
CITY OF CRAIG 
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA  

 
Meeting of January 25, 2023 

7:00 p.m., Craig City Council Chambers 
 
Roll Call 
Sharilyn Zellhuber (Chair), John Moots, Kevin McDonald, Barbara Stanley, Jeremy 
Crews 
 
Approval of Minutes 

1. November 30, 2023 Minutes 
 

Public Comment 
1. Non-Agenda Items 
 

Public Hearing and New Business 
1. PC Resolution 623-24-PC – New Hope Baptist conditional use permit to operate a 

new religious assembly building on Lot 9A, Block 2, ANCSA14c3 (116 Tanner 
Crab Court).  

 
Old Business 

1. PC Resolution 613-23-PC – Replat for merging Craig Tribal Association 
Medium-Density Lots 18E, 18F 18G on Tract 18 at 1701 Hamilton Drive.  
 

2. PC Resolution 621-23-PC – Final plat for Shaan-Seet Inc. to replat Commercially 
Zoned Lot 1 and Lot 2 of USS 2613 (1700 & 1710 Craig-Klawock Highway). 
 

Adjourn 
 
The meeting will be available by teleconference for both the public and planning 
commissioners.  To call into the planning commission meeting call 1-800-315-6338, code 
63275#.  Commissioners can participate and vote by phone if they wish. 
 



CITY OF CRAIG 
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES  
Meeting of November 30, 2023 
 
Roll Call 
Sharilyn Zellhuber (Chair), John Moots, Kevin McDonald, Barbara Stanley, Jeremy 
Crews (exabs) 
 
Public: Clinton Cook & Josh Bennett 
 
Meeting Started at 7:00pm. 
 
Approval of Minutes 

1. October 12, 2023 Minutes. A motion was made and seconded to approve the 
minutes from the October 12, 2023 meeting. 

 
MOTION TO APPROVE  MOOTS/STANLEY  APPROVED 
 
Public Comment 

 
1. Josh Bennet wanted to know when Daniel Nelson was due to move his 

greenhouse and if there was a building permit for 600 Cedar Street. Wilson stated 
that Daniel Nelson’s greenhouse was due to be moved January 15th. Wilson asked 
for more information on the 600 Cedar Street issue as she did not know which 
property Josh was referring to, but that it may be a known issue. Josh did not 
know the name of the owner at 600 Cedar Street and did not elaborate on the 
construction or problem at that location. 

 
Public Hearing and New Business 

1. PC Resolution 621-23-PC – Preliminary plat for Shaan-Seet Inc. to replat 
Commercially Zoned Lot 1 and Lot 2 of USS 2613 (1700 & 1710 Craig-Klawock 
Highway). 
 
Wilson gave a brief review of the plat, noting that this was a desired replat from 
Shaan-Seet Inc. and had nothing to do with City of Craig requirements.  
 
Moots noted the unusual shape of the lot and asked why Shaan-Seet did not 
subdivide Lot 2 and leave Lot 1. Wilson noted that the first draft of the replat 
depicted three lots, but Shaan-Seet decided to maintain two lots. Wilson was 
uncertain about the reasoning behind the change. Clinton Cook, President of the 
Craig Tribal Association, stated that Shaan-Seet wanted to retain access to the 
water for future projects.   
 
Wilson stated that there were no written or public comments regarding this replat.  
 

 



MOTION TO APPROVE  STANLEY/MOOTS   APPROVED  
 
 

2. PC Resolution 622-23-PC – Variance for Craig Tribal Association to maintain a 
structure encroaching into the 10’ sideyard setback in a Commercial Zone at 404 
Main Street (Lot 2, Block 18, USS 1430). 
 
Wilson noted this was an enforcement issue that had been drawn out over a year, 
starting with the previous owner, Aimee Demmert, who initiated construction 
without a building permit.  
 
Clinton Cook stated that the ongoing issue with the property was not brought to 
the attention on the Craig Tribal Association and that the City failed to do their 
job. Clinton stated that their realtor, broker, and title agencies did not find any 
liens or other red-flags when purchasing the property for cash. Clinton feels that 
there was improper communication within the City of Craig and that the City 
should have stopped the sale or put a lien on the property.  
 
