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Agenda
Planning Commission - Regular Meeting
City and Borough of Juneau
July 9, 2019
Assembly Chambers
7:00 PM
I.

ROLL CALL

II.

REQUEST FOR AGENDA CHANGES AND APPROVAL OF AGENDA

III.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A.
B.

IV.

June 11, 2019 Draft Minutes, Committee of the Whole
June 11, 2019 Draft Minutes, Regular Planning Commission Meeting

W RITTEN AGENCY AND PUBLIC COMMENTS POST DEADLINE
A.

Additional Materials, July 9, 2019

V.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

VI.

ITEMS FOR RECONSIDERATION
A.

Notice of reconsideration given at the June 25, 2019, Planning Commission meeting for
CSP2019 0005: A review of a State project to install two flashing beacon signs at the
intersection of Back Loop Road and Mendenhall Loop Road

VII. CONSENT AGENDA
VIII. UNFINISHED BUSINESS
IX.

REGULAR AGENDA
A.

B.

C.

USE2019 0017: A Conditional Use Permit for St. Vincent de Paul to lease space at 8617 Teal
Street to the CBJ to create the St. Vincent Sobering Center (Dan Austin Transitional Support
Services Center) within its facility for Capital City Fire & Rescue's operation of their
Community Service Patrol and Sleep-Off Services.
PW P2019 0001: A Parking Reduction Waiver for St. Vincent de Paul to lease space at 8617
Teal Street to the CBJ to create the St. Vincent Sobering Center (Dan Austin Transitional
Support Services Center) within its facility for Capital City Fire & Rescue's operation of their
Community Service Patrol and Sleep-Off Services.
SMF2019 0003: A review of a final plat for Pederson Hill Subdivision II Phase 1A resulting in
17 residential lots and 1 public use lot for habitat preservation

X.

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

XI.

OTHER BUSINESS
A.
B.
C.

Public Works & Facilities Committee Liason Assignment
Title 49 Member Assignment
Subdivision Review Committee Assignment

XII. STAFF REPORTS
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XIII. COMMITTEE REPORTS
XIV. LIAISON REPORT
XV. CONTINUATION OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS
XVI. PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS
XVII. EXECUTIVE SESSION
A.

APL2019 0003 (SMP2018 0002): Status and Strategy Issue

XVIII.ADJOURNMENT
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Agenda
Planning Commission
Committee of the Whole
CITY AND BOROUGH OF JUNEAU
Ben Haight, Chairman
June 11, 2019

I.

ROLL CALL

Ben Haight, Chairman, called the Committee of the Whole Meeting of the City and Borough of
Juneau (CBJ) Planning Commission (PC), held in the Assembly Chambers of the Municipal
Building, to order at 5:50 p.m.
Commissioners present:

Ben Haight, Chairman; Paul Voelckers, Vice Chairman;
Michael LeVine, Nathaniel Dye, Shannon Crossley,
Dan Hickok, Travis Arndt

Commissioners absent:

Ken Alper, Andrew Campbell

Staff present:

Jill Maclean, CDD Director; Jane Mores, CBJ Attorney

Assembly members:

Wade Bryson

II.

