
ASSEMBLY STANDING COMMITTEE 

PUBLIC WORKS AND FACILITIES COMMITTEE 

THE CITY AND BOROUGH OF JUNEAU, ALASKA 

August 29, 2016  12:00 PM 
Municipal Building - Assembly Chambers 

I. CALL TO ORDER

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

A. August 15, 2016 - Regular Meeting

III. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION on NON-AGENDA ITEMS

IV. ITEMS FOR ACTION

A. BRH Rotary Uninterruptible Power System (UPS) Appropriation

V. INFORMATION ITEMS

A. Meander Way Erosion

B. West Douglas Road Update

C. Willoughby Parking Study

D. RecycleWorks Program Update

VI. CONTRACTS DIVISION ACTIVITY REPORT

A. August 12, 2016 through August 25, 2016

VII. ADJOURNMENT

ADA accommodations available upon request: Please contact the Clerk's office 72 hours prior to any meeting so arrangements 
can be made to have a sign language interpreter present or an audiotape containing the Assembly's agenda made available. The 
Clerk's office telephone number is 586-5278, TDD 586-5351, e-mail: city.clerk@juneau.org
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DRAFT 
PUBLIC WORKS & FACILITIES COMMITTEE 

Regular Meeting – August 15, 2016 
12:00 – 1:00 PM – City Hall Assembly Chambers 

MINUTES 
 
 

I.  ROLL CALL 
 
Meeting was called to order at 12:00 p.m.  
 
Members Present:  Ms. Gladziszewski (Chair), Ms. Becker, Mr. Jones, Ms. Bursell 
 
Staff  Present:    Roger  Healy,  Tina  Brown,  John  Bohan,  Michele  Elfers,  Rob  Steedle,  Beth 
McKibben, Samantha Stoughtenger 
 
II.  APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
Agenda approved. 
 
III.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
Approval of minutes for June 27, 2016, approved. 
 
IV.  PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ON NON‐AGENDA ITEMS 
 
None. 
 
V.  INFORMATION ITEMS 
  Staff provided information on the following topics: 

A. On‐Site Wastewater Treatment Systems Emergency Regulations Implementation 
B. Local Improvement Districts 
 
Discussion ensued. 
 

VII.  CONTRACTS DIVISION ACTIVITY REPORT 
 

Discussion ensued. 
 
VIII.  ADJOURNMENT – NEXT MEETING IS SCHEDULED FOR 

Next meeting will be August 29, 2016.  Meeting adjourned at 12:50 PM. 
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BARTLETT REGIONAL HOSPITAL
3260 HOSPITAL DRIVE JUNEAU, ALASKA 99801 (907) 796-8900

DATE: August 25,2016

TO: Roger Healy, Director
Engineering and Public Works

FROM: Alan Ulrich. Chief Financial Officer /f / , /
Bartlett Regional Hospital 

/U b L

RE: Proposed Bartlett Regional Hospital Rotary UPS Appropriation.

BRH requests an appropriation of $1.2M from the FYl7 BRH operational budget for the
purposes of creating a new capital project titled 'Rotary Unintemrptible Power

System'(UPS) The Rotary UPS system will support critical operational components
during transition from the local power grid to backup power generation. This project is
estimated to cost $1,200,000.

I recommend that you forward the following to the full Assembly for approval:

Appropriate $1,200,000 from Bartlett Regional Hospital into a new CIP fund for
FY 17.

Cc: Charles Bill, Chief Executive Officer
Marc Walker. Director of Facilities
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE 

Palmer, Alaska 
July 2015 

 
CONCEPTUAL DESIGN REPORT 

 
Job:  Juneau Streambank and Shoreline Protection 
Location: Juneau, Alaska 
Phase:  Conceptual Design 
 
Introduction 
 
In the winter of 2015, the City and Borough of Juneau contacted NRCS regarding 
flooding and streambank erosion on the Mendenhall River caused by high flows during 
the past few years.  At the current rate of erosion, at least several homes will be at 
imminent risk with only a few more flood events.  A site investigation and survey was 
conducted in early March 2015, as soon as winter conditions thawed enough to allow 
adequate inspection and surveying.  The city requested that NRCS provide assistance 
with a conceptual design, cost estimates, and potential funding opportunities.  This report 
attempts to evaluate alternatives for remedies to streambank erosion.  It does not address 
flooding concerns. 
 
History 
 
In 2011, significant glacial outburst flooding (or Jökulhlaup) began to impact the 
Mendenhall River and Juneau residents.  Glacier retreat has progressed to the point where 
glacial meltwater from Suicide Glacier is continually dammed up behind the Mendenhall 
Glacier (see Figure 1).  When adequate head is developed in Suicide Basin, meltwater is 
forced under and through the Mendenhall Glacier, and released into Mendenhall Lake 
and the Mendenhall River.  Agencies including the University of Alaska, National 
Weather Service, and US Geological Survey have cooperated with the City and Borough 
to install instrumentation to monitor Suicide Basin water levels, in order to provide 
warning of impending flooding once lake levels begin to drop.  Glacial outbursts since 
2011 have typically occurred in July.  Stream gauging has shown that outburst flows can 
increase river flows from a July monthly mean of approximately 3,000 cfs, to flows 
exceeding 16,000 cfs.  These flow increases occur in a matter of hours, with a duration of 
several days. Such magnitude of flows, combined with their rapid rate of rise and fall, 
have caused significant bank erosion in some areas. 
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Figure 1: Mendenhall River Overview (Google Earth Image) 

 
Field Investigation 
 
Field activities were conducted from March 3-4, 2015.  City and Borough employees, as 
well as some affected residents, showed NRCS personnel the sites where significant 
erosion occurred, as well as areas of past inundation.  High water lines were noted, at 
flooding areas as well as streambank erosion sites. 
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Some streambank stabilization measures have been constructed in the past on the 
Mendenhall River.  A riprap revetment has been installed at a sharp river bend near 
Postal Way and Riverbend Elementary School (see Figure 2 and Figure 3).  This measure 
appears to have been effective in protecting the streambank from significant erosion.  
There is a possibility that streambank incision (downcutting of the stream bottom) has or 
will jeapordize the toe of this rock revetment, but no surveying or investigation was 
performed to evaluate the rock toe integrity.   
 

 
Figure 2: Existing streambank protection and area of concern near Postal Way and Clinton Drive 

 
Figure 3 shows the existing riprap revement on the Postal Way river bend.  Other, similar 
riprap revetments have also been constructed at other sites on the river. 
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Figure 3:  Existing riprap near Postal Way 

 
Also shown in Figure 2 is a narrow area vulnerable to breaching.  This area is as narrow 
as 12’ wide at one location, and is expected to breach in the very near future.  Such 
breach could allow river flows to bypass the river bend adjacent to Postal Way, creating a 
new flow path with a steeper grade.  Such breach would likely also cause river flows to 
then be directed toward the streambank adjacent to Clinton Drive.  This could potentially 
result in bank erosion near Clinton Drive, and also initiate further incision of the river bed 
due to the loss of stream length.  Over time, the incision would travel upstream, with the 
potential to jeopardize upstream sites. 
 
However, this erosion has progressed to the point where it may be difficult to prevent the 
eventual meander breach.  At this point in time, the only real option may be to address 
the effects of the breach after it occurs.  There is a possibility that, with quick action, 
sheet pile and riprap could be installed at the point of impending breach to prevent or 
forestall the breach.  Such action would be best suited for a design-build situation, in 
order to facilitate the required timeframe.  It may prove to be far less costly to prevent the 
meander breach that it would be to address upstream and downstream erosion that could 
result from the breach.  However, with shrinking budgets at all levels of government, it 
can be difficult to convince budget managers to allocate funds to prevent future problems, 
when even immediate needs cannot be met. 
 
Upstream, the river bend near Meander Way has suffered significant erosion.  Some 
limited areas of riprap protection have been constructed at this location (see Figure 4).  
This riprap has slowed erosion, but as it is installed in very limited sections to provide 
protection for a specific home or homes, the rock riprap has been subject to some 
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degradation/dislodging near the beginning and end of the riprap extents.  Streambank 
protection measures can prove difficult to maintain on such a small scale, and projects 
typically need to span at least several hundred feet to be effective.  Still, the localized 
treatment appears to have provided a good degree of streambank protection for specific 
homes.  Nevertheless, a significant section of the river bend streambank has been eroded, 
and the majority of the Meander Way bend is extremely vulnerable to further erosion.  
 
After evaluating damage and threatened infrastructure, NRCS immediately assessed how 
the situation fit with existing NRCS programs and funding opportunities.  While many 
sites have legitimate flooding and erosion concerns, there are nevertheless limitations to 
what NRCS has the authority and programs to address.  One site, namely the outer bank 
of the Mendenhall River adjacent to Meander Way, was determined to be potentially 
eligible for NRCS assistance, based on the proximity to homes, erosion rate, and funding 
criteria.  While there is no guarantee of funds availability, the City and NRCS are taking 
prudent steps to seek solutions to the erosion, before streambank loss has progressed to 
the point where homes, infrastructure, and properties are considered a total loss.  
 

 
Figure 4: Streambank erosion of the Meander Way bend of the Mendenhall River, March 2015 

 
NRCS conducted a topographic survey of the Meander Way bend of the Mendenhall 
River (Figure 5).  The site was surveyed using survey-grade GPS equipment.  Survey 
points were collected of the eroded bank, river bottom, and structure locations.  Using 
this data, topography was determined for use in evaluating alternatives.  Two samples of 
bank materials were collected for potential analysis of geotechnical/engineering 
properties, in determining slope stability, compaction, unit weights, etc. 
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Figure 5: Plan view of Meander Way bend of the Mendenhall River streambank erosion site 

 
Conditions affecting design alternatives 
 
From the site investigation and review of applicable literature, the following points were 
important considerations affecting design alternatives: 
 

1. Comparing past aerial photography to current photos, the planform or lateral 
stability of the river appears to be relatively static.  This is a positive trend from 
an erosion treatment standpoint.  However, this trend may not continue with 
further changes in glacier conditions and peak flows, incision, and the potential of 
meander cutoff near Postal Way. 

2. Channel incision on the Mendenhall River is occurring, as a result of land surface 
uplift due to deglaciation and/or tectonics, as well as the removal of sediment 
from flows by Mendenhall Lake (Neal 2009).  Incision rates of 0.1 feet per year 
have been estimated (Neal 2007).  In addition, the recent hydrologic changes 
brought about by glacial outbursts is likely accelerating the channel incision. 

