack of affordable housing, people are not able to move out of subsidized housing as
there is no affordable housing to move to.

Renters want to be close to town and on the bus line.

Apartments are most in demand, especially 1- and 2-bedroom units. Located anywhere on the bus
line, but within City limits is best.

Low-cost rental housing such as single-room occupancy, micro-apartments, and studio apartments.

Rental costs are high, and many do not qualify to rent with their current income. Lower-cost housing
is very limited in Ketchikan. The most in demand is housing $800 per month or less. Many of the
downtown apartments above stores have been turned into storage for downtown tourist shops so
there are fewer apartments than previously. Also, cheap single-room occupancy buildings such as the
Bayside Hotel and Union Rooms are no longer available.

Most renters are singles and couples who want to live in town. Families want single-family homes and
are happy to rent outside of the City limits.

Need for more high-density housing in the City. Bunkhouses would help address seasonal housing.
City or KGB could provide land to developer for this housing to make it work financially.

Middle income housing is needed. For renters, multi-family apartments with 3+ bedrooms are needed
for families.

The lack of lower-end housing is the greatest challenge. Rooming houses in Ketchikan such as the
Union Rooms, Bayside Hotel, Pioneer Hotel etc. have disappeared leaving these residents nowhere to
go but the street. The government should assist and should do what is not profitable for the private
sector to do: providing housing for this segment of the community. Example would be Housing First
project in Juneau with studio apartments and support services.

Seasonal Demand

There is a universal recognition that seasonal workforce demand (April through September) currently exceeds
capacity, especially in the downtown area. Employers recognized that their employees have a difficult time
finding adequate and affordable housing and feel that a lack of seasonal housing can make it difficult to retain
staff. It is becoming more common for these employers to provide housing, most commonly in the form of
rented or owned housing. Several employers have constructed bunkhouses for seasonal staff. When employers
buy, lease, or rent housing for seasonal use, these properties often sit empty for the remainder of the year. This
removes housing stock that might otherwise be rented by year-round residents.

The main challenge is the seasonal influx of workers associated with the tourism industry. When we
hire full-time employees from out of town the new employees have to wait until winter to find
permanent housing.

1- and 2-bedroom rental units are most in demand which allows singles to have roommates to keep
housing affordable.
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Affordable rental housing is very hard to find, especially in town. As many landlords will not rent a
unit without a one-year lease, seasonal employees and businesses have rented many of the most
affordable units for the year that are empty half the time.

There is no rental housing in the summer. The visitor industry most needs small one-person and 1-
and 2-bedroom units. Units in town or at least on bus route. Several tour operators have been buying
up houses to use for seasonal housing.

Look to alternative housing types for seasonal employees — bunkhouses, micro apartments, and tiny
home communities. Dedicated seasonal housing would lower the need for employers to buy up
existing housing for seasonal employees and provide more year-round housing options.

If there was an option such as seasonal housing (bunkhouses or micro apartments), we would support
it or promote it for our employees.

Apartments are in demand. Especially 2- and 3-bedroom units that can be shared with roommates to
bring costs down. Not uncommon for seasonal staff to share bedrooms to lower costs of housing.

It is a struggle to hire and retain staff due to housing issues. Local residents fill some staffing positions,
but often are going to school or work for schools leaving tours understaffed during the shoulder
seasons.

I notice that seasonal workers and employers are buying properties, both single-family homes as well
as small condo apartments at the Marine View and Tongass Towers. Seasonal employers are looking
to buy 4- and 6-plexes.

Some seasonal workers/employers rent year-round when only here seasonally. Most landlords want
a year-long lease.

Housing Issues and Barriers

Responses regarding the greatest barriers to increasing housing availability in Ketchikan were consistent. The
three key issues cited by interviewees were the lack of available and developable land, infrastructure
development costs, and the cost of construction materials and shipping. Interviewees mentioned the need for
improved and extended infrastructure, overly strict building codes, and issues related to housing density in the
downtown area.

We need land made available that is suited for residential development. Need to have infrastructure
(good roads, street lights, water, sewer) extended out north and south.

There are challenges with water and sewer out the road.

Main challenge is costs of construction. Especially expense of developing land which in Ketchikan is
either rock or muskeg. Existing housing stock degrades quickly in our harsh environment without
maintenance and decreasing available housing.
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The largest barrier is the lack of available property for development within the City and the high cost
of construction.

Availability of land for housing and the high cost of site development are major issues. Housing
development is helped by the ease of permitting a project in Ketchikan compared to other places.

Land availability and steep topography are challenges.

Cost of property is high, and limited availability. Costs of site development and construction are a
major issue as well,

Main issue is affordability and quality of housing. Lack of maintenance for existing housing affects
quality.

Supply of housing on the market is the issue and has been for the past 5-8 years. Price of new
construction makes many people consider buying existing housing. Site development costs are high
also. Rents do not justify cost of construction so very few new rentals are being built

One specific barrier to housing development is the lack of City water tanks up above the Upper
Jackson/Carlanna area that would allow property on the hillside to be developed. There could be a
partnership of local government and developers that would make this infrastructure investment
viable.

Accessible, Low-Income, and Senior Housing

The majority of those interviewed agreed that there is a need for additional accessible housing throughout the
borough, particularly for its aging population. Interviewees who work in social services, senior housing, and
similar programs were much more likely to state that there is significant demand for accessible housing than
realtors and property managers. Many contacts agreed that while there is a lack of accessible housing options,
it is not as pressing of an issue in the community when compared to the lack of housing options in general —
specifically those with low incomes. Regarding accessible housing specifically, many subjects noted high
construction costs (largely due to Ketchikan's topography) and compliance with ADA regulations as the greatest
barriers to the development of additional accessible housing units. Some respondents suggested instituting
updated design practices for all new residencies in Ketchikan. These practices would work toward improving
the Borough'’s stock of accessible housing at the point of construction.

There is a current lack of low-income housing options in Ketchikan. Many respondents, particularly those
working in property management reported that poorer residents have been forced out of their past living
arrangements due to rising rental costs throughout the community.

Accessible housing requested at times by buyers. The need is increasing for accessible, single-level,
single-family homes.

Accessible units are not needed very often.

Not much call for accessible homes now but expect there to be in the future with the aging
population.
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There is not a large demand for accessible housing. Units that are available are apartments or condos.
I have heard of one contractor that is building an accessible single-family home.

There is a great need for accessible housing for seniors. Ketchikan is a great place to retire, and we
should embrace keeping and attracting seniors to town. Push for universal design of new residences.

Accessible units are definitely needed — for all types of housing. People are leaving the community as
they cannot find accessible housing.

Accessible housing is needed for Ketchikan's aging population, but steep hillsides make access
difficult

There is a need, and the only options are apartments within the Marine View, Tongass Towers, or
Mary Francis Apartments that have elevators.

Yes, accessible housing is needed. As a builder, I try make all homes accessible with universal design,
so houses can be converted over time. We do lots of remodel work for homeowners who want to
make their homes accessible.

There is a need for accessible units. Units that have exterior access (ramp) and interior accessibility.
Wheelchairs have increase in size and do not fit through standard ADA doors (3™-0%).

There needs to be more single-room-occupancy units with services for the homeless population in
downtown. A facility like the Housing First project in Juneau would help to reduce the homeless camps
in downtown. Domestic violence shelters are also needed as this is a major issue. Projects like these
would help stabilize people so they could move on to regular housing.

Main issue is costs of housing and affordability. The number of units available for lower income
individuals is very low. For the homeless population, lack of Section 8 and accessible senior housing
(single-room-occupancy, studio, and small 1-bedroom apartments). The programs are in place to
assist those with disabilities (physical and mental) but no units are available. There is a waiting list of
one to two years for housing under these programs.

For renters, deposits, including KPU, is another barrier to housing for low-income individuals.

Increasing Housing in Ketchikan

The most commonly mentioned factor needed to increase housing development in the borough is
improvements in the borough's utilities. Both installation of new utilities and maintenance of existing utilities
were emphasized as critical infrastructure needs affecting Ketchikan's housing development. Additional
infrastructure concerns primarily focused on freeing up additional Borough-owned land for development. Areas
mentioned as accessible for future construction by local housing developers and contractors included the
Uplands at Mile 13, the Mountain Point Area, Herring Cove, the Carlanna Area, the Ward Lake and Ward Cove
areas, and upper Jackson Street. Housing projects currently in the planning phase were reported to be occurring
in the City, near Cranberry Road, Bear Valley, and near Fawn Mountain School. Additionally, one developer
reported that the construction of a series of tiny homes in Saxman is being considered.
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Subjects noted that improving the existing utilities in neighborhoods would greatly benefit the community with
higher property values. Furthermore, extending utility services to new areas of Ketchikan may alleviate the high
upfront costs of new housing development.

Utilities such as power, water, and sewer are needed at many Borough locations to support housing
development. Developed land is more attractive to contractors as well as prospective home owners.
As a residential contractor, I would not be interested in developing a subdivision on my own.

The Borough needs to figure out how to get lands in the hands of contractors that work for them to
be able to build what people want at an affordable price.

Encourage the Borough to consider development of a subdivision like what they did for Waterfall
Subdivision at the uplands at Mile 13. While it is appropriate for KGB to be careful with public monies,
it is also important for them to help the community address housing issues. The Borough can build
roads then assist with developing service districts for maintenance as well as other services.

For in-town housing, more affordable rental housing is related to density. Increasing density would
encourage more amenities such as corner grocery stores and more public transit as well as supporting
existing year-round businesses in town. Look at increasing building height on hillside where it will not
block views for existing buildings.

Buyers are seeking good neighbors in good neighborhoods, and properties with water and sewer
systems.

Downtown area is best for low-cost housing with access to public transit, but other areas could work.

Areas close to downtown such as Woodland and Deermount Street are being upgraded as demand
increases for housing.

Small accessory housing units (small apartments within or adjacent an existing home) would help
increase the amount of housing with lower development costs.

On Graving, think about offering 5-acre lots for sale along the road system in the same way Mental
Health has land sales. Offer buyers financing and collect the interest as well as getting the property
immediately on the tax rolls.

Construction of more rental units and the availability of single-family homes in the range of $250,000
that would qualify for the Home Buy Down program which has a cap of $266,000. Houses in this
range often are not in good enough condition to pass a home inspection and qualify for the program.

Community on-site wastewater systems do pencil out and should be encouraged.

The uplands at Mile 13 above the lookout is an option and has great view property. There is land
above Ward Cove but it is steep and could be costly to develop though close to town with
infrastructure close. Other properties are at Mountain Pt and Herring Cove.
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Utilities need to be extended to the north end of the City limits to encourage development towards
Ward Cove. This would allow multi-family housing (three or more units within a building) to be
constructed in more locations as these buildings require a fire sprinkler system which is prohibitively
expensive without being on City water system. The use of water meters (now required for new
housing) with monthly water charge based on use should decrease costs for residential users.

The Borough discourages development by requiring that builders/homeowners put in an access road
across the length of the lot not just enough road to reach the awelling which increases site
development costs.

Rehabilitation

When asked what could be done to encourage property owners to rehabilitate existing housing stock, the most
common response was tax incentives for homeowners. Many interviewees lamented the loss of the State’s
weatherization program as a tool for housing rehabilitation.

Additional suggestions mentioned included reinstating the State Weatherization Program, introducing fines for
property owners that disregard their property’s maintenance needs, and encouraging maintenance as a symbol
of proud homeownership within the community.

Other suggestions included:

¢ Purchasing renovation loans that allow the borrower to buy a home and include renovation costs within
the loan.

¢ Refinancing of existing home loans and taking out equity to cover costs of renovation.

e Home equity loans to be used for renovations.

e Energy upgrades for 5-star ratings.

¢ Income-based grants for low-income borrowers.

e Better enforcement of existing codes regarding housing conditions and possible fines for chronic
violators.

Other issues include the low quality and high costs associated with maintaining the existing housing
stock.

Older homes with poor foundations are hard to rehabilitate’ well-constructed and newer homes are
easier to get owners to renovate. Fducation for first-time homebuyers by AHFC helps potential
homebuyers understand what is involved.

Prequalified borrowers cannot find housing in the $250000-$300,000 range that do not require
extensive repairs.

People would likely respond to tax incentives for home repairs. Providing homeowners with advice
on appropriate materials to use may pay off in the long run.

Would like to see incentive program for property owners to make their rentals more accessible.
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Tax incentives! Construction is very expensive, and the lack of maintenance reflects that lack of money
propertly owners have to invest in their homes.

Local tax incentives or a deferred tax on improvements,
The State Weatherization Program was very helpful in encouraging rehabilitation.

Grants (State and local) for improvements would be a way to encourage rehabilitation. It would be
good to have the State Weatherization Program retum as it was very effective.

Not sure tax incentives would work at this time. Nejghbors need to encourage other neighbors to fix
up their properties. The impact of seasonal housing and absentee property owners show in downtown
areas as these properties are not kept up like owner-occupied properties.

There needs to be pride of ownership. Impact of seasonal occupancy shows. Recommends not
allowing boats and junked vehicles to be left on streets and make a time limit that a vehicle can be
left on the street without moving (30 days or so).

The Borough or City could fine property owners that do not take care of their properties as these
properties become a safety issue and lower property values.

The KGB does not enforce codes and many properties are a mess. Have to enforce code related to
safety.

List of Interviewees

REALTORS
Marna Cessnum, Coastal Alaska Real Estate

Terry Wanzer, Coastal Alaska Real Estate

Bill Everson, Re/Max

Bill Bolling, Gateway City Realty

Sharli Arntzen, Broker, Providence Properties; Premier Rentals; Chair, KGB Planning Commission

RENTAL PROPERTY MANAGERS
Duane Dorr, Big Dawg Realty
Dale Rogers, Eagle View Hostel

HoUSING DEVELOPERS
Trevor Sande, R&M Engineering
Don Loughman, Woodwright Construction

RESIDENTIAL CONTRACTORS
AJ Pierce, Executive Director, Southern Southeast Alaska Building Industry Association

John Matsuura, Matsu Alaska Construction
Kevin Young, S.E.A. Island Construction

Jim Byron, Byron Construction

Katrina Jones, HR, Alaska General Seafoods
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Bill Rotecki, Rainforest Construction

LENDING INSTITUTIONS
Rocky Eldering, 1st Bank
Chris Newbill, Wells Fargo

BOROUGH REPRESENTATIVES

David Landis, Mayor, Ketchikan Gateway Borough

Morgan Barry, Public Works Deputy Director, Ketchikan Gateway Borough

Richard Harney, Planning Director, Ketchikan Gateway Borough

Shelly Acteson, Lands Department Administrative Assistant, Ketchikan Gateway Borough
Adam Thompson, Assessor, Ketchikan Gateway Borough

CITY OF KETCHIKAN REPRESENTATIVES

Robert Sivertsen, Mayor, City of Ketchikan

Mark Hilson, Public Works Director, City of Ketchikan
Matt Elberson, Building Official, City of Ketchikan

SocAL SERVICES PROVIDERS
Melissa O’Bryan, Program Director, Southeast Alaska Independent Living

TEMPORARY HOUSING
Ty Rettke, Manager, PATH Shelter

KETCHIKAN INDIAN COMMUNITY HOUSING AUTHORITY
Bonnie Newman, Housing Director
Joel Azure, Development Manager

ORGANIZED VILLAGE OF SAXMAN
Lee Wallace, President

KETCHIKAN VISITORS BUREAU
Patti Mackey, President & CEO

KETCHIKAN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
Chelsea Goucher, President

MAJOR EMPLOYERS

Doug Ward Director of Shipyard Development, Vigor Alaska

Mile Millholland, Trident Seafoods

Katrina Jones, Human Resources Specialist, Alaska General Seafoods

Jeffery Green, Operations Manager, EC Phillips & Sons

Andrew Crandall, Operations Manager, Alaska Rainforest Sanctuary

David Molina, Diamonds International

Russell Thomas, General Manager, Cedars Lodge, Silver King Lodge, Clover Pass Resort and RV Park, George
Inlet Tour, and Gateway Seafoods

Renee Wazana, USCG Housing Officer
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UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA SOUTHEAST, KETCHIKAN CAMPUS
Priscilla Schulte, Campus Director
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Ketchikan Economic Conditions and Outlook

The strength of the Ketchikan economy ultimately determines housing demand. Long-term, new jobs bring new
residents to the community and those new residents require housing. Conversely, a decline in the economy
can result in declining population and reduced demand for housing. Further, growth in lower-wage seasonal
industries places one type of demand on the housing market, while growth in year-round, high-wage sectors
has a different impact on the housing market. This chapter briefly addresses current economic conditions in
Ketchikan and the future outlook for the local economy.

Key Economic Indicators

Employment

Employment in Ketchikan has been remarkably steady over the past ten years, ranging narrowly between about
10,000 and 10,400 jobs, including wage and salary jobs and self-employed proprietors.

Figure 2. Employment by Type, Ketchikan Gateway Borough, 2008-2017
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Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis.

ADOLWD provides the most recent available employment data, though it includes only wage and salary
employment (and excludes active duty Coast Guard, fishermen and other self-employed workers). In the first
half of 2018, Ketchikan wage and salary employment averaged 7,104, about 1 percent below the first half of
2017, when employment averaged 7,187. The decline is within the range of annual changes typically experienced
in Ketchikan and not indicative of any particular trend.

The seasonality of employment in Ketchikan has important housing market implications. In 2017, there were
2,390 more jobs in August than in January, a 37 percent increase in employment. Non-residents fill many of the
jobs. Seafood processing and the visitor industry, in particular, are dependent on seasonal non-resident labor.
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Table 57. Monthly Employment,
Ketchikan Gateway Borough, 2017

Change from

Month Employment Previous Month
January 6,525 -
February 6,550 +25
March 6,627 +77
April 6,954 +327
May 7921 +967
June 8,507 +586
July 8,844 +337
August 8,915 +71
September 8,354 -561
October 7,201 -1,153
November 6,692 -509
December 6,576 -116

Source: Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce

Development, Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages.
Non-residents accounted for 28 percent of the borough’s out-of-state workforce and 15 percent of wages in
2016. The manufacturing sector, which includes seafood processing, accounts for the highest percentage of
non-resident participation. Visitor-affected sectors also have relatively high non-resident labor rates. When
other Alaska residents working in Ketchikan are included the total the rate of non-resident seasonal workers
climbs to 36 percent.

Table 58. Non-Resident Workers and Wages by Industry,
Ketchikan Gateway Borough, 2016

Residont  Wof Total  NOLLOLENE o6 of Tota

Workers ($ Millions) ges
Manufacturing 756 66% $9.4 43%
Retail trade 351 29% $5.9 22%
Accommodation and food services 319 33% $3.3 24%
Transportation and warehousing 286 34% $6.2 24%
Arts, entertainment and recreation 155 47% $1.8 42%
Healthcare and social services 134 12% $5.0 11%
Local government 118 8% $2.5 4%
Administrative support services 103 50% $14 32%
Agriculture/forestry/fishing/hunting 100 65% $2.5 54%
Construction 90 20% $2.2 14%
State Government 86 12% $3.1 9%
Professional/scientific/technical services 31 20% $0.5 9%
Other services 25 16% $04 11%
Finance and insurance 23 9% $0.7 6%
Wholesale trade 22 16% $04 8%
Real estate/rental/leasing 17 15% $0.3 9%
Information 12 16% $0.1 4%
Total 2,628 28% $45.9 15%

Source: Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development, Resident and Nonresident Hire Data.
Note: Excludes some industries where the number of workers prevents disclosing non-resident status.
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The share of non-residents in the workforce peaks in the third quarter. Non-residents accounted for 26 percent

of the workforce in the third quarter of 2016 compared to 11 percent in the first quarter.

Table 59. Quarterly Resident and Non-Resident Workers and Wages,
Ketchikan Gateway Borough, 2016

Quarter Non-Resident % of Total Non-Resiqe_nt Wages % of Total
Workers Workers ($ Millions) Wages
January-March 672 11% $4.7 7%
April-June 1,581 21% $9.9 13%
July-September 2,211 26% $20.6 24%
October-December 1,261 18% $9.3 13%

Source: Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development, Resident and Nonresident Hire Data.
Note: The total denotes the total number of unique workers.

Unemployment

Unemployment in Ketchikan averaged 6.3 percent in 2017, the lowest annual rate since 2009

. Through

November of 2018, unemployment averaged 6.2 percent for the year, lower than the 6.4 percent for the same

period in 2017.

