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_ CBJ DOCKS & HARBORS BOARD
CIP / PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING AGENDA
For Thursday, March 18, 2010

Call to Order (5:00 pm in ASSEMBLY CHAMBERS).

Roll Call (Kuefther, Preston, Wostmann, Williams, Donek, and Chair Mehrkens).

Approval of Agenda.

MOTION: TO APPROVE THE AGENDA AS PRESENTED OR AMENDED.

Public Participation on Non-Agenda Items.

(not to exceed five minutes per person or twenty minutes total time).

Approval of Previous Meetings Minutes.

MOTION: TO APPROVE THE FEBRUARY 18, 2010 CIP/PLANNING COMMITTEE
MEETING MINUTES AS PRESENTED OR AMENDED.

Items for Action.

. PND Contract Amendment for Upland Improvements

Presentation by Port Engineer
Public Discussion

MOTION: TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF AN AMENDMENT TO THE
EXISTING PND CONTRACT TO PERFORM CONSTRUCTION SERVICES FOR
DOUGLAS, HARRIS, AURORA, AND STATTER HARBORS UPLAND
IMPROVEMENTS IN THE AMOUNT OF $33,543.00.

. Direction to Staff Regarding Douglas Harbor Re-Build

Presentation by Port Director
Public Discussion

MOTION: TO BE DEVELOPED AT THE MEETING

. Close Out H354-73 Ferry Dock Wharf Widening CIP and Transfer Funds to H354-85 Deferred

Maintenance CIP in the Amount of $50,124.
Public Discussion

MOTION: TO BE DEVELOPED AT THE MEETING


https://33,543.00

VII. Items for Information/Discussion.

1. Request to transfer park property at Statter Harbor to Docks and Harbors for Statter Harbor
Boat Launch Project.
Presentation by Port Engineer

2. Status of Statter Harbor Environmental Assessment
Presentation by Port Engineer

3. Status of Port-Customs-Visitor Center Project
Presentation by Port Engineer

VIII. Member & Staff Reports.

IX. Committee Administrative Matters.
Next Meeting: April 22, 2010

X. Adjournment.

MOTION: ASK UNANIMOUS CONSENT TO ADJOURN THE CIP/PLANNING
COMMITTEE MEETING.
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CBJ DOCKS & HARBORS BOARD
CIP/PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES
For Thursday, February 18, 2010

Call to Order.
Committee member Mr. Williams called the meeting to order at 5:00 p.m.
Roll.

The following members were present: Mr. Williams, Mr. Wostmann, Mr. Kueffner, and Mr.
Preston.

The following member was absent: Mr. Mehrkens.
Also in attendance were: Mr. Stone — Port Director and Mr. Gillette — Port Engineer.
Approval of Agenda.

MOTION by Mr. Keuffner: ASK UNANIMOUS CONSENT TO APROVE THE AGENDA
AS PRESENTED. The motion passed without objection.

Public Participation.
There was none at this time.
Approval of Previous Meeting Minutes.

MOTION by Mr. Preston: ASK UNANIMOUS CONSENT TO APPROVE THE
PREVIOUS MINUTES OF January 21, 2010. The motion passed without objection.

Items for Action.
There were no items for action.

Items for Information/Discussion.

1. Douglas Harbor Permitting.

Mr. Stone reported to the committee that they have gotten all the comments from all the resource
agencies and we are drafting responses to all of them. He stated that there will be comments for
the five different groups. He stated that they are planning to get together Thursday the 25% of
February per the agreements with the resource agencies they will be meeting March 5" to discuss
our comments and to go over any remaining issues they have. The consultant will be flying up
from Washington to attend also.

Mr. Stone stated that at this time there is so much data that it is starting to get confusing to people
and hard to keep track of what is going on.
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Mr. Stone said that the EPA is leading a charge to prevent us from disposing of a portion of the
sediment in the channel. They agree that some of the sediment is okay, but there is a portion of it
that they don’t like, so they are leading this through the Federal permit process to prevent the
disposal into the channel. He stated that he thinks the State Agencies are okay with the disposal
after speaking with them this is the feeling he got.

Mr. Stone and the committee members discussed the issue about the disposal of the material
having any effect on any mud dwellers in that area.

Further discussion took place among the committee members and Mr. Stone took place at this
time.

2 Purchase of the Lehnhart property at Auke Bay.

Mr. Stone stated that we had made an offer to the Lehnhart after the subcommittee reviewed the
appraised value and the assessed value of the property of $599,000.00. The Lehnhart’s came back
and said no they wanted the original appraisal of $650,000.00. We then went back with a second
counter offer of $625,000.00 and they come back with $637,500.00 and that is where it stands
today.

Mr. Stone stated that he just wanted a feel from the committee on what they want him to do at this
time.

Further discussion took place at this time.

The committee’s decision at this time is to have Mr. Stone go back to the Lehnhart’s with an offer
of $630,000.00.

Member & Staff Reports.

No reports at this time.

Committee Administrative Matters.

The next meeting is scheduled for March 18, 2010 at 5:00 pm in the City Chambers.
Adjournment.

MOTION by Mr. Kueffner: ASK UNANIMOUS CONSENT TO ADJOURN THE
MEETING. The motion passed without objection.

The meeting was adjourned at 5:30 p.m.
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CITY/BOROUGH OF JUNEAU

sy ALASKAS CAPITAL CITY Port of Juneau
TR s 2akld

To: Docks and Harbors Board

CC:

From: John M. Stone, P.E. Port Director

Date: March 12, 2010

Re: Douglas Harbor Rebuild Permitting

Since early 2006, CBJ has diligently pursued a permit from the Army Corps to
rebuild Douglas Harbor, The permit would allow CBJ to dredge the harbor basin
to re-establish its original desipn depth, replace a dilapidated moorage float
system, and dispose of dredge sediments in an area of Gastineau Channel used in
1998 and 2002 for disposal of similar Douglas Harbor dredge sediments.

This January, the Army Corps accepted public comments on our proposed action.
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the ULS, Fish and Wildlife Service,
and the National Marine Fisheries Service objected to the proposed action and
requested that the Army Corps deny the permit (See Comments in Exhibit 1),

Among other things, the federal agencies recommended that the Army Corps
ptohibit the disposal of the bottom layer dredge sediments in Gastineau Channel
(about half of the proposed action). They also recommended CBJ dredge deeper
so we could place a layer of clean fill over the newly exposed harbor bottom.
The thickness of the clean fill layer was not specified. Our review of previous
regulatory actions show thicknesses of clean fill ranging from 6" in Ward Cove,
Alaska up to | meter in the Lower 48.

I will not comment about the justification for the recommended actions, other
than to say that we, our consultants, and the Alaska Department of Fish and
Game disagree that they are necessary from an environmental and human health
protection standpoint,

Presuming that the federal agencies hold firm to their objections, | have analyzed
what 1t would take to comply with their recommendations. A listing of the
proposed action, alternatives recommended by the federal agencies, and their
associated costs follow:
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I. Proposed Action - $960,000

The proposed action consists of dredging 33,000 cubic yvards from the harbor
bottom and disposing all of the sediments in the middle of Gastineau Channel
as proposed. This alternative does not include work to over excavate three
feet and place a clean fill cap over the harbor bottom,

2. Local Upland Disposal by Barge — $3.6 million

This alternative consists of dredging 51,000 yards, disposing the upper layer
sediments in Gastineau Channel as proposed, and transporting the lower layer
sediments to an unidentified nearby upland landfill. This includes an estimate
to permit a new landfill and make it acceptable to ADEC. It also includes an
estimate to over excavate three feet (18,000 cubic yards) and place a clean fill
cap on the harbor bottom.

3. Local Upland Disposal by Truck — $4.8 million

This altemnative consists of dredging 51,000 yards, disposing the upper layer
sediments in Gastineau Channel as proposed, and trucking the lower layer
sediments to an unidentified upland landfill on the Juneau road system. This
includes an estimate to permit a new landfill and make it acceptable to ADEC.
The local landfill is not available for this purpose. It includes special trucks to
transport the dredge sediments and a truck wash at job site, It also includes an
estimate to over excavate three feet and place a clean fill cap on the harbor
bottom.

4, Lower 48 Landfill = $9.0 million

This alternative consists of dredging 51,000 vards, disposing the upper layer
sediments in Gastineau Channel as proposed, and barging the lower layer
sediments to a permitted landfill in the Lower 48. It also includes over
excavation of three feet and placement of clean fill cap on the harbor bottom.

It appears the local upland disposal by barge would be the least expensive
alternative that meets the recommendations of the federal agencies. It is
important to point out that we have not identified a local upland site that 1s
approved for this purpose. Our discussions with ADEC confirmed the need of a
solid waste permit. There may be sites near the harbor that would work for this
purpose but it looks like a considerable job to make 1t work.
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With about §6 million available for the project and the floal replacement work
estimated at §5 million, we do not have adequate financial resources to meet the
federal agency recommendations. Even if we did obtain the financial resources
to undertake the federal recommendations, I am not convinced we would
ultimately obtain a permit. The 404 permit process has considerable uncertainty.

The regulatory sands have shifted several times since we started the process in
2006,

Therefore, | recommending we suspend continued expenditure of funds for
permit activities for the Douglas Harbor rebuild, Douglas Harbor is a federally
authorized navigation project. (CBJ should instead focus its efforts on
federalizing the dredging effort. Letters to the Congressional and Legislative
delegations and the Army Corps should help start this process,

We should also recommend the federal agencies examine the issue of mercury
contamination in and around the project area. The mercury did not come from
operation of the harbor and the agencies appear to be concermned about serious
health and environmental issues assoeiated with 1L

In 2007, we were awarded a 52 million municipal harbor grant for the Douglas
Harbor rebuild. I recommend we ask the Legislature (o re-appropriate the grant
to rebuild Aurora Harbor, another harbor facility formally owned by the State. 1
understand we need to make this request by the end of March in order to get
action during this session,

As stated, the Old Douglas Harbor moorage system is dilapidated (See condition
reports in Exhibit 2), 'We hoped 1o have it replaced by now. It is unlikely 1o be
replaced in the near future. It gives me great sadness to say that we need to
figure out how and when to shut down Old Douglas Harbor,

Closure of the facility at the end of this summer is best from an operations
standpoint, About 50 boaters and fishermen have year-round assigned moorage
in Old Douglas Harbor. About 100 boaters use the facility during the summer.
Since many of the yvear-round stall holders have been harbor patrons for decades.
we need to consider reassigning these stall holders into the downtown harbor
system (Aurora, Douglas, Harris) based on longevity. At the end of the day this
means that the last 50 boaters that were assigned stalls in the downtown harbor
system will get bumped. Obviously, this approach will take a lot of effort and
communication by harbor statf. The Board should also consider a public hearing
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s we can explain why we are closing the harbor, when it will happen, and how it
will affect the downtown harbors.

At the meeting, | would like to get direction from the Board on three items:
I. Continued Effort on Army Corps Permit Application
2, Closure of Old Douglas Harbor
3. Transfer of Alaska Municipal Harbor Grant

Call me at 586-0294 if you have questions.