3. A mat of peat with roots and tree trunks is present near the stream bottom (see 
Figure 6).  This layer has been eroded downstream of the Meander Way bend, but 
is still mostly intact upstream, covered with alluvial gravels and boulders.  In the 
Meander Way area, this peat layer is exposed, and is decomposing and eroding, 
resulting in channel incision.  A significant 6.5’ head cut exists where this mat is 
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exposed, as shown in Figure 6.  This head cut is likely to continue upstream as the 
peat degrades and erodes. 

  

 
Figure 6: Peat mat at Meander Way bend of Mendenhall River 

 
4. As the channel incision progresses, from uplift, moss mat deterioration, glacial 

outbursts, or other causes, erosion at the toe of the streambank will continue.  
Without the implementation of some type of streambank protection measures, 
property and infrastructure near specific portions of the river will eventually be 
threatened or destroyed.  The Meander Way bend appears to be the area with the 
most immediate need of attention. 

5. There is a practical limit to the amount of overall channel incision that will occur, 
as the base level of the river, which is sea level, limits the elevation to which the 
river may incise.  Nevertheless, the limit of incision, as well as vertical channel 
stability, has apparently not yet been reached. 

6. Further incision combined with surrounding uplift will serve to further disconnect 
the river from its floodplain, likely exacerbating streambank erosion. 

7. Topographic survey and assessment of 800 feet of streambank near Meander Way 
was completed.  Approximately 300 feet of streambank was badly eroded and in 
need of immediate protection.  In order to effectively install measures that would 
address the erosion, at least an additional 350 feet of streambank would likely 
need to be included, for a total of 650 feet of treatment.  These are preliminary 
estimates, and would likely need to be adjusted as additional data collection and 
design work is completed. 

8. There are up to 8 homes that could be affected by the erosion on the outer 
streambank of the Meander Way bend of the Mendenhall River.  A cursory 
review of Borough assessment records show that individual residential property 
values along Meander Way likely exceed $300,000.  Therefore, there is 
conservatively $2.4 million worth of property at risk, not including the 

Peat mat 
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infrastructure beyond the homes that could eventually be compromised, such as 
streets, water, sewer, etc. 

 
The recent glacial outbursts, and the likelihood of further changes to Mendenhall River 
hydrology have created a very dynamic situation in the river.  This supports the adoption 
of a “do-nothing” alternative.  Until some equilibrium and stability is observed in the 
system, there are many unknowns.  Treatment designs will require estimations regarding 
flow rates, flood levels, incision, etc.  Design and construction based on unpredicted or 
under-predicted changes in stream conditions could result in inadequate treatment or 
failure of installed practices. 
 
Nevertheless, a number of homes, and if left untreated, other critical infrastructure and 
businesses, are currently threatened.  As such, a do-nothing alternative, while possibly a 
prudent option, will not be a “no cost” alternative.  Therefore, information shown below 
attempts to explain some erosion treatment alternatives, and analyze the merits, 
shortcomings, and cost of each. 
 
Design Alternatives 
 
The following design concepts were considered as alternatives to address the erosion at 
the Meander Way site: 
 

1. Bioengineered streambank 
2. Sheet pile wall 
3. Riprap revetment 
4. Sheet pile wall/riprap revetment combination 
5. No action 

 
Each alternative is discussed below. 
 

1. Bioengineered streambank – log crib 
A log cribs typically uses a rock toe, overlain with logs or timbers, and infilled 
with soil, gravel, cobbles, etc. (see Figure 7).  Willows and other water-loving 
vegetation are established in the log crib.  A significant rock toe would be 
imperative to the success of such an installation on the Mendenhall River. 
 

 
Figure 7:  Cross-section of log crib streambank treatment concept (NRCS) 
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Advantages: 

• habitat provided is usually fish-friendly 
• treatment can be more natural-like in appearance and aesthetically 

pleasing 
 

Disadvantages: 
• treatment is not as resistant to high flow velocities as other treatment 

techniques 
• practice lifespan can be relatively short when timber or woody debris or 

rootwads are incorporated 
 

Recommendation:  This option is not recommended, as the nearly annual 
occurrence of extreme flows due to glacial outbursts since 2011 would subject the 
treatment to high velocities and shears.  Such treatment would not likely survive 
recurrence of such conditions on an annual basis.  This treatment approach is also 
not commonly used with bank heights of 25’ or more that exist in the Meander 
Way bend.  The treatment method typically require flatter bank slopes than could 
be tolerated, given the limited distance between the eroded streambank and the 
existing homes.  This treatment option, however, may have merit at other sites on 
the Mendenhall River. 
 
Cost Estimate:  Costs can vary widely depending on the exact type of 
bioengineered treatment installed.  Material would be relatively inexpensive, but 
labor costs would be significant.  As the treatment option is not recommended, no 
cost estimate for this option was developed.  
 

2. Bioengineered streambank – mechanically stabilized earth (MSE) wall 
This alternative would consist of layers of polyethylene geogrid overlain with 
compacted soil backfill.  Each layer is wrapped at the slope edge to retain the soil.  
A wall face of hard material such as rock is required to protect the soil and 
geogrid from damage and erosion by debris impact and river flow.  Due to their 
short lifespan in flowing water, gabions is not recommended as a facing material. 
 

 
Figure 8:  Cross-section of MSE streambank treatment concept (NRCS) 

PWFC, August 29, 2016  Page 16 of 133



 

10 

 
Advantages: 

• Treatment is resistant to high flow velocities 
• Steep streambank slopes are possible, conserving lot space 
• Life-span of practice is usually significant, and can be prolonged with 

proper maintenance 
 

Disadvantages: 
• Though stability of the bank is achieved with stabilized earthfill, some 

type of hard facing would be necessary to protect the soil from debris and 
erosion.  Such facing alone can be as expensive as other treatment 
methods, even without considering the cost of installing the mechanically 
stabilized earthfill. 

• Installation of the mechanically stabilized earthfill could prove difficult 
near the toe, as river levels and saturated conditions could be problematic.  
Scheduling and completion of work would be critical.  Though these 
challenges can also exist with other alternatives, they are somewhat more 
critical with this alternative. 

• Treatment is often not viewed as aesthetically pleasing, due to the hard 
facing 

• The hard facing typically has a lower habitat value for desired species 
such as salmon 

 
Recommendation:  This option is not recommended, due to its high relative cost.  
The annual high water levels experienced since glacial outbursts began would 
require the facing of the MSE wall to be extended to nearly the top of the 
streambank.  This would likely increase costs above other acceptable alternatives. 
 
Cost Estimate:  As the treatment option is not recommended, no cost estimate for 
this option was developed.  

 
3. Sheet pile wall 

This alternative consists of driving steel sheet pile at the bank toe.  Piles would be 
driven to a depth well below the stream bottom, and would act as a cantilever 
retaining wall.  Due to the relatively high stream bank, two offset cantilever sheet 
pile walls would likely be necessary, with considerable distance between the walls 
(see Figure 9).   Riprap would be placed on the portion of streambank between the 
two walls to prevent erosion.  With proper placement and sheet pile selection, tie-
back anchors could possibly be avoided, to achieve lower costs.  Further 
investigation of subsurface conditions would be necessary in order to determine 
the potential presence of large rocks and boulders that could prevent or hinder pile 
driving.  In addition, some existing rock on the stream bank and/or stream bed 
would likely need to be removed and/or relocated to allow pile driving. 
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Figure 9: Cross-section of sheet pile wall streambank treatment concept 

 
Advantages: 

• Treatment is resistant to high flow velocities 
• Vertical walls conserve lot/property space 
• Life-span of practice is usually significant, and can be prolonged with 

proper maintenance 
 

Disadvantages: 
• Vibration or driving of piles can be a nuisance to neighboring properties 
• Treatment is often not viewed as aesthetically pleasing 
• The sheet pile typically has a lower habitat value for desired species such 

as salmon 
• Two sheet pile walls plus riprap would be quite costly, in comparison to 

other alternatives. 
 

Recommendation:  This option is not recommended, due to its high relative cost. 
 
Cost Estimate:  This treatment option, though not recommended, is estimated to 
cost $3.0 million.  
 

4. Riprap Revetment 
This alternative would consist of grading the streambank to a stable slope, and 
placing geotextile, bedding, and rock riprap on the bank.  The lower extents of the 
rock placement would need to be to at least the stream bottom, and likely lower to 
account for potential scour (see Figure 10).  This is a proven method of 
streambank protection, and has been used in many instances in Alaska, as well as 
on the Mendenhall River both upstream and downstream of the Meander Way 
site. 
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Figure 10: Cross-section of riprap streambank treatment concept (NRCS) 

Advantages: 
• Proven, effective method for addressing streambank erosion, and has been

utilized on other reaches of the Mendenhall River 
• With proper rock sizing, riprap can withstand extreme flow velocities and

high shear stress 
• Life-span of rock riprap is usually significant, and can be prolonged with

proper maintenance 

Disadvantages: 
• High cost of hauling and placing rock, considering the bank geometry and

scour hole present 
• In order to achieve a stable slope on which to place rock, additional

property will be impacted (loss of portions of back yards), which will 
likely be viewed as a negative by property owners.  Near the deepest scour 
hole, the top of riprap placement will likely be extremely close to a few 
homes. 

• Treatment is often not viewed as aesthetically pleasing
• Riprap typically has a lower habitat value for desired species such as

salmon

Cost Estimate:  Assuming there are local quarries that can provide 
adequately sized rock, a total project cost of $1.5 million could be expected.   

Recommendation:  Due to the steepness of the eroded bank, close proximity to 
existing homes, and significant scour at the streambank toe, a considerable 
volume of rock will be required with this option.  The volume of rock placed in 
the streambed, to protect from scour and provide a launchable toe, may be 
problematic regarding fish habitat permitting.  Several homes in the treatment 
area would have rock riprap placed very near to their foundations.  While the 
option is potentially feasible, a riprap/sheet pile combination as discussed below 
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may be a better alternative, though at a somewhat higher cost.  Nevertheless, the 
riprap alternative appears to be a viable option. 
 

5. Sheet pile wall/riprap revetment combination 
This alternative could consist of a combination of the riprap and sheet pile 
alternatives.  A steel sheet pile wall would be placed at the toe of the bank, 
followed by placing rock riprap protection on the slope.  This option requires 
significantly less rock than the riprap-only option, and possibly avoids the use of a 
costly tie-back system in the sheet pile wall. 
 

