
 

IN THE MATTER OF THE 2021 REDISTRICTING PLAN CASE NO. 3AN-21-08869CI 
REPLY ISO MOTION TO AMEND APPLICATION PAGE 1 OF 14 
01167415.DOCX 

Holly C. Wells 
Mara E. Michaletz 
William D. Falsey 
Birch Horton Bittner & Cherot 
510 L Street, Suite 700 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 
hwells@bhb.com 
mmichaletz@bhb.com 
wfalsey@bhb.com 
Telephone:  907.276.1550 
Facsimile:  907.276.3680 

Attorneys for Plaintiffs Felisa Wilson, George Martinez, and Yarrow Silvers 

 

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF ALASKA 

THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT AT ANCHORAGE 

In the Matter of the 

2021 REDISTRICTING PLAN. 

 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No. 3AN-21-08869CI 

 
REPLY IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO AMEND APPLICATION 

TO EXPAND EQUAL PROTECTION CLAIM TO INCLUDE RACE-BASED DILUTION 

The Alaska Redistricting Board’s opposition to the motion filed by Felisa Wilson, 

George Martinez, and Yarrow Silvers (“East Anchorage Plaintiffs”) to expand their equal 

protection claim under the Alaska Constitution misunderstands the scope of the 

amendment requested by East Anchorage Plaintiffs, the factual basis for their motion to 

amend, and the impact such an amendment would have on the redistricting process.  

Despite the Board’s assertions to the contrary, East Anchorage Plaintiffs are not seeking 

to add a claim to their application to correct a redistricting error.  They seek only to expand 

a claim already identified in that application.  Similarly, East Anchorage Plaintiffs are not 

asserting a violation of the Voting Rights Act or a violation of the federal Equal Protection 
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Clause.  Instead, East Anchorage Plaintiffs seek only the opportunity to react and respond 

to new information produced directly from the Board involving testimony and 

correspondence by the Board presented during trial. 

I. Introduction 

East Anchorage Plaintiffs filed the Motion to Amend as a result of very specific 

conduct by the Board, namely: 

1. The Board submitted race data for the Municipality of Anchorage and a 
supplemental affidavit by Executive Director Peter Torkelson making 
assertions based upon that data for the first time on January 20, 2022. 

 
2. The Board disclosed email correspondence for the first time on January 22, 

2022 that referenced Anchorage “Voting Age Population” race data and the 
submission of this data to the Board members before the adoption of the 
senate pairings. 

 
The production of this correspondence and affidavit testimony, combined with comments 

and correspondence in the record and the Board’s improper process and procedures, 

creates a presumption of discriminatory intent that supports a claim under the Equal 

Protection Clause of the Alaska Constitution.  

In response to these assertions, the Board does not address the evidence 

triggering East Anchorage Plaintiffs’ Motion to Amend.  Instead, it argues: 

1.  East Anchorage Plaintiffs have had access to publicly available 
U.S. Census data since its release. 

 
2.  A claim under the Equal Protection Clause of the Alaska Constitution is futile 

because it is “clear” under Alaska law that discrimination claims under the 
Alaska Constitution require a showing of intentional conduct.   

 
3.  East Anchorage Plaintiffs’ legal counsel independently created a race data 

matrix and misrepresented that the matrix was produced by the Board. 
 
The Board’s arguments misrepresent the facts at issue and misinterpret the relevant law.  

Further, the Board’s position ignores the responsibility it bears for the evasive discovery 
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tactics that have ultimately resulted in the need for the amended application.  It also 

ignores the procedural posture of this case, the high import of the racial dilution claim now 

alleged by the East Anchorage Plaintiffs, and the need to develop an adequate factual 

record in this case both for the trial court and the Alaska Supreme Court.  When these 

considerations are given appropriate weight under Alaska law, it is apparent that the 

interests of justice, the public good, judicial efficiency and economy as well as the interest 

of all the parties are served by granting the Motion to Amend.  

II. East Anchorage Plaintiffs Were Not Required to Develop Their Own 
Redistricting Plan or Work Extensively with Census Data Beginning 
August 12, 2021 in Order to Preserve Their Ability to Challenge Board Errors 

 
The Board’s Opposition begins with the statement that “the same U.S. Census 

Bureau data has been publicly available to the entire world since August 12, 2021.”1  In 

so stating, the Board implies that East Anchorage Plaintiffs should have been actively 

involved in mapping, statistical analyses, anthropological studies, and other measures to 

second-guess the work of the Board since that date.  Neither Civil Rule 90.8 nor the 

Alaska Constitution imposes any such requirement on plaintiffs in redistricting litigation.  