Exhibit | — Federal Agency Letters

Exhibit 2 — Douglas Harbor Condition Surveys




UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Almospheric Administration
National Marine Fisheries Service

PO Box 216568
Juneau, Alaska SeR0Z- 1668

February 4, 2010

Colonel Reinhard W. Koenig

Dhistrict Engineer, Alaska Districy

LIS, Army Corps of Engineers. Re: POA-2000:495-M3
P. 0. Box 898 Gastinean Channel
Anchorage, Alaska 39506-6898

Altn: Heidi Firstencel
Dear Col, Koenig:

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed the sbove referenced public notice.
The proposed project would modify and expand the existing harbor. Work includes removal of
existing structures, installition of new structures and dredging approximately 30,000 cubic yards
of matesial from the harbor. The applicant is proposing 1o dispose of the dredged material within
the open waters of Gustinean Chiannel, The public notice states that the applicant has “contracted
with Newfields of Port Gamble, Washington, to prEpare reports on assessments to verify the
comcentrations of mercury in the sediment to determine if the mercury concenirations in the
sediment are either toxic or bio-available to selecied aquatic spegies,” The public notice goes on
lo reiterate summiry statements from these reports which indicate thal the discharge of the
dredged materinl as proposed would nol have adverse impacts 1o aquatic resources. NMES
disagrees with these findings.

In & September 9, 2009 Ietier (enclosed), NMFS provided comments 1 the Corps of Engineers
(Corps) regarding the inadequacy of New/ields® reports. These reports evaluated the potential
for chemical and biological effects 1o living marine rescurces, including Fisemtial Fish Habitat
{EFH), from discharge of material dredged from Douglas Harbor into nearby Gastineau Channel,
In particular, NMFS is concerned about the elevated levels of mercury (Hg) in the dredge
material, mercury methylation, and transit and bibsccumulation of Hg within the food web.

The: Corps has determined that this project may adversely affect EFH. NMFS concurs with this
determination and requests that the information requested in our September 9, 2004 letter be
provided so we can develop adequate EFH conservation recommendations, Aldso, NMFS
maintains thal less environmentally dimaging practicable alternatives are availsble for disposal
of the dredged material, The public notice does not address whether these alternatives were
considersd, Without this information we recommend the Carps deny the project as proposed, ac
it will have substantial und unsceeptable Impacis on bquitic resources of national importance, as
defined in Part 1V, Paragraph 3(b) of the Clean Water Act section Hd{q) Memorandum of
Agreement between our agencies. Should you decide (o issue the permit over our objections, we
may seck higher level review of your decision pursuant to the 404{g) Memorandum of
Agreement. We hope that this matter can be resolved at the field level instead,
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We look forward to continued discussions with the Corps on the proposed project. If you have
questions, please contact Ms. Chiska Derr by e-mail at Chiska. Dem@nosa.gov, or by phone at
{90)7) 5386-7345.

Sincerely,
Robert D. Mecum
Acting Administrator, Alaska Region

Enclosare

ce: Heidiox firstenceli@usace ammy.mil, USACE, Juneau*
John_Stonefaici.juneaw ak us, CBJ, Junean®
ASchichu@pndengineers.com, PND, Juncau®
meade.chrisi@epa.gov, EPA, Jencan®
Breil. L. Walters@usace army.mil, USACE, Anchorage*
Deborah_Rudisidfws.gov, FWS, Junean®
william.ashton@alaska.gov, ADEC, Anchorage®
Beery. Wallergiepamail.epa.gov, EPA®
Jgwordi@newficlds.com, NewFiclds, Port Gamble, WA*
Juckie, Timothyi@alaska.gov, ADF&G, Tuneau™
Katharine Miller@noaa.gov, NOAA Fisheries, Juneay*
Mark Carlsinoaa.gov, NOAA Fisheries, Juneau*
Chiska.Derriinoaa.goy, NOAA Fisheries, Junean®
*email distribution

G:COE; Gastineau Channel POA 2000-495-M3 2-4-2010 od jh
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Natiana Manne Fishenes Senoce

PO. Box 21668

anieay, Alasks PRE02- 1668

September 9, 20009
Colone] Rembard W. Koenig
District Engineer, Alaska District
U1.S. Army Corps of Engineers Re POA-2000-495-M3
P, O. Box 398 Ciastineau Channe|

Anchorage, Alaska 99506-6898
Artm: Randall Vigil
Dear Col. Koenig:

This letter is to convey the National Marine Fisheries Service's (NMFS) concemns o the Corps of
Engineers (Corps) on the inadequacy of several reports intended 1o evaluate the potential for
chemical and biological effects to living marine resources, including Essential Fish Habitat
{EFH), from the discharge of dredge material from Douglas Harbor into nearby Gastinc
Channel, The hurbor, located i Latdtude 587 16°30" N, Longitede -134" 23'8" W, Douglas
Island, Juneau, Alaska, |s undergoing expancion due 1 increased moorage demands. The
expansion involves removal of existing moonings, cocosote pilings, and dredge materdal 1o retumn
the harbor to its original design depth of <14 ft MLLW. The dredging aspect of the praject
involves the removal and disposal of approximately 30,000 cy of sediment and disposal at a
previously otilized uncontained agquatic site in Gastineau Channel. Gastineau Channel is used as
rearing, feeding, and migeating hobitat by all five species of Pacific sailmon and other marine
organisms, including crab, halibut, herring and other forage fish, and manne mammals

MewFields was contracted by PND Engineers, an agent for the City and Borough af Juneau
(CBIJ), 1o conduct chemical and biological analvses of sediment material dredged from within the
Douglas Harbor, NewFields produced the “Diredged Material Evaluation for the Douglas Harbor
Marina, Junean, Alaska Final Repont” (NewFields March, 2009). This report indicated that all
mmmphﬂﬂmmmﬂﬁmmmg]mmﬁm abave
project screening levels. These concentrations excesd NOAA's Natlonal Stetus and Trends
program low range levels for sediments (Rudis 1996), There are elevated levels of Hg in two
distinct sediment layers within the Dougles Harbor basin, both of these loyers would be dredged.
The NewField report suggests that the Hg in Douglas Harbor is native material, however, given
Juneau's hard rock mining history where Hg was commonly used 1o extract gold from ore,
historic mining activities are likely sowrces of elevated levels of Hg in the Douglas Harbor
{Rudis 1996). Historio records indicate that at least 102,000 tons of tailings from the Treadwell

Al ASEA REGHON . www Tekr noan pov


https://NatioA.tl

Complex, the A-1 Mine and the Alaska Gastineau Mine were deposited into Gastineau Channel
and the Douglas and Junesu wwn sites between 1893 and 1944 (Rudis 1996),

In Apnil of 2009, NewFields produced the “Supplemental Evaluation for Bisaccumulation Data
from the Dredged Material Evaluation for the Douglas Harbor Maring" (MNewFields April, 2009),
followed by wsecand final report, *Dredped Material Evaluation for the Douglas Harbor Marina,
Junean, Alaska (MNewFields June, 200%), which ineluded o revised *Supplemental Evaluation for
Brogccumulation Diata from Dredged Material Fvaluation for the Dowglas Harbor Marina™
{(NewFiclds June, 2009b). During a state and federal interagency teleconference on July 23,
2(0%, there was discussion regarding which level of He to use as a biosccumulation threshold,
and the modeling methods and data interpretations used to evaluate bicaccumulation of Hg in the
food weh. NewFields used the Acid Volatile Sulfides/Simultancously Extracted Metals
(AVS/SEM) method to-evaluate the offects of metals on benthic organisms (NewFields March,
2044, However, accarding 16 the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), AVE/SEM is nid a
valid method for testing Hg uptake:

"lo evaluste the potential effects of metals on benthic species, the molar concentration of
AVE was compered to the sum of SEM molar concentrations for six metals: cadmium,
capper, nickel, lead, zine, and sitver. Molar concentrations of cadmium, copper, nickel,
lead, and zine are comparable with AVS on a one-to-one basis. . Mercury was excluded
trom AVS companison because other important factors play a major role in determining
the bioaccumulation potential of mercury in sediment. Specifically, under certain
conditions mercury binds to an organic methyl group and is readily taken up by living
organams (EPA 200 p, 21337

NewFields analyzed the short term {acute) effects of He. neglecting to analyze the long erm
{chronic) effects. Also, they did not adequately address the adverse effects on larval and
embryonic life stages, which are the most sensitive to He. The reports ilso do not take into
account the role of anaerobic bacteria fe.g. sulfate reducing bacteria) in the Hg methylation
process, and the selected bivaccumulation threshold does not consider the chronic effects of Hg
toxicity, which can be as low as 0.02ppm for salmonids (Beckvar o al, 1996,

The fate of Hg in the environment depends on the chemical form released and the envirommental
conditions presem at the disposal site (Beckvar el al. 1996}, Most Hg is released into (he
environmient 45 inorganic He, which s primarily bound to particulates and arganic substances
and may not be available for direct uptake by aquatic organisms {Becvar et al. 1996), The
process of methylation, by which inorganic Hg is made bioavailable in the form of
methylmercury, is an important key to the fate of Hg in the environment {Beevar et al. 1996).
One of the most important impacts o EFH of drediging and unconfined aquatic disposal of Hg
contaminated material is the potential for Hg mobilization into the food web. Mohbilization
allows for increased conversion of Hg to methylmercury, which bioacoumulates in fish and other
aqguatic life, presenting a potential threat to EFH. Toxic effects of Hz on aquatic unimals include
reproductive impairment, growth inhibition, developmental abnormalities, and altered behaviaral
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responses (Beckvar etal, 1996), Exposure to low concentrations of Hg may not result in dirsct
mortality, but may retard growth thereby increasing the risk of predation (Beckvar et al. 1996,

NMFS recemmends that the Corps disregard the AVS/SEM test results supplied in the
NewFields reports, because the test is not a valid estimator of the fate of Hg in aquatic systems.
Also, as the proposed project moves into the permitting phase, answers 1o the following
yuestions will be important in developing appropriate EFH conservation recommendations:

I. What are the chronic effects of Hg exposure and bicaecurmulation in the aquatic food
web? Manine arganizms will be exposed to Hg from the 61l material for decades, i not
longer. While the NewFields report focuses on acute effects, juvenile salmon experience
sublethal chronic effects at Hi levels much lower than 0,2 migkg.

2. Whal ore the effects of Hg bioaccumulation at higher trophic levels in the food web? The
NewFields tests evaluated elams and worms, not organisms such as forage fish, ar
commercial or sport caught fish imended for human consumption.

3. What are the effects of Hg methylation by microbial action on marine organisms?
Mercury moved from anaerobic to aerobic conditions is more easily methylated by
miicrobial action, and the sediment dredged from the Drouglas Harbor basin will be
exposed to derobic conditions.

4. What is an appropriate Hg threshold for bicaccumulation effects? This level should be
determined through collaboration with EPA, Alaska Department of Environmental
Conservation (ADEC), and other appropriate specialists.