REGULAR AGENDA

A. Discussion on continued revisions/updates to the Planning Commission’s Rules of
Order
Chairman Haight invited Ms. Maclean to orient the Commissioners about the history of the
Rules of Order, which has been a work in progress and predates her tenure. Director Steedle
started working with the Commission on updating these rules, and the most recent version was
adopted in early 2018.
The main changes suggested as a result of the most recent review include:
 A change in title to “Governance” instead of “Rules”.
 Reorganization of some rules, especially those that are very lengthy and could be easier
to interpret and follow if broken up more clearly.
 A revision to the section regarding participation by the Commissioners and staff,
including a limit on the length of presentations.
 Clarification on submittals to the Planning Commission regarding cases. Part of this has
to do with security for the computers at CBJ and the possibility of corruption with
PC Committee of the Whole
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thumb drives coming from the outside. Mat-Su Borough had a big breach a few years
ago which has triggered other municipalities to review their policies.
Commissioners’ packets include a memo to this effect, a copy of the rules with tracked changes
and a clean version of the proposed revised rules. The Rules Committee consisted of
Commissioners Levine, Dye, Voelckers, and Alper. Commissioner Haight was also at most of the
meetings, she said.
Mr. Levine offered more context and said that a number of years ago Commissioners received a
lengthy submission delivered at a meeting. It was 100 pages of analysis about property value
and there was no mechanism to address the information. It seemed inequitable to not have
time to consider the material and to make a decision on something that they did not have
enough time to review. In that instance the additional material did not cause any problem with
the substance, but the Commission recognized that it could, in the future, and there was not
mechanism as a commission to address that problem.
The Rules Committee was formed for the purpose of figuring out how to better handle public
submissions. At that time, the Committee limited its amendments to the previous rule. Two
things were changed:
1. Time limits for submissions resulting in deadlines in place for publication of staff reports
and deadlines for submission of written material followed by rules regarding latesubmitted material so that members of the public could provide a few pages at the
meetings.
2. An implementation of a preferred time limit for public testimony as a way of providing a
benchmark.
Mr. Levine said that was what was done the last time the rules were amended. The Commission
refrained from doing a comprehensive revisit of all the rules at the request of the city attorney.
This time, he said, it seemed there was some value further clarifying rules of participation.
There were 10 rules, 9 of which fit on 9 pages and one of which took up the other 9 pages. It
seemed to make sense to streamline the rules and do the thing that was not done the last time,
which was to look through rules from beginning to end.
The Committee met two times. Mr. Levine said that he recalled the biggest changes being
suggested relate to the manner in which the Commission accepts comment from the public, the
applicant, and staff. There are suggested time limits for public comment, the applicant
presentation, and for staff presentations. The Committee has proposed having a sign-in sheet in
the back the public come up in the manner they use at Assembly meetings in order to
streamline time. Also, previously the rules disallowed testimony on behalf of other people but
the Committee proposes a mechanism where one person could speak on behalf of others who
PC Committee of the Whole
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all share same comments as long as those other people were in the audience. That one person
could then get an extended period of time to speak on behalf of the group.
The Committee made changes to the conduct provisions. There were various rules concerning
Commission conduct and the Committee put all these rules together into one rule and added a
provision concerning conduct expected from the audience. Members of the public should not
be applauding or booing and should not direct comments directly to Commissioners or to
people at the podium. The Committee suggests putting an abbreviated version of the conduct
rules in the back of Chambers to allow the public to see what is expected of them.
Mr. Voelckers said the Committee also clarified what happens when meetings run late and
what the procedures are for stopping meetings at a reasonably rational time. There are added
provisions that even if all Commissioners agreed to keep the meeting going, but it goes past
11:30, that can automatically open up the case for reconsideration.
Mr. Dye added to the background about deadlines and said that these shifted partly to help
give the public and the applicants time to digest staff’s recommendations and findings. By
stepping out the process, there is more time for everyone to comprehend what staff is
recommending and to have time for rebuttals and comments to get to the Commissioners so
that they can review these comments the weekend prior to a Planning Commission meeting.
Mr. Levine said that the Committee also clarified that rule that described liaisons to other
committees; as it stands, it is incorrect. The liaisons to the Wetland Review Board are actual
members of the board per its charter but other liaisons to other committees are not members.
The Rules Committee fixed that. In addition, he said, part of the reason for changing the name
from “rules” to “governance” has to do with what is hoped the Committee will be able to do
going forward. There was a situation several years ago where the Assembly reached down and
removed the chair of the Planning Commission. Had things been stated differently, the
Commission might have been able to address the problem in a way that would not have
resulted in the Assembly’s action. There would have been value in having a forum for that kind
of a conversation. It is his hope, he said, that having a Governance Committee can provide for
an appropriate forum to have those kinds of conversations. If a situation should arise as
happened in the past, this could be referred to the Governance Committee to recommend a
path forward. This is not a power grab for the committee but rather a forum for conversations
about governance of the Planning Commission.
Ms. Maclean said that another good example is the Subdivision Review Committee (SRC), which
has not met in several years, and there is a recommendation in the revised rules concerning this
committee. In 2015, there was an update to the rules and regulations for subdivisions. Minor
subdivisions up to 13 lots are approved now by the CDD director. Anything more than 13 lots
goes to the Planning Commission for approval. Prior to 2015, there were not many subdivision
applications that the director was approving. Now there are two concerns about the SRC
PC Committee of the Whole
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meeting with these new rules. For minor subdivisions, if an applicant comes before the SRC, the
committee might find one way and the director might disagree but, ultimately, it is the
director’s decision to make so this situation could pit the committee against the director. For
major subdivisions, the concern raised is that if the SRC gave input or findings before the case is
brought to the full commission, it is only a subset of the Planning Commission. An applicant
might move forward investing a lot of time and money making their plans after meeting with
the SRC only to find that when the case comes to the public hearing before the full Commission,
there could be different findings making the applicant’s work and investment moot or in the
wrong direction, which can be very costly. Therefore, it is recommended that the SRC be
removed as a committee of the Commission.
Mr. Voelckers said that he thought the SRC was also referenced in Code 65 and the Commission
did not have the sole authority to remove it without a parallel tooth extraction elsewhere in
code, and he wondered how to go about this removal. Ms. Mores said a change in the
ordinance would be the place to start, as this is one of the Planning Commission’s committees
that is stated in code, 49.10.400. Mr. Levine recalled suggesting that this change be sent to the
Title 49 Committee to work through the process.
Ms. Mores said that she has not reviewed the proposed changes to the rules, but she
recommended legal review in terms of code consistency. After this review, she would provide
another draft for the Commission’s consideration. Mr. Levine said that he would appreciate
that review. He suggested that the Commissioners should go through the current draft to
identify any other questions from those not on the Rule Committee and Ms. Mores could flag
the places that she sees might be an issue. He also suggested a process check to determine
where the document should go next – Rules Committee, Committee of the Whole, etc.
Mr. Haight suggested the Commission go through the document one page at a time.
Page 1 - Rules 1 & 2
Mr. Voelckers said that he agreed with striking out the intent language in the introduction and
just saying what the Commission is doing.
Mr. Dye said there was quite a bit of discussion amongst the Rule Committee regarding the
time of adjournment. He wanted to clarify for the Commissioners what he thought and make
sure everyone was on the same page regarding Rule 2. He said he does not feel okay with the
unanimous vote; he thought that should stay as a simple or super majority because of the
attempt to add the line that follows, “Any action taken after 11:30 p.m. will be treated as if
reconsideration has been noticed”. He understood that reconsideration is given as a notice, and
then at the next meeting, according to Roberts Rules of Order the Commission has to make the
motion and then have the vote. Ms. Mores said that was correct and she had a comment about
that particular provision. Mr. Dye said he would assume that this provision would mean that
notice is automatically given, but a Commissioner would still have to make the motion in order
PC Committee of the Whole