Table 60. Labor Force and Unemployment Rate,
Ketchikan Gateway Borough, 2008-2017

Total Labor Unemployment

Year Employed Unemployed Force Rate
2008 7,805 492 8,297 5.9%
2009 7,738 593 8,331 7.1%
2010 6,501 622 7.123 8.7%
2011 6,560 620 7,180 8.6%
2012 6,594 583 7177 8.1%
2013 6,606 562 7.168 7.8%
2014 6,553 559 7,112 7.9%
2015 6,493 481 6,974 6.9%
2016 6,577 463 7,040 6.6%
2017 6,656 448 7.104 6.3%
% change 2008-2017 -14.7% -8.9% -14.4% +0.4%

Source: Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development, Labor Force Data.
Note: The decline in the number of employed workers and labor force between 2009 and 2010 may be due to
reporting inconsistencies.

The 4.1 percent unemployment rate measured in August 2018 was the lowest monthly rate in 18 years. This very

low unemployment rate (if it persists) will create greater need for non-resident labor in the future.

Ketchikan’s unemployment rate fluctuates throughout the year, reflecting the seasonal nature of many jobs.

Unemployment is typically highest in January and February, while August has the lowest rate.
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Table 61. Monthly Unemployment Rate,
Ketchikan Gateway Borough, 2015-2018 (%)

Month 2015 2016 2017 2018
January 8.8 8.7 79 8.3
February 9.3 9.1 8.2 81
March 8.8 86 78 79
April 7.5 71 6.6 7.0
May 6.1 6.2 5.9 5.7
June 6.2 5.6 5.8 5.2
July 5.1 49 438 42
August 49 4.5 4.6 41
September 5.3 5.2 51 5.0
October 7.0 6.2 6.2 5.6
November 7.7 7.0 7.0 6.7
December 7.6 6.9 6.8 na

Source: Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development, Labor Force Data.

Personal Income

Ketchikan residents earned total personal income of $901 million in 2017, with two-thirds (65 percent)
attributable to wages and salaries; 18 percent to dividends, interest, and rent; and 17 percent to personal transfer
receipts, which consist of payments from government to individuals and income for which no current services
are performed, such as pensions and retirement account payments.

In nominal terms, total personal income in Ketchikan Gateway Borough rose by an average of 3.0 percent per
annum between 2008 and 2017. In “real” inflation-adjusted dollars, personal income increased at an average
annual rate of 1.3 percent over that period.

Table 62. Personal Income by Source (In Millions of 2017 $),
Ketchikan Gateway Borough, 2008-2017

Vear Wogesand [ (CCTRd Tramsfer Total Personal TOt IR0na
Rent Receipts ($2017)
2008 $444.0 $124.9 $1227 $691.7 $798.9
2009 4679 1236 1082 699.7 798.7
2010 4889 1282 119.9 737.0 826.7
2011 505.5 142.0 1252 7726 839.6
2012 545.1 1416 1222 808.8 859.7
2013 556.3 1396 1203 816.2 841.1
2014 572.4 1463 144.0 862.6 874.9
2015 5914 1505 146.6 888.4 896.5
2016 575.3 155.0 146.8 877.1 8813
2017 584.4 16222 1545 9011 9011
% change 2008-2017 +31.6% +29.9% +25.9% +30.3% +12.8%
Average annual +3.1% +2.9% +2.6% +3.0% +1.3%

growth, 2008-2017
Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis, Personal Income and Employment by Major Component.
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Basic Industry Overview

Commercial Fishing and Seafood Processing

A total of 228 Ketchikan Gateway Borough resident permit holders fished commercially in 2017. The number
of active permit holders in the community varies from year to year, with trends likely driven by ex-vessel prices

and abundance.

Active Ketchikan permit holders earned a total of $22 million annually over the 2012 to 2017 period (or $92,522
annually per active permit holder). These earnings come from participation in fisheries throughout the state,
though Southeast salmon fisheries are by far the most important for Ketchikan residents. Halibut, sablefish, sea
cucumber, and geoduck fisheries also provide significant earnings for Ketchikan permit holders. Approximately
350 Ketchikan residents purchase commercial fishing crew licenses each year (based on ADF&G data from 2012

to 2016).

Table 63. Active Permit Holders and Gross Earnings,
Ketchikan Residents, 2013-2017

Year

2013
2014
2015
2016
2017

Permit Holders who
Fished

2013-2017 Average

239
241
233
243
228
237

Estimated
Gross Earnings

$24,599,316
$21,772,422
$18,949,212
$21,569,222
$22,656,821
$21,909,399

Source; CFEC.

Ketchikan is a major U.S. seafood port, ranking 14% in terms of pounds landed in 2016. The value of seafood
landed in Ketchikan varies from year to year, primarily due to fluctuations in pink salmon returns, which are
generally higher in odd years. Over the 2012-2016 period, an average of 91 million pounds were landed annually

in the community, worth roughly $50 million.

Table 64. Volume and Value of Commercial Fishery

Pink and chum salmon are the most important species processed in Ketchikan, followed by coho and sockeye
salmon. Dive fisheries in the area (sea cumbers, geoducks, and urchins) are also important to local seafood

Year

2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2012-2016 Average

$54.4
$76.2
$45.1
$39.6
$36.0
$50.3

Landings in Ketchikan, 2012-2016

Dollars
(Millions)

Pounds
(Millions)

741
1435
86.5
843
65.0
90.7

Source: NOAA, OST.
Note: Landings in Ketchikan and Metlakatla are grouped
together, though nearly all of these landings are in Ketchikan.

processors, along with herring, halibut, sablefish, spot prawns, and other species.
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Seafood processors based in Ketchikan include Trident Seafoods, Alaska General Seafoods, EC Phillips, and a
few other small processors. In 2016, seafood processors in the community employed 968 workers at the seasonal
peak in August. The monthly average in 2016 was 341 workers. Data for other recent years is not available due
to confidentiality restrictions.

Table 65. Monthly Seafood Processing Employment in Ketchikan, 2016
Jan Feb Mar Apr May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec
Employment 177 142 109 209 165 419 787 968 400 246 197 267

Source: Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development, Labor Force Data.

Hatchery Operations

The Southern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association (SSRAA), which is headquartered in Ketchikan and
operates seven salmon hatcheries in the region, is a major player in the Southern Southeast seafood industry.
SSRAA production is responsible for over half of chum harvests and roughly a third of Chinook and coho
harvests in Southern Southeast Alaska. In 2017, SSRAA employed a monthly average of 60 workers to operate
its hatcheries and release sites, with a significant portion based in Ketchikan.

According to a recent McDowell Group study, SSRAA’s total economic impact in 2017 is estimated at 680 jobs
and $32 million in labor income, including impacts related to commercial fishing, seafood processing,
nonresident sportfishing, and from SSRAA’s own spending and employment. These impacts — a majority of
which are felt in the Ketchikan area — are expected to increase due to additional salmon production and releases
in the coming years.

Mariculture

Alaska’s mariculture industry is small (the total value of all mariculture production statewide was $1.5 million in
2017), but Southern Southeast is an important part of this evolving industry. Eleven farms in Southern Southeast
produced 690,000 oysters in 2017, 38 percent of statewide oyster production. The majority of Alaska’s total
2017 production of 11,000 pounds of geoducks came from Southern Southeast.

The most significant mariculture development in the Ketchikan area is Marble Seafoods oyster farm, which was
first permitted in 2014, This farm is now the largest producer of oysters in the state, selling roughly 15 to 20
percent of statewide production. Marble Seafood plans to eventually increase production to more than 1 million
oysters annually.

Oceans Alaska, a shellfish hatchery and research facility located in Ketchikan, is a valuable component of the
statewide mariculture industry. Seed supply is a critical issue for continued industry growth statewide for both
of oysters and geoducks, and Oceans Alaska could play a role.

SEAFOOD INDUSTRY QUTLOOK

Employment and the overall economic impact of the seafood industry in Ketchikan varies from year to year,
depending on run strength, harvest and production volume, and prices. Nevertheless, over the long term the
industry should be a reasonably stable component in the Ketchikan economy, with some growth potential.
Participation in commercial fishing is fixed by the limited entry permit system; processing employment and tax
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revenues will be driven by volume and prices. Processors will continue to look for ways to enhance labor
efficiency, increase utilization rates, and otherwise add production value. A positive force will include increasing
regional salmon hatchery production {(with associated increases in values for fishermen and processors). Another
upside factor includes a growing regional mariculture industry, now a small segment of Ketchikan's economy,
but the target of new investment. The state’s largest oyster farm is in Ketchikan, with production at that facility
anticipated to triple over the next few years. Environmental factors will be the wild card in the future of the
seafood industry.

With respect to housing, the seafood industry will continue to have significant seasonal housing requirements
(met largely with company-provided housing), but those needs are not expected to change significantly in the
foreseeable future.

Ketchikan’s Visitor Industry

A recent McDowell Group study found that out-of-state visitors to Ketchikan in summer 2017 directly and
indirectly accounted for 1,750 jobs and $76 million in labor income in the local economy.> These figures

represented 17 percent of borough-wide

employment, and 14 percent of labor income, Table 67. Economic Impacts of Out-of-State Visitors
to Ketchikan, Summer 2017

over the study period. Direct Plus Indirect

. Economic % of
Ketchikan welcomed 1,059,200 out-of-state ——— Ketchikan Total
visitors in summer 2017, 95 percent of whom Employment 1,750 jobs 17%
{(1,010,400) were cruise passengers; air visitors Labor income $76 million 14%
accounted for 4 percent (44,500), and ferry Source: Ketchikan Summer Visitor Profile and Economic Impact Analysis.

visitors accounted for 1 percent (4,300).5

Ketchikan’s visitor industry has increased in recent years: between summer 2012 and summer 2017, cruise
passenger volume grew by 12 percent, and air volume increased by 38 percent. While ferry visitation fell by 22
percent over the same period, the loss only represented 1,200 people. All visitors combined, volume increased

by 13 percent between summers 2012 and 2017.
Table 66. Visitor Volume to Ketchikan by Transportation

Because of the large role cruise passengers play Mode, Summers 2012 and 2017

in Ketchikan’s visitor industry, the sector's 5“2':)‘1“;‘*" 5“2':)‘1“;‘*" % Change
outlook is closely linked with that of the Cruise 898,200 1,010,400 +12%
statewide cruise industry. In summer 2017, Air 32,200 44,500 +38%
Ketchikan captured 93 percent of total statewide Ferry 5,500 4,300 -22%
cruise volume; it is the second-most visited Total 935,900 1,059,200 +13%
Alaska port, after Juneau. Source: Ketchikan Summer Visitor Profile and Economic Impact Analysis.

The following chart shows Ketchikan's cruise
volume over the last 10 years along with statewide volume. The chart shows fairly consistent growth since the

5 Ketchikan Summmer Visitor Profile and Economic Impact Analysis, conducted by McDowell Group for Ketchikan Visitors Bureau, 2018.
6 Ibid.

KGB Comprehensive Housing Assessment Project (CHAP) McDowell Group * Page 63



low point of 2010. Ketchikan traffic ramped up with increases of 7 percent in 2017 and 4 percent in 2018. A total
of 1,165,000 cruisers are expected to visit Ketchikan in 2019, an 11 percent increase from the 2018 total of
1,050,000. Additional growth is expected in 2020.

Figure 3. Alaska and Ketchikan Cruise Passenger Volume, 2008-2018 (2019 Projected)
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Source: McDowell Group and Cruise Line Agencies of Alaska.
VISITOR INDUSTRY OUTLOOK

A bright spot in Ketchikan's economy is recent and projected growth in the visitor industry. Assuming a
reasonably robust U.S. economy, growth is likely to continue for at least two to three years, driven primarily by
significant growth in cruise passenger volume. It is more difficult to forecast non-cruise visitor volume, but a
relatively strong national economy and recent growth in the Ketchikan air visitor market point towards a positive
outlook in the near-term. Sportfishing and other outdoor activities should continue to be a strong draw for
visitors to the community. With this growth comes increasing number of seasonal jobs and increasing seasonal
housing needs. Some industry employers report hiring constraints related to the lack of available housing from
April through October.

Shipbuilding/Repair

The Ketchikan Shipyard, operated by Vigor Alaska (a subsidiary of Vigor Industrial) supports newbuilds, repairs
and refitting, and maintenance for marine vessels. Over the past three years, the Ketchikan Shipyard has
experienced an upward trend in employment, increasing from 180 jobs in 2013 to a peak of 300 jobs in 2018.

In 2018 the Ketchikan Shipyard employed an average of 175 full-time workers with monthly employment
ranging from 150 to 200. Vigor also employed between 60 and 100 subcontracted employees throughout 2018,
with an average of about 83. Employment at the shipyard was stable throughout most of 2018; however, 50
full-time workers (about one-quarter of the workforce) were laid off between October and December as work
on the new Alaska Class ferries was completed. Future levels of employment are uncertain and dependent on
acquiring new projects.
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SHIPBUILDING/REPAIR QUTLOOK

As work on the ferries is wrapped up, the future of the shipyard is unclear. Alaska Marine Highway-related
maintenance and repair will continue to be a critical source of shipyard revenue and employment. Other
government-related work and private sector work will depend on how Vigor positions the shipyard within the
company’s broader base of shipbuilding and repair assets located in the Pacific Northwest. Employment and
contractor reductions at the shipyard in late 2018 and early 2019 may ease pressure on Ketchikan’s rental
housing market. Beyond that, housing needs for the shipyard workforce may vary project-to-project.

Healthcare

The healthcare industry is one of Ketchikan’s largest employers. The industry includes a regional hospital, Tribal
health clinicc a number of smaller general practice clinics, individual practitioners, specialists, dentists,
optometrists, and other healthcare providers. Ketchikan is a regional hub for healthcare facilities and provides
services for much of southern Southeast, particularly for Prince of Wales Island and Metlakatla residents.

Ketchikan’s healthcare and social assistance sector, with 1,141 jobs in 2017, accounted for about 12 percent of
all wage and salary employment in the borough. Employment grew by 34 percent from 2008 to 2017, adding
nearly 300 jobs.

Figure 4. Ketchikan Healthcare and Social Assistance Employment, 2008-2017
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Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis.

PeaceHealth Medical Center is the largest healthcare provider in Ketchikan. The hospital employs about 450
full-time, part-time, and temporary workers. While employment overall has been steady, there has been an
increase in reliance on travelling caregivers for positions that are traditionally filled by local nurses and
physicians. This has resulted in an influx of employees seeking short-term rentals near the hospital.

KIC Tribal Health Clinic, which opened in 2000, provides healthcare services for Alaska Natives and American
Indians including basic healthcare services, dental, pharmacy, optometry, behavioral health services, and
preventive services such as cancer screening, TB screening, diabetes screening, prenatal care, and health
education. A new behavioral health facility was opened in July of 2018,

KGB Comprehensive Housing Assessment Project (CHAP) McDowell Group * Page 65



HEALTHCARE INDUSTRY OUTLOOK

DOLWD predicts Alaska’s healthcare industry will add 10,000 jobs over the next ten years. Ketchikan is likely to
experience some increase as the community’s population ages. Near-term, PeaceHealth Medical Center expects
steady employment, as the services offered and the market being served are not expected to change
significantly. With respect to housing, any changes in the medical center’s reliance on itinerate workers could
affect rental housing demand.

Government Employment

Local, state, and federal government combined account for one-quarter of all employment in Ketchikan. Local
government, which includes school district positions and tribal government, as well as basic local government
administration, is the largest source of public sector jobs in Ketchikan and has been the steady source of about
1,100 jobs for the past decade. State government employment decreased 14 percent (about 100 jobs) over the
past four years. Federal government employment, which had been on a steady decline, has been increasing
slowly over the past several years.

Table 68. Federal, State, and Local Employment,
Ketchikan Gateway Borough, 2009-2017

Year Federal State Local Total
2009 621 697 1,068 2,386
2010 606 715 1,052 2,373
2011 537 712 1,050 2,299
2012 518 711 1,079 2,308
2013 503 700 1,097 2,300
2014 482 702 1,104 2,288
2015 499 673 1,124 2,296
2016 503 615 1,065 2,183
2017 509 603 1,083 2,195
Change 2009-2017 -18% -13% +1% -8%

Change 2015-2017 +2% -10% -4% -4%

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis

The U.S. Forest Service is a key employer of full-time residents and seasonal workers. The Forest Service employs
approximately 64 full-time, year-round employees, and 40 to 45 seasonal employees. USCG Base Ketchikan
employs an average of 215 people. The Base includes a dry-dock, industrial production facility, comptroller and
procurement shops, and an administrative suite to provide personnel support. Employment at Base Ketchikan
has been stable over the past five years. Approximately 35 positions are civilian, filled by full-time community
residents. About one-third of base staff transfers each year. Temporary base members range from single
individuals to families.
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GOVERNMENT EMPLOYMENT OUTLOOK

Government has been and is expected to be stable source of 2,000 generally high-wage, year-round jobs. There
is some uncertainty looking ahead, particularly with respect to state government employment and state-funded
programs. Alaska has yet to resolve its fiscal gap, and further downward pressure on state spending should be
expected. Though the federal political environment appears somewhat unstable (with respect to agency and
program funding), no significant changes are foreseen in employment with agencies important to Ketchikan
(USFS and USCG). Similarly, local government employment is not expected to change significantly in the
foreseeable future, though the State Demographer’s forecast for slow, long-term decline in the school-age
population could translate to some decrease in school district employment.

Summary Outlook

While the State Demographer’s forecast indicates long-term decline in Ketchikan’s population, analysis of the
economic forces at work in the local economy suggests that stability or slow growth can be expected, at least
in the near-term. That growth may be largely seasonal, associated with increased visitor traffic and spending,
which will spur seasonal employment and rental housing demand. Another important trend is the aging of the
population, which will result in increased reliance on non-resident labor.

Looking farther ahead, mining-related development has potential to generate economic activity in Ketchikan.
Ucore Rare Metals, owner of the Bokan Mountain rare earth element (REE) prospect on Prince of Wales Island,
has plans to construct and operate a refinery and separation plant in Ketchikan. Also on Prince of Wales Island,
Heatherdale Resources’ Niblack Project, which contains copper, gold, zinc, and silver, has long-term
development potential. This mining-related development could add jobs to Ketchikan’s economy. Workers at
the separation plant would reside in Ketchikan, and miners employed at the Prince of Wales mines could choose
to live in Ketchikan while engaged at shift work at the mines. Ketchikan would serve as the mines’ service and
supply center, creating support sector jobs. Employment associated with the mines would be high-wage and
year-round, with greater impacts on the single-family home market than the rental market. Mining-related
development, should it occur, is probably no less than five to 10 years into the future.
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Housing Gap Analysis

The preceding research and analysis indicate that improvements to Ketchikan's housing inventory may be
beneficial in the following areas:

¢ Single-family homes available for under $300,000

e Multi-family housing to meet Ketchikan resident demand
e Seasonal workforce housing

e Low-income housing

e Senior and accessible housing

¢ Homeless housing

Each of these aspects of housing in Ketchikan are described below.

Single-Family Homes for under $300,000

Owner-Occupied Housing

While there is some demand for virtually all types of housing in the borough, the most significant demand is
for affordable owner-occupied detached single-family and multi-family homes. As described elsewhere in this
study, “affordable housing” is a relative term and dependent on household composition and income.

Many Ketchikan residents and people who would like to live in the area are frustrated in their search for
affordable, quality, single-family homes. Most new construction of detached single-family homes has tended
towards 2,000 sq. ft. and larger homes on lots of 5,000 to 15,000 sq. ft. Estimated home construction costs in
the borough are $150 to $200 per sq. ft. or more, depending on amenities. The base price of a 2,000-sq. ft.
home is at least $300,000 with site development costs roughly in the range of $50,000 to $90,000 (depending
on location, access to City water and sewer, and other factors) plus the cost of the land. This size of home is
priced well above what is considered affordable.

The Borough has limited ability to affect the overall cost of home construction. What is clear from research
conducted for this study, and a review of how other municipalities are addressing affordable housing issues, is
that the key to increasing the availability of affordable homes is smaller home size and smaller lot size (i.e.,
higher density housing).