In additon, PND Engineers produced the “Drouglas Harbor Dredge Material Disposal Practicable
Altermative Analysis Repont™ (PND June, 200%a) and after evaluating 12 alternatives identified
the preferred disposal method and Iocation a5 at e previously utilized Gastineau Channel site
(PND June, 200%a), Other practicable altematives could minimize sdverse effects to EFH. For
example, as stated in the altemntives analysis report, approximately 13 of the material could be
placed at a Treadwell Mine depression that is of low historic significance due to the lack of
miming relics. Another 1/3 could be placed at the Treadwell Mine cave-in site. Fifteen percent
could be contained on-site, beneath a proposed expanded harbor parking lot. Ten percent could
be confined behind a newly-construscted timber redaining wall. Any remaining material could be
used at the proposed confined intertidal Ataska Marine Lines storage vard expansion identified
as an alternative disposal site. NMFS recommends that disposal methods which would eliminate
or substuntially reduce the discharge of uncontained mercory contaminated material directly into
the marine environment be mplemented to reduce the risk of adverse effects 1o living marine
resources

Finally, PNDy Engineers also produced the report “*Douglas Harbor Renovation — Applicant
Proposed Mitigation™ (PND June, 2009b) that: a) proposes 10 avoid impacts by placing dredged
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miaterial into a previously used site in Gastineay Channel: b) does not propose minimization dye
to the nature of the harbor improvements (dredging o accommodate larger vessels); and ¢} states
that compensation is net required because best management practices will be used for this
deferred maintenance effort {creosote-treated pites will be replaced with galvanized steel, a
vibratory hammer will be used where practical, mew moorage and bearding floats will be treated
with Ammoniacal Copper Zine Arsenate (PND Tune 2006h), [f upland disposal options prove not
tor be practicable after further evaluation, NMFS recommends that given the potential for adverse
elfects to EFH, mitigation be required for any permit issued for this project

I'hank you for your consideration. We look forward to confinued discussions with the Corps on
the proposed projects. If you have questions, pledse contact My Chiska Derr at
Chiska Demi@nosa. gov or by phone at (#07) 586-7145;

Sincerely,

fodard 0 Wooum.

Robert D Mecum
Acting Administraior, Alaska Region

ce:  Randall P Vigil@usace army mil, USACE, Juneau*
John_Stoneiei. juncau.ak us, CBJ, Juneau*
ASchichti@pndengineers.com, PND, Juneau®
meade. chris@epagov, EPA, Junesu®
Brett. L Walters@usace army.mil, USACE, Anchorage*
Deborah_Rudis@fws.gov, FWS, Junesu*
william.ashtoni@alaska gov, ADEC, Anchorage®
Berry, Walteri@epamail epa.gov, EPA*
jqwordi@newficlds. com, NewFiclds, Port Gamble, WA®
Jackic. Timothy@alaska pov, ADF&G, Juneau*
Katharine Milleri@noaa. gov, NOAA Fisheries, Juneau®
Mark Carls@noan gov, NOAA Fisheries, Juneau®
Chiska Derr@inoaa. gov, NOAA Fisheries, Junean®
*email distribution
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AEGIOMNAL ADRIMISTRATOR

March 2, 2010

Colonel Reinhard W, Koenig
District Engineer, Alaska District

US Army Corps of Engineérs

PO Box 6398

Elmendosrf AFB, Alaska 99306-0852

Subject: EPA Comments on Public Notice of Application for Permit
Reference Number: POA-2000-495-0M3
Applicant: City and Borough of Juneau
Location: Douglas Harbor and Gastineau Channel, Juneau, Alaska

Attention: Heidi Firstencel, Project Manager
Dear Calone] Koenig:

This letter pertaing o the US Army Corps of Engineers {ACE) Alaska Distniet "Public
Notice of Application for Permit,” Reference Number: POA-2000-495-M3. The applicant is the
City and Borough of Juneau (CBI), and the project location is the Douglas Small Boat Harbor in
Juneau, Alaska. The applicant's stated purpose 85 to renovate the existing Douglas Harbor in
order to meet changing moorage demand in Juneau, CBI's proposal includes dredging
approximately 30,000 cubic yards of matenial from the harbor. The proposed dredged material
disposal site is in Gastineau Channel, and the proposed dredged material disposal method is
pncanfined aquatic disposal via barge.

The Environmental Protecticn Agency (EPA) has reviewed the public notice for the
proposed discharge of dredged matenal into Gastinean Channel. The recommendations herein
have been prepared under the authonity of and in accordance with Section 404 of the Clean
Wiler Act (CWA) ared its implementing regulations under 40 CFR Part 230, Guidelines for
Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredged or Fill Material. Pursuant to Part IV, Paragraph 3{b)
of the August 11, 1992, Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between our agencies relative 1o
Section 404(g) of the CW A, we believe the proposed project will result in substantial and
unscceptable impacts on aquatic resources of national importance.

As stated in our letter of February 5, 2010, Gastineau Channel suppors numerous fish,
shellfish and wildlife resources including crab, halibut, salmon, shrimp, seals, sea lions, whales,
waterfowl, seabirds, shorehirds and bald eagles. It also supports several imposiant commercial,
spor and personal use fisheries and haicheries. EPA is concerned about the potential for
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mercury bioaccumulation in fish and shellfish, and that the lower layer of the proposed dredged
material may be harmful to aquatic life, wildlife and human health.

Enclosures | and 2 provide EPA's detailed comments on the public notice and the basis
of our findings. Enclosure 1 inclodes EPA's evaluation of the bicaccumulation test results
reiative to the 4040b)( 1) Guidelines and Sediment Evaluation Framework for the Pacific
Morthwest (SEF). Enclosure 2 is EPA's evaluation of the bioaccunmlation test results under the
Inland Testing Manual (ITM). The following is 4 summary of our concems.

The binaccumulation test results indicate that the total mercury fissue concentrations in
Macoma nasuta ranged from 0.016 pg/g in the Reference Composite to 0.213 pp/g in the Lower
Composite (wet weight). The difference between the Lower Composite and the Reference
Composite 15 not only statistically significant, but the Lower Composile tissue congentralion is
more than 13 times higher than the Reference Composite tissue concentration, This sugpests that
mercury in the lower sediment layer is bicavailable to benthic organisms. The Lower Composile
tissue concentration also exceeds the SEF Target Tissue Levels (TTL) for protection of aquatic
life, aquatic dependent wildlife and human health.

Therefore, in the opinion of EPA, the lower sediment lever is unsuitable for unconfined
acjuatic disposal, IF the project moves forward, we recommend that the proposed dredged
muaterial from the lower sediment layer be placed in an upland disposal facility or in a confined
aquatic disposal fecility. EPA is also concermed that the new dredged surface in Douglas Harbor
(i.e., the bottem of the harbor after dredging) will expose aquatic organisms to mercury
contaminated sediment that is presently isolated. Therefore, we recommend that such exposed
surfaces be capped with sufficlent clean fill material.

Conclusions

EPA recommends that ACE deny a permit for the project as proposed in the public notice
because the project will result in substantial and unaccepiable impacts on aquitic resources of
national importance.

If ACE decides to 1ssue a permit, EPA recommends that ACE condition the permit to
either: 1) prohibit the discharge of dredged material from the lower layer of Dredged Material
Management Units (DMMU) 1, 2; 4A and 4B into waters of the Lnited States; or 2) guthorize
the discharge of fill maerial o construct a confined agoatic disposal facility to contain the
dredged material from the lower layer of DMMUs 1, 2, 4A and 48, In addition, EPA
recommends that ACE require the applicant to cap the bottom of the harbor with & sufficient
volume of clean fill material immediately after the dredging operation is complete if the lower
layer is exposed, The ubove permit conditions may require the gpplicant to submit & modified
permit application. The above options may also require a public notice and comment period, and
in-any case, it would be subject to interagency review and approval,

If you disapres with EPA’s conclusions, then we recommend thet ACE perform a
rigorous risk assessment pursuant to Tier IV of the ITM, including an ecological risk assessment
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using ACE"S Trophic Trace model, and a himan health risk assessment consistent with EPA
Euldance.

This determination was made based on; 1) EPAs suthority under 33 USC § 1344 and 40
CER Part 230, ) EPA's expertise in dredged material testing and evaluation consistent with 40
CFR Part 230, Subpart G, the ITM and the SEF; and 3) EPA's review of site specific information
including, but not limited to the permét application aad supplemental submissions, the 1995
Chemical Dats Repon, the 2007 Sediment Characterization Report, and the 2009 Dredged
Material Evaluation for the Douglas Harbor Marina.

We lowk forward to your response, and to your Notice of Intent (o Proveed, pursuant to
Pan 1V, Paragraph 3(c) of the MOA_ Tn the meantime, EPA will continue to work with your
staff and the applicant to resolve the above issues. Please call me at (206) $53-1234, if you wish
to discuss this lettes.

Regional Administrator

Enclosures (2)

ce:  Mayor Bruce Botelho (CBI)
John Stoné, Por Direclor (CBI)
Chiska Derr, NMFS
Deb Rudis, FWS
William Ashton, ADEC
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Enclogure |

40 CFR & 230.10 Restrictions on discharge.

EPA believes there may be one or more practicable alternatives to the proposed discharge
which would have less adverse impact on the aguatic ecosystem. We recommend that ACE
perform & more robust alternatives analysis, including upland disposal or confined aguatic
disposal, [40 CFR § 230,10a))

Based on the available information, EPA finds that the proposed discharge of dredged
matertal from the lower layer of DMMUs 1, 2, 44 and 4B will likely cause or contribute to
significant degredation of the waters of the United States, [40 CFR § 230.10¢c))

40 CFR § 230.11 Factual determinations.

For the reasons stated below, EPA also finds that: 1) the proposed dredged material from
the upper layer of DMMUs 1, 2, 4A and 4B is environmentally accepiable for unconfined
aquatic disposal; and 2) the proposed dredged material from the lower layer of DMMUs 1, 2, 4A
and 4B is a carrier of contaminants and is enviconmentally unacceptable for unconfined aquatic
disposal. [40 CFR § 230.11(d)]

Sed | Bi {ation Test Resul

Douglas Harbor sediment was tested in accordance with the Inland Testing Manual
(ITM), which includes four tiers: Tier | uses existing information, including previous resting;
Tier Il includes sediment and water chemistry teses; Tier [11 includes toxicity and
bicaccumulation testing, aad Tier IV allows case-specific lab and field testing in unusuai
IrCumstances,

In this case, ACE conducted Tier I testing in 1995 and detected total mercury above the
screening level of 0021 me'ke. Total mercury concentrations in sediment samples ranged from

1.54 mgfkg 1o 2 mglkg (dry weight),

The applicant performed more Tier 11 tests in 2007 and identified mercury as the anly
contaminant of concern. Total mercury sediment concentrations ranged from 047 mg/kg to 5.4
mp/kg for individual samples, and from 1.3 mgfkg 10'3.5 mg'kg for composite samples (dry
weight),

In 2008 and 2009, the applicant conducted Tier IT and Tier I testing, including
bioaceumulation tests, Methyl mercury concentrations in sediment ranged from 0.277 ng/g in the
Reference Composite 10 3.46 ng/g in the Lower Composite, and total mercury sediment
concentrations ranged from 0.226 mg/kg in the Reference Composite to 3.22 mp'ke in the Area
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4A Upper Compesite (dry weight). The total mercury tissoe concentrations ranged from 0,008
mg/kg in the Reference Compasite to 0,027 mygfkg in the Lower Composite for Nephtys
caecoides, and from 0.016 mg/kg in the Reference Composite to 0.213 mg/kg in the Lower
Composite for Macama nasuta (wet welght).

The Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation {(ADEC) recommended & praject
specific action limit of 0.32 mg/kg based on its interpretation of the Alaske Division of Public
Health's (ADPH]) fish advizory, ADEC’s recommended nomber is based in part upon ADPH's
chranic oral Acceptable Daily Intake of 0.0004 mg/kg of body weight/dsy, However, the fish
advisory states that the document is not intended to influence regulatory standards and that il is
inappropriate 1o use the Acceptable Daily Intake for regulatory purposes. ADPH recently
comecied ADEC's misunderstanding, and ADEC subsequently withdrew its recommended action
limit.

EPA agrees with ADPH, ADEC and ACE that is inappropriate to use ADPH's
Acceptable Daily Intake in a regulatory context. EPA recommends that ACE use EPA's
Reference Dose of 0.0001 mg'kg of body weight/day for any risk assessment or risk
management decision related to this project. For example, see Table | below.

Tabie 1. Comparison of Acceptable Tissue Concentrations (ATC), Using Basic Risk
Assessment Equation: (Reference Dose)(Body Welght)/Ingestion Rate = ATC

* Shown for comparison purposes only, EPA is wiing the SEF TTL2 in this case.
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EPA Evaluati Hi wmulation Test

EPA has evaluated the bioacoumulation test resalts consistent with the Tier IIT guidance
in the [TM (see Enclosure 2). Based on that review, we conclude that the 15400 cubic yards of
dredged material in the lower sediment layer of DMMUSs 1, 2, 4A and 4B are unsuitable for
unconfined aquatic disposal.

EPA also assessed mercury bioaccumulation potential by comparing the Tier I test
tissue concentrations to ACE and EPA's risk-based Targel Tissue Levels (TTLs) in the 2009
Sediment Evaluation Framework for the Pacific Northwest (SEF), Specifically, we compared the
Lower Composite Macoma nasula tssue concentration (i.e., 0.213 mp/kg) 10 the SEF Human
Hestlth TTL2 {ie., 0.04 mpfkg).

The applicant’s interpretation of the bioaccumulation lest results is based on & series of
non-conservative {i.e., non-protective) assumptions, as follows. First, the applicant assumes that
‘the test prganisms reached steady siate in the 28 day exposure test. Although the [TM
recommends a 28 day test as a cost effective compromise, it also recognizes that steady state
may not be attained in 28 days:

“Bioaccumulation of most compounds, if it occurs, will be detectable after the 28-day
exposure period, even though steady state mey nol have been reached. Thus, Tier I
bicaccumulation tests provide useful information about the polential for biogccumulation
{i.2,, bioavailability), even when steady-state tissue residues are not determined, e.g.
when comparing (o a reference sediment.™ [TTM, page 6-4.]

ACE’s Engineer Research and Development Center (ERDC) raised this issue In its
comments 10 the Alaska District and recommended applying a conservative steady state
conversion factor of 2.5, EPA concurs with ERDC's recommended 2.5 conversion factor,

second, the applicant assumes that 44% of the tel mercury measured in Macoma nasuta
was present as methyl mercury. Although this assomption may be reasonable, no scientific
citation is given, and it does not appear to be 4 conservative estimate,

Third, by comparing clam tissue data (trophic level 2) to a proposed action limit based on
a fish lissue concentration {trophic levels 2, 3 and 4, the applicant assumes thit methyl mercury
will not bismagnily a5 it moves up the food web. EPA recommends that ACE apply a
conservalive biomagnification factor to secount for the propensity of methy] mercury 1o
biomagnify as it is transferred from trophic level 2 to trophic levels 3 and 4.

EPA has evaluated the above factors {i.e., steady state, % methy] mercury and
biomagnification} across a broad range of scenanos using different sets of assumptions {see
Table 2 below), It is noteworthy that even the Low End Scenario estimated fish tissoe
concentration (0.094 mg/kg), which is based on nonconservative assumptions, exceeds the SEF
TTL2 (0.040 mg/kg) by more than a factor of two,



Mew Dredged Surface

EPA is also concerned that the new dred ged surface in Douglas Harbor (i.e., the hottom
af the harbor after dredging) will expose aguatic organisms to mercury contaminated sediment
that is presently isolated, EPA recommends thut ACE require the applicant 1o cap the bottom of
the harbor with a sufficient volume of clean fill material immediately after the dredging
operation is complete.
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Table 2. Range of Scenarios for Interpreting Biosccumulation Data Based on a Range of
Aﬂsumpﬂnns Regirdina Suﬂd:r Emu. e Mel.hjl Mﬂ"l‘.‘.ﬂl'}' and Blnmngnigimtlnn

A: Best et al. (September 2005), htrp:/el erde.usace.army, mil/elpubs/pd fftrel05- 13, pdf

B: Recommended by ACE, Engineer Research & Development Center, Dr. Lotufo,

C: Estimated in NewFields Supplemental Report, Revised June 2009. Basis or citation omitfed.
D: Best et al. (September 2007), http:ifel erde usace. army. mil/elpubs/pdffrei(7-2 1 pdf

E

F

: Waorst case assumption,
- Based on propensity of methyl mercury to biomagnify as it ransfers up the food web.

e
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“Based on tissuc companisons with Food and Dirug

Administration (FDA) levels, one of the following conclusions is

reached:

* Tissue concentrations of one or more contaminants am not
statistically less than the FDA Jevels. Therefore, the dredged
material is predicted to result in benthic bioaccumulation of
conlaminants,

= Tissue concentrations of all contaminants cither are
statistically less than FDDA levels or there are no FDA levels
for the contaminants. In this case, the information is
insufficient 1o reach a conclusion with respect to benthic
bioaccumulation of contaminants. The dredged material needs
to be further evaluated in Tier ITT as described below for
bioaccumulation podential to furnish information (o make
determinations under the Guidelines.” [Pages 6-4 & 6-7]

Doy Harbor Diredring Project under the Inlan

L0 ':-". o
The FDA action B:wﬂ for methyl mercury is I ) pa,rl.-a per million

(ppmy). Tissue concentrations were measured as total mercury, not
methyl mercury. However, even if we assume that 100% of the
total mercury was present in the form of methyl mercury, the
highest tissue concentration was (.213 ppm for Macoma nasuta in
the Lower Composite sample. Therefore, EPA concludes that
tissue concentrations of methyl mercury are statistically less than
the FDDA action level.

*Tissue contaminant concentrations following cxposure 1o
dredged material which are statistically less than FDA levels, or
for which there are no such levels, are compared to tissue
contaminant concentrations for organisms similarly exposed to
reference sediment. One of the following conclusions is reached
based on this comparison:

* Tisspe concentrations of contaminants of concern in
organisms exposed o dredged material do not statistically
excecd those of organisms exposed to the reference sediment,
therefore, the dredged material is predicted not to result in
benthic bicaccumulation of contaminants. However, benthic
tosicity effects also have to be congidered.

EPA concludes, based on data collected for this project, tha
tissue concentrations of methyl mercery in crganisms exposed to
dredged material statistically excesd those of organisms exposed
to the reference material
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Tmsue mmnnualms of contaminants of concemn in
organisms exposed to dredped matenal statistically exceed
those of organisms exposed to the reference material, In this
case, the final conelusion repgarding beathic bioaccumulation
ol contaminanis would be based upon technical evaluations
that emphasize the various factors deemed appropriate in a
particular region (see last paragraph in this section).
Additional testing (Tier [V) may be required.” [Page 6-7]

1.,4..1{ 1.~.+1rr|‘[rr'4g n.,;qf_..i [arbor
T i ||

“When the bioaccumulation of contaminants in dredged-material
tests statistically exceeds that in reference-material 1ests, five
factors should be assessed, Where aviatlable, regional guidance
should be consulted regarding the relative importance of these
[actors:

What is the toxicological importance of the contaminants
(e.g.. Do they biomagnify? Do they have effects at low
copcentrations ) whose bioaccumulation from the dredged
material statistically exceeds that from the reference material?
Ry what magnitude does bioaccumulation from the dredged
material exceed bicaccumulation from the reference material?
What 15 the propensity for the contaminants with statistically
significant bioaccumulation to biomagnify within aguatic food
wehs (Kay, 1984)7 Contaminants which biomagnify appear to
be few in number but widespread, and include DDT, PCB,
methylmercury and, possibly, dioxins and furans,

What is the magnitude by which contaminants whose
bivaccumulation from the dredged material exceeds that from
the reference material also exceeds the concentrations found
in comparable species living in the vicinity of the proposed
disposal site?

For how many contaminants i5 hioaccumulation from the
dredged maternial stalistically greater than bicaccumulation

The toxicological importance of mercury is well docomented.
See: “Mercury Study Report to Congress,” EPA, December
1997, hrip=dwww.epa.sovimercuryfreport.him; “Toxicological
Profile for Mercury,” ATSDR, March 1999,
https/fwww atsdr.cde. govitoxprofilesitpd6.itml; and “Global
Mercury Assessment,” UNEP, December 2002,
hittp:/fwww.chemaunep.ch/mercury/Repor/GMA-report-
TOC. htm. Methyl mercury does biomagnify and it has effects
at low concentrations (e,g., below the FDA action level).
Bioaccumulation from the Lower Composite dredped material
excecds that from the reference material by more than an
order of magnitude:

0.213ppm/0.0k6ppm = 13,3
Methyl mercury tends to biomagnify within aquatic food
webs, [t is widespread and is the subject of numerous fish
advisones nationwide.
There is insufficient information to assess comparable species
living in the vicinity of the proposed disposal site.
Mercury is the only contaminant of concemn in this case,
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from the reference material?™ [Page 6-8]

“After considering these factors, one of the following Tier 11

conclusions is reached:

= Discharge of the dredged maternal is predicted not to result in
above-reference toxicity or benthic bicaccumulation of
contaminants.

= Discharge of the dredged material is predicted to resull in
nbove-reference toxicity or bicaccumulation of contaminants.

= Further information is needed to make factual determinations,
specifically in Tier IV." |Pages 6-8 & 6-9]

EFA concludes that discharge of the dredged material from the
Lower Compaosite is predicted 1o result in above reference
bioaccurnulation of methyl mercury. Therefore, the lower layer of
sediment in DMMUs [, 2, 4A and 48 is unsuitable for unconfined
aquatic disposal. EPA recommends that the dredped material
from the lower sediment layer be placed in an upland disposal
facility or in a confined aquatic disposal facility.
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Juneau Fish & Wikdiife Field Office
3000 Vintage Bivd., Sulis 201
Jumaau, Aiaska 98B01-T100

(907) TEO-1160
February 2, 2010
Heidi Firstencel
US Army Corps of Engineers
Tuneau Field Office
Reguiatory Division (1145)
CE-POA- RD

REOO Glacier Highway, Soite 106
Juneau, Alaska 998(0]

Re: POA-2000-495-M3, Gastinegu Channel, Douglas Harbor Improvements

Dear My, Firstencel,

Int & lester dated January 26, 2010, the U.8. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWE) provided
revicw comments on the above referenced public notice. The applicant, the City and
Borough of Juneau, proposes to dredge 30,000 cubic yerds of sediments from the 5.2 acre
Douglas Harbor and dispose of them in an uncontained site in Gastineso Channel, We
offer these additional comments under provision of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act {48 Stat 401, as amended: 16USC, 661 &t seq.).