Clinton stated that a letter had been incorrectly sent to Shaan-Seet Inc. rather than 
the Craig Tribal Association regarding the encroachment. Wilson apologized and 
stated she would review the notice letters about the ongoing problem and ensure a 
mix-up did not happen in the future (Editor’s note: on further investigation, it was 
determined that all appropriate Craig Tribal Association letters were sent to the 
CTA. Shaan-Seet Inc. received a public notice letter due to being an adjacent 
property owner. Shaan-Seet Inc. is an adjacent property owner and was an 
intended public notice recipient). 
 
Josh Bennett asked what the building permit stated. Bennett noted that he had 
built the deck in question and was shut down during construction. Bennett further 
noted that he had eventually received approval to continue construction. Wilson 
stated that the building permit was approved with the expectation the deck/grade 
would be adjusted to meet code. Raising the grade of the property so that the deck 
was 30” or less from grade would make it a non-structure and meet code. Bennett 
stated that it appeared to him that the Craig Fire Chief approve the construction 
and that all the boxes had been checked off. Bennett further stated that the 
property being commercial property should allow the construction to encroach 
within the setback. Wilson noted that the City Fire Chief is not the appropriate 
authority to approve encroachments, nor is the City Planner; that is the role of the 
State Fire Marshal. Encroachments may occur on commercially zoned property 
with approval of the State Fire Marshal, but the State Fire Marshal does not 
review residences with under four dwelling units. Wilson reiterated that the 
building permit was approved with the understanding that the original property 
owner would raise the grade to meet code. Bennett would like to see future 
clarification of the 30” rule in the Craig Municipal Code. 
 



Wilson noted she spoke to at least four individuals over the phone regarding the 
property in question and the ongoing issues with 404 Main Street. The problem 
was also noted in MARS, the City of Craig’s municipal assessment system. 
Wilson cannot verify what information was conveyed through the City Clerk’s 
office, or if/why information she provided to inquirers did not go up the chain-of-
command in the Craig Tribal Association.  
 
Clinton stated that fixing the issue by raising the grade would be problematic due 
to potential drainage issues as well as physical practicality. Clinton asked if 
pavers could be used. Wilson stated that pavers were an unlikely solution as they 
could so easily be removed, but acknowledged that gravel is fairly easy to wash 
away as well. Clinton stated that the height from grade was only about 36” while 
Wilson noted that her measurements put it at 46” from grade in the worst corner.  
 
Zellhuber reiterated that the solutions were raising the grade 16” to render the 
deck a non-structure or to obtain State Fire Marshal approval, although Wilson 
noted the structure was unlikely to qualify for Fire Marshal review. Stanley asked 
what the typical time period was on Fire Marshal review and wondered if it would 
be something the Fire Marshal could look at on a trip to Prince of Wales. Bennet 
confirmed that the Fire Marshal keeps a strict schedule and does not add buildings 
for review during trips. Wilson stated that in her experience with another 
commercial building, it took many months for the review to be completed; she 
understood that to be due to COVID backlogs and that the time scale for that 
review was unusual. Clinton stated for Green Street Marijuana Retail Facility, the 
review took 9 months. Clinton stated that the Craig Tribal Association was not 
interested in pursuing Fire Marshal review due to the extensive work that would 
require. The commission reviewed the definition of a structure and discussed the 
wording. Wilson acknowledged that removing the encroaching portion of the 
deck was another way of addressing the issue.  
 
Commissioner Zellhuber asked to clarify if the variance was still requested. 
Wilson added the variance is the only function that required Planning 
Commission discussion, other solutions could be discussed outside of the 
Planning Commission meeting. Clinton confirmed interest in pursuing the 
variance. 

 
Criteria 1:  
Moots asked about the grade of the property, Wilson stated that the property 
sloped slightly towards the problem corner. Wilson also stated during her 
discussions with the Fire Chief, that he noted the entire structure could have been 
built lower and likely met code. Kevin McDonald noted that his own deck (since 
removed) had been approved within the setback and was quite a bit taller than the 
Demmert deck. Wilson noted that a deck as described by Kevin should not have 
been approved, but she did not have enough information to determine how or why 
the discrepancy had happened. Clinton noted that rewording of the code could 
allow a percentage of the deck to meet the under 30” requirement. Zellhuber 



asked if the code language could be changed. Wilson stated that using a 
percentage would make evaluation more difficult, and the intent of the code was 
to define structures. Commissioner McDonald felt the Criteria was met while 
Moots, Stanley, and Zellhuber were more uncertain but stated that it might be 
met. The Criteria was temporarily skipped. Upon reviewing the remaining 
Criteria, all Planning Commissioners ultimately determined that Criteria 1 was 
MET.  
 