June 11, 2019

Page 4 of 9

Packet Page 7 of 216

for the vote to occur. Ms. Mores said that at the next meeting, someone would have to make
the motion or else it dies.
Ms. Mores said that having the word “automatic” in this rule may lead to unintended
consequences. One consequence is that a permittee could be held in limbo between meetings.
The preferred course, she said, would be for the Commission to decide when and if to continue
something or not. There may be times when there is a simple issue about which the
Commissioners feel comfortable taking action, but there would be an automatic provision to
wait two weeks to make a motion. Therefore, she suggested moving to continue an issue if it is
felt there needs to be more time for deliberation.
Mr. Levine added that by definition there would not be anything simple taken up after 11:30
because no new business is taken up after 10:30, so this proposed language would only apply to
something that is complicated. This issue arose due to some action that was taken up late at
night, and not all Commissioners were comfortable with that. If there is a motion to consider
that does not succeed, there may be Commissioners who feel they do not have sufficient
brainpower to adequately vote. That is the concern.
Mr. Arndt said he had a similar thought as Ms. Mores. He liked the part about no new topics
taken up after 10:30 but suggested putting a hard 11:00 or 11:30 pm time limit after which a
case is automatically continued.
Mr. Voelckers said he agreed about the uncertainty being a problem, especially for issues that
are time-critical. However, he felt that there was some redundancy in the language. He
suggested dropping the sentence, “Any action taken after 11:30 p.m. will be treated as if
reconsideration” and would leave the requirement for unanimity in order to go past 11:30. At
some point, late at night, he said he felt the Commission owed the process the care of being
able to have a single member bring it to an end.
Ms. Crossley said that she worried that for people who want to be heard, the requirement that
after 11:30 a case is automatically extended might make people might not testify because they
do not want the case to be continued to another 2 weeks.
Mr. Levine said that there have been fewer than five meetings in the past five years that have
gone past 11:30. None of them, to his recollection, had public testimony going past 10:30.
Generally, the lateness of a meeting is due to the Planning Commission deliberating on things.
Sometimes it is not disagreement about outcome but the discussion is about wording and the
conditions. His experience is that by 11:30, public comment has been completed or by 10:15,
and the Commission knows there is no way they will get through the process in a timely
manner.
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Mr. Haight said that a danger is the risk of trying to get something done before midnight and
members might no longer be thinking objectively about the comments being made and the
deliberations. He said he felt that this was something the Commission would have to determine
judicially during the process. If at 11:00 the Commissioners are still listening to the applicant
and have not gotten to public testimony, he felt a case should be continued to the next
meeting. That is more of a management issue that needs to be recognized as an option.
However, if into deliberations, there is danger in doing so late at night unless it is so obvious
that the Commission has a good direction.
Mr. Voelckers asked a procedural question regarding how to handle conduct at this meeting.
Should there be a series of micro-votes on changes in language, he wondered?
Mr. Dye followed up on Mr. Arndt’s point about timeliness and leaving an applicant in limbo. He
said he had concerns about fairness to the public and the applicant. He said it was his fourth
year on the Commission and only stayed late once when writing code for marijuana under
pressure to get that completed. He said he felt the need to be careful about putting in place a
hard and fast a rule. He was intrigued by the idea of an automatic notice of reconsideration.
The same amount of time is lost by continuing to the next meeting but the advantage is if there
is consensus, the developer could run the risk of whatever s/he deems appropriate based on
what was experienced at the meeting. This could be compared to the risk assessment of the
time between the issuance of a decision and the end of the 30-day appeal period. In addition,
he said, at some of the late meetings there have been members of the public present who want
to see the deliberations. Just because public testimony has ended does not mean the room is
vacated. He said he respected the fact that people take time out of their schedule to be
present. He would like to be very careful regarding a hard and fast end time. He said he thought
there should be more flexibility for the body to decide how to proceed.
Mr. Levine said that he felt Mr. Voelckers was on to something with redundancy. He said he
wanted to make sure that there is some provision that allows for even one commissioner to
halt the process or recuse himself or herself if they feel they cannot effectively participate fully
or there is a mechanism for it to be reconsidered at the next meeting when everyone is fresh.
He said he was inclined to strike “reconsideration” and leave that a meeting can only be
extended by unanimous vote, past 11:30.
Mr. Dye offed a counter point and said that Commissioners do not always agree. He felt leery of
over empowering one Commissioner to stop everything for two weeks. This could be a game
changer and could be abused.
Mr. Voelckers said that the Commission is a cordial, deliberative body, and he is not concerned
that one Commissioner would use the opportunity to act on his/her private agenda, but he has
experienced times when he has been so tired that he could not even think how to form a
motion. He suggested that the Commission could be open to an appeal if someone is not able
PC Committee of the Whole
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to be effective and therefore the body might fall below the threshold of doing due diligence. Is
it okay to plow ahead if one or more members feel they cannot be effective, he asked? Ms.
More said an option could be a super majority instead of unanimous. She said she could come
up with other options to suggest during her review of the document. It is good for all to
function well, and she thought there could be a number of ways to handle this.
Mr. Levine wondered if the Assembly had a mechanism for this situation. Another possibility
could be to force proactively a motion to continue because there would have to be a vote. He
pointed out that amongst the body at this time, there was not agreement about the best way
to put in language regarding the time of adjournment.
Mr. Arndt suggested that Ms. Mores give options that would fit with dealing with extending the
time of the meeting.
Page 2 – Rules 3, 4, 5, 6
Ms. More said that the Assembly rules state, “meetings will adjourn 11:30 pm unless extended
by a vote of at least 6 members”, which is a super majority.
Page 3 – Rules 6 & 7
Mr. Voelckers said that at the top of the page the words ‘if absent” were incorrect and needed
to be struck because they make the sentence nonsensical. Mr. Levine said that was not
accurate, and the words were needed. The only time the chair does not count is if he is not
present. If he is there, he counts as a member to establish a quorum. A committee of four only
has four members, which does not include the chair of the Commission; however, the chair can
count towards quorum for the committee if s/he is present. Mr. Haight said that is the
definition of “ex officio”.
Page 4 – Rules 7 & 8
No comments.
Page 5 – Rules 8 & 9
Mr. Levine pointed out that for Rule 8-D1 some of these six-vote motions have been moved to
Rule 12H so this should be stricken. Conversely, the language could say that public participation
can only be reopened pursuant to Rule 12. Mr. Haight concurred.
Page 6 – Rule 9
Mr. Voelckers said that in Item 3 there was a word missing. After “representative individual will
present on their ____” it should say “behalf”.
Page 7 – Rule 9
Mr. Levine pointed out that the committee had a conversation was about pages versus pieces
of paper. It was determined that two pages was the front and back of one piece of paper.
PC Committee of the Whole
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Mr. Arndt said that it is nice to have examples like graphics. He wondered if the intent was only
in regards to two pages of text, not to include pages of graphics. Yes, said Mr. Levine.
Mr. Dye said that for 9B4, “written comments must be signed”, he wanted to include language
regarding the inclusion of an address with a name and signature. If this is required of people
speaking publically, why is it not required on written comments. Mr. Levine wondered why it is
required of people who testify. It seemed sufficient to know the city of residence only. Ms.
Mores said that knowing a speaker’s proximity to a project could be helpful. The Assembly
practices to always get name and address of people who are testifying, but she is not sure if it is
a rule for written comments. Mr. Levine suggested that addresses either be required in both
places or not. Mr. Arndt asked what if someone does not include the address in an email. Ms.
Maclean said that staff would reply back to obtain an address if needed. Mr. Levine said that
the rule does not say that written comments not meeting this requirement will be disregarded.
Mr. Hickok asked about people who submit via email and then testify in person reading from
that email - can this be prevented. Mr. Voelckers said that this becomes a chair management
issue to admonish the public to say something only once. Mr. Dye said the Rules Committee
talked about how best to encourage only new material being presented in testimony. Mr.
Levine talked about when the chair delivers information to the public about time limits, s/he
could include a sentence to the effect that the public should assume that Commissioners have
read all the written comments that have been submitted. However, he believed that people
could not be prevented from doing with their time what they want as long as it is germane to
the process. Ms. Maclean added that she empathized with people who are not comfortable
with speaking publically to the Commission and so they might read directly from their email.
Mr. Levine said that part of the impetus behind allowing a representative speaker who can have
more time on behalf of others is to diminish the amount of time for restating the same thing or
otherwise to help with this issue. Ms. Crossley clarified that people have to be present even if
allowing a representative to speak on their behalf. Yes, said Mr. Levine.
Page 8
None
Page 9
None
Page 10
None
Page 11
Mr. Levine returned to the process question. The global attorney review needed to happen and
the question of the end time needed to be addressed. His suggestion was that the revised rules
PC Committee of the Whole
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do not need to come back to a Rules Committee or Committee of the Whole meeting unless
Ms. Mores finds some giant legal problem that has been created. Otherwise, subject to that,
the rules could come back to the Commission for adoption. Mr. Dye said he felt uncertain about
consensus about the hard and fast stop time. Mr. Voelckers said that he agreed with Mr. Levine
and that the Commission can debate the one item about stopping the meeting at a public
meeting.
Mr. Levine disagreed saying he felt that conversation about when and under what situation the
Commission feels competent to make decisions is more appropriate for a Committee of the
Whole or a Rules Committee meeting. There can be more free conversation in those settings.
He would like Ms. Mores to make a suggestion about how to proceed. Mr. Voelckers wondered
how Commissioners would know if they liked the suggestion. Mr. Haight suggested bringing this
topic back to a Committee of the Whole meeting. He felt it would not take long to complete the
discussion, and there could be another topic on the agenda to make it worth the
Commissioners’ time. Otherwise, he suggested taking the draft back to the Governance
Committee for review. Mr. Dye pointed out that any Planning Commissioner can go to any
committee meeting.
Ms. Maclean said that public comment was received from a member of the public who wants to
submit written comments concerning the rules, because no testimony is taken at committee
meetings. The advice she gave was that they are welcome to submit written comments to the
committee and/or they are welcome to speak on non-agenda items during a regular meeting.
Ms. Crossley asked if the Committee would like the thoughts of those not on the committee.
Mr. Haight said that the Governance Committee would be open to that. Personally, she said,
she does not have a problem with late nights but understands that others may.
III.

