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Meeting Agenda of the City and Borough of Juneau 
Title 49 Committee of the Planning Commission 

 

Wednesday, May 16, 2018 
Community Development Department  

Small Conference Room, 12:00 pm 

 
Members Present: 
Nathaniel Dye, Paul Voelckers, Carl Greene, Dan Miller, Ben Haight 
 
Members Absent: 
Michael Levine 
 
Staff Present:    
Laura Boyce (CDD Planner), Jill Maclean (CDD Planner), Tim Felstead (CDD Planner), Bhagavati Braun (CDD 
Admin) 
 
I) Call to Order  

Meeting called to order at 12:04 pm. 
 

II) Approval of Minutes 
April 18, 2018 Draft Minutes 
 

MOTION: by Mr. Voelckers to approve the April 18, 2018 minutes  
 
The motion passed with no objection. 
 

III) Agenda Topics 
 

a) Review of Bonding for Stub Streets 
Mr. Felstead gave an overview of the Stub Streets memo, including details about a subdivision which would benefit from a 
change in the stub streets rules; the subdivision abuts forest service land that will probably not be developed. He outlined 
the options discussed in the memo – either creating a provision for the Director to waive the requirement (option 1), or 
deleting the bonding requirement entirely (option 2). 

Mr. Voelckers asked Mr. Felstead what his recommendation would be. Mr. Felstead stated that both options are agreeable. 
Ms. Boyce added that option two was in the code until around 2015. Mr. Felstead noted that he had found comments in 
notes from the last subdivision code change that stated the Commission wanted to ease the burden on subsequent 
developers, of building access to their property behind a subdivision. Mr. Voelckers added that the goal was to strike a 
balance of not creating a burden to the current or next developer. Mr. Dye noted that if it’s making problems in the three 
years since it was adopted he would prefer to return to option 2. 

Ms. Maclean added that developers currently have to set aside a platted right-of-way even if they bond for the street. Mr. 
Miller commented that setting aside that right-of-way could be a significant outlay for the developer even without bonding 
or street construction. Mr. Dye suggested that the criteria to waive, if used, could also include a criteria to waive the need 
of platting a right-of-way, Mr. Felstead clarified that the CBJ would not require a right-of-way to be platted if it wouldn’t be 
feasible to construct. 
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Mr. Voelckers asked if Mr. Felstead would elaborate on option 2 and how it would affect different parties. Mr. Felstead 
replied that the current code puts the burden on the current sub-divider; the current sub-divider gets no benefit from 
platting the right-of-way. 

Committee members discussed the costs of bonding and street construction and the lost income from platting a right-of-
way, as well as both options presented by staff. 

MOTION: by Mr. Voelckers to adopt option 2 and use the language was proposed in the packet. 

The motion passed with no objections. 

 

b) Common Wall Revisions 
Ms. Maclean outlined the changes made since the previous meeting noting that most of the revisions requested, as well as 
some more updates, were made. Mr. Voelckers asked Ms. Maclean to refresh the Committee on incentives for more dense 
development, mentioning encouraging three or more units. Ms. Maclean stated that in the way the code was originally 
written two unit common walls did not get the minimum lot size and in order to incentivize developments of three units or 
more the reduced lot would be applied. Recently staff discovered that the code was not being applied correctly. The 
options in front of the Committee, she continued, are to use code as written (not as it has been applied), or to fix the code 
to reflect the practice that has been used. Current use is to apply the reduced lot size regardless of how many units are 
being built. She added that the Committee had stated they did not want common walls in Mixed Use (MU) zoning districts 
(common walls are still recommended in Mixed Use 2 (MU2), Light Commercial (LC), General Commercial (GC), and D5, 
D10, D10 SF, D15 and D18 zoning districts).  

Mr. Voelckers voiced concern about allowing the same incentives for two lots as for three or more. Mr. Dye and Mr. Green 
voiced their support for reduced lot size for all common walls. Ms. Maclean clarified that three or more common walls 
receive a reduction in lot size because they provide more density; this may require agreements between neighbors for 
access to utilities etc. She added that it was her impression that the Committee wanted to extend the reduced lot size to 
two-unit common walls in the code change, adding that she fixed the numbers on the Table of Dimensional Standards 
included in the packet. 

Mr. Dye asked if common walls would be allowed in the D-3 zoning districts as well – stating that there are currently 138 
lots in D-3 zoning districts that have zero-lot lines, and if the property is on city water more common walls should be 
allowed, with lot size reductions available. Ms. Maclean clarified that D-3 is similar to D-5 and D-10SF in which only two unit 
common walls are permitted as these are single-family duplex zoning districts. 