Criteria 2:  
Moots felt that Criteria 2 appeared to be met, but acknowledged feeling 
conflicted. Wilson noted that the first two criteria were more subjective and that 
Criteria 3, 5, and 7 would require more discussion. Wilson acknowledged 
drainage being the primary issue for addressing the problem. The Planning 
Commissioners agreed that Criteria 2 was MET. 
 
Criteria 3:  
Wilson acknowledged the issue with fire response due to the encroachment but 
acknowledged that the extra height was unlikely to stop fire fighters during a 
response. Wilson also acknowledged that an open deck was unlikely to be a 
significant fire risk. Wilson stated the more likely issue was prejudice to other 
property owners. Zellhuber acknowledged the potential for future prejudice if an 
adjacent lot owner wished to build something nearby or if the adjacent properties 
were sold. No public comment was received regarding the encroachment and 
currently no nearby structures were affected. Any future structure would be 
expected to maintain at least 6 feet of distance from the current structure. Moots 
noted the deck does not change the geometry or slope of the lot. The Planning 
Commissioners agreed that Criteria 3 was MET. 
 
Criteria 4:  
The Planning Commissioners agreed that Criteria 4 was MET. 
 
Criteria 5:  
The Planning Commissioners agreed that Criteria 5 was MET. 
 
Criteria 6:  
The Planning Commissioners agreed that Criteria 6 was MET. 
 
Criteria 7:  
Zellhuber reiterated that the variance cannot be sought solely to relieve monetary 
hardship or inconvenience. She asked Clinton if he had any other reasons for 
seeking the variance. Clinton noted the drainage issue if grade were raised under 
the deck. Wilson noted the other solution to solving the problem was to remove 
the encroaching portion of the deck or lower the encroaching portion that was 
over 30”. Bennett stated that the code was problematic as adding a step could fix 
the issue. Wilson stated that the issue was not the code, but the building permit 
not being approved prior to construction of the deck. Wilson stated that making 



the encroaching portion a step-down was an option available to Tammy and 
Aimee Demmert. Zellhuber acknowledged that her biggest issue was approving 
the variance if removing the encroaching portion was still an option to meet code. 
After some confusion, Wilson clarified that Bennett’s idea of adding a step-down 
within the setback while retaining the oversized encroachment did not resolve the 
problem. McDonald, Stanley, and Moots Determined that Criteria 7 was MET.  

  
Commissioner Zellhuber confirmed that the Planning Commission had determined all 
seven criteria were met and that a variance to grant the encroaching deck was approved. 
 
MOTION TO APPROVE  MCDONALD/MOOTS APPROVED (4-0) 
 
Old Business 

1. In a brief discussion, Wilson noted that Jeremy Crew’s position was coming up 
for reinstatement. Due to Council Member Millie Schoonover’s comments from 
2022, Wilson would ask Crews if he is interested in maintaining his seat as a 
planning commissioner and advertise to see if any one else in Craig was interested 
in the position. If someone else is interested, Wilson will work with the Mayor 
and City Council on how they would like to proceed.  
 
Wilson also noted that the City Council was interested in doing streetlight 
nominations. This public process would be brought up at the next Planning 
Commission meeting with advertisement.  

 
Stanley asked about the outcome for the amendments to Title 18 allowing tiny 
homes in trailer parks. Wilson confirmed that the amendment had been approved 
by the council but the code still needed official updates. Stanley requested 
updated codes when the amendments are added.  
 
The Planning Commission agreed to meet January 25th due to holidays and travel 
interfering with a December meeting. No immediate items are on the agenda.  
 
Adjourn 
A motion was made and seconded to adjourn the meeting at 8:19pm.  
 