Rather, Art. VI, § 11 of the Alaska Constitution specifically states that “any qualified voter 

may apply to the superior court to compel the Redistricting Board … to correct any error 

in redistricting.”  

Thus, the Alaska Constitution and Civil Rule 90.8 both contemplate a proceeding 

in which individual voters bring errors in the final redistricting plan to the Court’s 

consideration, and the Court adjudicates these errors and determines appropriate 

 
1  See Opposition to Motion to Amend at pp. 1-2.  
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remedies within the contours of Alaska law.  At the heart of this analysis is the Board’s 

process and procedure, and whether the Board’s final proclamation plan is lawful.  This 

analysis does not involve, or impose, a requirement that plaintiffs expend huge amounts 

of energy, resources, and expertise in order to divine all possible errors that might arise 

during the redistricting process in order to preserve standing to adjudicate those errors in 

court.  Here, East Anchorage Plaintiffs discovered during trial an error that had not been 

apparent previously, brought the error to the Court’s attention promptly, and sought to 

amend their Application to clarify that such an error was consistent with and within the 

scope of their existing claims.  These reasonable steps are consistent with the nature of 

redistricting cases and are made in good faith.  

Further, East Anchorage Plaintiffs rightly recognized that U.S. census data is raw 

data, and population percentages, both for “total population” and “voting age population,” 

result from the compilation and application of such data.  As more particularly explained 

by Board staff and counsel, qualitative decisions are made when converting census data 

into percentages.  Consequently, East Anchorage Plaintiffs determined that the nature of 

their claims necessitated reliance on the Board’s own census data compilations when 

scrutinizing the Board’s decision-making process and use of such data.  While the U.S. 

census data may have been available to the “entire world,” East Anchorage Plaintiffs were 

concerned with the Board’s use of and reliance on that data, and not that of the “rest of 

the world.”  

III. Discovery Produced During this Trial Pursuant to Court Order Demonstrates 
the Board Actively Considered Race Data During the Redistricting Process 

 
As the Court is aware, the plaintiffs in this case have been attempting to discover 

information and documents relating to the Board’s decision-making process since the 
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inception of the application process.  The Board has consistently blocked and obstructed 

East Anchorage Plaintiffs at every turn from obtaining evidence relating to the Board’s 

decision-making regarding Anchorage Senate Pairings.  This obstructive conduct 

included failing to respond appropriately to East Anchorage Plaintiffs’ discovery requests, 

precluding counsel from inquiring as to non-privileged topics at Board member 

depositions, and withholding from production on attorney-client privilege grounds 

numerous documents which the Court later found to be non-privileged.  

After trial began, pursuant to an order following this Court’s in camera review of 

these withheld documents, relevant and discoverable email correspondence among 

Board staff members and counsel was produced to East Anchorage Plaintiffs.  This 

correspondence provided evidence, despite representations by the Board suggesting 

otherwise, that the Board relied on and had access to minority race data when conducting 

its Anchorage pairings.  The correspondence referred to a “VRA compliance report,” 

which Director Torkelson appears to have generated on October 29, 2021.2  Torkelson 

states that the report includes “a detailed discussion of Anchorage and its increasing 

minority VAP.”3  On November 1, 2021, counsel for the Board states that he “agrees with 

having [Torkelson’s report] printed out,” and is “intending a short presentation with a 

summary of [his and Torkelson’s] core conclusions” regarding VRA issues in Anchorage.  

This presentation appears to have wrongfully occurred in executive session.4  

 
2  See ARB00163257-163264. 
3  ARB00163263. 
4  ARB00163257 (email correspondence from Matthew Singer to Peter Torkelson in 
which he writes “[o]ne thing: we only produce publicly after we discuss with the board in 
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Writing to Deputy Director TJ Presley, Torkelson instructs, “[u]se the bitly URL in 

the racial pie chart to verify that my percentages are correct … this wouldn’t seem too 

hard, but it’s actually easy to mess up … [it] occurs to me that while we are scattered and 

distracted, our detractors are going to comb through this thing with a fine tooth scalpel.  

A numerical miscalculation would be easy to make and undermine the project.”5  In 

response to this request, Presley does indeed identify an error in the data.6  Contrary to 

Torkelson’s presumptions at the time, the Board would not and has not produced the 

Anchorage “voting age population” pie chart and thus no one, detractor or otherwise, is 

combing through the chart with a scalpel.  