Douglas Harbor sediments are contaminated with mercury (Hg) (Newfields, March 2009;
Rudis 1996). USFWS is concemed about the potential for Hg bivaccumulation in crab,
shnmp, groundfish, and salmon, and the sssociated rsks to other species (including
humans) that use these resources for food. Mercury will contimue 1o bicaccumulate in the
manne food web as organismes are consumed or when they dig and are consumed by
decomposers. Fish carcasses can be an important source of Hg in aquatic food webs
{Sarica et al. 2004); Mercury may also be transferred into the terrestrial environment
when carcesses of fish or other marine organisms are consumed by terrestrial scavengers
such as gulls, bald eagles, and other avian or mammalian scavengers. Mercury has a
plethora of toxic effects on both aquatic and terrestrial organisms, including
developmental and reproductive abnormalities, adverse effects to metabolism, blood
chemistry, osmoregulation and behavior (Bisler 1987). Because crustacean embryos and
larvae are more suseeptible (o conturninants than adults (Connor 1972}, toxicity to
juveniles can result in higher rates of mortality due to reduced growth and behavioral
changes leading to mcereased predation (Eislec1987).



Additional Hg should not be added 1o the marine environment via contaminated sediment
disposal in Gastineau Channel as it can result in an increase of Hg mobilization into the
food web. Conversion to methylmercury, the more toxic Hg form, is increased wilth Hg
mobilization. Methylmercury concentrations reported m Douglas Horbor sediments are
equivalent to those reported from an Hg-contamineted salt marsh in Georgia, where food
web trophic transfers resulted in Hp biomagnifications (Gardner et al. 1973).

As we stated in our earlier correspondence, the 28-day bioaccumulation study Newfields
conducted 1o evalugte sediment toxicity (Nesefields, June 20092, June 20090) wis not
adequate to determine that He biosccumulation steady state was attained.
Bioaccumulation studies on erab have demonstrated Hyg uptake over a longer time period
{Reichmuth et al. 2010}, A longer exposure period wouold result in higher Hg
concentrations in test organisms (Reichmuth ef al. 2010, Gardner et al. 1978). 1f crabs,
shrimp, and other higher trophic level organisms have different bioaccumulation rates
than the lower trophic level test organisms, Hg uptake could be grester than that of the
test DrEantsms.

The Corps, EPA, NMFS and FWS have cooperatively signed Sediment Evaluation
Frameweork for the Pacific Northwest (May 2009). This decument,
http:iwrww.nwp.usace army. milipm/efrset/set/2(H9-Final SEF. pdf meludes Hg
bioaccumulriion critenia for population-level protection of aquatic-dependent wildlife
species, Mercury bioaccumulation criteria for grest blue heron, belted kingfisher, spotted
sandpiper, and bald eagle, are listed in this document, All of these species use nearshore
habitat near the proposed disposal area. These avian Species as well as mergansers,
seoters, harlequin ducks and river oners all feed on fish and Jor crustaceans which are -
Hg-bivaccumulating organisms.

The Sediment Evaluation Framework for the Pacific Nerthwest (May 2004) used species-
specific life history parameters to calculate the total tissue levels (TTLs) for aquatic-
dependent wildlife. Mercory TTLs for sqoatic life are (.11 mg/kg and ore 0.12 mg/kg for
deep water wildlife, The Hg TTLs for recreational anglers (human health) are 0.04
mgkg, These values are more stringent thun the .32 ppm concentration that was
provided by the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation and used by the City
gnd Borough of Juneau in evaluating Douglas Harbor sediments,

USFWS does not agree that unconfined sediment disposal in Gastineau Channel is the
best disposal option. In the June 25, 249 report, Doveles Harbor Dredge Material
Dispaval Practicable Altermative Analysis Repore (POA 2000-495-M3), (PND Engineers,
June 2009} 2 number of alternatives 1o Gastineaw Channel sediment disposal were
evaluated, Other disposal alternatives would have far fewer detrimental effects to the
marine ecosystem of Gastineau Channel than in-channel sediment disposal that would
add Hg to this environment. None of the sitematives are discussed in combination, which
could be another choice for sediment disposal. The National Manne Fisheries Service
{(Mecum letter to Koenig, Sept. 9, 2009) suggested a combination strategy of disposal
options: A combination of selected confined intertidal [l areas {e.g., Treadwell Mine
cave-in} and upland disposal sites would be good alternative disposal sites to minimize
introduction of additionsl Hg in to Gastineau Channel and the associated food web.
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According to test composites from the CBJ MNewfields reports, only certain harbor
sediment areas have Hg concentrations of concern. Mercury-contaminated sediments can
bee tsolated and removed separately. These contaminated sediments can be used as
upland fill or in a confined disposal site such as the Treadwell Mine cave-in. If there are
uncontaminated sediments, they could be dumped into Gastinean Channel a5 an open-
water disposal option.

Because Douglas Boat Harbor will require maintepance dredging ten io twenty vedars
from now, futare dredging will also require a viable disposal option, Other Junean
herbors also Tequire periodic mamtenance dredging, as glacial uplift and zedimentation
from the Mendenhall River's input continues to alter harbor depths and sediment loads.
This is an opportune time to discuss future disposal plans for dredged harbor sediment
from all Juneau boat harbor facilities.

The U5, Fish and Wildlife Service requests that this permit be modified so that Hg-
coptaminated sediment disposal in Gastineau Channel 15 not allowed, Due 1o the
significance of the resources al risk and the impacts likely to result from the project, we
believe that approval of the current proposal may resalt in substantial and unacceptable
impacts to aguatic resources of national importance, The Service recommends that (he
permit, o5 currently proposed, be denied. These comments satisfy the procedural
requirements of Part IV, paragraph 3{a) the 1992 404({q) Memorandum of Agresment
between the Department of Interior end the Department of the Army. 1 you chooze not
to follow these recommendations, plesse notify this office in agsordance with the local
procedures agreed to by our respective agencies, [ you have any questions aboul our
comments or requests, please contact Deborah Rudis of my staff at
Deborah_rudisdifws gov or at 907-T80-1183. Thank you for considering these
comments.

Sincerel

Steve Brockmann
Acting Field Office Supervisor

L S

Chris Meade, EPA

Chiska Derr, NMFS

Tert Camery, CBI

John Stone, CBI

Carrie Bohan, ADNR, DCOM
loe Hitselberger, ADF&G
Williamn Ashton, ADEC

Alex Dugagua, ADNR, DMLW
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Contliion Assessment Reporr has identified an extensive hst of harbor fuclities in the City and
Borough of funesw's {CHf) four municpal hacbors: thar are i need of replacement or major
rehabilitanon due to decades of deferred mantenance by the Srare under i poor ownership, Itis
imperatve that acnons addresung electeical spsrems roplacement, gangway replacements and repairs,
and moceage Hoats refurbishment ar replacemenr due o madeguare fostation or dererioraced
structutal members be taken to addecss health, safiery, and aperatng concems.

Some harbors are m significantly worse conditom than others, pomanly doe (o ape.  In some cases
rehinbelitnion is not pmotcal due to costs. It =5 often less expeftive o replace a foar mthes than
attempt piccemeal replacement of 1ts components.

Tn sesponse o this report at its January 6, 284 mecting, the Harbor Board adopted 1 prneralized
plan 1o address the most pressing concemns ident fied in this repore ozing available funds. The plan
includes some new fodt construchon to replice exining Boats in extremely poor condition. 1t also
meludes rehabilitating some existing floats to extend their usefial bves, replacing critical electrical
compwrnents bke mansformess, dismbunon panels snd mam feeder lnes at Aurora and Harrds
Harbers, while leavang a réserve for other nuseellaneous repairs.

Work progeam budgets were prepared in coordination with the CB] Dacks and Harbor Department
for the following harbors to idennfy the most sigmificant muntenance and renovanon work ar each
facilivy.

Harbuor Budpes {3 Millions)

Old Crouglas § 27
Hams $ 7a
Aunrora § 8
Statter 5 6.1

Total §24.9

Major work mmprovements will be procured throwgh competitive bid contracts, and miscellaneous
amiller scale regrates will be ﬁ.c:u:npj_i;:hud FI'I-IiIJ-iLI'IE]." usingr m-honse work forces: Lpon completion of
the work plan components, fasean’s sunicipal haebors wall be o gpood condinon but orgosigr repairs
and muntenance will always be necessary o keep them safe and operationak,

_.]'.ren'n.'u.n' Tt Cauditam “Aeiamens m
Contre M RFP B03.227



https://tlu..-u.yr
https://Cc.,ec.kr
https://s,r.c.ry
https://rcp:1.i.rs

DOUGLAS HARBOR
¥ Bmckgp_mnd lnformation

Bouglas Harbor is located about 23 miles south of the Junean-Touglis Bridge. The harbor was
ariginally dredged by the US Ammy Corps of Engineers (COE) in 1962 to create 2 S-acre monsge
busin, The adjacent uplands, now Swvikko Road and Park, were cteated from the hydraolic
placement of the deedge spoils at that pme. The COE conducted matntenance dredging ar thie
harbor entrance and nese C Float in 1998, Tn 2002 she CB] expanded the harbor with addinonal
dredging nearly doubling the basin in size and the adjacent uplainds were expanded to the north with
the speals to create o modemn two bind boat laonch ramp.

The state of Alaska constructed the witizl moorage float system, inchuding i Aoats A, Band O in
1064, Seven stall foass were added 1o the north side of C Float by the CH| m 1998, Two new man

flcats, [ and T, are planned for compleson n 2004,

The harbior is protected from the south and southeast by a mbble maound breskwater leading o
Mayflower [zland, however it s exposed to hugh wand and wave sction oot of the norh snd
northeast during the winter, Frequent damage to moarape oats and moored vessels has resulted
fremm these northerly winds that often exceed 100 MPH. In the spong of 2003, the CH] meralled a
temparary log boom breakwater wear the harhor entrance 10 an effoct o mingmize dumage w0 the
aew boat launch float untl permanent entrance protection is construceed

H. Harbor Condiben

The scope of the condition assessment at Doaglas included the spproach dock, pedestrmn progsay,
heidwally float, marsalle Bops A, B, and . the electrical systern, the water systemn, and the single
lane boat Bunch camp.

The original portion of Douglas Harbor containg slips for about 110 vessels ranging in length from
16" 16 42". “The moscage system consues of a umber headwalk floar Jeacduy tor three Hmber suinwalk
foaes; A, B and C, anchored with timber piles, Pedessnan sccess is provided by a steep panpway at
the end of 1 timber approach dock centered on B fosc. A small 507 long omber telal greid is located
slongside the approach dock.  All foats are equipped with power, Lghting and potable water. A
single lane baat launch mmp and boasding foat & located along the inside of the robble mound
becakwater leading to Mayflower [slind along the southiern himirs of the basm.