 

MOTION TO ADJOURN  MCDONALD/STANLEY  APPROVED 
 
 
 
_________________________________  _____________________________ 
Chairman Sharilyn Zellhuber    Samantha Wilson, City Planner  



CITY OF CRAIG 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

Staff Report 
January 25, 2024 

 
Applicant:  New Hope Baptist Church  
 
Requested Action: Conditional Use Permit – Religious Assembly in Low-Density Residential 

Zone 
 
Location:  9A, Block 2, ANCSA14c3 (116 Tanner Crab Court) 
 
Lot Size:  35,977 SF 
 
Zoning:  Residential Low Density 
 
Surrounding Uses: North: Low-Density Residential & Forestry 

West: Low-Density Residential & Public 
   South: Low-Density Residential 
   East: Forestry 
 
 
Analysis 
New Hope Baptist Church operates a religious assembly at 116 Tanner Crab Court. The current 
building site, previously known as Lot 8, Block A, Crab Cove Height Subdivision was reviewed 
and approved as a location for religious assembly in a low-density residential zone on November 
14, 2000. Since that time, two adjacent residential lots have been purchased by the church, and 
all three lots were merged in a replat approved on June 24, 2021.   
 
New Hope Baptist Church is seeking a conditional use permit to add a new religious assembly 
building on Lot 9A. The new building would feature up to 150 seats in the primary sanctuary as 
well as a ½ court basketball-sized gym so attendees and/or children could play out of the 
weather. The old building would remain, continuing to serve its function as housing for the 
pastor and missionaries as well as serve as an event hall.  
 
The total enclosed footprint of the new building, would be 8,370 sqft. The footprint of the old 
building is 2,400 sqft. Density requirements in a low-density residential neighborhood allow for 
the up to 50 coverage of the lot after the 10’ setbacks are subtracted for the total lot size. As 
applied to lot 9A, up to 14,300 sqft of the lot may be covered by buildings so long as needs for 
off-street parking are still met. As indicated in the plans, this means 10,770 sqft of the lot will be 
covered and density standards are met.  
 
Off-street parking will need to be considered for the added use. The Craig Municipal Code, 
Section 18.14.030 C states churches must have one parking space for each 5 seats. The new 
building is planned to host up to 150 seats and would therefore require up to 30 parking spaces. 



The gym appears to best fit under Section G. General school auditorium (paraphrased) which 
would require one parking space for each 400 sqft. The entire gym area with storage and balcony 
considered covers approx. 3,030 sqft, requiring up to 8 parking spaces. If only the active gym 
area is considered, only six parking spaces would be required for the gym area (approx. 2,399 
sqft). The old building would be considered on the old lot space with the original parking 
covered by the current/original conditional use permit. The planned lot appears to depict 38 
parking spaces, although three of those are included on the old lot which hosts the old building.  
 
As required by the Craig Municipal Code Chapter 18.14 a standard parking space must be at 
least 8’ x 20’ and exist entirely off of street-front. If a row of parking is provided in the front, and 
parallel parking is provided in the back (20’ & 8’ respectively), up to 12’ would be left for the 
alley/driving path in the back of the building.  
 
A public notice was sent to all property owners within 300’ of the subject property. Due to 
abundant inquiry prior to the submission of a conditional use permit, notices were sent to the 
entirety of Tanner Crab Court to ensure all concerned individuals receive a notice letter.   
 
Other features of the building will be met through the building permit process. The retaining wall 
is depicted as oversized in the drawing due to rendering limitations, but will be under 6’ within 
the property setback as required. Retaining walls over 6’ tall are not permitted within property 
setbacks. 
 
Prior concerns expressed by individuals living in Tanner Crab Court include parking, increased 
traffic, planned commercial use on the site, and noise. These concerns were expressed prior to 
the submission of this conditional use permit application. As this intended use is located on a 
low-density residential lot, potential disruption to residents should be taken into consideration.   
 
I have attached a copy of the application. 
 
Per 18.06.002 of the LDC, the following criteria shall be met before a conditional use permit 
may be issued: 
 

1. That the proposal is consistent with the Craig Comprehensive Plan, the Craig 
Municipal Code, and other applicable ordinances. 