These communications demonstrate that the Board was presented with race data 

specific to Anchorage.  The newly-discovered documents and testimony supports a race-

based dilution claim under the Alaska Equal Protection Clause, especially when paired 

with the Board’s arbitrary and wholly-unreasonable process and decision-making 

surrounding the East Anchorage/Eagle River senate pairings, its meetings with 

VRA/dilution consultants in executive session, and the Board’s unexplained changes to 

senate pairings immediately following those sessions. 

 
executive session.  If they are not happy or want changes, we need to deal with those 
concerns before we publish”). 
5  ARB00163262.  
6  ARB00163261-163262.  
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IV. There is Substantial Evidence in the Record Supporting an Equal Protection 
Clause Claim Under the Alaska Constitution Based upon Geographic, 
Partisan, and Racial Discrimination and the Resulting Dilution 

 
The Board’s attempt to obscure its obligations under the Equal Protection Clause 

of the Alaska Constitution fundamentally misinterprets applicable law.  Neither the Equal 

Protection Clause of the U.S. Constitution nor the Voting Rights Act repeal Alaska’s own 

Equal Protection Clause.7  The Board’s reliance solely on federal law and the elements 

of such law results in misperceptions by the Board regarding the viability of East 

Anchorage Plaintiffs’ claims and the burdens resulting from East Anchorage Plaintiffs’ 

request to expand its Alaska equal protection claim to encompass race-based dilution. 

A. East Anchorage Plaintiffs have a Viable Claim Based upon the Record and 
Newly-Discovered Evidence that East Anchorage/Eagle River Senate 
Pairings Adopted by the Board Violate the Equal Protection Clause of the 
Alaska Constitution 

It is well established under Alaska law that there are two principles of equal 

protection under both the Alaska and U.S. Constitutions.  The first, “one person, one vote,” 

 
7 Even under the less rigorous federal equal protection standard, race-based claims 
are justiciable under an equal protection theory outside of the VRA context.  For example, 
in Shaw v. Reno, 509 U.S. 630 (1993), the U.S. Supreme Court disapproved on equal 
protection grounds “redistricting legislation that is alleged to be so bizarre on its face that 
it is unexplainable on grounds other than race.”  Id. at 631.  Explaining that classifications 
of citizens on the basis of race are “by their very nature odious to a free people whose 
institutions are founded upon the doctrine of equality,” the Court explained that equal 
protection analyses are applicable not only to facially bizarre plans, but also to those 
which are “although race neutral on their face … unexplainable on grounds other than 
race.”  Id. at 643; quoting Hirabayas hi v. United States, 320 U.S. 81, 100 (1943); Arlington 
Heights v. Metropolitan Housing Development Corp., 429 U.S. 252, 266 (1977); see also 
In re 2011 Redistricting Cases, 274 P.3d 466, 469 (Alaska 2012). 
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is the equal protection theory often referenced by the Board.  The second, “fair and 

effective representation,” is the theory advanced by East Anchorage Plaintiffs.8   

Alaska courts balance three factors when evaluating an equal protection claim 

under the state constitution. More particularly, the Court determines the level of scrutiny 

to apply to the individual right at stake; the Court weighs the government interest in the 

action taken; and analyzes the actions taken by the government actor in furtherance of 

that interest.  When applying this analysis, the Court does look to the government actor’s 

intent but that intent is merely a component of the Court’s overarching analysis.  In Kenai 

Peninsula Borough v. State, the Court explained: 

Under such a test we look both to the process followed by the Board in 
formulating its decision and to the substance of the Board's decision in order 
to ascertain whether the Board intentionally discriminated against a 
particular geographic area.  Wholesale exclusion of any geographic area 
from the reapportionment process and the use of any secretive procedures 
suggest an illegitimate purpose.  District boundaries which meander and 
selectively ignore political subdivisions and communities of interest, and 
evidence of regional partisanship are also suggestive.  The presentation of 
evidence that indicates, when considered with the totality of the 
circumstances, that the Board acted intentionally to discriminate against the 
voters of a geographic area will serve to compel the Board to demonstrate 
that its acts aimed to effectuate proportional representation.  That is, the 
Board will have the burden of proving that any intentional discrimination 
against voters of a particular area will lead to more proportional 
representation.  Because our equal protection clause is more stringent than 
the federal equal protection clause, a showing of a consistent degradation 
of voting power in more than one election will not be required; rather once 
the Board's discriminatory intent is evident, its purpose in redistricting will 
be held illegitimate unless that redistricting effects a greater proportionality 
of representation.  Moreover, because of our stricter constitutional standard, 
we will not consider any effect of disproportionality de minimus when 
determining the legitimacy of the Board's purpose.9 
 