If there is desire to address the shortage of affordable single-family housing, the Borough should consider
zoning, lot size, and other regulatory issues in a strategic manner. While many renter households in Ketchikan
may wish to own a 2,000-sq. ft. home on a decent size lot, these types of dwellings are just not affordable to
many first-time homebuyers. There seems to be interest in the community to explore smaller housing and
increased density among families and seniors that currently do not own their home. While the willingness
among current homeowners to accept smaller homes and higher densities in their neighborhoods may be a
concern, it is essential to address the issue.
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Multi-Family Housing to Meet Ketchikan Resident Demand

Ketchikan renters are more cost-burdened than renters in other communities and have comparatively fewer
multi-family housing options to choose from. Seasonal, non-resident demand may be pushing up rental costs
for residents.

Though rental vacancy rates are around 10-11 percent in the winter, there is an acknowledged shortage of
rental housing in Ketchikan. There is demand for more rental units from residents of all ages and household
composition including single-person households, families, seniors, and many low-income households need
rentals in one form or another. Many rental units have been removed from the stock available for year-round
rental as units are leased or purchased by seasonal employers and others converted to transient rentals.
Resident demand is overlaid by strong seasonal demand for workforce housing. Seasonal demand by workers
in the visitor industry will continue to increase at least for the next year or so as the industry sees significant
growth in the volume of cruise passengers. Because of the overlap in resident and seasonal rental demand, it is
challenging to estimate excess demand for each housing type and by household type.

Housing types identified as most in demand include 4- and 6-plex units, 2- and 3-bedroom apartments, and
single occupancy units (such as a boarding rooms and micro apartments).

The development of multi-family units, particularly apartments, is limited by the small area of land available and
zoned for multi-family housing, especially in areas of high demand where people want to live based on access
to amenities, transit, schools, and other livability factors. High construction costs and limited available land make
it challenging for developers to build financially feasible, multi-family housing with rents that would be
considered affordable.
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Seasonal Workforce Housing

Seasonal housing is one of Ketchikan's principal housing challenges. Very low vacancy and insufficient supply
of seasonal rental housing were widely reported in interviews conducted for this study.

Workers from outside the community accounted for more than a third (36 percent) of Ketchikan’s private sector
workforce in 2016 (latest available data). That year Ketchikan's workforce included 6,019 Ketchikan residents,
2,633 non-Alaskans, and 834 Alaskans from elsewhere in the state. Seafood processing, the visitor industry, and
shipbuilding/repair can have high dependence on non-resident labor. Construction activity that brings non-
resident workers to Ketchikan temporarily can further increase seasonal demand for housing. Transient health
care workers are also likely creating demand for rental housing.

Table 69. Resident and Nonresident Workforce in Ketchikan, 2010-2016

Year I-(GB Othe-r Alaska Non:AIaska Total Perc?nt [(c]:]
residents residents residents workers residents
2010 6,216 703 2,540 9,459 66%
2011 6,288 879 2,706 9,873 64%
2012 5,768 1,319 2,541 9,628 60%
2013 6,087 950 2,629 9,666 63%
2014 6,133 975 2,461 9,569 64%
2015 6,197 790 2,730 9,717 64%
2016 6,019 834 2,633 9,486 64%

Source: Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development, Nonresidents Working in Alaska 2010-2016.

The seasonality of seafood processing and tourism lead to a dependence on non-resident labor. In 2016,
monthly seafood processing employment in Ketchikan ranged from 142 in February to 968 in August. Though
visitor industry-specific data is not available, that sector of the local economy is likewise highly seasonal, with
little direct activity in the winter and a peak in the July/August period. Among various visitor-dependent sectors,
the “scenic and sightseeing” transportation subsector has employment ranging from about 25 in January to
over 300 in July and August. Similarly, in the "miscellaneous retail” subsector (which includes gift shops),
employment ranges from 60 in the winter to 190 in the summer. Employment in Ketchikan’s lodging sector
doubles in the summer, ranging from 200 in January to 400 workers at the summer peak (based on 2017
ADOLWD data).

In 2016, 78 percent of the seafood processing workforce was non-Alaska resident. Though data is not available
for the visitor industry as whole, sectors affected by visitor spending have non-resident labor force rates ranging
up to 50 percent.

Changes in the number of non-residents working in Ketchikan in any given year depends largely on the needs
of the seafood processing industry. In 2016, there were 874 workers in Ketchikan's seafood processing sector,
including 681 non-residents (78 percent of the workforce). Since 2010, the number of non-resident workers in
Ketchikan’s seafood processing industry has ranged from 685 (in 2014) to 969 (in 2011).
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Table 70. Non-Resident Employment in Ketchikan's
Seafood Processing Industry, 2010 to 2016

Total Non- % Non-

= Workforce Residents Residents
2010 921 750 81%
2011 1,152 969 84%
2012 934 737 79%
2013 1,064 873 82%
2014 871 685 79%
2015 1,000 797 80%
2016 874 681 78%

Source: ADOLWD.

Note: This does not include all seafood processing workers employed each
year. Workers who were employed in other sectors and earned more
wages in those other jobs are not included in this data.

Ketchikan can expect increasing reliance on non-resident labor. The seafood industry’s needs will vary year-to-
year depending on the volume of fish landings, but all other factors being equal, the industry is likely to find it
increasingly difficult to recruit locally as the local labor force ages and retires. The labor needs of the visitor
industry will certainly grow as the volume of visitors increases (including approximately 230,000 additional cruise
passengers by 2020, a 22 percent increase from 2018 levels).

The total demand for seasonal housing is unknown. Based on ADOLWD data, there were 2,211 non-residents
employed in Ketchikan during the summer. There is also likely (though unknown) additional housing demand
associated with residents (students) returning for summer employment.

The largest Ketchikan seafood processors provide housing for most of their seasonal workforce. Housing is
either in bunkhouses or apartment buildings typically, with two to four employees per room. Combined,
processors provide an estimated 750 beds for non-resident workers during the peak processing season which
lasts from two to three months.

The Forest Service employs 40 to 45 seasonal employees and maintains a bunkhouse that can lodge up to 19
seasonal employees. USCG Base Ketchikan has on-site housing for up to 20 employees, and typically houses
between 12 and 18 people at any given time, with an average of 15. Base housing tends to be occupied by
younger and single members (the base provides a housing officer and staff to assist with finding off-base
housing). Some larger visitor industry businesses provide housing for their workers, though specific data is not
available.

Excluding approximately 800 beds in group quarters, seasonal housing is needed for about 1,400 non-resident
workers. At two occupants per unit, that indicates a total seasonal demand of at least 700 housing units. AHFC
data suggests that approximately 250 rentals are vacant in March, which leaves insufficient capacity to meet
summer rental demand. While it is unknown if the exact gap is 450 units, it is evident that demand significantly
exceeds supply. Looking ahead, seasonal housing demand is likely to increase along with anticipated visitor
industry growth.
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Low-Income Housing

There are 179 subsidized housing units in the borough including units for the disabled and the elderly. These
subsidies are provided by a variety of state and federal programs. Ketchikan Indian Community Housing
Authority and Tlingit and Haida Regional Housing Authority are also active in providing low-income and
subsidized housing. There are also 67 available Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers. Following the table below
are descriptions of each program.

Table 71. Ketchikan Gateway Borough’s Low-Income Housing Units, 2018

Total Low-Income Units for  Units for the Accessible

Units Units the Elderly Disabled Units
AHFC Public Housing Program 73 73 49 49 6
Low-Income Housing Tax Credit 24 24 0 0 2
grsoz;?asr:ction 515 Rural Rental Housing 22 27 0 0 2
HUD 202 Supportive Housing for the Elderly 8 0 0 8 0
Other programs’ 52 52 29 3 0
Total subsidized units 179 171 78 60 10

Sources: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) databases for low-income housing tax credit (LIHTC) programs and
Section 202 inventory, Industry interviews with Alaska Housing Development Corporation (AHDC), Alaska Housing Finance Corporation
(AHFC), U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), Tlingit Haida Regional Housing Authority.

! Other programs include The Moving Home Program (MHP), Tenant-Based Rental Assistance Program (TBRA), the Empowering Choice
Housing Program (ECHP), and three programs operating out of Saxman funded by Native American Housing Assistance Self Determination
Act (NAHASDA) block grants via the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.

The Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Program (LIHTC)

An indirect federal subsidy used by property owners to finance the construction, acquisition or rehabilitation of
low-income rental housing and to create affordable apartment communities with lower market rents. Privately
owned low-income housing structures may include market rate units, in addition to rent reduced units under a
tiered rent structure. This means that there may be multiple rent amounts throughout the apartment
community, depending on the occupant’s income.

AHFC Housing Program Units

Units owned and operated by the Alaska Housing Finance Corporation where tenants pay a portion of their
monthly income toward rent and the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development subsidizes the
remaining balance.

Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher

The most popular housing program in the country, Section 8 housing Choice Voucher participants pay 30
percent of their household’s monthly income toward rent. The remaining balance is paid to the property owner
by the housing authority that manages the household’s voucher. Public housing authorities are managed by
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. After a year of residency, voucher participants have

7 Other programs include The Moving Home Program (MHP), Tenant-Based Rental Assistance Program (TBRA), the Empowering Choice
Housing Program (ECHP), and three programs operating out of Saxman funded by Native American Housing Assistance Self Determination
Act (NAHASDA) block grants via the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.
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the option to transfer their voucher to another public housing authority's jurisdiction, this process is known as
porting.

HUD 202 Supportive Housing for the Elderly

The Supportive Housing for the Elderly program is offered by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development to provide interest-free capital advances in order to finance the development of supportive
housing for the low-income elderly population. Financing from the program advances the construction,
rehabilitation or acquisition of structures that serve as supportive housing for low-income seniors. Financing
does not have to be repaid by property owners as long as the project is able to serve low-income seniors for 40
years. Project rental assistance funds are provided by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
to cover the balance between approved operating costs and the amount residents contribute toward rent.

USDA Rural Rental Housing Loans (Section 515)

Loans made by the U.S. Department of Agriculture in order to provide low-income housing for very low-, low-,
and moderate-income families, the elderly, and people with disabilities in rural areas. Furthermore, the USDA
offers Rural Rental Assistance for properties financed by Section 515. This program covers the difference
between 30 percent of a tenant’s income and the monthly rental rate.

Ketchikan Indian Community Housing Authority Programs

KICHA currently has a total of 32 housing units located throughout the City of Ketchikan. Housing is a mix of
types including single family homes, duplexes, tri-plex, and multi-family buildings for singles, families, and
seniors. The units include a total of eleven 1-bedroom and twenty-one 2-3 bedrooms units. Construction is
underway on two additional duplexes in the Bear Valley neighborhood which will offer four new 3-bedroom
townhouse style units. Design is beginning on another duplex in the downtown area.

KICHA recently purchased 12.6 acres of undeveloped land zoned Residential High Density in the Upper Carlanna
area to develop a new housing subdivision. It is anticipated that 18-20 new single family and multi-family
housing lots will be available in the next five years. KICHA also owns the adjacent 7-acre upper Shaa Tlien
subdivision in the area which could be further developed if the City of Ketchikan extends water service to the
area. Currently, the existing water tank providing City water is lower in elevation than the housing lots in the
upper Shaa Tlien subdivision and the gravity fed system does not have enough pressure to provide water to the
upper lots.

There is a long waiting list for KICHA housing. Because there is little affordable housing available in Ketchikan,
KIC clients are not cycling out of the subsidized housing or participating in programs to buy their own house
due to a lack of affordable options. KICHA uses an innovative mix of funding including AHFC, HUD, Federal
Highway, and private secured loans to develop their housing projects.

Tlingit and Haida Regional Housing Authority

THRHA has 24 Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) units in Ketchikan. Half of these units are at the 50
percent MFI income limit, and half at the 60 percent MFIL income limit. The units are open to anyone regardless
of their race.
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THRHA has three low-rent units funded by the Native American Housing Assistance Self Determination Act
{NAHASDA) block grant via HUD. Residents must be a member of a federally recognized tribe in order to qualify
and must be under 80 percent MFL

Six new Mutual Help rent-to-own homes are available and are also funded by NAHASDA block grants. Potential
homeowners must be a member of a federally recognized tribe and under 80 percent MFI to qualify.

HUD Income Limits

The following table shows 2018 HUD income limits by household size. The table is used to determine if total
household income is categorized as extremely low income, very low income, or low income. These
determinations are then used to determine qualifications for various programs.

Table 72. HUD Ketchikan MFI Income Limits, 2018

Household Size

Income Level 1 person 2 people 3 people 4 people 5 people 6 people 7people 8+ people
Extremely low income

(30% HUD income $18,350 $21,000 $25,980 $31,380 $36,780 $42,180 $47,580 $52,980
limits)

é%?/’o)b‘” income $30,600 $35,000 $39,350 $43700  $47,200  $50,700 $54,200  $57,700
Low income (80%) $48,950 $55,950 $62,950 $69,900 $75,500 $81,100 $86,700 $92,300

Source: FY 2018 HUD Household Income Limits.

Senior and Accessible Housing

Senior Housing

AHFC reports that with 146 beds in senior housing facilities, there are 12.75 senior citizens (residents 65 years
of age and above) per licensed senior care facility bed in Ketchikan. That is slightly better than the statewide
average of 14.68 seniors per bed.® Ketchikan leads other urban areas (by Alaska standards), including Kenai
Peninsula Borough (22.32), Fairbanks (20.22), Juneau (18.09), and Mat-Su (13.48), but slightly trails others
including Anchorage (12.11), Kodiak (12.11), and Sitka (11.45).

Ketchikan’s senior housing needs will be increasing significantly if it retains its retiree population. Ten years ago,
residents over age 60 accounted for 16 percent of the borough’s population. In 2017 it was 22 percent, and by
2035 it will be 28 percent. By 2035, Ketchikan's population will include 3,100 residents over age 65,
approximately 1,000 more than today. That number includes about 150 fewer residents aged 60 to 65 and
almost 1,200 more residents aged 70 and above. To maintain the current ratio of 12.75 seniors per licensed
senior care facility bed, the community will need another 80 beds.

& https://www.ahfc.us/efficiency/research-information-center/alaska-housing-assessment/2018-housing-assessment/census-area-senior-
housing-needs
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Table 73. Population Projections by Age Cohort and Total,
Ketchikan Gateway Borough, 2017-2035

Year 0-19 20-39 40-59 60+ Total

2017 3,460 3,540 3,673 3,081 13,754
2020 3,317 3,493 3,432 3,378 13,620
2025 3,234 3,405 3,193 3,729 13,561
2030 3,142 3,226 3,248 3,802 13,418
2035 2,994 3,174 3,351 3,667 13,186
Change 2017-2035 -466 -366 -322 +586 -568

% change 2017-2035 -13.5% -10.3% -8.8% +19.0% -4.1%

Source: Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development, Population Projections 2017-2035.

Note: These population projections are based solely on past trajectories in migration and expected fertility and

death rates per age cohort. These projections do not consider possible development initiatives or other economic events that
may affect population trends.

Table 74. Projected Senior Population by Age Cohort, Ketchikan Gateway Borough, 2017-2035

Percent change during period

2017- 2020- 2025- 2030-

Age Cohort 2017 2020 2025 2030 2035 | o 20200 2028 2030
65-69 785 899 920 818 634 | +145  +23  -111  -225
70-74 567 650 810 831 737 | +146  +246  +26  -113
75-79 310 412 553 695 716 | +329 4342 4257 430
80-84 195 205 317 433 550 | 451  +546  +366  +27.0
85-89 119 110 131 209 201 76 +191  +595  +392
90+ 64 74 78 91 135 | +156  +54  +167  +484
;gﬁ:lﬁi':::' 2,040 2350 2,809 3,077 3,063 | +152 +195 495 -0.5

Source: Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development, Population Projections 2017-2045.
CURRENT CAPACITY

There are several options for senior housing in Ketchikan, ranging from apartments for independent living to
congregate housing and assisted care facilities. Each of these facilities offers varying levels of assistance to
seniors and disabled community members.

The State-owned and operated Ketchikan Pioneer Home can house up to 45 residents needing varied levels of
care in private or shared rooms with shared common spaces and daily meals served in small dining rooms. The
Pioneer Home maintains a caregiving staff of 80 employees, including 20 on-call employees. Over the last
several years, on average, there are 41 residents at the Ketchikan Pioneer Home at any given time and a waitlist
for the facility. Beds at the Ketchikan Pioneer Home are potentially available to Alaskans from across the state,
not just local residents.

Pioneer Heights Senior Housing offers 10 independent living apartments for those aged 62 or older on the
hillside north of town. Pioneer Heights Senior Housing does not employ any full-time or on-call staff apart from
the facility’s property manager, and residents generally have their own car for transportation. The 10 units
consist of one or two bedrooms with capacities varying from two to four residents per unit. Because residents
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at Pioneer Heights Senior Housing generally seek long-term housing arrangements, the facility is often at
capacity.

Ketchikan Indian Community Elder Housing provides a total of 12 independent living apartments for seniors
aged 62 and older in a residential neighborhood close to schools and on the transit line. The two-story building
is fully accessible and has eight one-bedroom units and four two-bedroom units. There is a waiting list for the
apartments. Residents must be a member of a federally recognized tribe in order to qualify for housing and be
under 80 percent MFL

Another senior housing provider is The Manor, an assisted living facility that specializes in care for dementia
patients. The Manor can provide housing and caregiving services for up to 12 residents, with 12 individual
sleeping rooms in a congregate residence. The Manor employs a staff of 15 employees including three part-
time caregivers and one part-time cook. Levels of employment and residency at the Manor have been consistent
in recent history and are expected to stay that way as the 12-unit facility is frequently operated at capacity.
However, representatives from the Manor did report that additional staffing is needed with a greater number
of dementia patients residing in the facility. Additionally, representatives of the Manor expressed a dire need
for an increase in housing options in Ketchikan, particularly those suited for seniors aging in place.

Rendezvous Senior Day Services offers eight independent housing units with shared common areas in their
congregate housing facility in the Jackson Street neighborhood close to shopping and transit. Six of the rooms
are rent-subsidized, with two rooms at market rate. Representatives at Rendezvous note that there is less need
for the market rate rooms as many seniors who are not low-income are not looking for congregate housing
options.

As well as being the primary healthcare provider in Ketchikan, the PeaceHealth Medical Center also offers
services specifically tailored for seniors. Through a long-term nursing program, the PeaceHealth Medical Center
can offer care for up to 29 patients at a time. However, due to a shortage of full-time staff and a reliance on
temporary and travelling workers, the hospital reported only being able to offer care to an average of 17 patients
at a time. The Clinic’s ability to serve more patients depends on staffing, as they can only accept as many patients
as they have caregivers to provide adequate treatment.

Opportunity House offers affordable supportive housing for persons with disabilities in a single-story building
in the neighborhood near the hospital and transit line. Opportunity House has eight accessible, subsidized
apartments to those qualifying for this program.

Saxman

THRHA recently constructed Shaan Hidi Senior Center in Saxman which offers 17 independent living apartments
for seniors with additional shared common areas such as large living and dining rooms and commercial kitchen.
The building is also home to the Saxman-Ketchikan Senior Center run by Southeast Senior Services which
provides daily lunches for seniors at the Center and others, home delivered meals, transportation, and other
services. Another 12 independent living units for seniors are located in the Saxman Elderly Center. These 29
units of senior housing in Saxman (including nearly elderly at age 55+) are funded by the Native American
Housing Assistance Self Determination Act (NAHASDA) block grant via HUD. Residents must be a member of a
federally recognized Tribe in order to qualify and must be under 80 percent MFL
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Accessible Housing

Accessible housing is typically defined as a structure that meets the Americans With Disabilities Act (ADA)
standards established at the Federal level in 1990. While ADA regulations are complex, key components include:

e Regulations apply to commercial buildings with four or more units.
e Units must have an accessible route into and through the dwelling.

e Doors that provide access to a unit, as well as interior doors, must wide enough to allow for the
passage of persons with disabilities, including those in a wheelchair.

¢ Public and common areas must be readily accessible by those with disabilities.
¢ Environmental controls such as light switches, outlets, and thermostats must be accessible.

e Kitchens and bathrooms must provide adequate space for those with a disability to maneuver,
including those in a wheelchair.

e Bathroom walls must be reinforced to allow for the installation of grab bars.

While the federal Americans With Disabilities Act (ADA) became law in 1990, the City of Ketchikan did not
enforce the International Building Code accessibility requirements for commercial development until 2003.
Under the current 2010 ADA Standards for Accessible Design and 2012 International Building Code adopted by
the State and City of Ketchikan, commercial residential developments (buildings with four or more units) are
required to provide accessibility standards in at least 5 percent, but no less than one unit, of the total number
of new residential units. Multi-family development since 2010 will have accessible units, but those constructed
before the standards were adopted generally did not provide accessibility.