 
Figure 11: Cross-section of sheet pile/riprap combination treatment concept 

 
Advantages: 

• Proven, effective method for addressing streambank erosion 
• With proper rock sizing, sheet pile and riprap can withstand extreme flow 

velocities and high shear stress 
• Life-span of treatment is usually significant, and can be prolonged with 

proper maintenance 
• Somewhat less property is likely impacted with this method versus using 

riprap alone 
 

Disadvantages: 
• High cost of driving piles and hauling and placing rock 
• Vibration or driving of piles can be a nuisance to neighboring properties 
• Treatment is often not viewed as aesthetically pleasing 
• Riprap typically has a lower habitat value for desired species such as 

salmon 
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Cost Estimate:  This treatment option is estimated to cost $2.1 million.   
 
Recommendation:  This option appears to be one of the most promising treatment 
methods to address the erosion on the Meander Way river bend of the Mendenhall 
River.  The cost would be somewhat higher than the riprap-only option, but by 
placing sheet pile rather than riprap at the toe, there may be less chance of erosion 
and maintenance needs at the toe.  In addition, there is less impact to the adjacent 
homes, with respect to placement of riprap near house foundations.   

 
6. No action 

This alternative would leave the streambank in its current condition, with no 
additional treatment installed.  Continued erosion would almost certainly occur.  
Eventually, erosion would progress to the point where at least some homes on 
Meander Way would become unsafe for occupancy, and would need to be moved 
or condemned.  While the rate of erosion is uncertain, it is conceivable that 
erosion could progress to such a point within 5 years.  Given the nature of sharp 
outside river bends, the hydraulic energy present in glacial outburst flows, and the 
erodible insitu materials present in the streambank, the erosion in the Meander 
Way bend could progress to the point where even the street and municipal utilities 
are in jeopardy. 

 
Conclusions 
 
To protect homes and infrastructure near Meander Way, a combination system of sheet 
pile and rock riprap are suggested to address streambank erosion.  There is admittedly 
some degree of risk associated with applying any type treatment to the streambank, given 
the apparent instability and continued evolution of the river.  Such risk can be somewhat 
reduced by applying more conservative design assumptions.  Conservative design 
assumptions typically result in increased project costs. 
 
While fish-friendly alternatives were considered, the high shear stress that is likely 
experienced on this river bend warrants the installation of more traditional hardened 
treatment methods.  Softer treatments could be considered and incorporated in other areas 
of the river with lower shear stresses, in order to continue to provide adequate habitat for 
important aquatic species.  The occurrence of glacial outbursts since 2011 has subjected 
the river banks to an unprecedented frequency of high water levels, to the extent that at 
least the historic 50-year flood flow has been experienced on nearly an annual basis since 
2011.  Many soft bank treatments can withstand short intervals of high water if they are 
of low frequency, say five or ten years apart.  However, given the recent hydrologic 
changes, the increased flood frequency is likely to be too severe to allow soft treatments 
to be effective against erosion, especially for high bank stress areas such as outer river 
bends. 
 
Habitat permitting will be an important part of any proposed on the Mendenhall River, 
and buy-in from the Alaska Department of Fish and Game will be important to pursue 
during the planning stages of any project.  Input from ADF&G regarding the permitting 
of any selected alternative should be sought before significant effort and expense is 
incurred developing proposals and designs.  Should the city choose to pursue streambank 
stabilization suggested herein, this report could be provided to ADF&G to begin a 
dialogue regarding allowable approaches to addressing the erosion. 
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Cost estimates and values of affected infrastructure presented herein are admittedly of 
very preliminary nature, and were not analyzed in great detail.  Nevertheless, at first 
glance, installation of streambank protection for a small group of homes appears to be 
only marginally justifiable from an economic standpoint.  However, if left untreated, 
continued migration of the erosion, both laterally and longitudinally, could have much 
larger long-term economic impacts that could justify pursuit of the suggested alternative.  
Through leveraging of potential funding sources for the project, the City and Borough 
could potentially implement a project that would provide adequate protection to homes 
and infrastructure along Meander Way. 
 
The Emergency Watershed Protection (EWP) program, which is a federal program 
managed by NRCS, is potentially applicable to the Meander Way erosion.  The program 
provides both financial and technical assistance in design and construction of projects 
that reduce watershed impairment.  There are a number of criteria that must be met in 
order to be eligible for the EWP program, but the information gathered in preparation of 
this report shows that that the Meander Way site would likely fit the program.  Funding is 
not guaranteed, and is typically more common for Presidentially-declared disasters.  
Nevertheless, projects similar in nature have been implemented in the past using the EWP 
program.  Should the City and Borough of Juneau wish to pursue EWP funding in 
addressing the erosion problem, a request of that nature should be submitted in writing to 
NRCS, within 60 days after the next significant flood event or glacial outburst. 
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Interior-US Geological Survey, Water-Resources Investigations Report 99-
4150, Anchorage, AK 

5. Alaska Department of Fish and Game – Habitat and Restoration Division, 
September 1999, Guidelines for Bank Stabilization on the Mendenhall River, 
Technical Report No. 99-3, Douglas, AK 
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ATTACHMENT A – Conceptual Design Drawing and Cost Estimates 
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Quantity Unit Cost Total Cost Quantity Unit Cost Total Cost Quantity Unit Cost Total Cost
1 Mobilization/Demobilization each 1.0 100,000.00$  100,000$              1.0 100,000.00$    100,000$               1.0 100,000.00$    100,000$               
2 Pollution Control lump sum 1.0 30,000.00$    30,000$                1.0 30,000.00$      30,000$                 1.0 30,000.00$      30,000$                 
3 Critical Path Scheduling lump sum 1.0 10,000.00$    10,000$                1.0 10,000.00$      10,000$                 1.0 10,000.00$      10,000$                 
4 Contractor Quality Control lump sum 1.0 15,000.00$    15,000$                1.0 15,000.00$      15,000$                 1.0 15,000.00$      15,000$                 
5 Construction Surveys lump sum 1.0 50,000.00$    50,000$                1.0 50,000.00$      50,000$                 1.0 50,000.00$      50,000$                 
6 Clearing (existing rock and vegetation) lump sum 1.0 25,000.00$    25,000$                1.0 25,000.00$      25,000$                 1.0 25,000.00$      25,000$                 
7 Excavation, Unclassified cubic yards 2,000.0 30.00$            60,000$                1,200.0 30.00$              36,000$                 800.0 30.00$              24,000$                 
8 Earthfill, compacted cubic yards 500.0 50.00$            25,000$                500.0 50.00$              25,000$                 1,000.0 50.00$              50,000$                 
9 Sheet Piling square feet 40,414.0 50.00$            2,020,700$          0.0 -$                  -$                        24,200.0 50.00$              1,210,000$           

10 Riprap with Bedding and Geotextile cubic yards 1,750.0 200.00$          350,000$              5,000.0 200.00$            1,000,000$           2,000.0 200.00$            400,000$               
11 Testing, Rock Riprap and Bedding each 4.0 4,000.00$       16,000$                8.0 4,000.00$        32,000$                 4.0 4,000.00$         16,000$                 
12 Seeding lump sum 1.0 10,000.00$    10,000$                1.0 10,000.00$      10,000$                 1.0 10,000.00$      10,000$                 

-$                       -$                        -$                        
Subtotal: 2,711,700$          Subtotal: 1,333,000$           Subtotal: 1,940,000$           
Contingency: 271,170$              Contingency: 133,300$               Contingency: 194,000$               
Grand Total: 2,982,870$          Grand Total: 1,466,300$           Grand Total: 2,134,000$           

Stepped Sheet Piling with Riprap Riprap Sheet Piling/Riprap Combination

Juneau/Mendenhall River Meander Way Streambank Protection Cost Estimates (from conceptual design)

Bid Item UnitsDescription
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City and Borough of Juneau 
Engineering Department 

155 South Seward Street 
Juneau, Alaska 99801 

Telephone: 586-0800 Facsimile: 463-2606    
  
DATE: August 29, 2016 
 
TO: Maria Gladziszewski, Chair Public Works and Facilities Committee 
 
FROM: Michele Elfers, Chief Landscape Architect, Engineering and Public Works Department 
 
RE: Willoughby District Parking 
 
 

In September 2015, the Willoughby District (WD) Parking Plan was completed and 
presented to the Assembly Public Works and Facilities Committee (PWFC).  The plan 
reported a loss of hundreds of spaces from recent development and land use changes in 
the WD.  It identified the Federal Building Lot and the SOB North Garage as preferred sites 
for parking development.  The recommendations made to the Assembly in September 2015 
are listed below followed by an update on the recommendation. 

 
1. Recommendation: Work with the Federal Government to encourage development of a 

parking structure on the current Federal Building Lot.  
a. Update: Staff worked initially with local GSA staff to discuss a federal parking 

structure.  The CBJ now needs make the request at a higher level.  We will work 
with our federal lobbyist to request a congressional support letter to the 
headquarter GSA for funding to build a parking structure.   

2. Recommendation: Coordinate with the State of Alaska, encourage reconstruction and build-
out of the SOB North Parking Garage.   

a. Update: The state had plans for structural repair of the north garage.  With the 
current financial constraints, the timeline and plan for the garage is uncertain.  The 
CBJ will continue to encourage the state to expand the garage if and when repair 
work is being done.   

3. Recommendation: Consider acquisition of the Public Safety Building. 
a. Update: It is likely that this building will be vacated in the next year.  The 

Willoughby Arts Complex (WAC) concept design is being developed this month and 
should indicate the number of lost parking spaces as well as the number of required 
parking spaces.   A discussion on how WAC affects the existing state parking lease 
should occur this fall.   

4. Recommendation:  Pursue consideration of Park and Ride options in the valley. 
a. Update: Park and Ride is being considered with the development of the valley transit 

center.  
5. Recommendation: Review designation of City streets in the WD plan. 

a. Update: The creation of new city streets is intended to foster development, but will 
result in the additional loss of parking.  There has not been any movement on this 
item. 
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In the past the subport parking lot provided downtown core commuter parking, tourism 
employee parking and Willoughby District parking.   The removal of free public parking in the 
subport lot put additional pressure on downtown parking needs.  With the recent changes in 
the WD include the completion of the SLAM, forward progress on the Willoughby Arts Complex 
(WAC), and planning for the Juneau Ocean Center parking needs will increase.  As predicted, 
this district is growing and changing and the planning for parking to meet these needs may 
also connect with the parking needs for the downtown core.    
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

The Alaska State Legislature awarded funds to the City and Borough of Juneau (CBJ) to address the limited
availability of parking in the Willoughby District of Juneau. After initial discussion with the State of Alaska
and Federal Building, it became clear that the Willoughby District problem is also a spillover issue from
the lack of downtown parking. Among other projects, the funding was used to produce this study led by
Tetra Tech with assistance from Walker Parking Consultants and other sub-consultants. As sites are
evaluated in more detail, Northwind Architects, Corvus Design, CTS traffic consultants and R&M
Engineering will provide additional assistance.