 2. That the proposed use is conditionally permitted in the zone. 
 3. That the proposed use is compatible with other existing or proposed uses in the 

area affected by the proposal. 
 4. That the proposed use would not create noise, odor, smoke, dust, or other 

objectionable pollutants creating impacts on surrounding areas. 
 5. That the proposed use would not affect the health and safety of persons or 

property. 
 6. That the location, size, design and operating characteristics will mitigate 

conflicting uses. 
 7. That unsightliness, building height, or structural incompatibility would not 

significantly affect surrounding areas or the designated viewshed. 



 8. That the proposal would not have a significant detrimental effect on property 
values in the area. 

 9. That all utilities required by the proposed use are adequate or will be made 
adequate by the applicant at no additional expense to the city and will not 
interfere with utility capacity to serve other areas of the city. 

 10. That access is adequate to serve the additional volume and type of traffic 
generated and would not threaten health and safety by significantly altering traffic 
volumes and patterns. 

 11. That adequate off-street parking is provided.  (See Chapter 18.14, Parking.) 
 12. That the proposed use would not degrade land, air, water, or habitat quality. 
 13. That the proposed use will not interfere with the efficiency of, the planned 

expansion of, or access to water dependent or water related uses unless:  1) there 
is a documented public need for the proposed use, 2) no alternative site, and 3) the 
public good will be served better by the proposed use than by the water dependent 
or water related use. 

 14. That other relevant objections made evident at the public hearing are addressed. 
15. That the proposed use and development do not disturb trees or shrubs which are 

designated for habitat or resource protection; wind, noise, sediment, or pollution 
buffers; recreation or open space; protection from natural hazards, watershed 
protection, or visual considerations unless a plan is approved which will mitigate 
potential adverse impacts. 

 
Criteria 1, 3, 5-9, 13, and 15 of this section appear to be met on the face of the application. The 
commission should discuss Criteria 2, 4, 10, 11, and 14 at the public hearing on January 25, 
2024. Criteria 2 should be discussed due to the changed use of the event hall. The Planning 
Commission must determine if this use fits under religious assembly or if that use would require 
its own CUP. Criteria 4 and 10 should be discussed with regards to the increased use of the area, 
addition of a gym, and any comments that arise from the public.  
 
Recommendation 
That the planning commission discuss the required criteria for approval at the January 25, 2024 
meeting and consider adoption of Resolution 623-24-PC granting a CUP to the New Hope 
Baptist Church to operate a new religious assembly on 116 Tanner Crab Court (Lot 9A, Block 2, 
Tanner Crab Court Subdivision) subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. that the conditional use permit is not transferable to another individual or location; 
2. that all parking associated with use will be off-street.; 
3. that no commercial activity or activity that otherwise is not permitted under Section 18.05.001 in 

a Low-density residential zone.  
4. that this conditional use permit is voidable by the City of Craig, at its sole discretion, if 

the applicant is unable to meet the above conditions.; 
5. the conditional use permit may be reviewed by the Planning Commission 12 

months after approval to ensure compliance with these provisions. 

 
 



CITY OF CRAIG 
PLANNING COMMISSION 
RESOLUTION 623-24-PC 

 
APPROVING A REQUEST BY THE NEW HOPE BAPTIST CHURCH FOR A 

 CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR RELIGIOUS ASSEMBLY IN A RESIDENTIAL 
ZONE AT LOT 9A, BLOCK 2, CRAB COVE HEIGHT SUBDIVISION 

 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on January 25, 2024; and, 
 
WHEREAS, public notice was given in accordance with Section 18.06.002 of the Craig Land 
Development Code; and, 
 
 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission finds that the specific criteria of Section 18.06.002.C of 
the Craig Land Development Code are met as follows: 
 
1. The proposal is consistent with the Craig Comprehensive Plan, the Craig Coastal 

Management Program, the Craig Municipal Code, Craig Reconveyance Plan, and other 
applicable ordinances. 

2. The proposed use is conditionally permitted in the Commercial zone. 
3. The proposed use is compatible with other existing or proposed uses in the area affected 

by the proposal. 
4. The proposed use would not create noise, odor, smoke, dust, or other objectionable 

pollutants creating impacts on surrounding areas. 
5. The proposed use would not affect the health and safety of persons or property. 
6. The location, size, design and operating characteristics will mitigate conflicting uses. 
7. That unsightliness, building height or structural incompatibility would not significantly 

affect surrounding areas or the designated viewshed. 
8. The proposal would not have a significant detrimental effect on property values in the 

area. 
9. All utilities required by the proposed use are adequate or will be made adequate by the 

applicant at no additional expense to the city and will not interfere with utility capacity to 
serve other areas of the city. 