The most significant accessibility issues for all housing types in the Ketchikan Gateway Borough are the steep
typography and age of current housing stock. Many existing residences are built on hillsides with access via
exterior stairs (often a significant number of stairs), making accessibility difficult for those with disabilities. Many
housing units in the Borough are older and would require significant renovation (interior and exterior) to
become accessible for disabled individuals.

Availability and Demand for Accessible Housing in Ketchikan

While the total number of housing units in the Borough considered accessible is unknown, the number is
relatively limited, based on interviews conducted for this study and project team knowledge of the community.

Based on input from realtors and property managers interviewed for this study, there is not a significant demand
for accessible residential units. However, those who do require accessibility find few options in Ketchikan. Many
of those that cannot find ground-level accessible housing ultimately rent units within larger buildings with
elevators. For single-family homes, there are even fewer options. One housing developer related that he recently
constructed an accessible home for a family that could find no homes for sale in the community that could be
made accessible.

Future demand for accessible housing is likely to increase as the Borough's population ages. Providing
accessible housing options will be key to allowing older residents to remain in the community. Residential
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contractors note they are increasingly asked to remodel existing homes to provide accessibility by constructing
exterior ramps, installing residential elevators, widening doorways, and providing grab bars. Several contractors
are trying to incorporate universal design elements within new homes to allow conversion to accessible
residences in the future.

Homeless Housing

Just over 300 people used homelessness services in Ketchikan in 2017. The disappearance of single room
occupancy residences in the downtown area has severely impacted low-income residents, leading to increased
homelessness. Further, many small apartments in the downtown area that were located above retail stores have
been converted to storage for the businesses below. These and other factors have pushed low-income residents
out of the downtown area, into shelters, or onto the streets.

The Alaska section of the Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) is managed by the Institute of
Community Alliances on behalf of the State of Alaska. The following data on homelessness in Ketchikan was
entered in HMIS from three separate entities operating in Ketchikan Gateway Borough.

During 2017, reporting entities indicated that 305 people in Ketchikan Gateway Borough used homelessness
services during the year. Of these, ten individuals met the stringent definition of chronically homeless.?

Table 75. Estimated Number of People Experiencing
Homelessness in Ketchikan Gateway Borough, 2017

Number of Individuals

Men 188
Women 76
Children (under 18 years old) 40
Total 305
Chronically homeless 10

Source: Institute for Community Alliances’ Homeless Management
Information System. Note: Column does not add to total because
gender data was not collected for every person.

An estimated three-quarters of Ketchikan’s homeless individuals frequented emergency shelters during 2017.
The remainder were served by rapid rehousing programs in the borough.

Table 76. Estimated Number of People Using Emergency
Shelters and Rapid Rehousing Programs in KGB, 2017

Facility Type Number of Individuals

Emergency shelter 229

Rapid rehousing 84

Source: Institute for Community Alliances’ Homeless Management
Information System.

9 A “chronically homeless” individual is defined as a homeless individual with a disabling condition such as serious mental illness, substance
abuse, or physical disability who lives either in a place not meant for human habitation, a safe haven, in an emergency shelter, or in an
institutional care facility if the individual has been living in the facility for fewer than 90 days and had been living in a place not meant for
human habitation, a safe haven, or in an emergency shelter immediately before entering the institutional care facility (U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development).
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PATH Shelter

The PATH Shelter is an emergency shelter in Ketchikan for people experiencing homelessness. The shelter has
26 beds and serves both men and women that are in need of temporary housing and allows a maximum stay
of 30 days. In 2017, the shelter provided temporary housing for 140 men, 50 women, and five children. Of those
who identified as one race, the majority of shelter’s clients were white (63 percent), while nearly one-third were
Native Alaskan/American Indian (31 percent). Most users of the shelter were relatively new to Alaska, with 70
percent living in Alaska for less than five years, and 60 percent living in Alaska for less than one year. Nearly half
of the shelter’s clients (49 percent) reported coming to Ketchikan from a city outside of Alaska.

Those staying at the PATH Shelter often face a variety of barriers to escaping homelessness. Nearly half of the
shelter's occupants (43 percent) experience addiction or substance abuse while staying at the shelter, and over
one-third of clients (37 percent) suffer from a disability.

Day and Warming Shelter

First City Homeless Services (FCHS) provides the community’s homeless access to safe shelter and referrals to
local resources in the Fellowship Hall of the First United Methodist Church in downtown Ketchikan. Open seven
days a week, the Day Shelter is currently providing services to 35 to 45 men and women each day. The newly
remodeled space offers accessible restrooms and showers as well as seating and resting areas. Referrals to other
organizations who offer assistance to the homeless are available. The Shelter allows intoxicated individuals to
use the shelter as long as they are not disruptive.

During fall and winter, the Warming Center at the Shelter is open all night offering a warm, dry, and safe place
to rest. The Warming Center is currently serving 20 to 25 homeless men and women each night. Clients must
arrive between the hours of 8pm and 10pm,; if they decide to leave, they cannot return until the next day.

There is broad-based community support for FCHS with funding provided by the State of Alaska, Ketchikan
Gateway Borough, the City of Ketchikan, PeaceHealth Medical Services, Ketchikan Indian Community, local
churches, and individuals. The annual Empty Bowl fundraiser receives broad community support.

Downtown Single Room Housing Unit Decline

The disappearance of single room occupancy residences in the downtown area such as the Union Rooms Hotel,
Knickerbocker Hotel, Pioneer Hotel, Alaska Bar & Harbor Inn, Ayson Hotel, and Bayside Hotel & Grocery has
severely impacted low-income residents, leading to increased homelessness. Additionally, many small
apartments in the downtown area that were located above retail stores have been converted to storage for the
businesses below, further impacting the existing stock of affordable rentals. There is also a strong seasonal
workforce housing demand in the downtown area from April through September. All of these factors combined
have pushed many low-income residents out of the downtown area, into shelters, or onto the streets. When a
unit can be found, low-income residents often have to share apartments in order to afford rent, leading to
overcrowding and other issues.
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Potential Options to Address KGB Housing Issues

There are ways the Ketchikan Gateway Borough can facilitate an increase in housing development in the
community. However, The Borough's ability to address some barriers (such as the cost of construction, materials,
and shipping) is limited. Areas where the Borough can address the community’s housing shortage include
facilitating the sale and development of Borough lands, incentives, and making zoning and regulation changes
that would allow for increased housing density.

Following are potential options that the Borough may wish to consider would facilitate housing growth in the
community. Many of these recommendations come at a cost to the Borough through staff time, subsidies,
and/or tax incentives. Some options may not be politically acceptable to the Borough and/or residents. It will
be up to the Borough (with community input) to decide the significance of the housing problem, and what
measures are justified to address it. If no changes are adopted, then the community can expect a continuation
of housing shortages, ultimately impacting economic growth and quality of life in the community.

Public Recognition of Housing Gaps

To address critical housing gaps in the borough, the Assembly and the community will need to acknowledge
that housing is an issue of concern. The Borough, with community input, needs to decide whether to be
proactive in addressing housing gaps or to let market forces alone dictate housing development, which recently
has been primarily in homes not affordable for first-time homebuyers.

Increasing housing density and development of smaller homes are the keys to affordable housing and
community growth. Some community members may be concerned with potential changes to the character of
existing neighborhoods and/or new developments but will need to accept some changes that allow higher
housing density.

The Borough could formally address the need for housing by creating a coalition or committee to pursue
solutions that result in increased housing. CHAP is the first step in quantifying and prioritizing housing gaps in
the community. This document should serve as the basis for further discussion with the Assembly, planners,
developers, contractors, realtors, social service providers and the community at large. The goal would be to
refine both a short-term and long-term plan to guide the community. This report is well-timed, as the Borough
is in the process of updating the community’s comprehensive plan and reviewing zoning and code regulations.
The Borough should include a housing section with clearly-stated objectives and policies in the new
comprehensive plan.

There is no single approach to increasing affordable housing in the community. The goal should be to
incrementally increase a variety of housing types with strategies and policies that encourage development at a
measured pace. Working towards specific goals to increase the number of new units of all types in the short-
term (two to five years) and longer term (five to 10 years) would be one approach. A successful plan should be
based on the premise that any increase in housing of nearly any type is good for the community.
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Following are specific options that the KGB may wish to consider to improve the balance between housing
supply and demand in the community.

Potential Use of KGB Land

The Borough can help ease Ketchikan's housing shortage by facilitating housing development on some Borough
lands. Developers and contractors report that building any home profitably, particularly homes priced at under
$300,000, is challenging. They noted that if their costs include road construction and utility installation, they are
financially unable to independently develop tracts of land.

Potential solutions may include KGB engaging in partnerships with developers/contractors for the development
of roads and infrastructure in exchange for land, subsidies, or other incentives. In the absence of Borough
participation, contractors will likely continue to build single family homes (at a modest pace) that are priced well
above $300,000 in order to recover land development and construction costs and make a reasonable profit. To
the extent more expensive homes are built and smaller, less expensive homes are placed on the market, some
small level of pent-up demand may be satisfied.

Private sector interviewees cited the Waterfall subdivision as a good example of how to successfully develop a
large tract of land, where KGB carried the cost of development and then sold lots to the public. Public officials
stated that there is a sentiment among Borough staff that the Waterfall subdivision was not a successful venture
as the Borough did not make a profit or even recoup its investment. However, according to the assessor’s
database, there are 52 lots in the Waterfall service area with an assessed land value of $3.3 million (an average
of $63,500 per lot), and appraised improvements (housing) on about two dozen lots are worth $6.4 million. The
land and properties in the Waterfall subdivision generate tax revenues for the Borough and provide needed
housing in the community. In this respect, the subdivision should be viewed as a success. Additional housing
development has also occurred in the area potential related to Subdivision services such as fire protection.

A development such as Waterfall would not provide affordable housing. The average lot size is about 59,400
sq. ft., and homes average about 2,100 sq. ft. To reduce costs and bring down new home prices, new subdivision
development as close to town is preferable, and as near to public sewer and water systems as possible. Zoning
changes to allow an increase in in the mix of housing density with smaller lots for single-family homes and
multi-family housing would help spread out the cost of development and provide more affordable housing
units.

Increasing Housing Density

Minimum lot sizes should be re-evaluated for areas with utilities already in place. Smaller lot sizes would
encourage the development of smaller, more affordable homes. Where it may not be financially feasible to build
a 900-sq.ft. single-family home on a 5,000-sq. ft. lot, it could make sense on a 3,300-sq. ft. lot. This would allow
a developer or contractor to build three houses on what were two standard 5,000-sq. ft. lots. Encouraging
development of twin house dwellings on smaller lots would increase affordable options for first-time
homebuyers and others.
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Tiny Homes

The residential building code defines a tiny house as a dwelling 400 sq. ft. or less, not including lofts, and set
on a permanent foundation with utilities. Based on interviews conducted for this study and a recent community
meeting regarding tiny homes, there appears to be significant interest in the community for tiny homes. Singles,
single parent families, and seniors have all expressed their interest in these structures as permanent housing for
both year-round and seasonal use.

Existing KGB zoning has no minimum size limits for dwellings, so it is possible to construct a tiny home on any
residential lot or as part of a Planned Unit Development or Cluster Subdivision within the Borough. However, it
is not cost-effective to construct a single tiny home on a large lot. This prevents tiny homes from being an
affordable housing option, especially in areas without water and sewer service. Zoning does allow several homes
on one lot within the residential-medium density and residential-high density zones which could make them an
option as rental units. Tiny homes can be constructed as accessory dwelling units with an approved conditional
use permit in almost all residential zones, but they are not allowed to increase the total density to more than
two families per lot and require an additional parking space. These requirements increase the cost and lower
the viability of tiny homes as affordable housing.

The Borough might consider overlay zones and development requirements for tiny homes within existing
neighborhoods. Currently a single tiny home could be constructed in most residential zones but would be
required to be on a standard 5,000 sq. ft. or larger lot, making them financially unfeasible. Locations that would
work well for smaller lots of ~2,500 sq. ft. for tiny homes should be identified and zoning revised to allow
development. Tiny homes allowed on smaller lots of 2,500 sq. ft., similar to that of a twin house, could provide
an affordable housing option in the community.

The City of Ketchikan is likely to adopt standards for tiny home construction in the 2018 International Residential
Code for one- and two-family dwellings. The City of Ketchikan Building Department will accept plans submitted
for tiny homes at this time and review them under these code standards.

Multi-Family Housing

The Borough can allow a greater variety of housing scaled to fit within traditional single-family neighborhoods.
A broader mix of housing could include small lot dwellings such as twin houses, duplexes, and triplexes within
an otherwise single-family area. Although a broader variety of housing types would be permitted, the total
amount of building area on a single lot would not change, leaving the appearance of the neighborhood
unchanged. This approach increases the opportunities for more efficient and cost-effective use of limited
housing sites and infrastructure. Zoning changes could be implemented incrementally or for a limited period of
time and for a maximum number of units within an area.

Removing code barriers to provide for accessory dwelling units in existing single-family homes in all residential
zones would provide increased housing density in neighborhoods with minimal change to its physical form and
character. As more people join established neighborhoods, they can bring more riders to support transit systems
and year-round neighborhood businesses. Allowing homeowners to have small accessory units often leads to
increased upkeep and maintenance of the property.
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Although accessory dwelling units are allowed in some single-family zones, they are often a conditional use,
and the associated land use regulations are deterring their development in significant quantities. These
regulations act as a barrier for a homeowner to add a unit without providing a strong public benefit. Code
barriers that could be removed include the need for a conditional use permit and removing the requirement for
an additional off-street parking for each new unit. Also, development of a clemency approach to legalize
undocumented accessory dwelling units that were constructed without a permit in the past would help the
community keep track of available housing units and assist with sales tax collection. Juneau has had success
with cash incentives paid to homeowners for the development of accessory units.

KGB should consider revising off-street parking requirements. Zoning requirements that developers provide
off-street car parking for each residential unit constructed are a critical factor in Ketchikan's housing
affordability. Parking requirements are a major factor in construction costs, especially for small dwelling units in
older neighborhoods. Off-street parking requirements have a large impact on financial viability, acting as density
limits that inflate the average size and cost of each unit, and preventing some smaller infill properties from
being developed at all. Each new driveway on an established street removes one on-street parking space with
the result of no net gain in parking. Parking requirements should be reviewed and tailored to the neighborhoods
to make sure they support housing affordability.

KGB could increase the amount of land zoned residential medium-density and residential high-density to allow
for the development of two-family and multi-family dwellings. There are opportunities to add or expand duplex
and multi-family development that complements the existing neighborhoods and leverages existing resources
and infrastructure. New residential medium- and high-density zones should be prioritized in areas that create
transitions between residential and mixed-use or commercial zones, along transit routes, and adjacent to parks
and open spaces.

KGB could promote family-friendly rental housing — both affordable and at market rate — through incentives
and zoning to increase the number of 2-, 3-, and 4-bedroom units in new multi-family projects. Land use
actions, particularly those that expand housing options in new and existing neighborhoods, can support more
opportunities for family housing, both traditional and multi-generational. Incentives for constructing family-
friendly housing could include a tax credit or a zoning increase in lot coverage and building height. Family-
friendly housing should be prioritized adjacent to schools, parks, and open spaces, and along transit routes.

An increase in the height limit of residential high-density zones to 40 feet from the existing 30 feet would allow
for three-story multi-family housing and significantly lower housing unit construction costs. Even allowing for
taller buildings on the uphill side of a subdivision would allow increased housing without the potential of
hindering views from other properties.

Addressing Seasonal Workforce Housing

The influx of seasonal and temporary workers in Ketchikan has had a major impact on housing availability and
affordability, particularly in and near downtown. Housing built specifically for seasonal workers would free up
existing housing that is rented year-round but only occupied seasonally. Employers have indicated that they
would support and use housing constructed for seasonal staff if it was available.
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Encouraging affordable, congregate, micro-housing units (apartment units less than 300 sq. ft.) would begin to
replace small apartments and single-room occupancy units that were prevalent in the downtown area and have
been demolished or transitioned to other uses. New micro-housing units would allow both residents and
seasonal employees a lower-cost housing option. This has been successful in other regions. Seasonal housing
development may need to be a joint project between the City of Ketchikan and seasonal employers to make it
financially feasible.

KGB should ensure that zoning allows flexible reuse of large, unique properties such as former hotels, churches,
schools, underutilized office buildings, and other properties no longer being used for their original intent. The
sites are often not zoned to allow for housing but provide a good opportunity for housing infill and should be
considered for a rezone.

As a short-term, or potentially long-term way to address some seasonal workforce demand with minimal
development costs, certain public and private properties within a reasonable distance of downtown could be
appropriately zoned and used for recreational vehicle parking.

Senior and Accessible Housing

There are a number of options for senior housing in Ketchikan, ranging from apartments for independent living
to congregate housing and assisted care facilities. However, overall capacity is limited (nearly all facilities have
a waitlist), and with anticipated growth in the senior population, more housing will be needed. There will be a
need for a continuum of senior housing ranging from independent living (aging-in-place) to assisted living and
full nursing care.

For independent living, local realtors note a significant need for small affordable homes made accessible for
active seniors. Many seniors might prefer to stay in the community but downsize their living arrangements and
costs. Encouraging this type of housing in the borough through incentives and zoning would go a long way
towards keeping seniors in the community.

For supportive senior housing, KGB might seek to encourage the development of retirement communities and
assisted care facilities. Both private and public lands suitable for this type of housing should be identified, zoning
requirements reviewed for barriers to development, and potential tax incentives provided to make this type of
housing affordable to build and operate.

For accessible housing, the City of Ketchikan enforces the International Building Code accessibility requirements
for new commercial and multi-family housing. Under the current codes adopted by the State of Alaska and City
of Ketchikan, multi-unit residential developments (buildings with four or more units) are required to meet
accessibility standards in at least 5 percent, but no less than one unit, of the total number of new residential
units. This is slowly leading to an increase in accessible housing units and options. The Borough may wish to
consider adopting similar regulations to encourage senior housing development.

To further encourage accessible housing, especially single-family or duplex development, zoning could be
revised with reduced building setbacks in areas of steep terrain. This would assist housing developers in building
homes closer to street and sidewalk grade and make access ramps feasible.
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Low-Income and Subsidized Housing

The primary source of funding for development of low-income and subsidized housing are state and federal
government programs and non-profit entities. The majority of these potential funding sources are not accessible
to the Borough. Ketchikan Indian Community Housing Authority (KICHA), Tlingit & Haida Regional Housing
Authority (THRHA), and Saxman IRA, have been successful in working with agencies, non-profits, and lending
institutions to develop subsidized, low-income, and senior housing in the community. These organizations are
experienced in coordinating the complex funding and development of these types of housing projects.

Following is a list of key state and federal subsidized and low-income housing programs. Programs include tax
credits, loans, loan guarantees, and grants. Many of these programs may be overlaid with other programs and
require matching or other sources of funds from non-profit organizations, private loans, and other sources. It is
beyond the scope of this study to provide specific program details as they are lengthy and complex.

FEDERAL PROGRAMS
Federal housing programs are primarily provided by HUD, USDA and the BIA.

¢ Native American Housing and Self Determination Act (NAHASDA)
¢ Indian Housing Block Grants (IHBG)

¢ HUD Section 202, 811, 184, Title VI, LIHTC, Housing Choice Vouchers, programs
¢ HUD Home Investment Partnership Program

¢ US Community Development Financial Institutions (CDFI)

e New Market Tax Credits (NMTC)

e USDA-RD 538 and 502 Loan Guarantees

e USDA-RD 502 loan program

e USDA 504 Repair and Rehabilitation loans and grants

e USDA 524 Site Loan Program

e USDA-RD 515 Low-Interest Rate Mortgages

e Bureau of Indian Affairs Home Improvement Program (HIP)

¢ Federal Home Loan Bank Programs

STATE PROGRAMS

State of Alaska housing programs provided through the Alaska Housing Finance Corporation include:

e Multi-family loan programs

e Loan program for housing with live-in care providers

e Grants for special needs housing programs

¢ Senior Citizen Housing Development Funds (SCHDF)

¢ Supplemental Housing Development Grants

e Teacher, Health Professional, and Public Safety Housing Program (THHP)

The Borough should maintain close working relationships with local and regional housing authorities and
Saxman IRA. Working cooperatively with these organizations is likely the most productive path to increase the
amount of low-income and subsidized housing in the community. The Borough could play a role in identifying
land for development, revising zoning to allow more housing development, and potentially providing tax
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incentives to increase housing development. If the Borough creates a formal housing coalition, representatives
from these organizations should be included.