OTHER BUSINESS - none

IV.

REPORT OF REGULAR AND SPECIAL COMMITTEES - none

V.

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 6:41 pm.
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Agenda
Planning Commission
Regular Meeting
CITY AND BOROUGH OF JUNEAU
Ben Haight, Chairman
June 11, 2019
I.

ROLL CALL

Ben Haight, Chairman, called the Regular Meeting of the City and Borough of Juneau (CBJ)
Planning Commission (PC), held in the Assembly Chambers of the Municipal Building, to order
at 7:00 p.m.
Commissioners present:

Ben Haight, Chairman; Paul Voelckers, Vice Chairman;
Michael LeVine, Nathaniel Dye, Shannon Crossley,
Dan Hickok, Travis Arndt

Commissioners absent:

Ken Alper, Andrew Campbell

Staff present:

Jill Maclean, CDD Director; Jane Mores, Municipal Attorney; Tim
Felstead, Planner II; Allison Eddins, Planner II; Amy Liu, Planner I;
Laurel Christian, Planner I

Assembly members:

Wade Bryson

II.

REQUEST FOR AGENDA CHANGES AND APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Mr. Haight reviewed the agenda. No changes were requested.
III.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A. May 14, 2019 DRAFT Minutes – Planning Commission Regular Meeting

MOTION: by Mr. Levine to approve the Planning Commission May 14, 2019, regular meeting
minutes subject to any minor changes by staff or Commission members.
Mr. Voelckers requested a correction to the Blueprint Downtown Steering Committee report as
the minutes indicate that he gave this update. Instead, the liaison to this committee is Mr. Dye.
The motion passed with no objection.
IV.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS - none

V.

ITEMS FOR RECONSIDERATION - none
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VI.

CONSENT AGENDA

Mr. Haight indicated that several members of the Commission have conflicts with some of the
items on the Consent Agenda. Therefore, he intended to vote on each item one by one.
USE2019 0011 was requested to be heard on the regular agenda by a member of the public.
USE2019 0012:
Applicant:
Location:

A Conditional Use Permit to locate a food truck in an Industrial Zone
Wild Alaskan Halibut
Commercial Boulevard

Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission adopt the Director's analysis and findings and
grant the requested Conditional Use Permit. The permit would allow the development of a food
trailer at SSG IV Lot 50 on Commercial Boulevard, located in the Industrial zone.
The approval is subject to the following conditions:
1. One ADA van accessible parking space is provided on site, and that CBJ-approved signage
shall be posted for the accessible parking space prior to commencement of the proposed
use.
MOTION: by Mr. Levine to accept staff’s findings, analyses, and recommendations, and approve
USE2019 0012.
The motion passed with no objection.
CSP2019 0006:
Applicant:
Location:

A City Project Review for a detox addition at Rainforest Recovery
City & Borough of Juneau Engineering Department
2000 Salmon Creek Drive

Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission find CSP2019 0006 to be consistent with
adopted local plans and policies, as required by CBJ 49.15.580 and forward the proposed
development to the Assembly with a recommendation of approval.
Mr. Haight recused himself due to his participation in the project. Mr. Voelckers took the gavel.
MOTION: by Mr. Levine to accept staff’s findings, analyses and recommendations, and
recommend approval to the Assembly of CSP2019 0006.
The motion passed with no objection.
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CSP2019 0007:
Applicant:
Location:

A consistency review for an easement across CBJ property to provide
year-round access to private land
Roger Ramsey
North Douglas

Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission adopt the Director’s findings for the proposed
project, and recommend that the Assembly approve an easement for access and utilities for
USS 3248 across USS 3559 Lot 1, as described in the project application materials, with the
following conditions:
1. The CBJ Manager may revoke the rights-of-entry, if the applicants or their successors
in interest have not constructed the driveways after five (5) years from the date of
issuance of the rights-of-entry. The CBJ Manager may extend the rights-of-entry, for
good cause.
2. The easements be revoked if the grantees do not use the driveway for a period of
more than five (5) years.
3. The easement be revoked if the grantees’ property is served by a dedicated,
constructed public street.
4. The CBJ reserves the right to utilize portions of the driveway alignment for a
dedicated public street.
5. The easement be used to serve single-family or duplex residences on the grantees’
properties. No commercial use is allowed.
7. The easement is not exclusive. The CBJ may grant other overlapping easements.
8. The grantees of the easements are responsible for construction and maintenance of
any improvements.
9. The CBJ reserves the right of public pedestrian access along the easement.
11. The grantees shall provide as-built surveys of the driveways once constructed.
12. In order to minimize environmental impacts, the driveway shall be constructed to
maintain the natural hydrology of the wetlands by using porous materials and
minimizing or avoiding stream crossings.
MOTION: by Mr. Levine to accept staff’s findings, analyses and recommendations, and
recommend approval to the Assembly of CSP2019 0007.
The motion passed with no objection.
SMP2019 0001:
Applicant:
Location:
PC Regular Meeting