10. Access is adequate to serve the additional volume and type of traffic without threatening 
health and safety or significantly altering traffic volumes and patterns. 

11. Adequate off-street parking is provided. 
12. The proposed use will not degrade land, air, water or habitat quality. 
13. The proposed use will not interfere with the efficiency of, the planned expansion of, or 

access to water dependent or water related uses. 
14. Other relevant objections made evident at the public hearing are addressed. 
15. The proposed use and development do not disturb trees or shrubs which are designated 

for habitat or resource protection; wind, noise, sediment, or pollution buffers; recreation 
or open space; protection from natural hazards, watershed protection, or visual 
considerations. 



 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission approves the request 
by the New Hope Baptist Church for a conditional use permit for religious assembly in a 
residential zone at Lot 9A, Block 2, Tanner Crab Court Subdivision, subject to the following 
conditions: 
 

1. that the conditional use permit is not transferable to another individual or location; 
2. that all parking associated with use will be off-street.; 
3. that no commercial activity or activity that otherwise is not permitted under Section 18.05.001 in 

a Low-density residential zone.  
4. that this conditional use permit is voidable by the City of Craig, at its sole discretion, if 

the applicant is unable to meet the above conditions.; 
5. the conditional use permit may be reviewed by the Planning Commission 12 

months after approval to ensure compliance with these provisions. 
 
Approved this 25th day of January, 2024. 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  _________________________ 
Chair Sharilyn Zellhuber    Samantha Wilson, Planner 
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Published on Craig Alaska (https://www.craigak.com)

Home > Conditional Use Permit Application > Webform results > Submission #7

Submission information

Form: Conditional Use Permit Application [1]

Submitted by Visitor (not verified)
Tue, 01/09/2024 - 3:51pm
64.186.123.169

Applicant's Name
New Hope Baptist Church of Craig

Applicant's Address
116 Tanner Crab Court
PO Box 139
Craig, AK 99921

Applicant's Telephone Number
561-253-4083

Applicant's Email Address
kevin@whaletailrx.com

Property Legal Description (Lot, Block/Tract, and Survey Number)
Lot 9A Block 2 Survey 94-14, 2000-05

Subdivision Name
Crab Cove Heights

Lot Size
35,977 Sq Ft

Township and Range
74 South 81 East

Describe in detail the conditional use requested.
1. Religious assembly in a low residential zone. A conditional use permit should be on file with the
city for Lot 8

Site/Plot Plan showing lot lines, building locations, parking spaces, and other relevant
information.
craig_nhbchurch_c1.pdf [2]

What types of chemicals, processes, machinery or equipment will be used?
None

Approximately how many days per week and how many hours per day will the proposed use
operate?
Regular schedule for operation is 4 hours Sunday, 2 hours Wednesday, and 2 Hours Friday

What noise, odor, smoke, dust, or other pollutants could be caused by the proposal?
Traffic noise but not more than is currently present.

https://www.craigak.com/
https://www.craigak.com/
https://www.craigak.com/planning/webform/conditional-use-permit-application
https://www.craigak.com/node/7474/webform-results
https://www.craigak.com/planning/webform/conditional-use-permit-application
https://www.craigak.com/system/files/webform/zone-change/craig_nhbchurch_c1.pdf


1/10/24, 8:39 AM Submission #7

https://www.craigak.com/print/7474/submission/6438 2/2

What types of uses are currently located within 300 feet of the exterior property boundaries?
Residential homes. Lot 8 of the combined 3 lots (8, 9, & 10A) is currently covered by a conditional
use permit and is operating as the same church.

What types and sizes of buildings, signs, storage and loading areas, screening, etc. are
planned (size, height, type)?
A new fellowship hall with classrooms and a half basketball sized gym are planned for construction.
Our current fellowship hall seats 80, the new fellowship hall will seat 150. The building will be
approximately 10,000 sq ft.
Height to the eave on the lower level will be ~20 ft and on the upper level ~10 ft.