The purpose of this study is to determine the location and magnitude of parking deficiencies, estimate
current and future parking needs, and provide recommendations for improvements. The project will also
look into alternative transportation improvements that could reduce the number of vehicles in the
Willoughby District.

1.1 BACKGROUND
The Willoughby District is home to many small businesses, as well as federal and state offices. Parking in
the area can often feel congested and overwhelming to employees, employers and those conducting business
in the district. The CBJ has attempted to solve this problem by conducting several land use and parking
studies  since  1999.  These  reports  have  been  essential  to  development  of  a  plan  for  the  future  of  the
Willoughby District and improved parking and accessibility in the area.

1.2 HISTORICAL CONTEXT
What is now known as the Willoughby District was once known as Dzántik’i Héeni, the summer fishing
grounds for the Auk-kwaan. Seasonal fishing was the sole use of this area until the end of the 19th century,
when prospectors began to flood the region in search of gold. By 1880, Dzántik’i Héeni was developed into
a permanent 160-acre community dubbed the Indian Village.

In 1913 and 1914, the Indian Village residential area was connected to the Juneau downtown commercial
district by a waterfront boardwalk. This boardwalk was developed into Willoughby Avenue as it is known
today. In the 1930s, the waterfront commercial area of the Willoughby District began to grow. The federal
government constructed a deep water dock and the number of waterfront wharfs multiplied.

During the next 30 years, crushed rock from the Alaska Juneau Gold Mine was used as fill to develop flat,
buildable land near the waterfront. The Federal Building was constructed in the early 1960s. In 1967, the
100-year anniversary of the purchase of Alaska was celebrated in communities across Alaska. During the
years leading up to the centennial anniversary, the Willoughby District saw construction of the new Alaska
State Museum. Continued growth in the area brought additional housing, office buildings and businesses.
Today the district is home to the Arts and Culture Center, Centennial Hall, many commercial businesses,
as well as federal and state offices. Over 130 years of growth and development have made the Willoughby
District a center for arts, culture and commerce in Juneau.
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1.3 DISTRICT GOALS
The goals for the Willoughby District were outlined in the CBJ Comprehensive Plan. In order to support
growth in the District, the Plan indicates the City must do the following:

• Support the establishment of a Cultural Campus

• Seek to strengthen and enhance the Capitol Complex

• Provide for mixed-use development that integrates residential, retail and office uses.

To these ends, the City has worked with architects and planners to develop the Willoughby District Land
Use Plan. This long-range plan has been adopted by the CBJ Assembly as a means to achieve these goals.
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CHAPTER 2. RESEARCH

To begin the assessment of existing and future needs for parking in the Willoughby District, it was necessary
to research past reports and studies. To supplement this background information with current public
attitudes toward parking issues, an on-line survey of parking users was also conducted.

2.1 SUMMARY OF STUDIES REVIEWED
The studies summarized below addressed present and future development in the Willoughby District and
accompanying parking needs. Review of these and other related studies and news reports provided insight
into the past and present parking conditions in the district.

Juneau Parking Study
The Juneau Parking Study was prepared in 1999 by TRANSPO Group, Inc. with MRV Architects. The
notable conclusions of this report are as follows:

• Shortages of parking occur on weekdays throughout the year

• Shortages are greatest in the State Office Building (SOB) area

• SOB workers are the largest segment of the population contributing to the demand for parking

• Owing to the extent of the current parking shortfall, 300 to 500 spaces of new parking should
be provided in the near future

• The following were identified as locations with the highest potential for a parking garage:

– Telephone Hill

– Armory Building

– Tank Farm Site

– Bill Ray Center

• The following were identified as other, optional locations for a parking garage:

– Capital Park

– State Office Building Parking North

– State Capitol Building

– Sealaska Corporation Surface Lot

– Federal Building Parking Lot

– Goldbelt Office Building.

Subport Vicinity Redevelopment Options
The Subport Vicinity Redevelopment Options report was prepared in 2000 by Sheinberg Associates/MRV
Architects. The notable conclusion of this report is that eventual development of the Subport area will likely
displace much of the surface parking in this area, impacting CBJ, State of Alaska and the general public.
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Willoughby Parking District Feasibility Study
The Willoughby Parking District Feasibility Study was prepared in 2010 by Northwind Architects. This
report identified community goals for the Willoughby District and four possible sites for new or expanded
parking garages:

• State Office Building North

• Public Safety Building

• State Archive Building

• Library Archives Museum Site.

Willoughby District Land Use Plan
The Willoughby District Land Use Plan was prepared in 2012 by Sheinberg Associates. The report provided
long-range planning of the Willoughby District and was adopted by the CBJ Assembly. It identified
development themes and goals for the district. The notable conclusions of this report are as follows:

• Identified 1,797 existing parking spaces in the district and a future build-out requirement of
2,070 spaces.

• Proposed absorption of existing surface lot parking into a combination of private construction
and parking structures.

• Identified actions to discourage single-occupancy-vehicle commuting and manage parking
demand.

• Promoted mixed use development, integrating residential, retail and office uses with the goal
of achieving 60 residential units per acre.

2.2 HISTORICAL PARKING PATTERNS
Figure 2.1 illustrates recent changes in parking inventory in the Willoughby District. Since the 2012
Willoughby District Land Use Plan was prepared, several relatively significant changes in parking have
occurred:

• Table 1 of the 2012 Land Use Plan listed 1,797 existing spaces and a future build-out
requirement of 2,070 spaces. However, adding the numbers shown on Figure 4 of the 2012
plan indicates that there are 2,377 existing spaces.

• Since the Mental Health Trust closed the Subport parking areas and construction began on the
State Library Archives Museum project, 567 available parking spaces have been lost.

• The State Library Archives Museum project will add about 102 spaces when it is completed,
bringing the inventory to about 1,912 spaces, which is still 158 spaces below the 2,070-space
estimate for build-out conditions.

• Implementation of the 2012 Land Use Plan relies on the conversion of significant areas of
surface parking to other uses, which will require incorporating the parking into buildings or
elevated parking structures.

• The total parking inventories did not distinguish between the parking available to the general
public and the parking restricted to specific employees or business patrons.
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Based on the past, present and future parking needs of the District, as illustrated in Figure 2.1, it can be
concluded that there is a current parking deficit and a larger deficit expected as the District develops. Our
best estimates of those deficits are as follows:

• 350 spaces in the near-term, primarily representing losses at the Subport.

• 500 spaces in the longer-term representing future losses as surface parking areas are developed
for other uses.

2.3 SURVEY FINDINGS
The working population of the Willoughby District and Downtown Juneau was invited to participate in an
online survey on parking in the district. The survey goals were three-fold:

• To determine where and how workers park

• To determine the extent of parking provided by employers

• To determine workers’ use and perception of alternate forms of transportation.

State, city, federal, and private workers were invited to complete the survey, which was made available on
February 20, 2015. The survey contained a 15 questions and space for additional comments as well as a
place to list contact information. For the purpose of the survey, downtown districts were defined as shown
in Figure 2.2. As of July 10, 2015, there were 610 total responses, including 544 valid responses (responses
from those who work downtown were deemed to be valid ). Appendix A includes the complete survey.

Source: CBJ

Figure 2.2. Downtown Districts Map
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Hypotheses
Initial meetings with CBJ led to the following hypotheses:

• The majority of employees park on the street.

• Employers provide guaranteed parking to a limited population.

• Workers prefer to drive to work alone, rather than use alternate forms of transportation.

These hypotheses provided a framework for developing the questions used in the survey. Questions 1
through 4 requested general information from the respondent. Questions 5 through 9 related to the parking
habits and availability, while Questions 10 through 15 aimed to assess barriers or perceived barriers to use
of alternative means of transportation.

Results
The results of the survey are highlighted in the following sections. All results are self-reported by employees
who work in the Downtown Juneau area. The complete set of results is attached in Appendix A.

Survey Part 1—General Information
The first part of the survey was developed to assess workers’ home and work locations, employer, and
method of commuting.

Question 1. Where do you work?

The majority of the respondents
(270) indicated they work in the
Willoughby District, while 232
employees stated they worked in
the Downtown Core. Another 42
workers reported working
elsewhere in Downtown.

Question 2. Who is your employer?

Of 544 respondents, the majority (238) were employed
by the federal government, while 129 worked for private
employers and 121 worked for the CBJ. Only 56 State
of Alaska employees responded to the poll.
Currently, there are about 650 workers in the federal
Building, 115 CBJ workers and 835 state workers in the
Willoughby District and Downtown core. This would
indicate that a significant number of federal and CBJ
responses were received, while the state worker
response may not be representative of the entire work
force.

44%

38%

7%
11%

1. WHERE IS YOUR WORKPLACE LOCATED?

Willoughby District

Downtown Core

Other Downtown

Not Downtown

44%

10%

22%

24%

2. WHO IS YOUR EMPLOYER?

Federal Government

State of Alaska

City and Borough of Juneau

Private/Other
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Question 3. Where do you live?

The majority of respondents
(201) reported the Mendenhall
Valley as their place of
residence. In descending order,
respondents reported living:
Downtown (112), Douglas &
West Juneau (86), North
Douglas (42), Auke Bay (36),
Lemon Creek (35), Out the Road
(16), Other (10) and Thane (6).

Question 4. How often do you travel to work using the following methods?

Respondents were allowed to
choose more than one method
of transportation. Of 544
respondents, the majority of
respondents reported driving
alone most of the time (64%).
Other most frequent means of
transportation included
walking to work (14%) and
carpooling (12%).

2.9%
6.6%

37.1%

6.4%

20.6%

1.1%

15.8%

7.7% 1.8%

3. WHERE DO YOU LIVE? Out the Road
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Downtown (including Willoughby District,
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North Douglas

Other
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280
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Vehicle)

Drive Alone

4. HOW OFTEN DO YOU TRAVEL TO WORK USING THE
FOLLOWING METHODS?

Never Some Days Most Days
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Survey Part 2—Current Parking Practices
The second part of the survey was developed to assess workers’ current parking practices downtown and
in the Willoughby District.

Question 5. In which area do you park?