 
8 See Braun v. Borough, 193 P.3d 719, 720 (Alaska 2008); citing to Kenai Peninsula 
Borough v. State, 743 P.2d 1352, 1366 (Alaska 1987). 
9 Kenai Peninsula Borough v. State, 743 P.2d 1352, 1372 (Alaska 1987). 
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A voter’s right to fair and effective participation in the electoral system is 

fundamental.  The application of the balancing test to the Board’s conduct and the 

interests harmed by that conduct will demonstrate that the Board’s pairings violated the 

Equal Protection Clause of the Alaska Constitution.  Unlike “dilution” based upon race 

under the Voting Rights Act, the Equal Protection Clause will examine only the existence 

of a minority which has its voting power diminished by a majority, and the government 

interests served by such conduct. 

B. The Expansion of East Anchorage Plaintiffs’ Equal Protection Clause Claim 
to Include Race-Based Dilution does Not Place a Substantial Burden on the 
Redistricting Plaintiffs, the Intervenor or the Board 

 
In light of the balancing test applied under the Alaska Equal Protection Clause, the 

Board need not retain a Voting Rights Act/dilution expert to respond to the expanded claim.  

Indeed, the Board’s failure to retain an expert to respond to East Anchorage Plaintiffs’ 

initial and existing dilution claim under the Alaska Equal Protection Clause suggests that 

the Board did not find such an expert necessary.  Further, the Board made the choice to 

assert through Torkelson that the North Muldoon District “has the effect of diluting North 

Muldoon’s majority-minority voting population, resulting in a senate district with less than 

a majority of minority districts.”10  Torkelson also asserted:  

Dr. Chase Hensel asserts in paragraph 76 of his testimony (citation omitted) 
that minority voters are disadvantaged by the Board’s senate pairings 
assignments in East Anchorage and Eagle River.  That is not true.  The 
Board’s final senate pairings maximized Northeast Anchorage’s minority 
voting strength by creating two majority-minority senate districts with 
52.52% and 52.31% minority voters in Senate Districts I and J 
respectively.11 

 
10 Torkelson Supplemental Aff., ¶ 35. 
11  Torkelson Supplemental Aff., ¶ 34. 
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Additionally, it was the Board’s decision, not East Anchorage Plaintiffs, to include 

in its exhibits a table excerpt containing accurate demographic “voting age population” 

data and exhibits with inaccurate data, for the first time at trial.  

East Anchorage Plaintiffs do not object to the Board’s presentation of its retained 

Voting Rights Act/dilution consultant in defense of its senate pairings.  That said, the 

Board’s suggestion that a Voting Rights Act analysis and defense is necessary in 

response to East Anchorage Plaintiffs’ claims ignores the nature of a dilution claim under 

the Equal Protection Clause and the differences between such a claim, which does not 

require a racial bloc voting analysis and a claim under the Voting Rights Act.  Further, 

East Anchorage Plaintiffs are not requesting permission to expand their case-in-chief or 

requesting the addition of expert testimony regarding race-based dilution.  Instead, East 

Anchorage Plaintiffs have requested only the admission of additional testimony by an 

expert for the sole and very narrow purpose of identifying inaccuracies in the Board’s 

race-based data relied upon in response to Dr. Hensel’s testimony and in support of the 

Board’s senate pairings.  Additionally, East Anchorage Plaintiffs seek the right to cross-

examine Board members regarding any supplements to the Board members’ affidavits in 

response to an expanded equal protection claim.  

The Board’s assertion of the substantial burden arising from East Anchorage 

Plaintiffs’ expanded claim ignores the Board’s own conduct throughout the trial and its 

repeated presumptions that East Anchorage Plaintiffs were already asserting a 

race-based dilution claim or, at the very least, that East Anchorage Plaintiffs’ equal 

protection claim included a racial component.  By way of example, the Board’s proposed 
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Exhibits 1007, 1013, and 1014 attempted to rebut Dr. Hensel’s testimony based on a 

racial equal protection claim.  