A subdivision of U.S. Survey 708 into 17 lots
PDC Engineers
Directly north of Nevada Creek
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Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission adopt the Director's analysis and findings and
approve the Preliminary Plat for Gastineau Shores Subdivision. This approval would allow the
applicant to submit for the Final Plat Application. Approval is subject to the following conditions:
1. Monuments set along a meander line should be marked accordingly, e.g. M.C. Please
include a typical of the monument that will be set for these corners.
2. Add label for L102 for drainage easement.
3. Remove the Community Development Department Plat Approval. Major subdivisions
require the Planning Commission Plat Approval.
4. Modify width of the RS277 ROW to be 100 feet wide per AS 19.10.015(a).
5. Add note: WETLANDS MAY EXIST ON PARTS OF THIS SUBDIVISION. SPECIAL REGULATIONS
MAY APPLY.
6. Correct the numbering sequence of the General Notes.
7. Modify the Platting Commission Plat Approval to read:
PLANNING COMMISSION PLAT APPROVAL
SMF2019 0002:
Applicant:
Location:

A subdivision of U.S. Survey 708 into 17 lots
PDC Engineers
Directly north of Nevada Creek

Staff Recommendation
The final plat is generally consistent with the preliminary plat, and the conditions of approval
have been met. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission adopt the Director's analysis
and findings and approve the requested final plat for Gastineau Shores Subdivision.
Mr. Hickok indicated a conflict with both SMP2019 0001 and SMF2019 0002 because he is an
agent of the applicant. He was recused. Mr. Arndt said he had a potential conflict as he uses the
survey company that did the work and also uses the applicant’s other agents in his office.
However, he felt prepared to be impartial. Mr. Haight concurred and did not recuse Mr. Arndt.
MOTION: by Mr. Levine to accept staff’s findings, analyses and recommendations, and approve
SMP2019 0001 and SMF2019 0002.
The motion passed with no objection.
USE2019 0016:
Applicant:
Location:
PC Regular Meeting

A Conditional Use Permit to reduce the rear yard setback from 25 feet
to 20 feet per CBJ49.25.430(4)(N)
Peak Construction
Merritt Subdivision
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Staff Recommendation
It is recommended that the Planning Commission adopt the Director's analysis and findings and
grant the requested Conditional Use Permit. The permit would allow the reduction of a rear yard
setback from 25 feet to 20 feet for Lots 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11 located in Merritt Subdivision
MOTION: by Mr. Levine to accept staff’s findings, analyses and recommendations, and approve
USE2019 0016.
The motion passed with no objection.
VII.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS - none

VIII.

REGULAR AGENDA
USE2019 0011:
Applicant:
Location:

A Conditional Use Permit for an aquaculture operation in the vicinity
of Mab Island
Meta Mesdag
Near Mab Island