Potential Areas for Development

Areas with the greatest potential demand for single and multi-family housing (affordable or otherwise) are
locations in (or reasonably close to) town and with the potential for connecting to public water and sewer. Each
potential parcel likely has individual physical characteristics that may prove challenging for developers, and
current zoning may preclude certain types of housing in some areas. Nonetheless, these areas should be studied
as potential priority locations for future housing development.

e 157-acre parcel at N. Pt. Higgins

¢ Two parcels near North Tongass Highway mile 13 (165 and 663 acres)
e 720 acres at Whipple Creek

e 68 acres above N. Tongass Highway block 10800

e 21-acre parcel above D-1 Loop Road

e Three parcels in Bear Valley (9, 14, and 18 acres)

e 354-acre parcel known as S. Saxman near Fawn Mt. School.

This list is not exhaustive and includes mostly larger parcels. There may be smaller KGB parcels suitable for
housing development as well. Other parcels may have potential for housing but are not likely candidates for
affordable housing as they are far removed from town, have challenging access, and/or lack City water and
sewer access. For example, the Borough also owns land on Gravina Island that is relatively flat compared to
parcels on the Ketchikan side. However, access to the Island is a challenge, and there is no common sewer and
water systems. KGB parcels at Mile 17 (36 acres) and Mile 18 (43 acres) N. Tongass Highway are prime waterfront
properties relatively close to the road and may have housing development potential (though likely not
affordable housing).

Rehabilitation of Deteriorating Housing Stock

The average age of residential properties in Ketchikan is more than 40 years, and many housing units in the
community need some form of rehabilitation. As properties deteriorate, property values decline; if deterioration
is not addressed, housing stock can be lost. Potential homeowners are often not able to get financing for older
properties due to their deteriorated condition. Many houses that fall within “affordable” pricing ranges are in
need of significant repair. Many first-time homebuyers do not have the financial ability to invest thousands of
dollars in repairs beyond the price of the home.

A Borough program that would provide tax incentives or other assistance to housing owners to make repairs
might help revitalize older established neighborhoods and assist new homebuyers in purchasing homes that
meet lenders requirements. Investment in a community weatherization program would perhaps slow the rate
of housing deterioration in the community while saving on energy costs. Homeowners may then have more
funds available for rehabilitation. Borough subsidies would come at a cost but may result in otherwise affordable
housing remaining habitable.
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Educational outreach through Borough-sponsored home repair seminars or classes, or web-based information
could be provided for the owners of deteriorating properties. Having experienced builders share their
knowledge of proper building materials and techniques may encourage homeowners to undertake repairs. Any
efforts by homeowners to rehabilitate existing properties would increase the value of their homes and increase
assessed valuations.

Partnerships

The Borough should develop working partnerships with other major landowners in the Borough including the
City of Ketchikan, City of Saxman, Alaska Mental Health Trust, University of Alaska, and others with a vested
interest in further development of all types of housing in the community.

Cooperative relationships with housing organizations are likely to be beneficial, such as Ketchikan Indian
Community Housing Authority, Tlingit and Haida Regional Housing Authority, Saxman IRA, and other
organizations that have been successful in the development of low-income and affordable housing and senior
housing.

Homelessness is a chronic condition in many Alaska communities. Anchorage, Fairbanks, and Juneau have all
developed housing using a “housing first” philosophy. The Alaska Mental Health Trust defines housing first as
a model aimed at the most vulnerable homeless individuals (those with mental iliness, or those with multiple
physical disabilities, or health conditions, and often co-occurring with addictions). In this model people are first
housed, then problems and barriers are identified and addressed to facilitate the individual's healthy living and
success in the community. Potential partners may include the Alaska Mental Health Trust, Alaska Housing
Finance Corporation, Ketchikan Committee on the Homeless, Akeela, First City Homeless Shelter, Residential
Youth Care, KAR House, Community Connections, Ketchikan Wellness Coalition, and WISH.
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Measurement, Housing Updates, and Additional Research

Housing Metrics and Future Updates

To monitor progress of housing development in the community and periodically update the CHAP the following
metrics can be tracked as direct or indirect indicators of conditions in the local housing market:

e Vacancy rates

¢ Rental costs

e Single-family home sales (prices and number of sales)

¢ New housing construction, based on zoning permit counts for single-family, multi-family, and accessory
units

¢ Population/demographic trends

¢ Employment and income trends

e Cost-burdened households

e Number of chronically homelessness

e Waitlists for low-income and senior housing.

A concise manual documenting secondary data sources will be provided to the Borough.

Additional Research

Recommendations for additional research to better understand and address Ketchikan's housing issues include
the following.

Community Opinion and Market Research Survey

A community survey would provide valuable market data (unavailable through other sources) and opinions
regarding Ketchikan housing issues. The survey would support analysis of the following:

¢ Number of households seeking to purchase a single-family home

e Pent-up demand for additional housing (including local demand and number of family members and
friends who might move to Ketchikan if affordable housing were available)

¢ Neighborhoods with the highest demand for specific types of housing

¢ Neighborhood acceptance of increased housing density and smaller lot sizes

¢ Number of accessible properties

e Number of accessory units

¢ Resident opinions regarding the desirability of community growth

e Level of support for the Borough to spend public funds addressing housing issues

e Attitudes regarding borough land disposal and plans for housing development
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Housing Development Feasibility Studies

The CHAP does not address the financial feasibility of any particular form of housing development. It is clear
that a trend toward high-density housing will be required to address Ketchikan's housing challenges. In
partnership with private developers or alone, the Borough may want to take the lead in documenting market
demand and financial feasibility of various forms of higher-density single-family and multi-family housing

development.

The Borough lacks good data on summer housing vacancy rates. The Borough may want to supplement AHFC's
rental survey with a summer survey of the same property owners.
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Ketchikan Infrastructure, Facilities,
Services, Recreation, and Other Assets

Ketchikan’s role as regional center for southern Southeast Alaska is reflected in the level of facilities, services
and retail options available in the community. The following overview of these and other assets highlights
amenities that are important in making Ketchikan a livable community for residents, as well as those considering
relocating to Ketchikan.

Infrastructure

Roads

Within the Borough, the State of Alaska and City of Ketchikan are responsible for highways, streets, and roads.
The Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities (DOTPF) maintains the 36 miles of highway that
runs from the south end, through the City of Ketchikan, and 20 miles north to the end at Settler's Cove. The
highway is known by a series of names depending on the location including South Tongass Highway south of
city limits; Stedman Street, Mill Street, Front Street, Water Street, and Tongass Avenue within the downtown
area; and North Tongass Highway out to the end of the road. DOTPF is responsible for the maintenance, snow
removal and repair of the highway as well as adjacent sidewalks, storm drainage, and street lighting. The City
of Ketchikan has road powers and is responsible for public streets within the City limits with the exception of
the State highway. They provide snow removal, maintenance, repair for streets as well as sidewalks, storm
drainage, and street lighting at some locations. Housing developers are required to build new streets to City
standards, and if approved, they will be maintained by the City. These standards are not excessively high and
do not require paving or sidewalks.

Outside the city limits, developers are required to build new roads to Borough standards. Housing subdivision
service areas can be organized to oversee subdivision roads including maintenance, repair, and street lighting.

Utilities

Ketchikan was the first city in the United States to own and operate all three of its own utilities: electric,
telephone and water. Ketchikan Public Utilities, created in 1932, provides almost all city residents standard
utilities such as water, wastewater, storm drainage, and telecommunications systems such as fiber optics,
internet, television, telephone systems, hosted data, and 4G/LTE coverage. Outside the city limits, Ketchikan
Public Utilities provides electric and telecommunication services to Borough residents at nearly all locations on
the road system.

In 2017, KPU provided electrical service to 7,799 residential and commercial customers (an increase of 6 percent
from 2008), water to 3,220 customers (roughly the same number as in 2008), and 5,351 telecommunications
lines (a decline of 34 percent from 2008). KPU reports that the decline in telecommunications lines is primarily
due to competition from GCI and AT&T. The utility suffered net operating losses from 2012 to 2016. A one-time
rebate for the telecommunications division resulted in net income for 2017. KPU management has expressed

KGB Comprehensive Housing Assessment Project (CHAP): Appendix McDowell Group * Page 1



concerns over the adequacy of current utility rates to finance the cost of operations, capital expenditures,
maintenance, and unfunded state and federal mandates.

Ketchikan Gateway Borough’s Public Works Department operates, maintains, and manages water and sewer
utility services outside the City of Ketchikan and the City of Saxman in limited service areas, mostly south of the
city. Wastewater treatment, collection, and sewage disposal is performed under the Borough's non-areawide
sewage disposal powers. A Borough wastewater treatment system serves the area south of the city from the
Shoup Street neighborhood to Roosevelt Drive. The Forest Park neighborhood will soon be added to this
system. Areas south of Roosevelt Drive and north of the city all are required to have engineered on-site septic
systems approved by the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation. For resident’s on-site systems, the
Borough provides pumping of tanks every three years per residential unit. The Borough also provides sampling
of effluent for marine outfall systems that are on record as having been approved by the State. There are existing
marine systems that have not been engineered and approved, and these are not monitored.

For water service, the Borough operates the South Tongass Water System on behalf of the South Tongass
Service Area which provides water to residents from the Shoup Street neighborhood to Herring Cove. Borough
residents north and south of this area are required to use an on-site rainwater catchment system, which they
have to maintain themselves. During times with little rainfall, residents may need to have water delivered and
their tanks filled.

The City of Saxman has their own water and wastewater systems for residents of Saxman with the wastewater
collected by the Borough system.

Ketchikan International Airport

Owned by the State of Alaska and operated by the Ketchikan Gateway Borough, the Ketchikan International
Airport is the fifth-busiest airport in Alaska and the sole landing strip in the area. There is daily jet service as well
as smaller commuter plane service. Located on Gravina Island across the Tongass Narrows from Ketchikan, the
airport is accessible by the airport ferry, which runs daily from 6:15am to 9:30pm. On Gravina Island, the
Ketchikan International Airport offers a variety of passenger services including paid public parking, a gift shop,
lounge, and snack bar. The Ketchikan International Airport averaged about 98,500 inbound passengers and
96,500 outbound passengers annually from 2012-2016. The airport facility also has air freight services and
aircraft maintenance hangers.

Alaska Marine Highway Terminal

The headquarters for the Alaska Marine Highway System is located in Ketchikan. The Marine Highway, operated
by the State of Alaska, is an integral part of the State transportation infrastructure. From the Ketchikan Terminal
located in the west end of downtown, ferry passengers can travel south to Prince Rupert, British Columbia or
onward to Bellingham, Washington. To the north, the ferry system travels the Inside Passage to Southeast
Alaska’s other communities including Wrangell, Petersburg, Sitka, Juneau, and other small communities. This
route is the country’s only marine route that has been designated a National Scenic Byway and All-American
Road. A small ferry also offers near daily service to the community of Metlakatla on Annette Island.
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The Alaska Marine Highway Terminal in Ketchikan is shared by the Inter-Island Ferry Authority (IFA), which offers
daily service to Prince of Wales Island and the communities of Hollis, Craig, and Klawock and other small
communities.

Public Harbors

The City of Ketchikan operates five public harbors in the Ketchikan area, which provide berthing, launch, haul-
out, and other services for Ketchikan's commercial vessel fleet as well as recreational boaters. Bar Harbor North,
Bar Harbor South, Casey Moran City Float, and Thomas Basin are all located within the city. Two smaller harbors,
Hole-In-The-Wall and Knudson Cove, are located south and north of town. Collectively, Ketchikan’s public
harbors offer 13,000 linear feet of both reserved and open moorage space. Amenities offered include boat
launch ramps, tidal gridirons, 72-hour parking lots, limited electricity, potable water, restrooms, dumpsters,
telephones, marine supply and tackle shops, fuel docks, and more. There are consistently active waitlists at all
public harbors in Ketchikan. For vessels exceeding 32 feet, a wait of two to five years can be expected before
mooring is available. During summer, open moorage can be difficult to find for visiting vessels.

Bar Harbor is the largest of Ketchikan's harbors and can accommodate up to 517 vessels. Located in the west
end, the harbor is a hub for commercial fishing and other maritime activities throughout Southeast Alaska. The
harbor is divided into two separate docks, North and South. The older southern dock (constructed in the late
1960s) has 10 floats that provides moorage space for up to 280 vessels, while the North dock (built in early
1980s) contains seven floats, capable of accommodating 237 vessels. Bar Harbor also has a boat launch ramp
and tidal gridiron available to for boats weighting up to 100 tons for vessel maintenance. The Harbormaster’s
Office is located at Bar Harbor and offers bathrooms and showers in addition to the administrative offices.

Built in the 1930s, Thomas Basin Harbor is located at the south end of downtown adjacent the Stedman-Thomas
Street Historic District. The harbor is capable of accommodating 300 vessels, including reserved moorage for
202 boats with a maximum length of 65 feet. There is also an open moorage area of 417 linear feet for boats
up to 65 feet in length. Combined with the Bar Point Harbor, the docks are used by more than 100 transient
fishing boats as a seasonal base of operations.

In the Newtown area and adjacent the cruise ship docks is Casey Moran Harbor. Formerly known as City Float,
the harbor was reconstructed in 2007 and provides reserved moorage for 14 boats with a length of up to 20
feet. Open areas include 1,280 linear feet, adequate for boats up to 90 feet in length. The Berth 3 Float acts as
the breakwater for the harbor, and the loading areas are used for lightering of cruise ship passengers in summer.

Eight miles south of the city, the Hole-In-The-Wall Harbor provides moorage space for 25 boats. Constructed
in 1969, the small harbor has a total of 60 linear feet of moorage for boats up to 40 feet. Knudson Cove, located
16 miles north of Ketchikan in Clover Pass, was constructed in the 1960s, and reconstructed in 2008; it has space
for 50 boats of up to 30 feet in length. There is 80 linear feet of open moorage space suited for vessels up to
40 feet in length.

Public Parking

As with other communities, many Ketchikan residents would like to see more public parking. In summer, public
parking in the downtown area is at a premium. On-street and public parking lots are primarily limited to two-
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hour parking without a parking permit offered by the City of Ketchikan. Downtown parking lots include
Downtown Berth 3, Centennial Lot, Spruce Mill, and the Southeast Alaska Discovery Center lot. There is a special
assessment district to provide off-street parking facilities in the Central Business District where parking is not
provided on site. This approach has funded several parking lots, and additional lots could be developed in the
future.

The harbors all have public parking lots with the exception of Casey Moran City Float Harbor. These lots offer
some 72-hour parking spaces and spaces for vehicles with trailers where boat launches are located.

There is paid parking for the Airport Ferry of $1 a day for the parking lot located in the west end, with another
lot on Gravina Island.

Public Transit

Ketchikan has a relatively simple layout with one main road that stretches 30 miles along the coast. For those
without a personal vehicle, downtown Ketchikan is compact and easily walkable, while getting to the outskirts
of town often requires additional services such as the public transit system, taxis, or ride-sharing services.

Ketchikan's public transit system offers an efficient and cost-effective alternative, offering bus service seven days
a week (service is hourly except on Sunday). Municipal bus fares are $2 for adults, $1 for youths, and 50 cents
for children 11 and younger. An unlimited day pass can be purchased for $5 for an adult and $2.50 for youths
17 or younger. A free downtown shuttle bus is offered May through September. The transit system operates
regular, fixed-route, and complimentary paratransit services in the City of Ketchikan, Village of Saxman, and
throughout the Ketchikan Gateway Borough. The Transit's service ends at the intersection of Franklin Road and
Roosevelt Drive on the south side, and at the Clover Pass Church going north.

In addition to the municipal transit, there are numerous taxi services available to those in Ketchikan, including
Sough Dough Cab, Yellow Taxi, and Alaska Cab. Each passenger service company employs seven to 10 people,
although there is there is significant overlap among the employees of each service.

Ketchikan does not have an ordinance prohibiting ride-sharing companies such as Uber and Lyft from operating
within city limits. Although both ride-sharing companies are technically active in the Ketchikan Gateway
Borough, there aren’t enough drivers for residents and visitors to confidently depend on the services.

Public Safety

Fire and Rescue

Like most governmental departments in Ketchikan, fire safety and rescue is split between the City and Borough.
The City of Ketchikan maintains the Ketchikan Fire Department, which has a staff of 19 full-time employees,
including four administrative personnel, supplemented by approximately 15-25 volunteers at any given time.
The department responds to about 1,650 calls per year and operates on three shifts that work a 48/96 shift
schedule. The department consists of three fire stations: the main station downtown, and two stations to the
north. While they primarily operate within the city limits, there is cooperation with the Borough departments
when appropriate.
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The Ketchikan Gateway Borough maintains two volunteer fire departments; the North Tongass Volunteer Fire
Department and the South Tongass Volunteer Fire Department. Collectively, the Borough fire departments
maintain three fire stations. The North department operates out of two stations located 7 and 12 miles north of
Ketchikan; the South department maintains one station five miles south of town. Each department consists of
three full-time and cross-trained employees as well as about 25 volunteers. None of the fire departments
operating within the Ketchikan Gateway Borough reported any seasonal increases in employment apart from
their annual recruitment and training programs offered in the late summer.

Police and Troopers

Ketchikan’s public safety is handled by two law enforcement agencies, the Ketchikan Police Department and the
Alaska State Troopers.

The Ketchikan Police Department is the primary policing entity in the City of Ketchikan. The department is
comprised of 20 sworn officers plus 12 full-time and 1 part-time civilian employees. (The department is currently
short two officer positions but anticipates filling the positions by summer of 2019.) The police department
primarily polices Ketchikan's city center and immediate surrounding areas. The police force’s jurisdiction ends
south of town in the 1700 block of the South Tongass Highway, and on the north side at the 5800 block of the
North Tongass Highway.

The Alaska State Troopers provide public safety services in the borough from a Trooper post located at
approximately seven miles North Tongass Highway. They employ 10 troopers that serve in a variety of capacities
ranging from Alaska Wildlife Troopers to Fire and Safety officers. They employ an additional nine civilian
employees and two court service officers (CSOs). Because of their association with the State of Alaska, the
Troopers have no limits to their jurisdiction and can respond to any call throughout the Borough, though a
representative from the Ketchikan post did note that Troopers will avoid areas served by the Ketchikan Police
Department.

Educational Facilities

Ketchikan School District
ENROLLMENT

The Ketchikan Gateway Borough School District offers K-12 public education through 10 schools to over 2,200
students. Educational facilities include five elementary schools, two middle schools, a traditional high school, an
alternative high school, and additional options through distance and blended learning.

Between 2010 and 2018, Ketchikan's school enroliment increased by 7 percent, from 2,100 to 2,220.

Within the school district, average dropout rates are at 3.5 percent, nearly half as much as the national average
(6.1 percent in 2016). About 40 percent of students enrolled in the school district are identified as low-income,
and 14 percent required special education services. The district’s historical attendance rate has averaged 93
percent over the past five school years.
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Table 1. Ketchikan Gateway Borough School District, Student Enroliment, 2008-2018

School 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Houghtaling Elementary 407 362 333 344 309 323 313 327 336 381 370 -9%
Fawn Mountain Elementary =~ 222 228 242 271 247 245 266 249 256 260 273 +23%
Point Higgins Elementary 225 194 207 216 239 240 218 230 255 256 256 +14%

Ketchikan Charter School 174 173 179 177 188 186 160 166 188 186 170 -2%
Tongass Arts & Sciences 154 151 151 150 151 128 167 162 155 157 155 +1%
Schoenbar Middle School 300 259 294 273 275 298 284 261 252 285 297 -1%
Ketchikan High School 626 626 575 536 560 552 579 623 616 606 609 -3%
Ketchikan Reg. Youth 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 -100%
Center

Revilla High School 134 67 109 106 124 119 127 116 107 98 920 -33%
Total traditional 2,252 2,070 2,100 2,083 2,103 2,101 2,124 2144 2175 2,229 2,220 -1.4%
Correspondence 17 0 57 0 0 0 5 4 0 0 0 -100%
Fast Track 0 0 0 38 70 929 70 81 63 68 65 71%
Total enroliment 2,269 2,070 2,157 2,121 2,173 2,200 2,199 2,229 2,238 2,297 2,285 +1%

Source: Ketchikan School District.