The ovenll condition of Douglas Harbar's moorage system s faie to poor. Most of the onojginal
nmber smactuces zre sl in use, but thep are detenorated, primarily due to the systems ape of nearly
M) years. There i widespread ot throughout the harboe's mmber elements.

L Moorage System & Support Structures

The approach trestle 5 2 omber strucure thar was consteucted n 1963, The gangway 1= 2 seeel
structire with hinges at the top and skid plares on the bottom. Deficienties noted were

The gangway i voly 50 feet Jong and it becomes excessively steep and dangerous at low dde.

Longmmdingl bracing 1 m poor condinon.

The gampway skids are wom and are not lubdeated; causing facnon that puzhes and pulls the Hoars
during ndal changes. This movement has resslred in mooring ple 1o pile hoop contact and abrasion.

Jumetn Herfuars Condition Lissionyons - l i ~
Condrens Mo BFP ERI-ZZF E
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Headwalk Floag
[The h:u-d-.;nfh.ﬂmr 15 4 fimber structure, Deflcendes noted on the beadwalk float were:
a} Heavy pile snd pile hoop abrmsion, to the extent thar float struciural membees are beng

WO

b Finger fuats are listing snd vhstable with many rotten timbers and |loose dechking hoards.

) il:]]rml areas along the headwalk Hoat are lsting/sapming, mudicatig detenorated thotanon
(5

Mainwlk Fioats A, B, and C:

The mainwalk fliats are dmber Bonts anchored with timber piles. Defioencies poted were:

a} Inadequate frechoard throughout, causing submergence of structural members atd electrcl
cabiles.

b Several finger floats extubit excessive sagging and many foats Lvting,

e Longe decking boards,

i) Piles are missing top protecton.

e Rotten and missing rabboards.

0 B floar timber plles and pile hoops are severely abraded,  This may be coused by the
anlubrcated bottom of the pngwsy bearings binding ot the skid plates and poshing the
floars unnl they bear against the edge of the pule hoop.

gl C float finger fioats ate sloping down frem the mamwalk C foar connecuon w the end of
the finger Ooat. .

Singde Lang Boat Lavach Ramp

The boat launch ramp is severely deterorated. Specific deficencies noted were:

a} Ramp planks do not extend fir enough to leunch a boar ar a tde of +0" MLLW or below.

b Raump planks are undermaned for approsimarely 2° along much of the nosth ends.

) Many concrete ramp plinks show severe spalling and exposed rebar.

o}y The boarding floats have inadequate fllomton and freehoard

&) Virmually all of the main structural members are waterlogged and show advanced suges of

ek,

i Flotution hatlet are uncoated.
| Many deck plinks are mtten

2 Electrical System

The éectrical systetn = fed with 2 120/ 240V, smgle phase service eated at 300 amps The meazured
load i 2000 was 150 amps or 50% of the system capacity.  The elecirical serviee feeds a mam
disebution pancl ot the buse of the gangway which then feeds the pedesals on each mun foat,
Each nimn float has two etreuits; one for pedestals on each side of the Boar, which # common in ail
the downrown harbors. The pedestal direvit load vared from 7% to 70%% of the crcoie capacry with

Juawesss Hiarbors Candition ~Lsrersmyomn l ..
Cantreer Mo, REF BEXR227 E
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A floae being the lightest loaded and C float the heaviest. Most of the pedestals are equipped wath 20
amp recepracles,

The argingl electrical system was instmllesd scmetime m the late 60s and early 7=, The systesn wag
extenswvely renovated i 1981, along with the othee two downtown harbors. At that time, the main
panel for Drouglas was replaced with one from Aurers Basin, new pedestals were installed and most
of the cables were eeplaced.

The man distribution panel has exceeded s service life As evadenced by severe cormsion m the
panel The pedestals have also excesded their service life. They are constructed of punted muld steel
which has cormoded extensively. The main teeminal Wlocks in the pedesmly ave corroded, the
recepracles are craclany, wisng is burned or commding at tesminals, and the arcuit breakers are
rusting. This is typical for all of the pedestmls mstalled m 1981, The cables have perhaps five to ten
vears of service life remaining ind need to be replaced

Pleage also refer to Appendic A - CB] Harbors Electrical Tmprovements, Phase | — Condison
Survey.

3. Water/Fire Systems

Diouglas Harbor's water system connects to the CB]'s muniopal water main i Savileo Road wath a
6 polyethylene (HIDPE} service pipe  This service is routed beneath the trestle and gangway and
davlights mio the hasbar at apprommarcly -10° MLLW. A 67 flemble pipe conpects. the FIDFE
service pipe 1o the floats approximarely midvny between A and B foats. From the connection pomt,
" HDPE header piping is routed along the noeth side of the headwalk float, with 4" HDPE lateral
feeders to each mainwalk foat. All man water lines on the floats are mounted below the wates
surface with pipe hangers, Pipe hangers are comstructed with gabranieed steel compunents and
anchored with galvanized handware,

The water supply system services the o through hose hibbs enclosed wathin msulated and heat
traced PVC standpipes. The sandpipe encases a %" dameter water pipe which 5 tapped mto the
floar water line via a %" diameter flexible hose  An electrical heat cable s routed through the side of
the standpipe from 4 juncion box and iz wrapped around the water pipe hose bibb sszembly, then is
pouted theough 15" PVC wbing alongside tie water pipe to the tdewater level

The water-fed fire protecton system was removed 1989 after numerous problems with freczing
and pressure plagued the systein. No water-fed [re protecton system corrently exsts. The exisung
fire pmtection system conssts of o several Sikib fiee exvinpuishers stored in cabinets on the floas.
Extensive maintemance and pepair work was pesformed oo the domestic water system o 1989,

MNumernus valves and water line hangers were replaced ar that time

The water system above the water surface was inapected under this study.  Above water elemerts
were m fnir condinon with adequate Aow cate at all hose hibbs. Subsurface elements had excessive
amounts of marine growth. Loss of freeboard in the float systems has caused both the standpipe
casings and the clectrical thaw wires to extend further into the water than designed. Because of this,
the thaw wires are subrnedged i nde water and they freguently short our

The following observatons wese taken during the mspgcton of the warer and Gre Pﬂ_rtd!flinn

SyALeTINE!

a) Floats A and B have water system solation valves. Float C does nor have an isolsoon valve
More =olanon valves are surpested.

b The electrical thasw wire enters below the hose bibb assembly on Floar A and the beadvolk

float, mnd st entess abowe the hose bibb assembly on Flodes B & T, Where the thaw ware
enters below tie hose bibb assembly, it i3 more difficalt w service due o limited cleaeance

berwern the hoge bibb pipe and the standpupe wall

Srwgaee Herbory Comcditin o< boeiomeat
Comfrrt Mo, BEP EO:227
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]'_..1:|'|,_TI||_- amcunt  of manne Em‘a.-‘{h heve aceumulated on the 5uhmﬂ§|,r:d water: line

L"'l}.l:[lpﬂl'll.!l'“?h

The CBf Harbormaster reported that ghe sealed thaw wire mbes are no longer watertight,

and the ends of the thaw wired hawe been thorting oot when they contact the water

PV pipe encasing the hose bibb nssembly extends below the waterding in excess of ane foor

{17, This sanurates the msuhnon and is prone to mamne growth.

Fire protection canisters are weatherproof and all fre extimguithers weee fully chirged

Proposed Work Program Buodget

The following budget has been prepared in coordination with the CB] Docks and Harbors
Deparcment to upgrade the old secuon of Dougls Flarbor to a pood condinion. The bodget includes
an estrnate of the funds necessary for moomge reconfigumabon on A Floar and deferred mamtenance
o exdsting Floats B and © however does not indude capital improvement coss for the uplands and
mgerrpe expansion program curcently underwny at Douglas Harbor. Budgets have been prepared on
1 peneralized unit price basis with the understanding that the CB} may clect to perform much of the
defetred maintenance work in house and will solicit construction contrscts for most of the
reconfipuration work. This budget is useful for genenal planning purposes however more detuled
comt breakdowns should be prepared a5 subsequent projects become further defined by the CH.

ITEM DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT | EXTENDED
COST COST
1 Mohdizanon & Generl Contract Requurements | All Regd L § 131,000
i Dremmedinon & [haposal A Flout All Regd Is § 4000
3 Replsce & Reconfigure A Float w/ new Main
Floats, Sall Floars, Lalites and Pies All Read £ $ 380,000 |
1 Replice B Gangwsy & Landmg Floar All Regd LS § 150,000
5 Repluce Single Lane Boat Lawnch Ramep &
Boarding Float All Regd Ls LN
4] Db Floats B, O & FWY Suctural Thmber &
Sereel Elemens 13600 5F £15 £ 204,000
7 DM Floats B, C & HW: Floamoon 13,600 5F S § 136,041
5 DM Floars B, O & HYW: Water System Hepales Al Bogd L5 § 50,000
q Db Floars B & HW Blectrcal Power &
Lij_!lh:ung {LHH Elecrmcal ]_T_sti:.'l:irnu'-ﬂp‘r:lﬂldd_i 5_:I Al Regd L5 450,000
Subtotal & 1991000
Conhngrency All Regd 15% § 208 634
Environmental Permits Al Beod {1,5%% %955
Dlentgn Engineering & Contenct Docwments All Regd B § 159,280
Contraet Admin & Constection Inspecton All Reqd Ve § 139,370
(18] Project Adminsstranon All Re 5% § 09,5501
Total Recommended Project Budget # 2,697,805

M = Deferred Maintenaics
HW = Headwnalk

Juweerns T Lardmr Conlitainer A0 et
Caireret Mo, PP BO3-2207
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CBJ Ha trical Improvements - Condition Su
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Executive Summary
February, 2000

| A condition survey has been performed on the slectrical systems at the Douglas, Harmis, and Aurcra Basin

Boat Harbors, The following is an executive summary of the survey results:
Habor Users Survey

Approximately 500 surveys were mailed out to those cumently leasing a slip in one of the three harbors. 248
surveys ware retumed. A brief summary of the survey results is shown below:

126 responses were received from Aurora, BT from Harris, and 33 from Douglas Harbor

33 responses were from liveaboards or 13% of those who responded.

Only 13% of users want more than a 30 amp shore power service. 50% wanta 30 amp senvice.

13% of the users power computers on their shona power.

72% of the users fesl the lighting is adequate. 18% fesl it is inadequate, and 4% feel it is tno bright

70% feel the type of lighting is adequate, 14% would prefer street lighting type (high cutoff, cobra head).
Many comments were received about: stray electrical curment causing electrolysis, security of pedestals
from unauthorized use of power, needing more power, sysiem components failing (circuit breakers,
receptacies, etc.), Pedestal circuit breakers tripping.

Douglas Boat Harbor

Systemn Description — The electrical system is fed with @ 120/240V, single phase service rated at 300 amps.
The measured load was 150 amps or 50% of the system capacity. The slectrical service feeds a main panel
at the base of the gangway which then feeds the pedestals on each float. Each float has two circuts, ane for
pach side. This is common in all harbors. The pedestal circuit load varied from 7% to 70% of the circult
capacily with A float being the lightly loaded and C floal the heaviest Most of the pedestals have 20 amp

receptacles.