Again, East Anchorage Plaintiffs expect the expanded claim to require no more 

than three hours of the Court’s, and the parties’, time at trial.  To the extent the Board 

finds the scope of the expanded claim unfair, East Anchorage Plaintiffs remind the Board 

that the submission of previously-withheld yet discoverable communications and last-

minute affidavit testimony regarding dilution is unfair and manifestly unjust.  In light of 

these actions by the Board, it is clear that it would not be prejudiced by defending against 

a claim it believes existed all along.  Indeed, any arguable prejudice which might exist is 

mitigated by the East Anchorage Plaintiffs’ stipulation that the Board may retain and call 

its own expert to rebut the racial component of the amended equal protection claim and 

supplement its affidavit testimony as it finds necessary. 

Conversely, if amendment is denied, East Anchorage Plaintiffs will be severely and 

irreparably prejudiced, as will the public at large.  In the absence of any factual record 

regarding the race-based equal protection claim, the only option available to the appellate 

court in light of the expedited nature of this proceeding will be to remand that portion of 

this case to the trial court for additional proceedings.  The interests of judicial efficiency 

and economy would not be served by this circuitous procedure, nor would the interest of 

the public in having finality regarding their electoral districts.  East Anchorage Plaintiffs 

should be permitted to develop this claim together with all of their other substantive claims 

in a single proceeding, as contemplated by this Court.  
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V. The Table Attached to Dr. Hensel’s Expert Testimony via Affidavit, 
Exhibit 6004, was Produced and Created by the Board but is Not Relevant to 
East Anchorage Plaintiffs’ Motion 
 
One of the most puzzling assertions in the Board’s opposition is its inclusion of 

affidavits from the Board’s legal counsel and Presley recalling that East Anchorage 

Plaintiff’s legal counsel independently created a matrix with race data.  These 

recollections are inaccurate.  Put simply, the undersigned does not have the skills or 

knowledge necessary to create a matrix or access census data on the AutoBound Edge 

program.  Dr. Hensel’s inclusion of the table produced by the Board is wholly unrelated 

to the newly-discovered evidence on which East Anchorage Plaintiffs’ motion is based.  

The Board’s attempt to use the exhibit as a way of somehow undermining the impact of 

the exhibits and evidence submitted by the Board and expressly identified by East 

Anchorage Plaintiffs is unconvincing.  Dr. Hensel references the table only for “total 

population” house district data, which is accurate.  Torkelson’s supplemental affidavit, on 

the other hand, affirmatively declares that a unified Muldoon District dilutes the voice of 

North Muldoon voters and relies on exhibits generated by the Board depicting senate 

pairings to do so.12  However, at no time does Torkelson indicate he is relying upon or 

using Exhibit 6004 in his supplemental affidavit or as the basis for the corresponding 

exhibits.  The relevance of Exhibit 6004 and the Board’s focus on it is not readily apparent 

but, to the extent it does add value to considerations of the Motion to Amend, East 

Anchorage Plaintiffs’ counsel has submitted an affidavit regarding the circumstances 

surrounding counsel’s receipt of Exhibit 6004 from the Board.   

 
12 Torkelson Supplemental Aff., ¶ 35. 
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VI. Conclusion 

For all of the reasons stated above, and in the initial Motion to Amend, East 

Anchorage Plaintiffs respectfully request that this Court grant the Motion and accept East 

Anchorage Plaintiffs’ lodged Second Amended Application to Compel the Alaska 

Redistricting Board to Correct Its Senate District Pairings in Anchorage. 

DATED this 28th day of January, 2022. 

 BIRCH HORTON BITTNER & CHEROT 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs  
 
 

 By:     / s / Holly C. Wells 
  Holly C. Wells, ABA #0511113 

Mara E. Michaletz, ABA #0803007 
William D. Falsey, ABA #0511099 
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Attorneys for Plaintiffs Felisa Wilson, George Martinez, and Yarrow Silvers 

 

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF ALASKA 

THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT AT ANCHORAGE 

In the Matter of the 

2021 REDISTRICTING PLAN. 

 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No. 3AN-21-08869CI 

 
DECLARATION OF HOLLY C. WELLS 

STATE OF ALASKA ) 
    ) ss: 
Third Judicial District ) 
 

The undersigned, Holly C. Wells, declares on oath as follows: 

1. I am counsel of record for Plaintiffs Felisa Wilson, George Martinez, and 

Yarrow Silvers (the “East Anchorage Plaintiffs”). 

2. I have no experience with AutoBound Edge or any other mapping program, 

except two brief sessions using the remote access in an attempt to locate demographic 

data and the use of google maps on two to three occasions before the plans were 

adopted.   
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3. When I was unable to access demographic data remotely, I decided to visit 

the redistricting office and attempt to explore the program on the in-person laptops. 