Respondents were allowed
to report more than one
parking location for this
question. Of 541
responses, 251 workers
reported parking in the
Willoughby District, while
211 reported parking in the
downtown core. In
addition, 98 respondents
reported parking in other
areas of downtown, while
47 reported using other
means of transportation.

Question 6. Where do you park?

More than one answer was
accepted for this question.
Of 541 respondents, most
workers (209) indicated
they parked on street. The
Federal Building Parking
Lot was a close second
with 183 workers
reporting.
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6. WHERE DO YOU PARK?

PWFC, August 29, 2016  Page 48 of 133



Willoughby District Parking Master Plan; Initial Evaluation of Options

2-8

Question 7. My employer provides me with…

Nearly half of the 539
respondents (236)
indicated their employer
issues them a parking pass
for a particular lot or
garage, but spaces are
available on a first-come-
first-served basis.
Interestingly, 155
respondents indicated they
are not provided with any
parking passes or other
parking privileges.

Question 8. Do you pay for parking?

Total of 538 respondents.
More than one answer was
accepted. The majority of
respondents (258) indicated
they do not pay for parking,
it is provided by their
employer, but they are not
guaranteed a space. Nearly
one quarter of the
respondents (125) reported
looking for free parking
anywhere they can find it.
A small number of workers
reported their employer
provides a guaranteed
parking space.
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8. DO YOU PAY FOR PARKING?
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Question 9. If you are not provided a guaranteed space, what would encourage your
use of a parking garage?

A total of 536 workers
responded to this question.
More than one answer was
accepted. Close proximity
to place of employment
(252), reasonable price
(227) and a guaranteed
space (221) topped the list
for the workers who
responded.

Survey Part 3—Changing Practices
The third part of the survey was developed in consideration of the third hypothesis. Workers were asked
what it would take for them to change their current mode of transportation habits and utilize alternative
forms of transportation.

Question 10. I would walk to work more often if…

Multiple responses to this
question were accepted. Of 536
total respondents, 326 reported
they would walk to work more
often if they lived closer. At 105
responses, after work
commitments were the next top
reason respondents do not walk
to work. Seventy-seven
respondents reported they already
walk to work. Sixty respondents
included additional comments.
Of those sixty, 10 mentioned
weather as the primary reason for
not walking. An additional 10
respondents noted the lack of
shoveled sidewalks by both the
City and private residences as the
reason they do not walk to work.
Other issues preventing
respondents from walking to
work included shuttling of
children to and from school and
needing a vehicle for work.

41.2%
47.0%

42.4%

20.0%
16.4%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

A guaranteed
space

Close proximity
to place of

employment

Reasonable price Not Applicable Other (please
specify)

9. IF YOU ARE NOT PROVIDED A GUARANTEED SPACE,
WHAT WOULD ENCOURAGE YOUR USE OF A PARKING

GARAGE?

60.8%

11.6% 11.0% 8.2%

19.6%
14.4%

9.1% 11.2%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

Il
iv

ed
clo

se
r

W
al

ki
ng

pa
th

sw
er

e
sa

fe
r

W
al

ki
ng

pa
th

sw
er

e
lig

ht
ed

W
al

ki
ng

pa
th

sw
er

e
co

ve
re

d

Id
id

n'
th

av
e

af
te

rw
or

k
co

m
m

itm
en

ts
re

qu
iri

ng
th

e
us

e
of

m
y

ca
r

Ia
lre

ad
y

w
al

k
to

w
or

k

Iw
ou

ld
ne

ve
rw

al
k

to
w

or
k

O
th

er
(p

le
as

e
sp

ec
ify

)

10. I WOULD WALK TO WORK MORE OFTEN IF...
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Question 11. I would cycle to work more often if…

Multiple responses to this question
were accepted. Of 536 total
respondents, 197 reported they
would cycle if they lived closer.
While 146 respondents reported
they would never cycle to work.
Many workers indicated they
would cycle to work if routes were
safer (135) and there were more
bicycle lanes (106). Eighty-eight
respondents included additional
comments. Of those comments, 17
workers mentioned weather as a
barrier to cycling to work, 15 again
mentioned unsafe routes and lack
of bike lanes, 10 mentioned the
need for more bike racks and bike
parking, while 10 others mentioned
shuttling kids/family as a major
reason they do not cycle to work.

Question 12. I would carpool to work more often if…

Of 534 respondents, 211
reported they would never
carpool to work, 85
indicated they already
carpool to work, 106
would carpool if their
employer offered
incentive to carpool and
101 said they would
carpool if there were an
active rideshare group
advertised. In addition, 63
respondents said they
would carpool if carpools
were facilitated by their
employer. Over one
hundred respondents
added comments to the
“other” section. Of these
comments, 54 noted
scheduling issues and
after work commitments
as barriers to carpooling.
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11. I WOULD CYCLE TO WORK MORE OFTEN IF...
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Question 13. I would vanpool to work more often if…

Of 533 respondents, 313
indicated they would
never vanpool to work. If
the employer organized a
vanpool, 112 would
consider using it while
103 respondents would
use it if the employer
provided the van and fuel.
In addition, 81
respondents would choose
to vanpool to work if their
employer offered an
incentive to vanpool.

Question 14. I would bus to work more often if…
A total of 533 workers responded to this question. The largest number of respondents (185) reported they
would never ride the bus. If the bus took less time between home and work, 132 workers might ride it. In
addition, if the bus had more frequent service throughout the day, 114 workers would consider riding it.
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Question 15. I would drive to work less often if…

Of 518 respondants, 254
indicated they would drive to
work less often if alternative
forms of transporation were
more convenient. In addition,
205 respondents indicated
they would drive less if
before and after work
commitment needs could be
met by using alternative
forms of transportation. Only
57 respondents said they
would drive less if parking
were cost prohibitive.

Analysis
The results of this survey have been analyzed to determine parking habits of workers and evaluate additional
relationships among responses. Table 2-1 provides a summary of how and where different types of workers
commute and park. As expected, the majority of employees park near their places of employment. The CBJ
employs the highest percentage of workers who commute using alternative means of transportation,
although the sample size of state workers may not be representative of the entire state worker force.

TABLE 2-1.
PARKING HABITS OF WORKERS BY EMPLOYER

Percent of Respondents by Employer
City and Borough

of Juneau
Federal

Government Private/Other
State of
Alaska

Park in Downtown Core 58% 3% 59% 32%
Park in Willoughby District 7% 77% 5% 29%
Park in Other Downtown Areas 16% 5% 13% 25%
Use Alt Means of Transportation 14% 5% 4% 4%
Other 5% 10% 19% 10%

Table 2-2 provides a summary of respondents who reported they drive alone to work most days, organized
by employer. Federal employees were the highest percentage (68%) of workers who drive alone most days,
followed by CBJ, State of Alaska and private workers. The Federal Building houses approximately
650 employees and offers 263 parking spaces for commuters and federal vehicles. Therefore, the
respondents who indicated they drive alone most days account for over 60% of the driving population at
the Federal Building, with a little under 40% of the total employee base responding.
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TABLE 2-2.
PERCENT RESPONDENTS WHO DRIVE ALONE MOST DAYS, BY EMPLOYER

City and
Borough of

Juneau
Federal

Government Private/Other State of Alaska

Drive Alone Most Days 80 162 71 35
Total Responses 122 238 129 56
% Respondents by Employer 66% 68% 55% 63%

Summary
The  sample  size  of  CBJ  and  federal  workers  appears  to  adequately  represent  their  commuting  and
parking habits, while the sample size of state workers may not. Based on the survey results, the
following general conclusions that can be drawn about Juneau commuters:

• Most workers regularly commute in single-occupancy vehicles.

• Most passenger-car commuters park near their place of employment in spaces provided or
subsidized by their employer.

• More than half of the commuters would walk to work if they lived closer, but most will not
walk when faced with existing geographic commuting distances.

• Over 1/3 of commuters say they would cycle to work if they lived closer, while more than 1/4
say that they would never cycle.

• Most commuters would carpool to work if they were offered incentives or it were more
convenient, while just under half say they would never carpool.

• Many commuters would vanpool to work if they were offered incentives, but more than half
say they would never vanpool.

• Many commuters would commute by bus if bus service were more convenient, but about 1/3
say they would never commute by bus.
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CHAPTER 3. SITE OPTIONS

3.1 BACKGROUND AND APPROACH
The study of parking supply within the Willoughby District reveals a current shortage of approximately
350 spaces and future deficits of up to 500 spaces occur as planned projects are developed and the impacts
of parking inventory reduction and demand generation are realized. To offset these shortages, the consultant
team evaluated alternative sites for their suitability for development of parking to serve the needs of the
Willoughby District. Following the identification of prospective sites, the team evaluated each on the basis
of its capacity for net new parking supply, cost of development, proximity to parking demand generators,
compatibility with each District’s master planning goals, urban context and development risk factors. The
evaluation included site visits and meetings with landowners, tenants and stakeholders to assess the viability
of the sites, and the issues and concerns related to each.

Site Visits and Meetings
The initial site visits by the core team included meetings for establishing the site development opportunities,
goals and constraints. The site visits and meetings were conducted December 8 – 10, 2014. These consisted
of an initial meeting with CBJ staff to confirm the scope, goals and objectives for the project, review the
Willoughby District Master Plan, discuss current and future development projects within the district and to
review potential parking development opportunities. Site visits were then conducted for each potential site,
and meetings held with landowners, tenants and stakeholders. Issues and concerns related to each
prospective site were identified, and a plan for further analysis of each site was developed.

Workshops
The project included two workshops:

• 1st Workshop, after the consultants developed preliminary parking concepts at identified sites.
Concepts with the preliminary site assessment were presented to CBJ staff and stakeholders for
review and revision.

• 2nd Workshop, after the consultants incorporated the preliminary concept reviews into a
revised plan utilizing the most feasible concepts. Similar to the concept review, CBJ staff and
stakeholders reviewed the revised concepts, and concurred with or amended the concepts as a
basis for the district master plan.

Public Presentations
The Willoughby District Parking Master Plan will be presented to the public for review of the parking
development concepts and planning considerations. Consultants will be available to assist City staff in
public presentations and discussions of site development opportunities and planning considerations.
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3.2 PROSPECTIVE PARKING DEVELOPMENT SITES
A total of seven prospective parking development sites were considered, as shown on Figure 3.2.1. Each is
discussed in the following sections.
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Site Option 1 – Federal Building Site

Description
This site is located at the existing surface parking lot east of Gold Creek between West 7th and West 8th
Streets. This site is level and approximately 85,000 square feet in area and currently has 241 parking spaces
for the Federal Building employees. Access to the existing lot is either from Willoughby Avenue on the
south or from West 9th and Glacier Way on the north and west. A pedestrian bridge connects the parking
lot to the Federal Building located west of Gold Creek.