System Condition ~ The original electrical system was installed sometime in the late 60s and sarly 70s. The
system was extensively renovated in 1881, The main panel was replaced with one from Aurora Basin New
padestals were installed and most of the cables were replaced.

The main panel has exceeded It's service Iife. There is severe comosion in the panel. The pedestals have

, also exceeded their service fe. They are painted mild steel which has rusted extensively, the main terminal

ey e

blocks are corroded, the receptacies are cracking, wiring is bumed or comoding at terminals, and the circuit
breakers are rusting, This is typical for all of the pedestals installed in all three harbors in 1881. The cables
have 5 to maybe 10 years service [fe remaining. The original cables need fo be replaced.

C8. Harbors Electrical Improvemerts Final Report Section 1 - Executive Summary
Project No. ED0-141 Page - 1
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The main panel s not grounded at the dock. Significant ground currents were found on the pedestal circuits
on C flioat

Recommended Renovations — Three options are recommended:

1 Defered Maintenance - This option comects the gross deficiencies in the system including code
problems such as instaling new ground rods and falled equipment such as broken receplacles, bumed
wire, rusted circult breakers. The estimaled cost for this work is $46,000.

2 Short term renavation — This option adds five to ten years service fife by replacing the main panel,
pedestals, and grounding, The estimated cost for this work is $250,000.

3. Long term renovation — This option replaces the entire elecirical system. The new system will have
capacity for future growth. Also the existing lighting would be replaced elther with new fixtures, dock
mounted post Bghting, or light fidures on the new pedestals. The estimated cost for this work is

£650,000.

Harris Boat Harbor

M-mmmhmmnzﬁmﬂﬂmﬂmphﬂuﬂﬂm rated at 250 amps.
The measured load was 230 amps or 92% of the system capacity. The electrical service feeds a main panel
at the top of the gangway which then feeds siep down transformers on each ficat There are two
transformers for each ficat one at the beginning and one half way down. Each transformer feads the
pedestals on half of the floal. The feeder circuits to the transformers were loaded at 60% - 88%. The
transformers were loaded at 40% - 70%. The pedestal circult load varied from 50% to 60% of the circuit
capacity. 1and 2 floats have 30 amp receptacles, 3,455 6 floats have 20 amp recaptacles.

System Condition — The original electrical system was inslalled somatime in the late 60s and early 70s, The
system was partially renovated in 198110 provide more capacily and pedestals, A new main panel, new
feader cables to the transfarmers, and new transformers were installed. New pedestals were added to 1
float 4 fioat and 5 foat. The existing pedestals and pedestal circuit cables were not replaced.

Tha main panel has 5 to 10 years senvice life remaining. The transformers have less than 5 years service life
remaining due to rusting enclosures. Both the original and "1381° pedestals have also exceeded their
service fife. The transformer feeder cables have 5 to maybe 10 years service fife remalning. The original
cables nesd to ba replaced, their insulation is cracking and the bare conductors are showing. Thisis a safety
issue and should be remedied as soon as possible.

Significant ground cuments were found throughout the harbor.

Recommended Rengvations — Due to the fallure of the pedestal feeder cables and the system operating at
or near capacity only one option is recommended.

1. Long term renovation — This option replaces the entire electrical system. The new sysiem will have
capacity for future growth. The new system may not need transformers on the docks, Distribution
panels would be used instead which have a much smaller footprint, thus saving dock space. Also the
existing lighting would be replaced either with new fixtures, dock mounted post lighting, or light fidures on
the new pedestals. The estimated cost for this work is $1,850,000

CBJ Harbors Electrical improvements Final Report Secfion 1 - Executive Summary
Project No. E00-141 Page - 2



Transformers on the docks are giving way to larger feeder cables which feed distribution panals at each float
and somelimes two per fioat, This is a new code requirement for many docks and prefered on most. This
allows smaller pedestal feeder cables and a much smaller foot print on the dock.

Mew pedestal designs incorporate bath telephone and television connections in the pedestal. This is very
convenient for the user, however it requires the cooperation of the telephone and television utilities and their
willingness 1o pay for their utiities to be instalied in the pedastals. It is questionable whether this would work
in Juneau, but it should be explored during design.

Conclusion

The electrical systems in the Douglas, Hamis, and Aurora Boat Harbors received a partial efectrical upgrade
in 1981, Unforfunately the pedestals used have exhausted their service life, the orginal pedestals and
cables have exceeded thelr service fifa and much of the system is operating at or near capacity

* The electrical systems do not meet the current codes for capacity or for safety. The systems are slowly
falling apart, ﬂ'nei'saf&t:.rhasbee.nuhmﬁmmiﬁ.mdlhwammab&ebnmtmtumrmﬁs.

The fime has come to completely replace the electrical systems at all three harbors inciuding the lighting.
The harbors should be spiit up as three separate projects to encourage local contraciors to do the work. If
they were all lumped together, it would be difficult for most local contractors to do the work.

B

| The condition of the floats in Hamis Harbor should be rewiewed pror to replacing the electrical system. It may
pmwmrumsteﬂa:tjvatntrw.-inngharrntnreplanemmnmhmmnlﬂmﬁnatswhanmanewalemtal
» System is installed.

. mumwmmmcmmmﬂmmmmmmm.
4 Please give me a call if you have any questions.

.. Sincerely,
.-m

Mark Momis, P.E.

.

.
|
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Section 3 — Douglas Boat Harbor

System Description

The electrical system is fed with a 120/240V, single phase service rated at 300 amps. The
service tsfedfrnmﬂ'ﬂuﬂllr_.rurﬂertmprmamm“ﬂhwpeﬁmhleln:mduﬂﬂm
transitioning to conduil on the gangway. Al the dock, the cable goes into the timber fioat i
the main panel adjacant to the base of the gangway. The measured load on the sanvce
nbhmeEEampamﬁﬂ%ﬂhembbmpuﬂy The main panel has 70 amp, 240 volt
circuit breakers that feed the pedestals. Each float has two pedestal circuits; one for each
aid&ThEsismrmmnlnmmmmm.memﬂﬂdmﬂmﬂmﬂmﬁﬂmﬁmshm
anmur?’%m?ﬂ%nfﬂﬁﬂ'wﬂhaahermpanﬂ?vﬁlhhﬁﬂmheimmmmﬂhﬂmamc
ﬂuatmehaaviam.ﬂﬂpadaﬁtarsmhwthalshamiuampmr‘rthreumsam
receptacles and the pedestals on C float have 30 amp circult breakers and receptacles.
Snmemampmmphdmm&mﬂhmmmhmnﬁmngadmﬂﬂarm This is
common throughout all three harbors, The main panel also feeds a smaller panel that
pmvidﬁpﬂumrh:ﬁﬂmﬂm:ﬂpmﬂﬂﬁunemhﬂnalandmﬂdﬂlpmﬁhrhmwaﬂﬂ

cables.

System Condition

The orgiral electrical system was installed somelime in the late 60s and eary 70s. The
system was exiensively renovaled in 1981. The main pane! was replaced with a used one
from Aurora Basin. New pedestals were installed and most of the cables were replaced.

The service condult under the approach dock s supported by unistrut brackets which are
rusting badly and have falled in some places, leaving the condult unsupported. See photo D
-1. Trracahlegri:ismlmhgnnmnfhsmmblasatumhpnfhgam. The
cable grip provides support o the cable. Tha-spri‘munh::hhgriﬁaiﬁmhﬂnmnfmu
gangway have also falled. Ttmrmppunﬂ'-emblemmughuutmﬁdﬂmmﬂ.

The maln pane! has exceeded it's service life. There is severe comosion in the panel. The
main circult breaker lugs are heavily coroded as are the neutral lugs. The neutral to ground
bonding lugs have aimost falled due to cormosion. The panel enclosure is also rusting badly.
See photos D-2 & D-3.

The pedestals have also exceeded their service fife. They are painted mild steel which has
rusied extensively, the main terminal blocks are coroded, the receptacies ane cracking,
wiring Is bumed or cormoding at terminals, and the circuit breakers ane rusting, See photos D-
45,6748, This is typical for all of the pedestals installed in all three harbors in 1981,

The cables installed in 1981 have § to maybe 10 years service fife remaining. Most of tha
cables in the fioats were Instalied in 1981, The remaining original cables need to be

replaced.
The main panel is not grounded at the dock. See photo D-8.

Significant ground cuments were found on the pedestal circuits on C float. See section § for
additiona! information on grounding problems in Douglas Harbor.

B B M I B .- . - SN

Section 3 Douglas Boat Harbor

CBJ Harbors Electrical Improvemants Final Repart
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System Work Nesded
This section Is broken down into three parts; Code Deficencies, Deferred Maintenance
kems. and Recommended Renovations.

+ Code Deficlencies - These are porfions of the siectrical system that do not meet the
cumment codes and standards for elecirical systems in harbors. This Is not meant to be
a haustive | rha o n
during inspection

1. There is no bench mark indicating the electrical datum plane. This is a bench mark
located on shore showing the level of the electrical datumn plane. The electrical datum
piane is a horizontal plane two fest above the highest tide level for the ama occurming
under normal circumstances, The harbor master staff needs to adopt a procadure
that disconnects the electrical service to the harbor when the waler level aches the
bench mark (National Fire Protection Association, NFPA 303, 34.1.2). The cost to
comedt this deficiency is included in recommended renovation options 283,

2. The main disconnec! is located in the panal. The code requires the main disconnect
to be located adjacent fo, but not on a floating structure. A new main disconnect
needs to ba installed on the approach dock. (National Electrical Code, NEC 555-11).
The cost to comect this deficiency is included in recommended renovation options
283

3. All 15 and 20 amp, 120 volt receptacies located on the dock that do not provide shore
power 1o boats have o be ground faull interrupting (GFT) type. The existing
receptacies of this type need o be replacad with GFI type. (NEC 555-3). The cost 1o
comect this deficiency is included in all three recommended renovation aptions.

20 feet in length do not have at least 30 amp shore power

s required by code. The pedestals need to be upgraded or

enciosure thal remains weatherproof even when the cord and plug are instalied.
None of the pedestals provide a weather proof enclosure for the receplacie, thus they
all should be replaced. (NFPA 303,3-14.1). The cost o comedt this deficiency is
inciuded in recommended renovation options 283,

7. Alliights have to be installed so as fo prevenl damage with stored or moving material
Boat rigging can come in contact with the overhead un-insulated wiring for the lights.
This is not very lkely, but possible. We received several comments about this
problem in the retumed surveys. | would not recommend leaving the lights on the top
of the pllings. (NFPA 303, 3-16.1). The cosl io replace the lighting is included In
recommended renovabion option 3.

B. The cables that feed the ariginal pedestals are exposed from the deck to the base of
the pedestal enclosure. This is prohibited by code. The cables have o be In condult
wherne above the deck. The senvice cable should be in conduit before &t s routed into
the dock. (NFPA 303, 3-18.3). This cost is included in recommended renovation
options 283.