Ms. Crossley disclosed that Mr. Felstead is her first cousin. Mr. Haight asked if there was any
objection to her remaining seated on the Commission for this hearing. Hearing no objection Ms.
Crossley remained seated.
Staff Recommendation
It is recommended that the Planning Commission adopt the Director's analysis and findings and
APPROVE the requested Conditional Use Permit. The permit would allow the development of
an oyster and kelp farm in subtidal waters between Mab Island and North Bridget Cove.
The approval is subject to the following conditions:
1. Beaches surrounding the project site shall be patrolled on a regular basis to retrieve any
garbage or debris from the operation. If garbage or debris from the operation washes up
onto CBJ property, it shall be removed within 24 hours.
2. The use of the tumbler and generator shall only be allowed on weekdays, not including
public holidays, between 9am and 5pm to minimize noise impacts to users of the
Natural Area Park at peak use times (i.e. evenings and weekends).
3. The type of generator used shall be approved by CDD. The applicant shall submit the
specifications of the generator for approval by CDD prior to use.
4. The work shed should be constructed of materials that have earth or forest color tones.
These colors should be approved by CDD prior to construction of the work shed.
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5. Any navigational aid lighting shall satisfy U.S. Coast Guard requirements and, where
allowable, be white in color and be static (not a strobe).
6. Any expansion in the intensity of the operation, which may include the use of additional
platforms, work sheds, tumblers, lights, and expansion into intertidal areas, shall be
subject to a new Conditional Use Permit or a modification of this Conditional Use Permit.
7. The operation shall have a universal marine spill kit sized appropriately for the amount of
fuel that will be handled on the raft (i.e. the volume of the generator tank and the
container used to transport fuel to the site). The size shall be approved by CDD.
8. No wastes of any kind, including human waste, may be discharged or otherwise disposed
of at the site. There shall be no on-site shucking or processing of aquatic farm products
beyond sorting, washing, grading, and packaging. Human waste shall be transported for
disposal at a recognized land-based sewage disposal location.
Staff Report
Mr. Felstead introduced a Conditional Use Permit for an aquaculture operation in the vicinity of
Mab Island. Mr. Felstead reviewed the purpose of a Conditional Use Permit and the Planning
Commission’s role in reviewing and approving or denying an applicant’s request.
The proposed site is located at 37-mile on Glacier Highway, opposite the trail to North Bridget
Cove. Mr. Felstead showed a map to locate the site and nearby landscape and human-developed
features. The applicant is currently operating an oyster mariculture farm in a state tidal lease
between Mab Island and North Bridget Cove. The uplands areas on either side of the site are
zoned Rural Reserve (RR). According the land use code, tidelines are areas underwater that do
not have a zoning designation and, therefore, are subject to the zoning of the adjacent parcels.
Aquaculture is allowed in RR with a Conditional Use Permit.
Mr. Felstead presented another image showing the locations of clam farms that were permitted
in the intertidal area near to Mab Island previously. He indicated that the area also includes some
private lots to the north with cabins situated on the properties. The applicants already have
approved leases for the area, subject to the Conditional Use Permit, from the Department of
Natural Resources and the Department of Fish & Game. They are in the process of obtaining an
Army Corp permit to operate in this location.
Mr. Felstead said that the area that the applicants currently have leased is a 100 by 200 foot
square area, but they hope to expand the space in the future. The expansion would not increase
the intensity of activities. The number of rafts and long lines would stay same; they would just
increase the working space on the site.
Mr. Felstead displayed images diagramming the farm’s design and operation for the kelp and
oysters. He said that after speaking to the Southeast Alaska Fishermen’s Alliance, the applicant
has added red strobe lights to a number of the marker buoys to make sure there are no
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navigational issues.
When the Conditional Use Permits for the previous mariculture operations were reviewed, a
number of issues were of concern:
 Noise of the operation
 Visual obtrusiveness
 Natural Area Park status and potential interference with land-based recreational activities
 Trail use for access to the commercial site
 Navigational hazards
 Habitat impacts on eelgrass, herring spawning, and Dungeness crabs
 Entanglement of marine mammals
 A Bond for site restoration (removal of structures and gear from the site)
A big issue for this location, said Mr. Felstead, is that it is surrounded by CBJ uplands that have
been designated Natural Area Parks. Page 145 of the Comprehensive Plan defines “Natural Area
Parks” and Mr. Felstead read from that text. The Parks and Recreation Master Plan talks about
the management for these semi-primitive Natural Area Parks and highlights North and South
Bridget Cove as an example of one of these. Pages 6-10 of the Master Plan defines a Natural Area
Park, and Mr. Felstead shared that definition.
Mr. Felstead sent the application to Parks and Recreation (P&R) for review and also offered to
bring the application to the Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee (PRAC). Their response
was this was different from the previous applications because it was not in the intertidal area.
The site is difficult to access because it is constantly submerged under the water. P&R did support
the following:
 A condition for a low noise generator
 Fixed white light navigational lighting
 A condition for removal of garbage on shoreline within 24 hours
 Possibly in the future commercial use of the trail may need to be permitted
Mr. Felstead said that the applicant intends to access the site by boat. There is no concern about
parking at the potential launching locations. The applicant also intends to work with University
researchers who will travel out to the site. There may be occasional need to use the North Bridget
Cove trailhead to access the site in times of rough seas or to take water samples. There is a
Department of Natural Resources (DNR) approved vessel moorage that was included in previous
planned farming operations.
A big concern with the proposed activity is the noise coming from the tumbler and the on-site
generator. The area is frequented by commercial and recreational boats. The applicants state
that the tumbler would not be used outside of normal business hours, a few hours a day, a few
days a week. They plan to use a plastic tumbler, which is probably the best as determined by the
CBJ Building Department. Other operations use metal tumblers, which are louder when oysters
PC Regular Meeting
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are churning inside. A change to a metal tumbler would need a modification in the future if noise
impacts were substantially different. At present, it is unknown how loud the tumbler would be
as the applicant was not able to provide noise readings. There are some conditions
recommended to limit the source noise of the generator and the hours of operation for both the
generator and the tumbler, but the applicant has concerns about these conditions, said Mr.
Felstead. The generator condition has been modified from what was submitted to the
Commission in the packet.
Mr. Felstead showed an image of a tumbler and described how it works. The action of tumbling
helps the oyster shell to harden and replicates a natural sea floor motion. He also presented a
loudness comparison chart in the presentation slides. CBJ does have requirements that noise not
exceed 65 decibels in the daytime and 55 decibels in the evening. Given the park surrounding the
property, further attempts have been made to mitigate noise coming from the operation. The
new condition talks about a 60-decibel limit at 50 feet from the generator, 40 decibels on the
mainland and 30 decibels on the shoreline of Mab Island.
There is not much of a concern regarding visibility. The operation will be no more visible than a
boat at anchor in that location. The locations of the private cabins within the park would prevent
them from seeing the operation.
Another concern was the impacts on navigation, said Mr. Felstead. The applicant is working with
the Coast Guard and is aware of certain requirements that they would need to fulfill. Additional
lighting has been added by the applicant in response to local commercial fishermen. The red
strobing light is the sort that they would put on nets if fishing during the night. It is believed that
regulations would require navigational light on the permanent structures to be a solid white light.
This is also preferred by CBJ rather than a flashing light.
A number of Alaska Department of Fish & Game permit conditions address habitat impacts. The
DNR permit requires notification of any fuel spills, but there were no requirements for a spill kit
to be on site. Therefore, staff added this as a condition. Disposal of waste was also not covered
in other permits, so a condition regarding this is being recommended.
Mr. Felstead said that in terms of conformity with adopted plans, there are numerous policies,
standard operating practices, and implementing actions that support mariculture and the
research this operation proposes to foster. The Comprehensive Plan, Economic Development
Plan and others indicate that CBJ wants to encourage aquaculture as an industry. The applicant
has noted that DNR has indicated that there are very few locations suitable for mariculture of
this sort, so they are taking over DNR leases from another person.
Therefore, said Mr. Felstead, it is recommended that the Planning Commission approve the