Issues & Opportunities
This site is well suited for parking development since it is currently used for parking, is flat and relatively
large in plan dimension. The approximately 85,000-square-foot lot is not rectangular which results in
slightly reduced efficiency. The site is adjacent to the Federal Building which has a large parking demand,
but is somewhat removed from other Willoughby District venues. Walking distance to State Office
Buildings or to downtown venues are long, making this site not well suited for those users.

Peak hour traffic  to  and from the site  may require  improvements  to  roadway intersections to  handle the
traffic associated with parking development on the site. This would, however, reduce traffic congestion on
other intersections by concentrating the parking traffic into one large structure.

Conceptual Design
Parking development on this site includes either a 3, 4 or 5 level parking structure providing up to 1,072
new parking spaces, or 831 net new spaces. The structure would include an elevator core adjacent to the
existing pedestrian bridge over Gold Creek to the Federal Building. A conceptual design for a 5 level
structure at this site is shown on Figure 3.2.2.
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Site Option 2 – Juneau Business Center Site (DEC Building)

Description
This site is located at the southwest corner of Willoughby Avenue and Village Street. The site is privately
owned and is currently used as a parking lot serving the Juneau Business Center offices which are leased
by the State of Alaska, Department of Environmental Conservation. The site currently has 120 parking
spaces and is irregular is shape, bordering Willoughby Avenue as it curves toward Glacier Avenue to the
west. The usable area of the site is only about 30,000 square feet and a structure on this site will require fire
separation setbacks from the office buildings on the south and west sides.

Issues and Opportunities
The site is currently privately owned, and land acquisition and entitlements for development could be
problematic. However, the site is well situated to serve Willoughby District needs and is close enough to
downtown to provide parking to some downtown venues. Traffic circulation to and from the site is good
along Willoughby Avenue to either Egan Drive, Whittier or Glacier Avenues. Because of the relatively
small area of the site available for constructing a parking structure and the parking that would be displaced
by construction, this site is relatively inefficient on a net new space basis.

Conceptual Design
A conceptual design for a four level plus basement parking structure for the Juneau Business Center site is
shown on Figure 3.2.3. The structure would include an elevator core adjacent to the office building and
would include a total of 353 parking spaces, or 233 net new spaces on the site.
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Site Option 3 – Public Safety/Zach Gordon Center Site

Description
This site combines two parcels on Whittier Street currently occupied by the Public Safety Building on the
west  and the Zach Gordon Center  on the east.  The site  could serve many of  the existing district  venues
including state offices, the library, Centennial Hall and the Arts Center and would be central to the future
development within the district. The combined site is approximately 250 ft. by 130 ft. in plan dimension
and is centrally located within the district. The site allows for the design of a relatively efficient parking
structure with good access from Whittier Avenue.

Issues and Opportunities
Development on the site would require relocation of the Zach Gordon Center. While this constraint is not
insurmountable, it does present both public service and cost considerations that need to be addressed.
Access to the site is convenient with a direct access route along Whittier to Egan Dr. or along Willoughby
to/from Egan Dr. or Glacier Avenue. The site is central to the Willoughby District and would serve a variety
of current and future venues within the district.

Conceptual Design
A conceptual design for a parking structure on this site is shown on Figure 3.2.4. A four level structure
would provide a total of 423 parking spaces, netting 388 new spaces on the property. The structure would
be accessed from Whittier Street, and would include an elevator core and pedestrian lobby along the
Whittier frontage.
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Site Option 4 – State Office Building (SOB) North Garage Site

Description
This site is the existing SOB north garage site. The existing parking structure is in a deteriorated state and
would either require extensive repair or restoration to make it suitable for expansion. Alternatively, the
existing structure could be demolished, and a new larger, more efficient structure constructed in its place.
The consultant team’s review of the existing structure and its design concludes that the prudent approach
for parking development on this site should include demolition of the existing parking superstructure and
replacing it with a 7 level garage to maximize the parking opportunity for the site. The existing deep
foundations could be reused if load testing confirmed the integrity of existing piling. Because the site is
adjacent to the steep embankment between Willoughby and Calhoun Avenue, additional excavation and
retaining structures would need to be constructed.

Issues and Opportunities
The existing parking structure on this site is deteriorated so developing new parking would either require
extensive restoration or demolition and reconstruction of the existing garage. A new structure would need
to maintain existing vehicular connections to parking areas within the lower levels of the SOB, which places
constraints on parking design options. The hillside site will also require some additional excavation, earth
retention and waterproofing considerations. Maintaining openness of parking areas will be an important
consideration in developing design solutions for the site.

The site is well suited to state office and employee parking needs and expanding the capacity of parking on
this site would also serve other Willoughby District and Downtown venues. Shared parking opportunities
on this site could benefit both CBJ and the State. A 7-level structure with elevator service from Willoughby
to  the  SOB plaza  and  Calhoun  Street  level  could  serve  as  a  pedestrian  link  from “the  flats”  within  the
Willoughby district to downtown core venues.

Conceptual Design
A conceptual design for a 7-level parking structure on the SOB north garage site is shown on Figure 3.2.5.
The parking structure would yield a total of 466 spaces or 323 net new parking spaces. The design includes
an entrance/exit at Willoughby Avenue on the bottom, and another entrance/exit at Calhoun at the top. This
enables  dispersion of  traffic  to  and from the site,  and helps mitigate  congestion that  might  occur  with a
single access location.
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Site Option 5a – Downtown Transportation Center (DTC) Garage
Horizontal Expansion

Description
This site involves expanding the existing DTC garage toward the west and north. When the DTC garage
was originally designed, an option was entertained for expanding it around Telephone Hill behind the
Goldbelt Hotel. This option would entail some additional rock excavation to construct the expansion.

Issues and Opportunities
The development of parking at this site would likely require the demolition of one house on Dixon St., and
additional excavation behind the existing transportation center. The site is well situated to serve the
downtown core venues, but is somewhat remote from Willoughby District destinations. The site is
convenient for access to and from Egan Drive, and would intercept traffic at the perimeter of the downtown
core, easing congestion on downtown streets.

Conceptual Design
The conceptual design for the expansion of the DTC garage is shown on Figure 3.2.6a. The expansion
provides a total of 160 net new parking spaces at the center. The expansion uses the existing vehicle ramping
system within the garage and existing pedestrian elevators and stairs. New construction consists of grade
plus three flat parking floor extensions.
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Site Option 5b – Downtown Transportation Center (DTC) Garage
Vertical Expansion

Description
This site involves three additional levels to the existing DTC garage. When the DTC garage was originally
constructed, foundations, columns and lateral load systems were designed to allow 3 additional levels of
parking to be added in the future. This option would entail constructing the additional levels on the DTC
garage.

Issues and Opportunities
The development of parking at this site would require some restriction of parking at the DTC while
construction was underway. However, the site is currently owned and used by CBJ for parking and is well
situated to serve the downtown core venues, but is somewhat remote from Willoughby District destinations.
The site is convenient for access to and from Egan Drive, and would intercept traffic at the perimeter of the
downtown core, easing congestion on downtown streets.

Conceptual Design
The conceptual design for vertical expansion of the DTC garage is shown on Figure 3.2.6b. The expansion
provides a total of 183 net new parking spaces at the center. The expansion uses the existing vehicle ramping
scheme within the garage and existing pedestrian elevators and stairs extended to the new levels. New
construction consists of three flat parking floors of parking above the existing garage.
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Site Option 6 – 2nd and Franklin Site

Description
This site combines two parcels that are currently used for parking and consists of the existing State-owned
parking structure at the corner of Second and Gold Street, and the City owned surface parking lot at the
corner of Second and Franklin. The site is relatively narrow along Second Street, and will require a setback
from the residential properties along the north side of the property. The site is central to the downtown core
and serves numerous downtown retailers, the Baranof Hotel and other venues, as well as state offices and
the Capitol. The site is distant from the Willoughby District and would likely not serve Willoughby parking
needs.

Issues and Opportunities
This site is well situated for State Office Building and other state parking needs. As mentioned it also serves
many downtown venues, but will bring additional traffic into the downtown core to park. The site is small
and does not lend itself to an efficient parking garage design, hence the total number of spaces that can be
developed is relatively low. Also, since the site is already used for parking, the net gain in parking is also
low placing an added burden on the development cost.

Since the site is centrally located within the downtown, the opportunity exists for a public private
partnership development for commercial or residential uses combined with parking. Depending on the
nature of the development, the synergy of uses could share parking within the project for both public and
private patrons.

Conceptual Design
A conceptual design for parking at the Second and Franklin site is shown on Figure 3.2.7. The concept
consists of a tiered parking facility with a partial lower level at the elevation of the Franklin Street frontage,
an intermediate level at midblock between Franklin and Gold streets, a third level at the Gold Street frontage
and a podium level of parking above the level of Gold Street. Access to each level is directly from the
adjacent street without internal ramping. The podium level of parking is accessed via an exterior ramp on
the north side of the garage.

The conceptual design is intended to serve as the initial phase of a mixed-use project, or as the public
portion of a public/private partnership development. In either of these scenarios, the podium parking would
become the first level of commercial or residential uses above the lower three levels of parking. The
conceptual design anticipates that the parking structure would need to accommodate commercial or
residential uses above, and uses a structural and functional layout that can accommodate mixed uses.
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Site Option 7 – Capital Park Site

Description
This site is located on the block bounded by Fifth, Sixth, Seward and Franklin streets in the north edge of
the downtown Juneau district. The site is sloped steeply from north to south and is currently occupied by
the Capital School Park. The site is situated close to State Office Buildings and the Capitol, and would
provide convenient parking for state employees and for legislative staff when in session. The site would not
easily serve the Willoughby District venues, other than by relieving some of the parking demand in the
District from downtown patrons who currently park at Willoughby district facilities.

Issues and Opportunities
This site is well situated for State Office Building and other state parking needs and has the capacity for a
significant number of parking spaces to serve the downtown parking needs. However, a parking facility at
the Capital Park site will bring additional traffic into the downtown core and create congestion.

There  is  an  opportunity  to  develop  the  top  levels  of  a  new parking  structure  as  a  landscaped  park,  and
include park amenities for recreation and other outdoor activities. The completed renovation of the park
could become an attractive amenity for the city and a convenient parking resource for state and downtown
commercial venues.