9. Each year the enfire elecirical system has lo be inspected. All coroded, wom,
broken, or improper materials shall be replaced or repaired before further use. The
use of tape o repair broken or cracked insulation of jackets on fiexible cables is not

CBJ Harbors Elecirical Improvemnents Final Report Section 3- Douglas Boat Harbor
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allowed, nor s splicing the cables. (NFPA 303, 3-22.1). The cost to comect this
deficiency is included in recommended renavation options 253.

10. The neutral bus is bolted to the enclosure of the panel powering the heat tape. The
neutral bus should be isolated from the ground. (NEC 250). The cost to comect this
deficiency is includad in all of the mcommended renovation options.

« Deferrec Malntenance Mems — These are problems with the system due fo wear
and tear that can be comected by routine maintenance work that has not been done
due to lack of budget, manpower, or for other reasons. Problems with pedestals are
identified by pedestal number. The pedestais were numbered by odd numbers on
the nght side of the float when standimg on the head dock and looking at the end of
the float The pedestals on the left side are identified by even numbers. This
numbering scheme Is used on all three harbors. The cost o comeact these tems IS
included in option no. 1 of the recommeended renovations.

The unistrut needs to be replaced on the sarvice conduit.

The cabla grips need to be replaced on the service cable and added whene thay

are missing.

The ground rod at the main panel is missing, so is the one at the uplands. New

ground rods need to be installad and bonded to the neutral in the main panel,

A floal, pedestal no, 1, receptacle is broken and one pedestal cover is missing. It

needs to be replaced and a new cover provided.

A float, pedestal nos 2,3 covers are gone. They should be replaced.

A float, pedestal no. 9, the neutral conducior on one receptacle is wom through,

The wiring, receptacle and circult breaker should be replaced.

A fioat, pedestal no, 17, the receptacie was bypassed and a boat cord Is

hardwired 1o the pedestal. The receplacle should be replaced and a new cord

used.

8. A fioat, pedestal no. 18, a neutral conductor insulation is bumed through. The
wiring, circult breaker, and receptacie should be replaced.

8. A floal, padestal no. 20, the receptache is cracked and should be replaced.

10. B float, pedestal no. 10, the receptacle is cracked and should be replaced.

11. B fioat, pedestal no. 15, the hinges are gone on one cover, the cover should be
replacad.

12. C ficat, pedestal no. 1, the neutral is bumed off the receptacle. The wiring, circut
breaker, and receptacle should be replacad.

* Recommended Renovations — Because most of the cables were replaced n 1981 and
the original cables still appear to be in serviceable condition, three options are
recommendead:

N oM B W e

1. Deferred Maintenance — This option comects the defermed maintenance ilems mentioned
above. This option also comects the code deficiencies for the 120 wvolt, 20 amp GFI
receptacles not used for shore power and the neutral bus in the heat trace panel. The
astimated cost for this work is 46,000

2. Short term renovation — This option adds five to maybe ten years servica iife by replacing
the main panel, pedestals, and grounding. This option also comects many of the code
deficiencies including a new bench mark, main disconnect, GF| receptacies, 30 amp min.
nec., junclion box, weather proof rec. enclosure, protection for above dock cables, and
replacing comoding and wom parts. This option Increases the system capacity just
enough to provide 30 rec. in all the pedestals. No 50 amp rec. would be allowed. The
estimated cost for this work fs $250,000.

CBJ Harbors Electrical improvements Final Report Saction 3- Dooglas Boat Harbor
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3. Long term renovation — This option replaces the enfire electrical system. All code
requirements are mal meﬂumuﬂ‘ﬂm capacity to alow 50 amp, 208 volt
shore power services as well as have capacity for future growth.  This option provides an
electrical system with a service ife of at least 30 years, Also the i
be replaced either with new fodures, dock mounted post Bghting, or light fitures on the
new pedestals. The aestimated cosf for this work is $650,000.

A detailed cost estimate is included as appendix A to this section.

Conclusion

The current codes are very siringent now and the electrical syster falls far short of the
current standards. Even though a “partial renovation looks appealing economically, in
five to maybe ten years, the electrical system will need another renovation to replace the
cables. This will be very expensive as all of the pedestals and main panel will have to
be completely disconnecled, removed, reinstalled, and reconnected to allow the cables
in the dock to be replaced. The complete replacement of the elecirical system
recommended to bring the system up lo current codes, accommodate harbor usens
needs, increase capacity for current and future needs, and provide an electrical system
with at least 30 years service ife. The estimated cost for this work is $650,000.

mmmamuhwmmmpm Saction 3- Douglas Boat Harbor
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PND

Engineers, Inc.

Revised Professional Enginecring Services Fee Proposal - March 10, 2010
Douglas Harris, Aurora & Statter Harbor Uplands - Engineering Services During Construction
PN&D Proposal No. 062065.03

Scope of Services PND PND PND | PND Staff| PND Stait | PND Staff| PND Tech|PND CAD|  Line Ttem | Task Sabiotl
Senior Senior Senior |Engincer V| Engineer | Engincer 1Y Designer V Costs Costs
Engineer | Engineer |Engineer II v il
vl v
L6000 $140.00 $120.00 F100.00 $95.00 $90.00 $90.00 §90.00
ANTICIPATED TASKS

1. Admin. - CBJ & subconsultant contracts, coord. & prepace

file systemn 4 2 4 $1,200

2. Coord & artend preconstruction conference (CB] transcribe

minutes) 5 $300)

3. Structural submittals only - handrails, safety rails, concrete

cap 2 Z 10 2 $1,780)

4. Limited structural steel fabrication inspections, photos &

reports - NIC

5. Contract document interpretations, DCVR's, RFI's,

correspondence assist. 4 16 2 $2,420

G. Ficld design assistance, review proposed substitutions &

change orders 4 2 4 12 8 93,320

mtcnd progress meetings (approx. 3 ea) & prepare mig

minutes 2 B 2 $1,300]
|8- Reduced periodic construction inspections & reports - 6

hours /wk x 12 weeks 6 Vi 6 $8,340]

9. Materials field testing tech assist - soil & concrete 20 2 $2,180)

10. Transfer contractor provided as-built data to electronic files 5 8 12 $2.200 $23,040
Total Estimated Manhours 24 4 4 79 2 18 20

Estimated Third Party Expenses

Independent Lab Materials testing £1,600

Haight & Assocs. Electrical engineering support services - submittals and observations $8,403

Misc. Expenses ob consumables, travel for fab. inspections, etc. $500 $10,503

Total Estimated Fee

I $33,543
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FEE ESTIMATE

PROJECT NAME: Harbors Upland Improvements HAIGHT & ASSOCIATES, INC,
JUNEAU, ALASKA

CLIENT: PND Engineers

PROJECT NO.: 137-61a DATE: March 8, 2010
[FEE SCHEDULE [$/HR] 165 155 115 85 65 65 85 0.9
X TASK DESCRIPTION Ben Barry Ryan CAD/Dsr CAD Clerical Admin TIME EXPENSE
[HRS] [HRS] [HRS] [HRS] [HRS] [HRS] [HRS] [$] [$]
CONSTRUCTION ADMINISTRATION:
500 Project administration 2 1 395
505 Preconstruction conference 2 230
510 Submittal review 6 690
520 Design interpretations 10 1,150
590 O&M manual review 2 230
595 Record drawings 2 3 425
SUBTOTAL (time) 0 2 22 0 3 0 1 $3,120
SUBTOTAL (CBJ Sales Tax - 5%) 30
SUBTOTAL (Reimbursable Expenses) 50
TOTAL - CONSTRUCTION ADMINISTRATION $3,120
CONSTRUCTION OBSERVATIONS:
500 Project administration 2 1 305
530 Utility coordination 0.5 58
540 Progress inspections (2 per site) 20 2,300
558 Security system testing 8 920
580 Substantial inspection 8 920
585 Final inspection 6 690
SUBTOTAL (time) 0 2 425 0 0 0 1 $5,283
SUBTOTAL (CBJ Sales Tax - 5%) $0
SUBTOTAL (Reimbursable Expenses) $0
TOTAL - CONSTRUCTION OBSERVATIONS $5,283
PROJECT TOTAL (time): 0 4 B45 0 3 0 2 $8,403
PROJECT TOTAL (CBJ Sales Tax - 5%}): 30
PROJECT TOTAL (Reimbursable Expenses) %0

GRAND TOTAL > $8,403



PORT ENGINEER'S PROJECT STATUS REPORT
Gary Gillette, Port Engineer/Architect

Project Status

Schedule

Contractor

Auke Bay Loading Facility Construction

Complete 8/20/09 Trucano

e Completmg final close out

Notes

TIGER Grant Appllcatlon Awarded

Sept 15, 2009

Awaiting award letter

Conveyance - ADNR Land - Facility Submitted Spring 2010 Final determination out for public review
Conveyance - ADNR Land - Mitigation Submitted ~ Spring 2010 Preparing supplemental info requested by DNR i
'Douglas Harbor Floating Breakwater ] |
' o Breakwater Construction Construction  Fall 2009 COE Due in Juneau April 2010
B ma Breakwater Installation Hold Fall2010  TBD Corps will install
Old Douglas Harbor Reconstruction Hold ' L 8 _ _ o
Permitting Hold ;Spring 2010 PND Awaiting Board direction
Final Engineering and Design Design 'Spring 2010 PND Hold 3
.Statter Harbor Improvements B _ |
L EA Process In Progress | Spring 2010 PND EA Document being finalized
~ Conveyance - DNR Property at Glacier In Progress Spring 2010 i — Survey in progress
- ~ Conveyance - DNR Tideland In Progress  |Spring 2010 Application Submitted
T Acquisition - Lehnhart Property In Progress  |Spring 2010 — ‘Begin CBJ approval process
Acquisition - Park Property In Progress  |Spring 2010 ‘Begin CBJ approval process
~ Permitting Hold Spring 2010 PND :Awaiting completion of EA
Final Engineering and Design'_Hold Summer 2010 PND waaiting completion of EA
Begin Construction Spring 2011 TBD jAwaiting fulll funding
Municipal Harbor Matching Grant Submitted July 1, 2009 PND |Awaiting Legislative approval
Cru:se Ship Dock Reconfiguration p— |
[ Uplands Operations Analysis Planning Winter 09/10 ~ PND Eﬁwvaiting final report & recommendations
Port-Customs-Visitors Buildings | B B ,_
Buildings and Decking Design Design _ !_Bid April 2010 JYL Architects 95% drawing review in progress |
Port Repair and Major Maintenance | .
Transfer Bridge Maintenance Hold PND Awaiting Inspection Report
Transfer Bridge Inspection In Progress  Apr 27, 2009 PND Awaiting report
_— Cathodic Protection Design E Norton Corrosion | Joint with Engineering (parking garage)
Harbor Upland Improvements Construction | Admiralty Const. | S ]
North Douglas Boarding Float Construction June 1, 2010 Moeser \Alpine Lumber & Building Products
'Aurora Harbor Reconfiguration Planning ~ Spring 2010 PND Awaiting Board direction '
‘Miscellaneous - Small Projects | -
Marine Park Site Furniture Installation 'Spring 2010 |Site Lines Install in spring 2010

Norway Point Net Float Design
Archie Van Winkle Memorial In Progress

_ Plans Complete

No funds to construct - Est. $50K+/-

Transfer to City
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