4. I have no training in any computer-based, mapping or technical area and I 

do not have the knowledge or skills necessary to create a matrix, locate the census data 

on the AutoBound Program or manipulate that information in any way. 

5.  I do know where to find the list of matrixes on AutoBound Edge after my 

visit to the Board’s office.  I cannot add to the list or modify any matrix in that list. 

6. I went to the Board’s office on December 29, 2021 in response to an 

invitation to all plaintiffs from the Board’s counsel. 

7. During my first visit to the Board’s office, TJ Presley explained to me that 

the matrix containing the census demographic data that came preloaded had been 

removed per the request of the Board because it did not contain Alaska Native data. 

8. He explained that the Board did preserve demographic data in a matrix but 

he could not locate the matrix with the demographics at that time. 

9. Mr. Presley agreed to locate the matrix and produce it to counsel if I returned 

the next day, which was December 30, 2021.   

10.  The next day, December 30, 2021, I returned to the Board’s offices.  

Mr. Presley gave me a detailed spreadsheet, which is now identified as East Anchorage 

Plaintiffs’ Exhibit 6004.  I also requested the Board’s equivalency file.  Matt Singer posted 

the equivalency file and noted my request for it shortly thereafter. 

11. Mr. Presley also asked if I would like the document by email and I 

recommended that Mr. Presley send it through legal counsel, Matt Singer. 
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12. Upon returning to my office, I memorialized receiving Exhibit 6004 from 

Mr. Presley with a note to file, which states that I received the document: 

in hard copy from the Redistricting Board staff (TJ) at approximately 1:40pm 
12/30/21.  During my visit to the Board offices, both 12/29/21 and 12/30/21, 
the staff explained that the matrix containing the census demographic data 
that came preloaded had been removed because it did not contain Alaska 
Native data and thus was not useful for the Board’s considerations.  The 
Board did preserve deviation data in its “base matrix.” 

 
13. I believe the reference to “deviation data” in my note was intended to say 

“demographic data.” 

14. That same day, one of our firm’s legal secretaries uploaded Exhibit 6004 to 

our document management system at approximately 3:00 p.m.  She titled the document 

“DISTRICT DEMOGRAPHICS RCVD FR ARB 12.30.2021 (NO BATES).”  

DATED this  28th  day of January, 2022. 

 BIRCH HORTON BITTNER & CHEROT 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs  
 
 

 By:    /s/ Holly C. Wells 
  Holly C. Wells, ABA #0511113 

Mara E. Michaletz, ABA #0803007 
William D. Falsey, ABA #0511099 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

The undersigned hereby certifies that on the  28th  day of January, 
2022, a true and correct copy of the foregoing document was 
served electronically on the following: 
 
Matthew Singer 
Lee C. Baxter 
Kayla J.F. Tanner 
Schwabe Williamson & Wyatt 
msinger@schwabe.com 
lbaxter@schwabe.com 
ktanner@schwabe.com 
 
Thomas Flynn 
Cheryl Burghart 
State of Alaska 
thomas.flynn@alaska.gov 
cheryl.burghart@alaska.gov 
 
Nathaniel Amdur-Clark 
Whitney A. Leonard 
Sonosky, Chambers, Sachse, Miller & 
Monkman, LLP 
nathaniel@sonosky.net 
whitney@sonosky.net 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Stacey C. Stone 
Gregory Stein 
Holmes Weddle & Barcott, P.C. 
sstone@hwb-law.com 
gstein@hwb-law.com 
 
Michael A. Grisham 
Dorsey & Whitney, LLP 
grisham.michael@dorsey.com 
 
Robin Brena 
Laura S. Gould 
Jake W. Staser 
Jon S. Wakeland 
Brena, Bell & Walker, P.C. 
rbrena@brenalaw.com 
lgould@brenalaw.com 
jstaser@brenalaw.com 
jwakeland@brenalaw.com 
 
Eva Gardner 
Michael Schechter 
Benjamin J. Farkash 
Ashburn & Mason, P.C. 
eva@anchorlaw.com 
mike@anchorlaw.com 
ben@anchorlaw.com 

 
BIRCH HORTON BITTNER & CHEROT 
 
By:     /s/ Martha K. Marshall   
Believed to be transmitted without error 
from tmarshall@bhb.com at approx. 8:30 a.m. 
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