What utilities are needed?
Water, sewer, and electrical utilities are already available on the lot.

What roads will provide access?
Tanner Crab Court and Craig, Klawock Highway.

What are your parking needs and where will they be provided (indicate on the plot plan
where parking is to be provided)?
The Craig Municipal code requires 1 parking space per 5 fixed seats. We would require 30 spaces
for the planned 150 seat fellowship hall. Our design shows 38 spaces which does not include the 12
spaces in front of the existing building.

What type and volume of traffic will be generated by the conditional use?
The amount of traffic should remain consistent with the church we currently operate on the
premises. Increased attendance will increase traffic accordingly.

Will the proposed conditional use be compatible with the neighborhood in general? Why?
12. Yes, we are currently operating a church on a portion of the newly platted lot. The addition of the
new building will provide a gym for the local community to use as well as an emergency shelter.

Applicant's Certification
I swear, depose and say that the foregoing statements and answers herein contained, and the
information herewith submitted, are in all respects true and correct to the best of my knowledge and
beliefs.

Source URL:https://www.craigak.com/node/7474/submission/6438

Links
[1] https://www.craigak.com/planning/webform/conditional-use-permit-application [2]
https://www.craigak.com/system/files/webform/zone-change/craig_nhbchurch_c1.pdf

https://www.craigak.com/node/7474/submission/6438
https://www.craigak.com/planning/webform/conditional-use-permit-application
https://www.craigak.com/system/files/webform/zone-change/craig_nhbchurch_c1.pdf
https://www.craigak.com/system/files/webform/zone-change/craig_nhbchurch_c1.pdf
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CITY OF CRAIG 
MEMORANDUM 

 
To: Craig Planning Commission 
From: Samantha Wilson, City Planner 
Date: January 17, 2023 
RE:      Final Plat Tract 18 Subdivision  

The Craig Tribal Association (CTA) is the owner of Lot 18E, 18F, and 18G, USS 2611. 
The CTA is seeking to vacate the subdividing lot lines, creating a single lot, Lot 18E-1.  
 
This replat is a minor replat and does not require new infrastructure as part of the re-
platting processes 
 
This replat is part of a larger project the CTA is developing to build and establish a new 
senior center on lot 18E-1. A conditional use permit for the proposed 8-unit, 12-bedroom 
senior center was approved on October 27th, 2022.  
 
A preliminary plat was reviewed and approved during the March 23rd 2023 meeting. On 
review, all preliminary plat requirements appear to be met.  
 
Once all signatures are obtained for the final replat, the mylar copy can be sent to the 
recorder’s office.  
 
Recommendation: Review the final plat to confirm requirements have been met, approve, 
and sign the final plat.  
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CITY OF CRAIG 

MEMORANDUM 
 

To: Craig Planning Commission 

From: Samantha Wilson, City Planner 

Date: January 17, 2023 

RE:      Final Plat Gas Station Subdivision  

Shaan-Seet Inc. is the owner of Lot 1 and Lot 2, USS 2613. Shaan-Seet seeks to redraw 

the border between the two lots so that Lot 1 encompasses the northwestern edge of Lot 2 

which accesses the beach. This would produce Lot 1A and Lot 2A.  

 

This replat is a minor replat that does not change the number of lots, produce more than 

one flag lot, or otherwise create access issues. No new infrastructure will be required for 

this replat. 

 

This replat is intended to be a precursor to a lease agreement between Shaan-Seet Inc. 

and the Craig Tribal Association. The Craig Tribal Association will seek to build and 

operate a gas station on the newly re-platted Lot 2A. Although Shaan-Seet Inc. has 

previously qualified for a conditional use permit (CUP) to operate a gas station on Lot 2, 

as a new proposed operator, the Craig Tribal Association will need to submit a CUP prior 

to operation of the proposed gas station.  

 

A preliminary plat was reviewed and approved during the November 30th, 2023 meeting. 

On review, all preliminary plat requirements appear to be met. On reviewing the site, I 

can confirm that new property markers have been set as required. Two older property 

markers were removed.  

 

Once all signatures are obtained for the final replat, the mylar copy can be sent to the 

recorder’s office.  

 

Recommendation: Review the final plat to confirm requirements have been met, approve, 

and sign the final plat.  
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