Ketchikan Indian Community Tribal Scholars Program

The Tribal Scholars program is aimed at preparing tribal youth for postsecondary education. Transition planning
from high school is a key component, providing students clear pathways to either additional education or
employment directly after graduation. All courses are taught by Alaska-certificated educators at Ketchikan
Indian Community’s facility at the south end of downtown. The goal of the program, which can serve up to 550
Southeast Alaska Native students, is to increase the number of Native students who enroll in either college or
career and technical education program with some course credits already completed prior to enroliment.

University of Alaska Southeast, Ketchikan

Outside of its main hub in Juneau, the University of Alaska Southeast (UAS) maintains and operates an alternate
campus in Ketchikan. Located near Ketchikan High School, UAS Ketchikan offers educational courses delivered
both face-to-face and via distance education. With a focus on maritime education, UAS Ketchikan has been
training students for highly skilled jobs in the maritime industry for 30 years. Students can specialize in welding
and fabrication, diesel mechanics, hydraulics, refrigeration, port and harbor management, and related fields. On
average, the UAS Ketchikan campus enrolls a total of 650 students including 400 full-time students. The campus
employs 55 full- and part-time staff.

Table 2. Student and Staff Population by Year, University of Alaska Southeast Ketchikan, 2013-2017

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Faculty and staff 55 56 52 55 59
Students 626 609 711 684 620
Full-time equivalent 404 396 461 429 340

A significant level of the campus’ enroliment is online. The Ketchikan campus does not have student housing.
The campus staff reported they have very few non-resident students taking semester-based classes, averaging
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5 to 10 students at any given time. Whether a lack of housing reduces demand from full-time students outside
the community is unknown, but staff reported that they knew of a few students that ultimately didn't come to
Ketchikan because the campus does not have housing.

Student housing demand overlaps with seasonal workforce housing needs (primarily the visitor industry) in the
fall when classes start in late August.

The campus does generate short-term housing demand for non-residents taking voc-tech classes that can last
from a few days to a few weeks.

Services and Retail

Ketchikan acts as a regional center for southern Southeast Alaska which is reflected in the level of year-round
services and retail options available in the community. Health care services are extensive for a community of
Ketchikan’s size with local clinics, visiting physicians, and the hospital offering general, specialized, and
emergency medical care. There are three full-service pharmacies. Other services offered in Ketchikan include
everything from dentists and veterinarians to engineers, architects, and physical therapists.

Retail options include three grocery stores in the downtown area and a Walmart to the north. There are many
year-round specialty stores offering everything from apparel, sporting goods, and furniture to office supplies.
Marine supply and building materials are available in Ketchikan and reflect the importance of the commercial
fishing and construction industries to the region. For summer visitors, Ketchikan is noted for having over 100
individual shops and galleries, located mostly in the downtown area.

Child Care

Provider Types

Child care options are limited in many Alaska communities and can be a strong consideration for families
considering moving to Ketchikan. There are three types of licensed child care providers in Alaska: child care
centers (13 or more children), group homes (nine to 12 children), and homes (up to eight children). Additionally,
there are approved child care providers, approved relatives, and in-home providers. Approved providers can
care for a maximum of five children including their own, though restrictions based on ages of the children can
reduce the maximum capacity. These facilities are licensed by the Alaska Department of Health and Social
Services.

Table 3. Provider Type and Regulated Capacity

Type of Provider Number of Children
Licensed Child Care Home 8

Licensed Child Care Group Home 910 12
License Child Care Center 13 or more
Approved Child Care Providers Upto5

Source: Alaska Department of Health and Social Services.
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Ketchikan Providers

According to a recent McDowell Group study, of the approximately 1,000 children under six years old in
Ketchikan, about 500 are typically in some type of early learning and care facility, and 225 are not in need of
child care services (as they stay home with a parent or other caregiver), leaving almost 200 children in need of
care but are not typically receiving it. Children who have unmet needs for care include those who live in a
household where all available adults are in the labor force or in a household in which an adult would enter the
labor force if early care and learning services were available. (Care for school-age children is not included in
these figures and represents additional need.)

Early care and learning services in Ketchikan are offered by a mix of providers, including state or tribally-licensed
or approved facilities, preschools, and other services not licensed or approved and therefore not quantified. As
of December 2018, there were 13 state-licensed child care facilities in Ketchikan with a capacity for 280 children.

Table 4. Ketchikan State-Licensed Child Care Providers

Approved Relative 1
Licensed Center 6
Licensed Group Home 3
Licensed Home 3
Total providers 13

Source: Alaska Department of Health and Social Services
https://dpaworks.dhss.alaska.gov/FindProviderVS8/zSearch.aspx

Providers that are exempt from state licensing include the U.S. Coast Guard and tribally-approved or certified
facilities. Facilities not counted in the state-licensed total serve approximately 108 children. USCG Base
Ketchikan does not provide child care services. Rural CAP Head Start serves approximately 60 children three to
four years of age, and Tlingit & Haida Head Start in Ketchikan serves approximately 20 children. The federal
Indian Education Act grant funds two district preschools for Alaska Native and American Indian students. The
preschools are located at the Ketchikan Pioneers Home and Fawn Mountain Elementary School, with 28 students
enrolled between them.

Other private preschools provide care, including Clover Pass Christian Preschool-Daycare, which provides
preschool, toddler, and infant care. Public pre-K programs operate at Fawn Mountain and Houghtaling
elementary schools, as well as at the Tongass School of Arts and Science charter school.

For school-age children, a number of after-school programs are offered, including sports programs, clubs, and
other activities provided by the school district, Ketchikan Indian Community, Boys and Girls Club, Parks and
Recreation department, religious organizations, non-profits, and others. Enroliment information for these
programs is not available.
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Early Care and Learning Services Gap
Unmet need for early care and learning services in Ketchikan is significant.®
UNMET NEED

o Ketchikan ranks above the statewide average of children in need of services: 19 percent of children
under 6 years of age have an unmet need in Ketchikan, versus 13 percent statewide.

o Ketchikan providers have a high percentage of waitlisted children compared to other areas of the state.
Regions with the highest percentage of providers with waitlisted children were Ketchikan (66 percent),
Fairbanks (59 percent), and Juneau (53 percent).? (Note: The same child may be on multiple waitlists.)

CosTs

e Licensed early care and learning service fees for Ketchikan families amount to 12 percent of average
annual household income. For single-parent households, this number jumps to over one-quarter of
household income (28 percent for male and 27 percent for female single parents).

Labor Force Participation and Community Impacts

Early care and learning services allow caregivers to participate in the workforce, providing opportunities to earn
more household income and to spend more money in the community. This extra income circulates through the
community, providing direct and indirect impacts as families spend in Ketchikan.

For each household with a child in care, at least one adult is able to earn wages they otherwise may not be able
to without services. In Ketchikan, this amounts to a conservative estimate of approximately 500 households in
which at least one adult is in the workforce due to access to care. While families are composed in a number of
different ways, an estimate of the value of the availability of care for a family with two parents in the household
provides an indication of the financial importance of early care and learning services: mean family income in
Ketchikan for a family with two workers (husband and wife) is $117,000. Mean income for families with one
worker is $70,000, a difference of $47,000 for each household.3

Conversely, a lack of adequate child care can have a negative effect on community employment and may result
in out-migration as families are not able to fully participate in the workforce.

1 Alaska's Early Care and Learning Data Dashboard, developed for Thread by McDowell Group, 2017.
http://www.mcdowellgroup.net/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/thread-methodology-1.pdf

22017 Alaska Child Care Market Price Survey Report, conducted by the DHSS Child Care Program Office. For rate regions with more than
two providers. Waitlists were reported on Dec 5, 2017.

3 American Community Survey, 5-year estimates, 2013-2017.
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Community Recreation Opportunities

Ketchikan provides a host of both outdoor and indoor recreation opportunities, helping make it a livable and
active community and attracting new residents. Following is a brief overview of primary recreation options.
Specific recreational opportunities are presented under area amenities in the community overview section of
this study.

Outdoor Recreation
SPORTFISHING, PLEASURE BOATING, KAYAKING, AND OTHER WATER-BASED ACTIVITIES

Ketchikan’s location provides a myriad of water-based recreational opportunities including world-class
sportfishing, pleasure boating, kayaking, sailing, and other types of boating. Residents may have their own boats
or rent skiffs and kayaks from local businesses or hire a sportfishing charter service.

Saltwater near Ketchikan holds five species of salmon, halibut, and various bottom fish, as well as Dungeness
crabs and shrimp. Fresh water lakes and streams offer the opportunity to harvest salmon returning to spawn, as
well as steelhead and other trout.

Hiking Trails and Bike Paths

There are an estimated two dozen trails/walking paths in the Ketchikan Gateway Borough and accessed from
the road system. They range from paved coastal trails such as the downtown Waterfront Promenade to steep
and challenging trails such as the Deer Mountain/Silvas Lake trail. The Ward Lake Recreational Area has miles
of easily accessible trails for hiking or trail running including Ward Lake Trail, Ward Creek Trail, Perseverance
Lake Trail, Connell Lake Trail, Salvage Trail, and Pipeline Trail. There are also several dozen more remote trails
accessible by boat or plane from Ketchikan.

Although there are paved bike paths in north and south of Ketchikan, they are not continuous and force riders
to share the narrow highway with cars and buses. Other options for riders include mountain biking on local
trails. MapMyRide lists nearly 120 road and off-road bike routes in the community*

Hunting

The Tongass National Forest, State of Alaska lands, and privately held lands surrounding the Ketchikan Gateway
Borough provide excellent hunting opportunities. Big game opportunities relatively close to the community
include Sitka Blacktail deer, black bears, mountain goats, water fowl, and grouse. Elk and moose are present in
areas accessible from Ketchikan. Abundant fur-bearing animals provide opportunities for trappers. Most hunting
areas are accessed by boat or floatplane, although there are some areas accessible on foot or by off-road
vehicle. Hunting areas accessed from Ketchikan include Gravina Island, Cleveland Peninsula, Misty Fjords, Prince
of Wales Island, and Revillagigedo Island.

“ https://www.mapmyride.com/us/ketchikan-ak
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Remote Cabins

The U.S. Forest Service maintains approximately 75 recreational cabins accessible by boat or floatplane from
Ketchikan. These cabins are located on remote lakes, streams, rivers, and saltwater beaches. The Alaska
Department of Natural Recourses maintains cabins on Grindall Island and at Settlers Cove. Cabins offer a safe,
comfortable location in remote settings for hunting, fishing, hiking, and other types of outdoor recreation.

Parks, Playgrounds, and Sports Facilities

Ketchikan's parks, playgrounds, and sports facilities contribute to the health and livability of the community and
help attract people to the area. The Public Works Department maintains and operates the Borough's outdoor
recreation and sports facilities, including gardening and beautification, facilities maintenance, scheduling, and
performing capital improvements. The Borough's Parks & Recreation Department offers activities, programs,
and events.

PARKS AND PLAYGROUNDS

Within the City limits, Borough parks and playgrounds include Alder Park, City Park, Grant St. Park & Playground,
Lund Street Playground, Triangle Park & Playground, Monroe St. Tot Lot, Ketchikan Skate Park, Whale Park,
Eagle/Tunnel Park.

To the south of downtown is Rotary Beach Park & Playground and the South Tongass Fire Dept. Playground. To
the north there is the Point Higgins Playground and South Point Higgins Beach Park.

The US Forest Service and State of Alaska parks within the Borough include the Ward Lake Recreational Area,
Settlers Cove State Park, Totem Bight State Historic Park, and Refuge Cove State Park. The Naha Recreational
Area and Black Sands Beach Park are accessible by boat or floatplane only. Marine parks include Betton Island
State Marine Park and Grant Island State Marine Park.

SPORTS FIELDS

Sport fields in the Borough provide facilities for baseball, softball, soccer, football, track and field, and other
activities. These include Dudley Field, Norman Walker Weiss Field, Ester Shea Fawn Mt. Track and Field, Valley
Park field, and Houghtaling Elementary School Field. Ketchikan High School has two tennis courts that can be
used by the community.

INDOOR RECREATIONAL FACILITIES

Public indoor recreation facilities are important in an area known for its inclement weather and well used by
residents. Public facilities managed by the Borough through the Parks and Recreation Department include:

Gateway Recreation Center: The facility is located in the Bear Valley neighborhood near downtown and
features two gymnasiums used for basketball, soccer, pickleball, roller skating, tot gym, and fitness classes. A
running track circles the two gyms on an upper level. The Center also has courts used for racquetball, squash,
and wally ball, as well as weight and cardio rooms. A variety of classes are available through including aerobics,
yoga, Zumba, Pilates, martial arts, dance, and a variety of arts and crafts.
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Gateway Aquatic Center features a full-size competition pool, recreation pool, and waterslide. The pool is
heavily used by School District and club swim teams.

Other indoor recreation opportunities and facilities includes Ketchikan School District Gymnasiums, Saxman
Community Center Gymnasium, several private gyms and fitness facilities, and the Ketchikan Gymnastics Club.
There is also a movie theater downtown.

The Arts

Ketchikan has earned a reputation as a vibrant arts community based on the number, diversity, and quality of
resident artists and performers, and has been recognized as one of “The 100 Best Small Arts Towns in America.”
The arts positively impact Ketchikan's economy, quality of life, and the desirability of the community as a place
to live.

The following overview of the arts in Ketchikan includes excerpts from the /mpacts of Ketchikan Arts in the
Visitor Industry, prepared by McDowell Group for the Ketchikan Visitors Bureau in 2010.

Ketchikan’s Arts Community
VISUAL/TANGIBLE ARTS

The community is involved in the arts on many levels including arts education and appreciation, hands-on
classroom training, arts groups, festivals, “art walks,” and many musical and live performance events. These
events are supported by the Ketchikan Area Arts and Humanities Council, and several other nonprofit and for-
profit arts organizations. Ketchikan is home to a significant number of part-time and full-time performance
artists and artists that create tangible art, many of them exceptional at their craft.

An estimated 450 artists engage in some form of visual/tangible art including design; drawings; acrylic, pastel,
and watercolor paintings; print making; photography; sculpture and carving of wood, stone, metal, and other
materials; ceramics; glass; weaving and other textiles; beading and sewing; jewelry and metal-working; and art
made with found objects. An estimated one-quarter to one-third of these artists earn some income from the
production of tangible artwork.

Northwest Coast Native art occupies a prominent place in Ketchikan. As a symbol of the rich history and culture
of the region, historic and contemporary Northwest Coast Native art is highly visible in the community including
totem poles, masks, paddles, drums, weavings, and jewelry. Northwest Coast form-line designs are incorporated
into signage, advertising, and artwork sold in galleries and other retail venues.

A significant collection of totem poles can be viewed at the Saxman Totem Park, Potlatch Park, Totem Heritage
Center, Totem Bight State Park, and Alaska Rainforest Sanctuary; visitors can observe Native artists as they carve
totems and other items at most of these venues. The Southeast Alaska Discovery Center and the Tongass
Historical Museum feature extensive collections of historical, cultural, and art objects made by Native artists in
addition to Native carving demonstrations.
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The Alaska Silver Hand Program promotes authentic Alaska Native art. Use of a specially designed Silver Hand
seal indicates that item has been created by hand in Alaska by an Alaska Native artist. Ketchikan is home to
more than 50 Silver Hand artists.

PERFORMANCE ART

Ketchikan's performing arts community is thriving and includes activities generated by the following nonprofit
arts organizations: Haida Descendant Dancers, Cape Fox Dancers, Ketchikan Theatre Ballet, BOOMbal Dancehall,
Ketchikan Community Chorus, First City Players, Ketchikan Community Concert Band, Ketchikan Community
Chorus, The Ketchikan Orchestra Project, The Monthly Grind, the Wearable Art Show, and many activities of the
Ketchikan Area Arts and Humanities Council. For-profit performance activities include Studio Max Dance, Creek
Street Cabaret, and musical performances at local restaurants and bars. Lastly, the City of Ketchikan has created
a summer performance series for the visitors on the docks that runs May through August.

An estimated 600 residents perform in Ketchikan annually, with several thousand others in the audiences.

Ketchikan Arts Events and Activities

Ketchikan hosts many arts events and activities including: Festival of the North Spring Performance by the
Ketchikan Theatre Ballet, Fish Pirate's Daughter performances, Blueberry Arts Festival, Wearable Art Show,
Winter Arts Faire, The Nutcracker Ballet, Fall Musical Performance by First City Players, Rainy Day Quilters Show,
Winter Art Walk, Festival of Jazz and Cabaret, Gigglefeet Dance Festival, Celebration of the Sea Art Walk,
Hummingbird Festival Art Show, Main Street Gallery art exhibits, Monthly Grind performances, Ketchikan
Community Concert Band performances, Ketchikan Community Chorus performances, and multiple options for
other types of live music.

Importance of the Arts in Ketchikan

The arts have both an economic and quality of life component. The sale of tangible arts and live performances
generate income for individuals and organizations. A vibrant arts community also increases the attractiveness
of the community for residents, visitors, and businesses — and especially young adults who may be considering
relocating to Ketchikan. Communities that have a strong arts presence are more likely to attract individuals,
businesses, and investment.

As important as economic impacts are to the community, also significant, but more difficult to measure, are
qualitative effects of arts. Qualitative impacts include:

e Improving individuals' sense of belonging or attachment to a community
¢ Building interpersonal ties among community members

¢ Building community identity, pride, image, and status

e Increasing sense of self-esteem

¢ Increasing cultural capital

o Ability to share the unique history and qualities of the area with visitors.
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Historic Assets

The Ketchikan area has the most historic properties of any community in Alaska with 20 properties on the
National Register of Historic Places (including three historic districts in the downtown area), which give it a
unique character. Founded in the late 1890s, Ketchikan experienced tremendous growth from 1910 through the
1920s, and many of Ketchikan'’s hillside neighborhoods and housing was built at this time. The distinct character
of the community is reflected in elements such as steep stairway streets, totems, wood trestle roads, storefront
facades, and historic harbors that is making it attractive to both residents and visitors.

Transient Housing in Ketchikan

Hotel, Motels, and Lodges

Ketchikan’s major hotel, motels, and lodges provide 544 rooms. Remodeling and other factors aside,
approximately 70 percent of these rooms are available year-round.

Table 5. Ketchikan Major Hotel, Motel, and Lodges

The Landing 107
Super 8 Motel 82
Cape Fox Lodge 72
My Place Hotel 56
Salmon Falls Resort 52
Rodeway Edgewater Inn 47
Gilmore Hotel 34
Clover Pass Resort 30
Inn at Creek Street 24
Silver King Lodge 18
Cedars Lodge 12
Bayside Hotel 10
Total 544

Source: Ketchikan Visitors Bureau

Ketchikan's most recent hotel/motel/lodge occupancy rate (2017) was 51 percent, about equal to the 10-year
average of 52 percent (see table, next page). Rates fluctuated significantly over the 10-year period, ranging from
a low of 45 percent (2009) to a high of 67 percent (2012).

An analysis of seasonal occupancy for 2017 shows that summer occupancy (May-September) averaged 58
percent, while the remainder of the year averaged 46 percent.

Annual occupancy rates and rooms sold varies significantly by property based on fluctuating demand, property
closures for remodeling, and the addition of new properties. Overall, there appears to be sufficient room
capacity at the present time. The exception may be during the peak visitor season in July and August. There is
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certainly excess capacity in the off-season. A review of the actual number of rooms sold shows an increase of
43 percent between 2013 and 20173

Table 6. Ketchikan Major Hotel, Motel,
and Lodges, Annual Occupancy 2008-2017

Year Occupancy Rate
2008 53%
2009 45%
2010 49%
2011 46%
2012 67%
2013 50%
2014 52%
2015 57%
2016 54%
2017 51%
Average 52%

Source: Ketchikan Visitors Bureau

A review of selected properties for a standard room with double occupancy in December 2018 shows that the
range of average rates is about $110 to $168. The lowest rate for December was $84 per room, and the highest
was $227. For July 2019, the range of average rates is about $170 to $235. Lowest rates for July are $105 per
room, and the highest is $325.6

Bed & Breakfasts, AirBnBs, VRBOs, and Hostels

The total number of B&Bs, AirBnBs, VBROs, and other accommodations in Ketchikan is unknown. Based on an
online search and interviews conducted with property managers and others in the community, McDowell Group
estimates that there are at least 100 of these types of units and perhaps as many as 150. Rental rates for these
properties are highly variable based on quality, size of the unit, number of occupants, location, season, and
other factors. On the whole, they are comparable to mid-to-high range hotel rates.