Conditional Use Permit to allow the development of an oyster and kelp farm in subtidal waters
between Mab Island and North Bridget Cove. Mr. Felstead reviewed the recommended
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conditions. Condition No. 3, it was noted, was different from the staff report in the packet and
was modeled after National Park Service requirements for generators at camp sites. The
condition now read as follows:
3. The generator shall not exceed a noise level of 60 dB(A) at a distance of 50 feet. This may
be measured in-situ or prior to location on-site.
Commissioner Comments and Questions
Mr. Voelckers asked for elaboration on Item 6, as it seemed to him unnecessarily restrictive. He
wondered if there would be a trigger mechanism. Mr. Felstead said the sentence uses a “may”,
and is intended to have a way to trigger a further review if the director determines that it is a
larger operation than originally permitted. An example would be if five tumblers appeared on
site or the area starts to impact the intertidal area. The director would have discretion to
determine if the operation would need to come back for modification.
Mr. Levine noted the sentence on packet page 237 regarding impacts on eelgrass being irrelevant
to the analysis. Mr. Felstead said that the Department of Fish and Game had no concerns about
impacts to eelgrass. There are potential instances where herring might spawn on gear hanging in
the water; Fish and Game have a condition saying these eggs cannot be disturbed and must be
allowed to hatch.
Ms. Crossley asked for elaboration on navigational lighting. Mr. Felstead said that they are small
but bright lights, a ball light fixed to structures floating on the water. He said he has visited the
site at night and was able to notice them from the beach. There is no proposal for flood lighting
or the addition of work lights on the raft. Most activity will occur in the summer when there is
plenty of daylight.
Mr. Dye asked why it is only recommended to require trash removal from CBJ property in
Condition 1. Mr. Felstead said that could be expanded to other private properties and State land
to the north, but most of it is surrounded by CBJ land. Mr. Dye asked if staff had a sense of how
far the beach would need to be patrolled for trash. Because the condition did not define where
to look for trash, it seemed vague to him. Mr. Felstead said this condition was based on a P&R
management recommendation but could be extended to private properties. The applicant does
not want to lose equipment if it drifts off and intends to do periodic patrols of the beach.
Members of the public could report things to CBJ. It would be difficult to put an absolute limit on
the area because things float and tide moves, he said.
Mr. Hickok wanted clarification on the CBJ recommendation about light. Mr. Felstead said that
the applicant has currently placed red flashing light to alert fishermen and boaters at night and
have radar reflectors and navigation buoys. If there were no Coast Guard recommendations, CBJ
would prefer a solid white light. Mr. Hickok said that is what an anchor light on a vessel is.
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Mr. Haight asked what metrics would be used to determine if the spill kit recommended in
Condition 7 is approved. Mr. Felstead said it should be sized according to the volume of the
generator tank and the fuel that would be transported to site.
Applicant Presentation
Meta Mesdag owns Salty Lady Seafood Company, a tiny family farm that grows oysters. She
wanted to clarify about the strobes, which were requested by gill-netters. The Coast Guard wants
solid white lights on structures, but in the absence of structures at present, they hooked three
strobes to buoys so gill-netters will not run into the long lines.
Ms. Mesdag explained her reasons for wanting to start a farm. She approached the State to find
a location on the road system where she could be permitted but was told the only and best option
was to reach out to Tom Manning who had the only permitted farm site in Juneau. It took a year
to complete a lease transfer for the site, which was permitted for 16 years. The site was much
smaller than desired but was the only workable option.
She said that there has been a tremendous amount of support from the community. Many
agencies and organizations, including the University and NOAA, are interested in this project and
have volunteered time and resources. She does not expect any revenue from the farm until 2020
so volunteer assistance has been critical to get things started.
Ms. Mesdag is on the board of the Alaska Shellfish Growers Association and learned that she is
the only farmer in the state who has to go through the additional municipal permitting process.
Already she is working with DNR, DF&G, DEC, the Coast Guard, the Army Corp. of Engineers and
will be up for public comment four times in the next four years. There are many opportunities
for the public to comment. This has been a huge unanticipated hurtle, she said.
Ms. Mesdag gave comments on the staff recommendations and suggested some changes:
1. Beach patrol – While they are already out picking up and cleaning, she has found she
cannot access the site year-round depending on the seas. Therefore, the 24-hour window
is harsh if the permit is pulled because she cannot get to the site during a storm. She
supports clean beaches but there might be a difficult situation due to weather.
2. Restriction on use of the tumbler – The period recommended in this condition is a
showstopper for her family. They need to have the flexibility for the family to get to work
the farm in relationship to other jobs, volunteer availability, etc. She noted that 80% of
the work will be in the summer, they will take advantage of the longer daylight hours, the
workflow is very tidal-driven, and she hopes for more flexibility in times when they would
be allowed to be out there working.
3. Generator - She has no issues with this condition.
4. Work shed – There are no problems with this condition; they aim to maintain
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neighborhood harmony.
5. Navigational aid lighting – The intent to adhere to Coast Guard regulations once there are
structures on the site.
6. Expansion of the operation – While she understands that a substantive change to any
intensity of the operation will require a new Conditional Use Permit, she said she
disagrees with the mention of expansion into intertidal areas. The inclusion of that
statement appears to limit the use of her State lease and permit which includes a beach
hardening area. Beach hardening of oysters is preferred to the use of the tumbler to
achieve the same ends. There is a beach hardening parcel on her lease already.
7. Spill kit – Absolutely no objection to this condition, as she would want to protect her
product.
8. Waste treatment – The farm is 100% dependent on clean water so she would not want to
dump any waste. In addition, the Coast Guard has a regulation about this.
Commissioner Comments and Questions
Ms. Crossley asked about the tumbler. If the hours were lengthened to 8 pm, how long does it
take to do that process? Ms. Mesdag envisioned tumbling 9 hours a week but being prohibited
from nights and weekends is hard. She suggested a time period of 8 am to 8 pm, Monday through
Friday could work but she also thought that weekends needed to be included.
Mr. Voelckers asked how far it is to the mainland shoreline. Ms. Mesdag said it was 1300 feet to
the trailhead and 200 feet to the uplands of Mab Island. Mr. Voelckers said he asked in order to
determine how far across the water beyond the 50 feet the sound would carry. Mr. Felstead said
that the sound would carry but would diminish as it spread out from the point source. Every
doubling of distance halves the volume.
Mr. Voelckers asked how loud the tumbler is. No one tried to put a decibel limit on the tumbler,
he said. Ms. Mesdag said the sound of oysters tumbling around is what can be heard. It is not
loud enough to require wearing earplugs. At some point, they would like to put the tumbler inside
a structure to minimize noise, but they do not have the resources now.
Mr. Arndt asked how the city’s existing noise ordinance fits with the proposed conditions of this
permit. Ms. Mesdag said that they are within the noise ordinance of the city.
Ms. Crossley asked why the operation would not take the oysters off site to be tumbled. Ms.
Mesdag said that would involve moving thousands of pounds of product to do so. It would require
fuel, time, and energy and would be a burden on the success of the business. It would not be
profitable. Ms. Crossley asked about the difference between taking oysters off site to sell and off
site to tumble. Alec Mesdag replied that most of the tumbling that happens is to oysters that are
put back in the water right away.
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Mr. Voelckers had questions about Ms. Mesdag’s concerns about Condition 6, would this only
be applicable to other properties that she already has lease rights to that have their own
conditions? Ms. Mesdag said that they have a hardening beach on the Bridget Cove side already.
They were talking with CDD about consolidating their six parcels into two areas. To move the
hardening beach that they have permitted over to Parcel 6 where it would be in a 50-foot by 25foot area on Mab Island would require a new Conditional Use Permit. This is one of their
concerns. Mr. Felstead noted that the previous permits were for clam farm operations. The
previous leaseholder did have permits for oyster hardening on those beaches, but they were not
permitted for hardening oysters under a CBJ permit. He said that the impacts might not be
different and maybe that could be considered under the previous permits, but that has not been
reviewed yet, neither is hardening on the shoreline of Mab Island.
Mr. Levine clarified his understanding that the beach on Mab Island has not been analyzed with