Conceptual Design
A conceptual design for parking at the Capital Park site is shown on Figure 3.2.8. The parking structure at
the Capital Park site would occupy the entire block bounded by Fifth, Sixth, Seward and Franklin streets.
A garage on this site would provide up to 267 parking spaces on four levels, with the uppermost level
covered by a landscaped park at the same approximate elevation as Sixth Street. The bottom level of parking
will be at the same level as Fifth Street, with a separate entrance and exit directly to Fifth Street. The second,
third and fourth levels will be accessed from Franklin Street, with an entry/exit drive on both the second
and fourth levels. The street is sloped relatively steeply at the entries, possibly requiring additional snow
and ice control  measures  in  the design.  Interior  ramps will  allow vehicles  to  travel  between the second,
third and fourth levels of parking.

The structure would be terraced into the sloping site to minimize the extent of excavation and earth retention
needed to construct the garage and to reduce the overall mass of the structure. Landscape elements would
be incorporated into the terraced slab edges, and on the park that would be constructed above the garage.

An elevator tower near the corner of Seward and Fifth Street and egress stairs at opposite corners of the
structure would provide pedestrian access and circulation to parking and plaza levels.
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3.3 PROSPECTIVE PARKING DEVELOPMENT SITE SUMMARY
Table 3-1 summarizes the prospective sites and projected construction costs for each. Since the estimates
have been developed using an average cost for regional parking structure construction with premiums
applied for site-specific items, they are intended only to be used for the relative comparison of options; they
may not accurately reflect the cost to construct any of options. The costs of obtaining land, relocating
existing users, design, project administration, and other non-construction costs have been included in these
estimates.

TABLE 3-1.
SUMMARY OF CBJ WILLOUGHBY DISTRICT PARKING DEVELOPMENT OPTIONS

Option Location Existing
Spaces

New Parking Net New
Parking

Project Costa/
Net Space

1 Federal Building Lot 241 1,072 831 $50,568
2 Juneau Business Center 120 353 233 $63,270
3 Public Safety/Zach Gordon Center 35 423 388 $42,736
4 SOB North Garage 143 466 323 $64,634
5a DTC Garage Horizontal Expansion 229 389 160 $44,800
5b DTC Garage Vertical Expansion 229 412 183 $47,126
6 2nd & Franklin 67 127 60 $101,267
7 Capital Park 0 267 267 $58,688b

a. Project cost includes construction, design, construction management, inspection, testing, permits, fees,
insurance and other Owner soft costs and contingencies. Land acquisition and entitlements are excluded.

b. Capital Park net cost per space does not include the cost for the new park and plaza level on top of the
parking structure. Capital Park cost estimate from 2004 study (Appendix B) escalated to current day at
2.5% per annum.
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CHAPTER 4. ANALYSIS

4.1 METHODOLOGY

The comparison of parking development site options used a weighted scoring matrix to compare the relative
merits of each option against a set of goals and objectives established for the project. The goals and
objectives for parking within the Willoughby District were developed by the consultant team in
collaboration with CBJ, state and federal stakeholders in the study area, and in discussions with property
owners, tenants, business interests and other stakeholders.

The evaluation criteria for the parking development options that were established for the study included:

• Number of Net New Parking Spaces—In order to satisfy parking deficits within the district,
the number of net new parking spaces that could be developed on alternative sites was
determined as a high priority goal for the project.

• Cost of Parking Development—The cost to develop parking on alternative sites was estimated
using an average regional cost for construction of structured parking and applying premiums
for site specific considerations such as site acquisition costs and entitlements, parking and
structural efficiencies, hillside vs. level construction, economies of scale, etc. Development
costs were evaluated on a total cost, cost per total space and per net space basis.

• Site Location—The location of the site relative to existing and planned parking demand
generators within the Willoughby District. This takes into account reasonable walking
distances and the impacts to traffic that may result from parking development at any site.

• Traffic/Circulation—The ability of a site to accommodate traffic and vehicular circulation to
and from the site to the roadway system without creating congestion or contributing to
congestion that already exists.

• Site Ownership/Entitlements—Whether the site is owned by public or private entities was
considered in the evaluation of site alternatives. Privately owned sites would require acquisition
cost and entitlements necessary for some sites could be complicated by adjacent property
concerns, neighborhood issues or other considerations.

• Urban Context—The location of some sites could be impacted by parking structure
construction. Whether or not parking is the highest and best use of a site is a consideration that
is weighed in the evaluation of site alternatives to ensure that prudent urban planning goals are
maintained.

• Aesthetics—The ability to accommodate an aesthetic design character into the design at a site
was evaluated in the study. The goal is to ensure that compatibility of design is present at the
site and that parking development will not detract from existing or planned future developments
within the area.

4.2 ANALYSIS RESULTS
The evaluation criteria for site alternatives were ranked and weighted in terms of importance to the overall
goals and objectives for development of parking within the district. Each site was then scored against the
criteria based on how well the development of parking at that site met each of the criteria used in the study.
Table  4-1  lists  for  each  site  the  scoring  applied  to  each  of  the  weighted  evaluation  criteria  used  in  the
comparison of site options.
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TABLE 4-1.
PARKING DEVELOPMENT OPTION CRITERION-BASED EVALUATION

Evaluation Score

Criterion Importance Weight
Option

1
Option

2
Option

3
Option

4
Option

5a
Option

5b
Option

6
Option

7

Net New Parking Spaces High 7 10 5 6 6 4 5 2 7
Cost High 9 7 6 9 6 8 8 3 7
Location High 8 8 8 9 9 7 7 7 3
Traffic/Circulation Moderate 5 7 7 7 8 7 7 5 6
Site Ownership/Entitlements Moderate 6 7 2 4 8 9 10 8 9
Urban context Moderate 6 8 6 8 9 8 8 8 7
Aesthetics Moderate 5 6 5 6 8 7 7 8 9

Weighted Score 352 261 332 350 328 341 258 307
Rank 1 7 4 2 5 3 8 6

Option 1: Federal Building
Option 2: Juneau Business Center
Option 3: Public Safety/Zach Gordon Center
Option 4: SOB North Garage

Option 5a: DTC Garage Horizontal Expansion
Option 5b: DTC Garage Vertical Expansion
Option 6: Second & Franklin
Option 7: Capital Park

4.3 PREFERRED SITES
Based on the foregoing analysis, it appears that development of parking facilities at the Federal Building
and State Office Building sites offer the most opportunities for meeting the needs of the Willoughby
District. After review of this evaluation by the CBJ and other stakeholders, it may be determined that other
sites may have opportunities that need additional consideration.

When consensus is reached on one or more preferred sites, it is recommended that plans for developing the
site or sites be defined more fully and a master plan prepared for at least one site.
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CHAPTER 5. FURTHER EVALUATION OF PREFERRED
SITES

To be prepared after review of initial site evaluation and authorization to proceed by the CBJ.
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PARKING SURVEY
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Willoughby District Parking Master Plan

APPENDIX B.
JUNEAU PARKING FACILITY CONCEPTUAL DESIGN

(CAPITAL SCHOOL PARK)
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City and Borough of Juneau 
City & Borough Manager’s Office 

155 South Seward Street 
Juneau, Alaska 99801 

Telephone: 586-5240 Facsimile: 586-5385 
   

  
TO: Chair Troll, Assembly Lands Committee  DATE:    August 26, 2016 

FROM: Rorie Watt, P.E., City Manager  
 
RE:  Parking Issues Update 
 
The COW asked for a number of pieces of information at its meeting on 8/15/16. Attached to this 
memorandum are: 
 

1. The Fee-In-Lieu of parking ordinance which allows some properties to contribute cash funds 
instead of providing on-site parking spaces. 
 

2. An update on usage of the Fee-In-Lieu code program:  Since 2007, four developments have 
used the program.  So far developers and have paid $135,197 but the total will increase to 
$169,360 when the fees are paid off.  This represents 21 parking spaces.  I would remind the 
Assembly that the FIL code was passed to help stimulated denser development in the 
downtown core and was passed in the context of constructing the Downtown Transportation 
Center Parking garage which has 208 parking spaces.  At the time, it was well understood and 
acknowledged that surface parking lots are a poor use of land in the urbanized core. 
 

3. Ad Hoc Parking Committee – I am working with DBA and the DIG to form an ad hoc committee 
that will allow better coordination and flexibility on all parking issues. 

 
I would also note that the Willoughby District parking structure report is in the PWFC packet for 
8/29/16. 
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City and Borough of Juneau 
Engineering Department 

155 South Seward Street 
Juneau, Alaska 99801 

Telephone: 586-0800 Facsimile: 463-2606    
  
DATE: August 25, 2016 
 
TO: Maria Gladziszewski, Chair Public Works and Facilities Committee 
 
FROM: Michele Elfers, Chief Landscape Architect, Engineering and Public Works Department 
 
RE: RecycleWorks Program Update 
 
 
In the spring of 2015, staff created the solid waste action plan as a guidance tool to maximize 
waste diversion from the landfill.  It was presented to JCOS and PWFC for comment and 
discussion in the summer of 2015.  Since that time staff has been working to implement the 
plan.  The following is an update on action items: 
 

1. Install and Operate Drop Box Recycling: 5 Drop boxes are in Juneau waiting for 
labels to be made and affixed.  They will accept source separated recycling materials 
similar to the collection at Capital Landfill.  The boxes will be delivered to the following 
sites the week of September 5th:  

a. The Alaska Club on Riverside Drive in the Mendenhall Valley, for residential 
public use (not commercial/business) 

b. Statter Harbor in Auke Bay for residential public use and Harbor use 
c. Aurora Harbor Downtown for residential public use and Harbor use 
d. Bartlett Regional Hospital for CBJ use.  RecycleWorks will make one or two drop 

boxes available to CBJ entities for internal use on a rotating basis as a pilot 
program to encourage recycling. 

e. Future sites- Juneau School District (JSD) is interested in use of the drop boxes 
and RecycleWorks will develop this fall and winter a trial program for schools 
with drop boxes and education on recycling for students. 

2. Increase Recycling Bins in Public Facilities: RecycleWorks purchased moveable 
recycle bins that are being used at festivals and events.  This summer they were placed 
at the Maritime Festival and the JPD lunch in Marine Park. 

3. Food Compost: A community/professional ad hoc group has been meeting for a year 
to develop food and yard waste composting programs.  Harborview School students are 
composting their lunch waste currently and CBJ is working with Cedar Grove, a large 
composting firm in Seattle to evaluate the feasibility of a centralized composting facility 
in Juneau. A report will be brought to the PWFC this fall for review. 