There are two hostels in Ketchikan. The Ketchikan Hostel is located downtown in the Methodist Church and
open seasonally from June through August. The facility can accommodate 19 people in separate male and
female dormitories. The facility has showers, kitchen, and a common area. Rooms are modestly priced at $20
per night. The privately-owned Eagle View Hostel typical accommodates five people. Current rates are $28 per
night.

Camping and RV Facilities

There are approximately 100 designated campsites and 110 RV spaces located in public and private facilities
accessible from the Ketchikan road system. Sites include: Signal Creek Campground, Ward Lake Campground,
Last Chance Campground, Three C's Campground, Salmon Bake RV Park, and Clover Pass Resort and RV Park.

5 The actual number of rooms sold is withheld due to confidentiality.
6 This rate analysis excludes discounted rates and promotions. Rates are not reflective of any individual property.
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Housing Profile by Area

This section provides a profile of each of six areas, including their zoning, infrastructure, amenities, services, and
other characteristics pertinent to housing. The six areas were based on geography and commonly recognized
neighborhoods, seen in the table below.

In order to assess housing conditions, the study team conducted a windshield survey of 240 housing units to
gather information on the general observed condition of the housing in each area. Specific units were selected
based on reviews of KGB assessor’s data, Google Earth, and local team knowledge of the community to be as
representative of each area as possible. The surveys were conducted in September to November of 2018. The
surveyor recorded observable housing unit information and took photos of a sample of units. Additionally,
comments of specific characteristics of the unit and observed conditional issues were recorded. The KGB
planning department will be provided a separate document containing detailed survey data, comments for each
unit surveyed, and photographs.

Table 7. Housing Condition, Surveys by Area

North Tongass 47
Downtown 79
Forest Park 36
Saxman 21
South Tongass 28
Gravina and Pennock Islands 29
Total 240

North Tongass

OVERVIEW

The housing in the North Tongass area is almost exclusively single-family homes on large lots reflecting the
Low Density Residential (RL) and Suburban Residential (RS) zoning. There are no overall public water or
wastewater services in this area. Homeowners are responsible to put in their own water catchment and
wastewater system which has necessitated low density development. Residents of the area cite the recreational
opportunities as well as the low density of housing as a draw for the area.

BOUNDARIES

e The area includes North Tongass Highway from Ward Cove north and adjacent streets.
¢ Neighborhoods include the following:

o The Ward Cove neighborhood is an older residential area extending along the highway from
approximately Mile 6 to Mile 9 and includes both waterfront and upland properties accessed from
the highway and local roads.
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o The Sunset Drive neighborhood is an older residential area along the waterfront and adjacent
uplands and includes Refuge Cove State Park.

o D-1 Loop and D-2 Loop Road neighborhood is an established residential area located above North
Tongass Highway and consists of mainly single-family homes with a few duplexes. The newly
developed White Rock Estates Subdivision is located nearby.

o Vallenar View Mobile Home Park has approximately 70 mobile home spaces on the waterfront site.

o The Pond Reef Road neighborhood extends from the highway to the waterfront and encompasses
approximately 100 lots with a mix of older and newer homes, many with water views.

o The South Point Higgins area is an established neighborhood with a mix of housing styles and
conditions extending from the highway to the waterfront and includes South Point Higgin Beach
Park.

o The North Point Higgins and Knudson Cove area is an established residential neighborhood with a
mix of housing styles and conditions. The neighborhood includes undeveloped beaches accessed
from trails and North Point Higgins Elementary School. Several small housing subdivisions are being
developed along the North Tongass Highway at Mile 13.

o Waterfall Creek Subdivision at Mile 16 North Tongass Highway has 50 residential lots on the hillside
above the highway. The service area has road powers within the subdivision. The subdivision was
developed in 1982, and more than half the sites are developed.

ZONING

¢ The housing in this area is zoned Low Density Residential (RL) and Suburban Residential (RS), which
allow a mix of single-family dwellings and duplex housing with a lot size minimum of 15,000 sf. A small
area of Medium Density Residential (RM) encompasses the Vallenar View Trailer Court.

INFRASTRUCTURE, UTILITIES, AND PUBLIC SAFETY

o All residential areas have electrical, telephone, and internet service. Water is primarily on-site roof
catchment systems with some subdivisions providing water and wastewater treatment to marine outfall.

e Public safety services include North Tongass Fire Department and Alaska State Troopers.

¢ Residents are responsible for taking their solid waste to the Ketchikan landfill.
HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS AND CONDITION

e Housing units range in age from newly constructed to 70+ years.

e Housing is primarily single-family homes with some duplexes. Waterfront residences and view
properties tend to be larger, with smaller homes or duplexes inland.

e Housing is a mix of styles which vary greatly in size, quality, age, and condition. There are a few older
homes which have traditional style architectural elements such as wood siding and wood trim. The more
recent subdivisions such as Waterfall and Refuge Court have newer single-family homes. The North and
South Point Higgins neighborhood include some areas of basic affordable housing at inland areas.
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¢ In most cases, single-family housing is standard wood construction with wood, cement board, or vinyl
siding and metal roofing panels or composition shingles. While there are some larger custom homes,
primarily along the waterfront and within the newer subdivisions, most of the homes are basic in form
and detail reflecting the builders’ focus on affordability.

¢ All homes have garages or on-site parking.

e The survey sample included 47 units that reflect a variety of single-family housing in the area. The
housing conditions survey showed that overall, housing is in good to average condition on the exterior
with a few exceptions, and all were occupied. Outbuildings were common. In some areas, the lack of
building codes was evident with substandard foundations and structure apparent.

AREA AMENITIES, COMMERCIAL, AND INDUSTRIAL USE

e Housing in this area has few neighborhood amenities such as sidewalks, bike paths, or street lighting
except along the highway.

e There are small areas of commercial and industrial development located along North Tongass Highway
and the waterfront.

¢ North Point Higgins Elementary School is located in this area and the school grounds offer several ball
fields, Frisbee golf course, a playground and support features such as bleachers. There are also several
church-affiliated private schools.

e Commercial development is limited and primarily located along the highway. Amenities include several
small grocery stores, gas stations, a coffee roaster, liquor store, beauty salon, nursery and greenhouse,
lodges, fishing charter companies, kayak tours and rentals, restaurants, and several churches.

¢ Industrial development includes rock pits, small sawmill, marine services and commercial boat lifts, steel
salvage yard, and an industrial park offering a variety of services. The Alaska Marine Highway has their
administration offices and lay-up dock at Ward Cove.

e Many of the Ketchikan Gateway Borough's recreational amenities are located in the North Tongass area.
These include Settler's Cove State Park with beach access, campground, cabin, covered picnic shelters,
and a trail system along Lunch Creek; Ward Lake Recreational Area with campgrounds, covered picnic
areas, extensive trail system, and fishing; Coast Guard Beach Trail; South Point Higgins Beach; Refuge
Cove State Park; Totem Bight State Park; Harriet Hunt Lake; shooting range; and small boat harbors,
boat launches and boat rentals at Knudson Cove and Clover Pass.

Downtown Ketchikan

OVERVIEW

Ketchikan has a compact, walkable downtown, and the area offers all types of housing from dense
neighborhoods of single-family homes and duplexes to large multi-family buildings, reflecting the variety of
people and incomes in the area. In almost all cases, public water, wastewater and electric services are available.
Residents of downtown cite being close to work and schools as well as the services and amenities offered in the
City as the reason they chose to live here.
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The downtown area was split into two distinct areas for this survey: Historic Downtown and the West End.

Historic Downtown
BOUNDARIES

Neighborhoods include the following:

e The historic downtown area includes the downtown residential district, the central commercial district,
and the historic Newtown & Old Town areas bordered by Tongass Narrows and Water Street, Front
Street, Mill Street, and Stedman Street. The waterfront area includes Thomas Basin.

e The Bear Valley neighborhood includes the Bear Valley housing subdivision and housing accessed from
North Yorktown and Nordstrom Drive to the east of downtown.

e The midtown area extends from Schoenbar Road at the south to Jefferson Street to the north with
residential areas on the hillside above the waterfront. This area also includes two concrete high-rise
housing towers constructed during the 1950s as worker housing for the Pulp Mill and newer multi-
family housing along the waterfront.

INFRASTRUCTURE, UTILITIES, AND PUBLIC SAFETY

o All residential areas have City of Ketchikan water and sewer, and electrical service with the exception of
larger undeveloped properties. Telephone and internet services are also available.

e Public safety services include City of Ketchikan Police Department, and Fire Department with a
downtown station.

o City of Ketchikan Solid Waste Collection Division provides collection of municipal solid waste which is
disposed of at the Ketchikan landfill.

ZONING

¢ The housing in the downtown area is zoned primarily Medium Density Residential (RM) with smaller
areas of High Density Residential (RH) and Low Density Residential (RL) and which allows a mix of single-
family dwellings, duplex, and multi-family housing. There are also some mixed-use buildings in the
downtown area with housing located above retail space.

HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS AND CONDITION

e Housing units generally range in age from 15 to 100 years with an average age of 40+ years.
¢ Housing is a mix of types which vary greatly in size, quality, age, and condition.

o The downtown historic districts and midtown have the oldest homes and structures which range in
age from 70 to 100 years, many with distinctive architectural elements. Many of the larger homes
include accessory apartments.

o The Bear Valley area was developed in the 1970s and 1980s, with some newer infill housing. This
area includes basic affordable housing, both single-family, duplex, and multi-family structures.
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Single-family housing in the historic district is of standard wood construction with wood siding,
windows, and doors and reflect the Craftsman, Shingle, and Bungalow styles popular in the early 1900s.
Original wood shake roofing has been replaced by composition shingles in most cases. Housing
subdivisions constructed in Bear Valley in the 1970s to 1990s are of standard wood construction with
wood or vinyl siding, vinyl windows, and doors. The homes are basic in form and detail reflecting the
developers’ focus on affordable housing. Multi-family housing is a mix of building sizes and units.

Due to the steep typography, many residences in Ketchikan are accessed by exterior stairs and elevated
decks. In the historic downtown neighborhoods, streets tend to be narrow, and housing may not have
direct street access, with homes accessed only by stair streets. Many older residences, including multi-
family structures, do not have garages or on-site parking.

The survey sample included approximately 147 residential units in 48 structures of all housing types.
The housing conditions survey showed that most homes were in average to good condition on the
exterior, and overall were older than housing in other areas of the Borough.

AREA AMENITIES, COMMERCIAL, AND INDUSTRIAL USE

The historic downtown area includes the pedestrian-oriented central commercial district, downtown
waterfront, cruise ship docks, and Thomas Basin harbor. At the south end along Tongass Narrows are
several fish processors and the U.S. Coast Guard Base.

Public schools located in this area include Schoenbar Middle School, Tongass School of Arts & Science
Elementary School, and Ketchikan Charter School. The school grounds offer ballfields and playgrounds.
The Robertson Building of the University of Alaska Southeast is located along the waterfront at the
south end of downtown.

The commercial district includes a variety of retail shops, grocery stores, gas stations, professional and
medical offices, arts and entertainment venues, movie theater, hotels, restaurants, bars, and churches.
The central commercial district near the cruise ship docks has become focused on visitors with many
gift and souvenir shops, art galleries, restaurants and hotels. Many visitor-oriented businesses operate
seasonally. A shopping mall is located on the waterfront towards the West End.

The downtown area includes local, state, and federal government offices including the State and Federal
Courthouses.

Recreational amenities include the Ketchikan Recreation Center, the Aquatic Center, ballfields, City Park,
several playgrounds, and waterfront activities at Thomas Basin and Casey Moran harbor. The trailhead
for Deer Mountain trail system and one end of the Rainbird Trail are also located in the downtown area.

West End Downtown

BOUNDARIES

Neighborhoods include the following:

o The West End neighborhoods include housing subdivisions developed on the hillside above
Tongass Avenue extending from Jefferson Street at the south and Cambria Drive to the north with
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a mix of single-family, duplex, and multi-family developments. The Ketchikan Pioneer Home is
located within this area as well as some affordable housing developments.

o The Cambria housing subdivision is located above Tongass Narrows; it was developed in the early
2000s and consists primarily of large, custom, single-family homes.

o The Shoreline neighborhood extends along Tongass Narrows north to Ward Cove and is bordered
by Tongass Highway on the upland side.

INFRASTRUCTURE, UTILITIES, AND PUBLIC SAFETY

e  With the exception of the Shoreline neighborhood and housing along North Tongass to Ward Cove, all
residential areas in the West End have City of Ketchikan water, sewer, and electrical overhead service.
Telephone and internet service is also available.

e Public safety services include City of Ketchikan Police Department, and Fire Department with a station
in the West End.

ZONING

¢ The housing in the West End area is zoned Medium Density Residential (RM) and High Density
Residential (RH) which allows a mix of single-family dwellings, duplex, and multi-family housing.

HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS AND CONDITION

e Housing units generally range in age from 15 years to 100 years with an average age of 40+ years.

e Housing is a mix of types which vary in size, quality, and condition. The West End has housing
subdivisions that were developed for the newly opened Ketchikan Pulp Mill in the mid-1950s and are
modest, single-story and two-story single-family homes. Two large multi-story multi-unit concrete
housing towers were also developed as worker housing at this time. Housing in the Shoreline
neighborhood and along North Tongass is a mix of older and newer single-family homes. The Cambria
subdivision is primarily large, single-family, custom homes.

e Most residences in this area have off-street parking, carports, or garages.

e The survey sample included approximately 62 residential units in 31 structures of all housing types. The
survey showed that most homes were in average to good condition on the exterior, and there are more
single-family homes than in the historic downtown area.

AREA AMENITIES, COMMERCIAL, AND INDUSTRIAL USE

e Commercial amenities (primarily located along Tongass Avenue and the waterfront) include a variety of
retail shops, grocery stores, gas stations, professional and medical offices, Ketchikan General Hospital,
a Native health center, hotels, restaurants, bars, and churches.

e The Alaska Marine Highway and Inter-Island Ferry Terminals are located in the West End along with
ferry access to the Ketchikan International Airport. Industrial development is located along the
waterfront and Tongass Ave. and includes the Ketchikan Shipyard, gravel pits, and a concrete plant.
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e Public and private schools are located in the West End including Ketchikan High School, Revilla
Alternative High School, Houghtling Elementary, and Holy Name Catholic School. The school grounds
offer several ballfields and playgrounds. The Ketchikan Campus of the University of Alaska Southeast is
located in the neighborhood close to the high school.

¢ Recreational amenities include Bar Harbor and launch ramp, Alder Park, and several playgrounds. The
trailhead for Carlanna Lake trail system and one end of the Rainbird Trail are also located in the area.

Forest Park

OVERVIEW

The housing in Forest Park Subdivision is a balance of single-family homes and duplexes on large lots. There is
no overall public water system, but wastewater services are available. Residents of the area cite the low density
of housing and the proximity to Downtown Ketchikan for work and amenities as draws for the area.

BOUNDARIES

e Forest Park is located approximately 2 miles south of downtown Ketchikan and outside the City limits.
The area is bordered by South Tongass Highway to the south, undeveloped land (zoned Future
Development) to the north and west, and Saxman to the east.

e The subdivision has much of the existing native vegetation and trees, with the land sloping steeply up
the hillside. Forest Park Drive creates a loop from the paved entry on South Tongass Highway, with
smaller roads at intermediate locations.

INFRASTRUCTURE, UTILITIES, AND PUBLIC SAFETY

o Forest Park is a service area that provides for the construction, maintenance, and operation of roads
and street lighting.

¢ Electrical, telephone, and internet service are available. Service is primarily overhead.
e There is no public water system; each property has its own roof catchment system and cistern.

e Wastewater treatment for the subdivision is provided and will soon be tied into the Ketchikan Gateway
Borough system.

e Public safety is provided by Alaska State Troopers and South Tongass Fire Department.
ZONING

o Forest Park is zoned Low Density Residential (RL) which allows one- and-two family dwelling units on a
minimum 15,000 sf lots. This zone was established to provide for residential development in a rural
setting and prevent health hazards in areas not served by public water and sewer.

HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS AND CONDITION

e The subdivision was developed in the mid-1970s. Housing is a mix of single-family homes and duplexes
which vary greatly in size, quality, age, and condition. Residences along the south edge and to the north
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at the top of Forest Park Drive have outstanding water views and tend to be larger (2,000-3,500 sf),
well-maintained homes with attached garages, paved driveways and landscaped yards. Some
residences in the lower section to the west are smaller (700-1,200 sf), poorly constructed, and in poor
or deteriorated condition. Abandoned vehicles, boats, and other debris litter the yards at some
locations.

e Homes range in age from 15 to 40 years, with most constructed between the mid-1970s and early
1990s.

¢ Due to the sloping site, most residences are accessed by stairs and elevated decks.

e Residences are of standard wood construction, one or two stories in height, primarily rectangular in
shape with a gable roof and clad in wood or vinyl siding. Most structures are simple and basic, with
little trim or architectural elements. There are some small manufactured homes to the west of the
subdivision.

e The survey sample included 58 residential units in 44 structures. The housing conditions survey showed
that most homes were in average to good condition on the exterior.

AREA AMENITIES, COMMERCIAL, AND INDUSTRIAL USE

¢ There is no commercial development within the subdivision.

e There are greenbelts throughout the subdivision where no development can take place. There are no
developed parks or recreational areas.

City of Saxman

OVERVIEW

The housing in the Village of Saxman is primarily single-family homes standard lots with two multi-family senior
housing centers. There are is a public water and wastewater system. Residents of Saxman cite the sense of
community and cultural identity as a draw for the area. Residents of the subsidized housing must be a member
of a federally recognized tribe and under 80 percent MFI to qualify for this housing.

BOUNDARIES

e The village of Saxman is located 2 miles south of downtown Ketchikan and encompasses 1 square mile
of land. Saxman is a 2" Class city, and the Organized Village of Saxman is a federally recognized tribe.
The City is bordered by South Tongass Highway along the waterfront, undeveloped land to the north,
and Forest Park subdivision to the west.

INFRASTRUCTURE, UTILITIES, AND PUBLIC SAFETY

¢ Electrical, telephone, and internet service are available. Service is primarily overhead.

e The City of Saxman has a water and wastewater system that serves the community. In the future, the
systems will tie in to the Ketchikan Gateway Borough systems.

¢ Solid waste refuse is collected by a private company and disposed of at the Ketchikan landfill.
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ZONING

Public safety is provided the Village Public Safety Officer, Alaska State Troopers, and South Tongass Fire
Department.

The majority of Saxman is zoned Medium Density Residential (RM) which allows one- and two-family
dwelling units on a minimum 5,000 sf lot. There are several lots zoned Low Density Residential (RL) at
the south end of the City, and one lot zoned High Density Residential (RH) where one of the senior
housing centers is located. Commercial and industrial development is focused along the highway and
Totem Way.

HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS AND CONDITION

Housing is a primarily small, single-family homes. Most housing was developed by Tlingit Haida
Housing Authority, with the first housing tract constructed in the late 1970s, followed by a tract of
housing in 1989 and one in 1999. Several waterfront homes are larger in size and have more design
features. Two senior housing facilities provide 29 units for independent living.

Most homes range in age from 20 to 40 years, with very few historic homes still standing or occupied.

Residences are of standard wood construction, primarily single-story, rectangular in shape with a gable
roof and clad in wood or vinyl siding. Most structures are simple and basic, with little trim or
architectural elements.

The survey sample included approximately 41 residential units in 21 structures. The housing conditions
survey showed that most homes were in average to poor condition on the exterior with the exception
of the new senior housing center and several new homes on the waterfront.

AREA AMENITIES, COMMERCIAL, AND INDUSTRIAL USE

The community is famous for its outstanding collection of totem poles. Saxman Totem Pole Park
includes a carving house and the Beaver Clan House.

Other community amenities include a large cultural and community center with gym, City Hall, Cape
Fox Heritage Building, Village Safety Officer, Head Start Preschool, and playground.

There is some commercial development within the city including a coffee shop, gas station with
convenience store, gift shop, and take-out restaurant. Industrial development includes a dock and
commercial barge off-loading facility at the Saxman Seaport. Existing boat moorage is minimal, but
planning is underway for development of a harbor.