Mr. Miller asked if a smaller minimum lot size (under 5,800 square feet) would be good in the D-5 zoning district. Mr. 
Voelckers voiced his support for Mr. Miller’s idea. 

Mr. Voelckers asked if there were any consequences the Committee and staff hadn’t considered regarding the D-3 zoning 
district, Ms. Maclean noted that there seems to be anecdotal information that when common walls were put into code 
there was some trepidation about having them in the D-3 zone. She stated she didn’t see any more evidence that would 
preclude common walls from being allowed in the D-3 zoning districts, adding that there are many already throughout the 
borough. 

Mr. Miller requested a smaller lot size for common walls in the D-10SF zoning district. He noted some small lots that could 
build a common wall instead of only one dwelling, thus increasing density. Mr. Voelckers stated that this seems in character 
with the mission for the D-10SF zoning district. Ms. Maclean expressed some concern about how this change could affect 
the upcoming rezone of downtown, but stated that staff would look into this idea. Staff and Commissioners discussed the 
character of the Flats neighborhood and how this change could affect the character of the neighborhood, weighing the 
benefits and possible down-sides of allowing common walls in the area. Mr. Haight voiced his support for allowing more 
options or “more tools in your tool belt” and letting the developers choose. Mr. Dye added that two unit common walls 
would reduce the cost to developers and encourage infill. Ms. Maclean added that common walls are sometimes preferred 
(over bungalows) because they allow more square footage.  

Ms. Maclean outlined the changes in the notes for the superscripts in the Table of Dimensional Standards (see packet). She 
noted that in the proposed changes two unit common walls would not be allowed in the Light Commercial (LC), General 
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Commercial (GC), and MU2 zoning districts to encourage infill, stating that higher density should be encouraged where 
allowed. Mr. Dye questioned this, suggesting that there may be lots that are too small for a three unit common wall, but 
which would accommodate a two unit common wall. He stated that if a two unit common wall is the only thing available to 
a developer the ability to construct one would be encouraging infill, he stated that the market will determine what gets 
built. Ms. Maclean stated that she was not in favor of allowing too much flexibility in these districts because they’re 
primarily commercial areas. Mr. Dye responded that the common wall units could have multiple uses, parking and retail on 
the bottom and housing on top, for example.  

Mr. Voelckers posited that it could be possible to allow two unit common walls but only for small or otherwise limited lots. 
He stated his preference, in general, to steer toward higher density, but stated he didn’t want to preclude a small lot that 
would remain undeveloped, stating further that large standard lots should not be able to do under-scaled development. He 
stated he didn’t want to orphan lots because of strong encouragement toward higher density. 

Mr. Miller summarized that he agreed with Mr. Dye and Mr. Voelckers, stating that the Committee is supposed to be 
planning for the community, that incentivizing more units is good, but if there are small lots where a two unit common wall 
would be the only option the code should be flexible enough to allow that. 

Discussion ensued about which common wall developments would allow mixed use development. Staff stated that the 
underlying zoning districts (49.25) descriptions could be the basis for what uses would be permissible within a common wall 
structure, this should illuminate the appearance of arbitrariness. Committee members suggested they look at this more 
closely to check for unintended uses and to be thorough. Ms. Maclean stated that she would draft information for the 
Committee to review at a future meeting. 

The Committee commented on the wording in V2 Attachment A (included in the packet) specifically under 49.65.700 – 
Purpose. The committee wanted the last clause to be moved closer to the other residential uses portion of the section.  

There was some discussion about the advantages of a common wall development compared to a condo-ized development 
for financing purposes. 

Mr. Voelckers pointed out 49.65.735 Parking and Access refers to single family dwellings; he suggested that this gets 
changed to reflect mixed use development as well. He also suggested adding a period after “zoning districts” in 49.65.745 – 
Zoning Districts. 

Ms. Maclean recommended that the Committee delete density and dimensional standards from the ordinance language in 
49.65 so they are all in the Table of Dimensional Standards. Ms. Maclean also mentioned that the variances code change 
was adopted with minor changes (Ms. Boyce will forward the changes to the Committee) and will be in effect in a few 
weeks. She stated that having dimensional standards in this portion of code could be tricky. She recommended that the 
dimensional standards be housed in the Table of Dimensional Standards for this and for future changes. 

 

IV) Next Meeting  
 

Monday, June 18, 12:00 pm. 
 Common Walls  
 It was requested that Rob Palmer be in attendance 
Mr. Dye asked that the Committee use the next meeting to look at the priorities list and work plan. 
Mr. Voelckers asked for an updated on downtown zoning. 
 
VI)  Adjournment  
 

The meeting adjourned at 1:26 pm. 
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