4. Public Outreach: 
a. Branding- The RecycleWorks program has a new logo. 
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b. Information- The new website is launched and can be found at 
Juneaurecycling.com.  The website offers more user friendly access to program 
information and information on why recycling is important. 

c. Education- RecycleWorks staff participated in the STEM program this past year 
educating students on the Waste theme and recycling.  We are also creating 
educational kits that will be given to JSD as part of their kit program on recycling 
and composting. The kits will complement composting program development at 
schools and JSD recycling program development.   

d. Advertising- In the next two weeks we will have radio and newspaper 
advertisements to provide the public information on the drop box program and 
the new website, juneaurecycling.com. 
 

The overarching goal of the solid waste action plan, and more specifically, increasing program 
efficiencies is to divert material from being placed in the landfill.  In FY 15, the CBJ diverted 
approximately 2200 tons of material from the landfill through the recycling and HHW 
programs.  Capitol Disposal estimated approximately 700 tons of recycled material is collected 
from the private curbside recycling program.  This represents approximately 9% of the 
average annual tonnage placed in the landfill.   
 
Next steps for the program include: 

1. Continued work on composting at schools and at a centralized facility. 
2. Continued evaluation of colocation of a HHW and Recycling facility. 
3. Evaluation of program costs, user fees, and program revenue. 
4. Create program information newsletter to be mailed to Juneau residents. 

 
An update on these steps will be brought to the PWFC this fall. 
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Solid Waste Action Plan

Category Action Priority Task Timeline Other

1 Recycling
Increase Recycling Bins in public 
facilities High List and prioritize locations for new bins ongoing

Purchase bins and install at high visibility public locations fall 2015
Pilot program this season, purchase 10 bins @ $300/bin, evaluate cost, 
collection, management to inform expanding program for long term

Consider other collectors such as Docks and Harbors/Parks and Rec for docks and park areas winter 2015
Work with Streets, D&H and P&R to evaluate cost of CBJ vs private 
contractor

Evaluate collection and contracting winter 2015

2 Recycling Install and Operate Drop Box recycling High List and prioritize locations for drop boxes ongoing

Purchase Drop Boxes and Install 2016
Pilot program to install 3 drop-boxes with 2 extra at one location. Evaluate 
program at end of year for expansion and long term.

Identify truck/equipment/driver for box transport 2016 Consider CBJ collection vs. private collector

Evaluate collection and contracting 2016 Use info from pilot project and user departments to inform decision

3 HHW
Move Street's salt storage from HHW 
Facility to Consolidated Street Facility High Design new building summer 2015

Construct new building and move out of HHW building fall 2015

4 HHW Increase HHW programs High Develop Floor Plan for HHW building for 5 year buildout plan winter 2015
High Increase space and Improve Customer Service of Hazbin area winter 2015
Medium Implement expanded recycling program in new building 2017
Low Expand HHW Matchmaking with new space and coordinate with Freecycle 2018

7 Contracts
Consider Co location of Recycling and 
HHW High

Develop Floor Plan for HHW building for 5 year buildout plan (above in Increase HHW 
program) 2016

Medium Analyze Cost Impacts of Operating program at HHW by public and private sector 2017

8 Food Compost
Educate Staff on Food Compost 
Programs High Attend Training on management, operation and technology by SWANA May-2015
Build Partnerships High Create Ad-Hoc Committee with private/public/committee participation Fall 2015
Build Program High Evaluate Cost/Land/Technology, Staff, Disposal Issues Fall 2015

Low Build collection and source program 2018
Low Build composting technical program 2018
Low Implement program 2018

5 Public Outreach Make Programs Visible to Public High Good signage at drop boxes, HHW, Landfill Recycling/Baler, any new programs 2016

6 Public Outreach Brand and Market the Program High Hire consultant to brand -logo, slogan, flyer/rack card, stickers, website, ads 2015-2016

Medium Create regular newsletter/mailer 2016 Need to evaluate type, amount of information, who manages this.
Low Participate in Local Events - July 4, Maritime Festival, Earth Day, School Events 2016

10 Public Outreach Build Partnerships Medium Partner with Chamber, Rotary, other local business organizations on Public Outreach tasks 2016
As the high priority items are complete, start doing outreach and 
education on what we are doing.

9 Recycling
Evaluate Use of Recyclables in CBJ 
facilities Medium Research other cities policies/purchasing codes 2016

Analyze cost impacts 2016

11 Contracts Evaluate and Renew Contracts Medium Provide update on current status, scope, cost of contracts with long term strategy 2016
Evaluate other tasks and what contract mechanism should be 2016

PWFC, August 29, 2016  Page 130 of 133



MEMORANDUM 
  
 
TO: Roger Healy, P.E.     
 Engineering & Public Works Director 
 
FROM: Greg Smith                                                                Date: August 25, 2016 

Contract Administrator 
 
SUBJECT: Contracts Division Activity 
 August 12, 2016, through August 25, 2016 
 
Current Bids – Construction Projects >$50,000 

E17-022 Egan Water System Replacement Estimate $578,000.  3 bids received.  Southeast 
Earthmovers low bidder $554,961.  Award in 
progress.   

E16-146 JNU Aircraft Rescue & Firefighting 
(ARFF) Station Modifications  

Estimate $2.1 Million.  3 bids received.  Dawson 
Construction low bidder, $1,810,000.  NTP issued 
8/16/16. 

E16-254 JNU Snow Removal Equipment 
Building 

Estimate $16.4 Million.  5 bids received.  F & W 
Construction Co. Inc., low bidder $13,373,833.  Award 
in progress. 

E17-082 Dzantik’I Heeni Middle School Roof 
Repairs 

Estimate $100,000.  Bids due 9/7/16 

E17-045 JNU Runway Safety Area 
Improvements, Phase 2B 

Estimate $4,100,000.  5 Bids Received.  SECON low 
bidder, $3,974,321.  McG Constructors deemed non-
responsive.  Award in progress. 

BE17-072 Treadwell Mine Office Building 
Rehabilitation – PH I 

Estimate $115,000.  Bids due 9/13/16. 

 
Current RFP’s – Services  
RFP E17-

026 
Juneau School District Facility Master 
Plan 

3 proposals received.  Jensen Yorba Lott successful 
proposer.  Negotiations in progress. 

RFP E17-
040 

Planning and Environmental Permitting 
for Taxiway-A Rehabilitation and 
Runway Incursion Mitigation 

PDC Inc. Engineers successful proposer.  
Negotiations in progress. 

RFP E17-
102 

Inspection Services for Cathodic 
Protection Systems at Public Works 
Utilities 

Proposals due 9/13/16. 

 
Current Request for Quotes –RFQs – Construction (between $20,000-$50,000) 
RFQ E17-

099 
Downtown Fire Station Sidewalk Admiralty Construction, low bidder, $15,340.  NTP 

issued 8/24/16. 
 
Other Projects – Professional Services – Contracts, Amendments & MR's >$20,000  
RFP E15-

183 
A 3 – Conceptual Design and Planning 
Services for Franklin and Front Street 
Reconstruction – Phase 1 

DOWL, $149,920.  Processing 8/10/16. 
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Contracts Division Activity Page 2         
August 12, 2016 through August 25, 2016 
 
Other Projects – Professional Services – Contracts, Amendments & MR's >$20,000 (Cont’d.) 
RFP E10-

178 
A7 – Planning & Design Services for 
Salmon Creek Water Source Secondary 
Disinfection 

Carson Dorn, $39,600.  Routing for signatures. 

RFP E15-
204 

A1- Contract Administration and 
Inspection Services for Eagles Edge 
Subdivision Water System 
Improvements – PH III 

DOWL, $73,640.  Processing 8/24/16. 

RFP E16-
026 

A2 – Design JNU ARFF Building 
Modifications 

Jensen Yorba Lott, Inc., $81,588.  NTP issued 
8/24/16. 

RFP E14-
111 

A5 – Design Services for Egan Drive 
Water System Replacement Main Street 
to Tenth Street 

DOWL, $55,340.  Processing 8/23/16. 

 
Term Contract – Professional Services (between $20,000-$50,000) 

MR E13-156 
(Environmental) 

CBJ Water Utility 2016 Sanitary 
Survey 

Responses due 8/19/16. – Cancelled. 

MR E13-156 
(Environmental) 

MWWTP Fuel Leak Monitoring Cox Environmental only proposer.  Negotiations 
underway. 

MR E13-156 
(JYL-Arch) 

PA 8 – Child Adolescent Mental 
Health Unit 

Jensen Yorba Lott, NTE $50,000.  Processing 
8/23/16. 

 
Term Contract – Stabler Point Mapping Services (between $20,000-$50,000) 
RFP E15-
148 (A) 

PA 2 – Stabler Quarry Sediment Control 
Rack Install and Site Improvements 

Arete Construction, $33,926.  NTP issued 8/25/16. 

 
Term Contract – Electrical (between $20,000-$50,000) 
RFP E15-
170(Alcan) 

Water SCADA Master Radio 
Relocation 

Alcan Electric, $40,252.  NTP issued 8/24/16. 

 
Term Contract – Bartlett Regional Hospital Small Projects >$20,000 
RFP E15-

143 
PA 7 – Design and Contract 
Administration Services for BRH 
Tomosynthesis Room 1305 / 1306 
Renovation 

Wilson Engineering, Inc., $58,115.  NTP issued 8/19/16. 

 
Construction Change Orders (>$20,000) 

E16-016 CO 1 – Capital Transit Facility 
Renovation and Addition 

Alaska Commercial Contractors, Inc., $106,610.  
Bonding letter sent 8/17/16. 

E16-143 CO 1 – Wren Drive Paving SECON $31,765.05.  Bonding letter sent 8/17/16. 
E15-237 CO 4 – Cope Park PH II 

Improvements 
Glacier State Contractors, $25,156.86.  Processing 
8/22/16. 

 
Key for Abbreviations and Acronyms 
 
A Amendment to PA or Professional Services Contract 
CA Contract Administration 
CO Change Order to construction contract or RFQ 
MR  Modification Request – for exceptions to competitive procurement procedures 
NTE Not-to-exceed 
NTP Notice to Proceed 
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Contracts Division Activity Page 3         
August 12, 2016 through August 25, 2016 
 
PA Project Agreement - to either term contracts or utility agreements 
RFP  Request for Proposals, solicitation for professional services 
RFQ Request for Quotes (for construction projects <$50,000) 
RSA Reimbursable Services Agreement 
SA Supplemental Agreement 
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