South Tongass

OVERVIEW

The housing in the South Tongass area is almost exclusively single-family homes on large lots reflecting the

Low Density Residential (RL) and Suburban Residential (RS) zoning. There is public water and wastewater

services in portions of this area which has encouraged more housing development. Residents of the area cite

the recreational opportunities as well as the low density of housing as a draw for the area.
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BOUNDARIES

¢ The South Tongass Highway area includes the neighborhoods and housing approximately 3 miles south

of downtown Ketchikan to the end of the road at Mile 12. Utilities are limited in these areas, and most

housing has its own water catchment system and marine outfall for wastewater.

¢ Neighborhoods include the following:

[¢]

The Shoup Street neighborhood has housing on the waterfront and adjacent uplands
approximately 3 miles south of downtown Ketchikan. The area has newly constructed water and
sewer systems.

The Gold Nugget Subdivision is located on the upland side of South Tongass Highway
approximately 3.5 miles south of downtown Ketchikan above Martin Bugge/Rotary Beach Park. The
subdivision has its own wastewater system. Water is provided by roof catchment systems. The
subdivision has much of the natural vegetation left in place, and most homes have water views.

The Emerald Forest Subdivision is located adjacent to Fawn Mountain Elementary School and has
the newest homes in the area with some currently under construction. The subdivision is on the
upland side of South Tongass Highway approximately 4 miles south of Ketchikan and has its own
water and wastewater system. There is little natural vegetation surrounding the homes, but all have
water views.

The Mountain Point neighborhood, located approximately 5 miles south of downtown Ketchikan,
is a mix of older and newer homes along the waterfront and adjacent uplands.

The Roosevelt, Ravenwood, and Seawatch Subdivision neighborhoods are located on the upland
side of South Tongass Highway approximately 5.5 to 7 miles south of downtown Ketchikan. This
area is a mix of older and newer homes.

The Herring Cove neighborhood is located approximately 8.5 miles south of Ketchikan and has
primarily older homes along the waterfront with some new commercial development focused on
the visitor industry.

INFRASTRUCTURE, UTILITIES, AND PUBLIC SAFETY

o All residential areas have electrical, telephone, and internet service. Except for the Seawatch subdivision

and some individual lots, the South Tongass area is served by the South Tongass water system. Those

not served by South Tongass water system primarily use roof catchment systems.

e The Mountain Point sewer system serves all properties from Shoup Street to the limits of the Roosevelt

Drive neighborhood, with individual on-site wastewater treatment utilizing drain fields or oceanic

outfalls for those properties past Roosevelt Drive.

o Public safety services include South Tongass Fire Department and Alaska State Troopers.

¢ Residents are responsible for taking their solid waste to the Ketchikan landfill.
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ZONING

The housing along South Tongass Highway is zoned primarily Low Density Residential (RL) which was
established to preserve the residential and rural quality and to prevent health hazards in areas not
served by public water and sewer system. This zone allows single-family homes and duplexes on 15,000
sf minimum lots. There are a few smaller areas of Medium Density Residential (RM) and High Density
Residential (RH) which allows smaller lots and multi-family housing in addition to single-family homes.

HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS AND CONDITION

Housing generally ranges in age from newly constructed to 75 years.

Housing is a mix of types which vary greatly in size, quality, age, and condition. The homes along the
water are the oldest in age ranging from 10 to 80 years. Older homes often have traditional style
architectural elements such as wood siding and Craftsman-style wood trim. The more recent
subdivisions such as Seawatch and Emerald Forest have newly constructed single-family homes. The
Roosevelt neighborhood includes areas of basic affordable housing adjacent to industrially zoned areas.

In most cases, single-family housing is standard wood construction with wood, cement board, or vinyl
siding and metal roofing panels or composition shingles. While there are some larger custom homes,
primarily along the waterfront and within the newer subdivisions, most of the homes are basic in form
and detail reflecting the builders’ focus on affordable housing.

All housing has garages or on-site parking.

The survey sample included approximately 36 residential units in 28 structures. The housing conditions
survey showed that most homes were in good condition on the exterior.

AREA AMENITIES, COMMERCIAL, AND INDUSTRIAL USE

Fawn Mountain Elementary School is located in this area. School grounds offer an artificial turf
soccer/football field, running track, playground, and support features such as bleachers and changing
room.

Commercial development is limited and primarily located along the highway. Development includes
visitor facilities such as lodges and B&B housing, wildlife viewing, zipline tours, historic cannery tour,
waterfront bar, and several churches. Industrial development includes rock pits, hydropower facilities,
and a fish hatchery.

Recreational amenities include Martin Bugge/Rotary Beach Park and a small harbor and boat launch. A
paved bike path extends from Rotary Beach Park to Mountain Point along the Tongass Narrows. The
trailhead for Silvas Lake Trail is located at the end of the highway at Mile 12, with a short trail going up
to Heckman Lake Dam located at Mile 9. There are opportunities for shore fishing at Herring Cove.
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Pennock and Gravina

OVERVIEW

Homes on Pennock Island and Gravina Island must be accessed by boat and are almost exclusively single-family
homes or cabins on large lots. There are no public water and or wastewater services on the Islands, but electric
and telecommunication is provided by Ketchikan Public Utilities. Residents of Pennock and Gravina cite the
waterfront, low density of housing, and the off-the-road-system way of life as draws for the area.

BOUNDARIES

e The survey of this area includes housing located on the shoreline of Gravina and Pennock Islands across
the City of Ketchikan. Access to homes is by boat.

¢ Neighborhoods include the following:

o Gravina Island is 21 miles long and about 9.5 miles wide, with a land area of 94.81 square miles.
Housing is located primarily along the waterfront mostly located across Tongass Narrows from
Downtown Ketchikan, with some cabins at other locations. The population in 2000 was 50 people.

o Pennock Island lies directly across from Ketchikan at the eastern end of Tongass Narrows dividing
the waterway into its East and West Channels. The island is primarily residential, with most housing
located on the east and north shores facing Ketchikan where the shoreline is gently sloped and
wooded. The island is about 3 miles in length, 0.25 miles to 0.625 miles in width, and has no roads.

INFRASTRUCTURE, UTILITIES, AND PUBLIC SAFETY

e Some of the residential areas on Pennock and Gravina Islands have electrical, telephone, and internet
service provided by Ketchikan Public Utilities. Water is provided by on-site roof catchment systems and
on-site wastewater treatment to marine outfall.

e Public safety is provided by Alaska State Troopers.

e Residents are responsible for disposing of their solid waste on site or taking it to the Ketchikan landfill.
ZONING

¢ The housing in this area is zoned Rural Residential (RR) and Low Density Residential (RL) which provides
for a variety in sizes of lots and allows only single-family dwellings. These zones seek to preserve the
rural, open quality of the environment and prevent health hazards associated with areas not served by
public water and sewer.

HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS AND CONDITION

e Housing units range in age from recent construction years to 70+ years. Many of the historic homes
and associated boat houses are in disrepair or have been demolished.

e Housing is primarily single-family homes or cabins with many residences having their own dock for
access.
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e Housing is a mix of styles which vary greatly in size, quality, age and condition. There are a few older
homes which have traditional style architectural elements such as wood siding and wood trim, but most
were simple in form and basic in details.

¢ In most cases, single-family housing is standard wood construction with wood metal siding and metal
roofing panels or composition shingles. While there are some larger custom waterfront homes, most of
the homes are basic in form and detail reflecting the challenge of building off the road system.

e The survey sample was conducted by boat and included 29 single-family homes on the waterfront. The
housing conditions survey showed that all were single-family homes, with perhaps some seasonal
rentals. Most homes were in good condition on the exterior, and overall, smaller than many of the
houses on the road system.

AREA AMENITIES, COMMERCIAL, AND INDUSTRIAL USE

e Commercial development includes the Ketchikan International Airport facility on Gravina Island. Airport
access is provided by a ferry that operates on the half hour from approximately 5:30am to 10:00pm
daily. There are several lodges on Pennock Island.

e The Gravina Island Industrial Complex has a permitted log transfer facility (LTF) and is the only permitted
LTF on Gravina Island.

e Gravina Island may be suitable for a mining product processing facility.

o Industrial development includes rock pits, a small sawmill, marine services and commercial boat lift,
steel salvage yard, and an industrial park offering a variety of services.

e There are several gravel roads in the area extending north and south providing access to additional
industrial and logging sites.
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Housing Case Study Communities

Like Ketchikan, Juneau and Sitka struggle with available, affordable housing. A review of housing programs in
these communities is helpful in identifying potential housing measures for Ketchikan. This section also includes
a brief overview of initiatives from other communities outside Alaska.

Juneau Housing

CBJ established an Affordable Housing Commission (AHC) in 2006 with the goal of addressing Juneau’s housing
issues and homelessness. The commission includes local government representatives, realtors, contractors,
social service providers, and other members of the public.

The Juneau Economic Development Corporation (JEDC) conducted Juneau Housing Needs Assessments in 2010
and 2012. The study found a critical shortage in housing. The CBJ incorporated the assessment findings in the
2013 CBJ Comprehensive Plan Update. One of the key Comp Plan recommendations was development of a
Housing Action Plan (HAP) for the community.

Work on the HAP began in 2015 and included an outside consultant, the CBJ, AHC, JEDC, housing providers,
developers, real estate and finance professionals, with AHC serving as the steering committee. The group’s work
was presented at a series of meetings to gather public input. The HAP was completed in 2016. Key findings from
the study include:

¢ Juneau needs to develop a comprehensive housing strategy.

o Inefficient land use policies are an issue.

e The HAP should be formally adopted into the Comprehensive Plan.

e An affordable housing fund with a meaningful level of funding needs to be developed.
e CBJ should create and fund a full-time housing director position.

e Existing affordable housing should be preserved.

* New CBJ land-use policies linked to specific housing needs should be developed.

e CBJ zoning regulations should be updated to address specific housing needs.

e Specific policies to address housing issues in the downtown core should be developed.

In addition to the HAP, CBJ activities related to housing included the CBJ Assembly Taskforce on Homelessness.
The taskforce developed a list of recommendations for the Assembly:

¢ Do not invest more resources in campgrounds; instead invest in the Juneau Coalition on Housing and
Homelessness proposals.

o Warming center for weather below 32 degrees
Scattered site Housing First
Assertive community treatment team (a team of medical, behavioral health, and rehabilitation
professionals who coordinate to serve individuals with severe and persistent mental health
needs)
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e Hire a CBJ Housing and Homeless Services Coordinator to coordinate local housing and homeless
services with community partners, such as the Juneau Coalition on Housing and Homelessness,
mainstream service providers, and members of the community to build capacity and pursue additional
taskforce recommendations. The position would also put a coordinated entry referral process into place.

CBJ Homeless Programs and Projects

Two recent projects developed in response to these planning efforts have had a significant impact on
homelessness in Juneau.

HoOUSING FIRST

Juneau Housing First Collaborative opened in late 2017, with 32 units of permanent, supportive housing for the
homeless. JAMHI Health and Wellness opened a Healthcare Clinic at Housing First as well. Funding is now
available for more housing as part of Housing First in scattered sites.

CoLbp WEATHER WARMING SHELTER

CBJ operates a warming shelter from November 15 to April 15 on nights when the temperature dips below 32
degrees. The 20-bed shelter was established in 2017 and is open from 11pm to 6:30am as needed.

CBJ Housing Program

Currently, CBJ operates a Housing Program. The program includes two positions at the City dedicated to
housing: a Chief Housing Officer and a Housing and Homeless Services Coordinator. These positions oversee a
number of programs designed to impact Juneau housing availability and affordability along with Planning
Department staff.

CBJ HOMEOWNER ACCESSORY APARTMENT INCENTIVE GRANT PROGRAM

This CBJ-funded grant program provides $6,000 in grant funding for homeowners who add an accessory
apartment to their home.

CBJ MoBILE HOME DOWN PAYMENT ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

CBJ partnered with True North Federal Credit Union to provide low-interest loans to qualified residents for up
to 50 percent of the down payment on a mobile home. Residents must match the remaining down payment.
Loans are available at a low interest rate (1 percent) with a maximum five-year payback period and may not
exceed $10,000.

JUNEAU AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND

In 2010, the CBJ passed an ordinance to create the Juneau Affordable Housing Fund to leverage creation of
affordable housing in the community through a community match. The fund was funded with $400,000, for
administration by the Affordable Housing Commission. The commission reviews, evaluates, and recommends
applications for CBJ Assembly approval.
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SMALL LOTS AND FLEXIBLE BUILDING STANDARDS

The CBJ Assembly is currently considering an ordinance recommended by the Planning Commission to amend
the land use code to create standards and procedures for small-lot residential communities in which all or some
of the lots do not conform to minimum requirements for a traditional subdivided lot.

According to CBJ reports, “This ordinance also permits flexibility in the use of land desired by the community;
encourages small-lot residential communities; encourages a different type of housing option; encourages
development of quality affordable housing; and encourages residential developments that are in harmony with
the surrounding area.” For more information see draft ordinance: Ordinance 2018-41(c) An Ordinance
Amending the Land Use Code Relating to Alternative Residential Subdivisions.

Community Resources

Housing issues in Juneau are addressed on a variety of fronts outside of municipal government including
independent non-profit and private programs.

Temporary and emergency housing is provided by a number of entities, including AWARE for those in domestic
violence emergencies, the Glory Hole shelter, and Juneau Youth Services (for youth up to 21 years of age).
Transitional housing is provided by St. Vincent DePaul, Gastineau Human Services, Tlingit and Haida Regional
Authority, and Juneau Youth Services.

Housing vouchers are available through Tlingit-Haida Regional Housing Authority (through Veterans
Administration Supportive Housing). Alaska Housing Finance Corporation also offers housing assistance
through vouchers, low-income placements, and other programs.

Affordable Housing units in Juneau include Volunteers of America Terraces at Lawson Creek Phase II, which set
three units aside for homeless preference and is opening a warming shelter, and housing for seniors at the
AHFC Mountain View Complex and St. Vincent DePaul Smith Hall.

Sitka Housing

Faced with the highest median home prices in Alaska (35 percent higher than the rest of the state) and the
highest rental rates in Southeast aside from Juneau, Sitka plans to focus on housing as an important
development issue. Almost half of Sitka residents (approximately 44 percent) rent housing, while wages for the
average renter are less than needed to be housed affordably.”

The Sitka Comprehensive Plan 2030 includes a chapter dedicated to housing, with an overall goal to “Expand
the range, affordability, and quality of housing in Sitka while maintaining attractive, livable neighborhoods.” The
plan includes an assessment of the number of dwellings in Sitka by type, building permits, vacancy rates, and
the housing and rental markets. The plan concludes that approximately one-third of residents are cost-
burdened by housing (housing expenditures exceed 30 percent of household income). Critical needs include:

7 Alaska Coalition on Housing and Homelessness.
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e More affordable homes for sale and rent

e More year-round rentals

e Manufactured home and home park improvements

e Housing for aging population

e Temporary {transitional) safe housing for homeless persons.

Government Initiatives

The City and Borough of Sitka was selected (through an application process) to receive a Smart Growth America
sustainable land use code audit technical assistance workshop. The purpose of the audit, conducted by Smart
Growth America and Clarion Associate in September 2017, was to “identify potential revisions to the zoning
code and other provision of the city code to promote community sustainability goals related to housing
choices.” The final report from this process, titled Sustainable Land Use Code Audit, includes a number of
suggestions and next steps that pertain to housing.

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS (ADUS)

In 2013, the City and Borough of Sitka passed the Accessory Dwelling Unit Ordinance. The ordinance allows
construction of accessory dwelling units in certain residential zones in the community. However, additional steps
have been identified to refine standards to make it easier to build ADUs in Sitka.

SHORT-TERM RENTALS

Short-term rentals are impacting rental availability for Sitka residents, reducing availability of affordable units
and increasing housing costs. The CBS zoning code makes short-term rentals a conditional use already; however,
such rentals can be hard to track, and the code is reportedly not followed by all homeowners.

LoT S1ZE

Sitka has a relatively high minimum lot size (8,000 sf) compared to many towns with limited room for residential
development.? The Smart Growth America audit recommends reducing minimum lot size in all Sitka residential
districts to 6,000 square feet. The audit also recommends new Planned Unit Development (PUD) standards to
allow smaller lots in PUDS in exchange for some affordable unit provisions.

OFF-STREET PARKING

The audit also recommended reducing parking requirements in the CBS code to one space per unit for
affordable, multi-family housing.

Housing Programs in Sitka
SITKA COMMUNITY LAND TRUST

The Sitka Community Land Trust provides affordable homeownership to low- and moderate-income households
in Sitka. Houses in the program are owned by the individual, and the land is leased to the homeowner for 99

& Smart Growth America and Clarion Associates Memo, Sustainable Land Use Code Audit September 12-13, 2017,
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years. SCLT owns one property in Sitka currently, with plans to construct seven cottages. The cottages are a mix
of one-, two-, and three-bedroom homes. Homes have been designed and are ready for identification of a pre-
approved buyer before construction. The SCLT is seeking homebuyers at the 80 percent of median income level.

BARANOF ISLAND HOUSING AUTHORITY

Baranof Island Housing Authority runs programs for Sitka tribal citizens and other Sitka residents to help Sitkans
with affordable housing opportunities. These include low-rent and senior housing rental programs, mortgage
and closing cost assistance, weatherization, tribal citizen home repair, and student housing vouchers.

The Housing Authority also operates low-income housing complexes in Sitka. The first phase of housing was
completed in 2009 and included two four-plexes. Construction was completed on the second phase of the
project, another two four-plexes, in 2011.

SITKA HOMELESS COALITION
The Sitka Homeless Coalition is working to provide a winter homeless shelter.
YOUuTH ADVOCATES OF SITKA

Youth Advocates of Sitka recently won a three-year grant aimed at providing stable, permanent shelter for
homeless youth in the community. The home-based transitional living program serves children 16 to 21 years
of age. YAS also provides “therapeutic foster care” to clients and runs the Hanson House, a residential program
for youth 10 to 18 years of age that supports clients with mental health issues. Approximately 30 children of all
ages are homeless in Sitka at any given time.®

SITKANS AGAINST FAMILY VIOLENCE

Sitkans Against Family Violence (SAFV) provides transitional living shelter for 24 women and children (6
bedrooms) for those experiencing violence.

Other Communities’ Housing Initiatives

Following are some examples of how some other communities are addressing housing issues.

e The Yukon-Kuskowim Delta has a severe housing shortage, with nearly half of current housing
overcrowded. Coastal Village Region Fund (CVRF) is testing a pilot program building tiny housing (320
sq. ft.) in Eek. The test home has one bathroom, one bedroom, and a common area with kitchen and is
well insulated for energy efficiency. The overall cost of construction is estimated at $75,000 with
monthly costs of $200. Design and construction allow for expansion in the future.

e The City of Olympia, Washington amended their development regulations in 2018 to allow greater
density within their existing single-family home neighborhoods. Their revisions to zoning included
encouraging accessory dwelling units and duplexes in single-family zones; allowing triplexes and four-

9 Sitka School District.
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plexes in transitional zones between single-family residential and commercial zones; and reducing
limitations on townhouses and other multi-family development. Single room occupancy or congregate
residences are also being encouraged with the revised regulations.

e Rossland, BC is a growing community similar to Ketchikan with an aging stock of single-family homes
and lack of affordable rentals suitable for a low- to moderate-income workforce and independent
seniors. The City recognized the need to expand housing options for both of these groups, which has
translated into support for multifamily development proposals and density allowances for centrally
located sites with services. The City acknowledges that economies of scale in a multifamily building can
result in a financially viable project and have worked to foster an awareness of the importance of
affordable housing in driving economic vitality to gain support from residents for these projects.

e Seattle is seeking to revise their zoning in single-family neighborhoods by allowing duplexes and
triplexes within single-family home zones; parking reforms; liberalization of rooming house rules; and
legalization of accessory apartments and backyard cottages. Seattle has recently passed legislation
limiting the number of housing units that owners can rent short-term (i.e. through Airbnb or as B&B),
in order to prevent the city’s housing stock from being converted into de facto hotels or short-term
seasonal rentals.

e Portland, Oregon and Vancouver, B.C. are developing proposals to allow multi-family housing in areas
zoned for single-family housing (including duplex, triplexes, fourplexes). These types of units had been
prohibited in areas zoned single-family.
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