this permit application. Therefore, he did not see how the Commission could do what was being
asked regarding the use of a Mab Island beach if the analysis in the staff report does not support
that. Ms. Maclean wanted to clarify that this came up in conversation the previous week, and she
advised Mr. Felstead to let the applicant know that she had a further concern that because the
hardening on the beach was not in the application, it was not included in the public notice. This
could mean it could be appealable. She advised that the applicant move ahead with the
application as submitted and come back in the future and modify this permit or seek a new one.
Ms. Mesdag said that in order to move the hardening beach to Mab Island the State would have
to adjudicate it and the City would have the opportunity to comment. Mr. Mesdag pointed out
that if they moved the hardening beach to Mab Island, it would not increase the intensity of the
operation and would decrease the use of the tumbler. He commented if the City were looking at
land-based operation adjacent to a Natural Area Park without a clear delineation between the
properties, there would not be concern about someone from the public moving from the park
area into the nursery property that might have pots on the ground. This did not seem to have
substantive impact to the operation or to the intensity of the operation, to him.
Mr. Dye said that to him it sounded similar to snow storage in Montana Creek not being in the
original application. He asked if, therefore, the Planning Commission did not have the authority
to deal with this question at this meeting. Ms. Maclean said that it was a similar situation where
she would not want the case to be up for appeal for this reason. Mr. Dye asked if law concurred
and, if so, could the applicant pull the application, modify it, and come back before the
Commission. Ms. Maclean said that rather than withdrawing, the hearing could continue and be
re-advertised with the uses that the applicant wished to include. Mr. Mesdag said that the public
notice indicated an aquaculture farm in the vicinity of Mab Island and included the DNR lease
and the ADF&G development plan. If people reviewed all the attachments, they would see the
hardening beach on the site. Ms. Mesdag said it was listed as intertidal which includes the beach
up to mean high water, and it is listed that way on the posted signs.
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Mr. Voelckers asked if it was the applicant’s intent to work towards actively using intertidal in
the future. Ms. Mesdag said it is a small area full of large boulders and rocks that currently is
unusable for them but that they are paying for. They hope to go through the State process, which
will take about 2 years to get the phase moved over. The City said it liked the idea of consolidating
their footprint into two areas, and this was discussed during the pre-application meeting. They
hope not to have to go through this process again for such a small item of minor impact. However
at this point it is not worth holding up the process.
Mr. Levine said the Commission could not approve something not analyzed by staff. However, he
wondered if the condition could be written to give flexibility going forward. He asked the
applicant to think about a condition that did not list any specifics and say something like “any
expansion beyond what was considered in this Conditional Use Permit would require a new
Conditional Use Permit.” That would give the applicant the opportunity to resolve this question
at some point in the future.
Mr. Hickok asked if the applicants own a cabin or stay overnight at Mab Island and where the
closest neighbors are located. Ms. Mesdag said that they stay on their boat, and the closest
neighbors live at Akiama Bight. Mr. Hickok asked what is used for electricity. Ms. Mesdag said
that tenders use generators as well as gill-netters. Mr. Hickok noted that these boats produce
unmonitored noise pollution. Ms. Mesdag said that up to 50 boats are anchored in the cove at
night.
Ms. Maclean offered some points of information. It is not just the zoning district that is significant,
she said, it is also the Comprehensive Plan land use designation being in a Natural Area Park. The
combination of the two is what is significant. In addition, she wanted to remind the Commission
that Conditional Use Permits are transferrable and do not expire. She is open to adjusting the 24
hours for beach cleanup, but said if the Commission feels there needs to be that condition, on
the other side for compliance there needs to be some sort of regulation that is enforceable. For
example, using language such as “reasonable” is not clear enough. Her other comment was about
the hardening which was not included in the application and the public notice sign only spoke to
intertidal waters.
Ms. Mesdag wanted to make sure it was clear that they are in State tidelands with the park area
as a neighbor. They are adhering to all State regulations, statutes, and all of the things CBJ is
requesting for being a neighbor to the park area.
Public Testimony
Marty McKeown is the neighbor with private property in Akiama Cove. He said that they run a
generator, which is behind the cabin, but cannot be heard from the beach. There are up to 4050 gill-netters running generators all night long, and they can barely be heard. He said he thinks
the farm will be a positive addition to the economy. Limiting the hours of operation would mean
that there should be a limit on fishermen as well, he said. He expects the Mesdag’s will be good
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neighbors.
Charlie Williams represented the Juneau Chamber of Commerce. They submitted a letter in
support of Salty Lady. He said that the heart of the matter for the Chamber is the limitations from
CDD. The recommendations create some difficulties for the business to able to respond to
conditions of the business including hours of operation that will limit the applicants’ ability to do
the things needing to be done. Limiting the work hours to only weekdays will doom the operation,
he said. Some items in the recommendations are common sense for any business owner like
clearing trash. However, he pointed out that McDonalds is not required to clean up their trash.
Regarding use of the cove, it is a park setting, he said, and it is active and not always quiet. There
are parties on boats, music on the beach, etc. Of all things the cove is used for, said Mr. Williams,
this business could be the least impactful to the public quiet.
Tom Manning, of 622 Hemlock Street, spoke in support of the project. He offered some history
regarding the permits, which are for both oysters and gooey ducks. He transferred the permits
to Ms. Mesdag. He wanted to do gooey duck, which explains the plots on the map that are
intertidal, but he had an area changed over to oysters although this did not happen. In 2001 when
he started, the process went through the Coastal Zone Management Program, which no longer
exists. At that time, the process was to be managed at the local level. The Coastal Zone Manager
worked in CBJ Planning and Zoning and she helped him locate the site. The commercial sites
would be in Auke Bay and downtown where water quality is not consistent with aquaculture. It
took over a year to transfer the permit to Ms. Mesdag. Most of the conditions mentioned at this
meeting with the exception of the sound concerns, are already covered by state regulations. In
addition, he wanted to restate that there is a lot of activity in the area already and therefore the
sound of the tumbler would be minimal by comparison.
Mr. Voelckers asked Mr. Manning if he knew when the property transfers from the State to the
Borough. Mr. Manning said that the permits are still in place. Did the conditions worked out by
the State transfer to the City, asked Mr. Voelckers? Mr. Manning said that the Coastal Zone
Manager changed during the process, and the new person was not in favor of a clam farm. She
said she wanted it to be a Conditional Use Permit. Then the State asked the City if it approved of
this. Juneau decided to answer with a Conditional Use Permit to say yes or no and is the only
community in the State to require this of a mariculture farm, because almost every condition is
covered by the State agencies involved.
Wayne Coogan said that he does not know the applicants, but he is worried. Garbage, noise,
lights, and fuel are already heavily regulated. He suggested there be a catchall phrase to say that
the applicants must conform to any and all applicable laws, regulations, etc. This would scratch
about 50% of all the conditions being suggested. He said he was worried about the level of
scrutiny, which seems redundant.
Theresa Abbas of Alaska Coastal Seaweed said that she looked forward to doing business with
PC Regular Meeting

June 11, 2019

Page 14 of 31

Packet Page 26 of 216

this company. She sees the enterprise as being beneficial to CBJ and the community, she said.
She said she felt the business was being overregulated. For example, using the tumbler out there
with the other noise with the boats and the sounds of waves, it did not make sense to her to have
a time restraint for utilizing the area for tumbling.
Tom Abbas, husband of the previous speaker, asked a question of the Commission about the
regulatory authority between the State and CBJ and what the City’s authority is over a State land
lease. Mr. Felstead said that because this property is within the borough and is a zoned piece of
land even if under the water it falls under the requirements of the land use code. A private
property owner who owned the tidal survey would be subject to same requirement.
Jan Mesdag Church provided a letter from Connie Smith of Pacific Coast Shellfish Growers
Association (PCSGA) in support of the Conditional Use Permit and read it aloud.
Commissioner Comments and Questions to the Applicant
Mr. Hickok asked the applicant what would be absolute latest time of day for running the
tumbler. Ms. Mesdag said she assumed they would only run it during the day but does not want
to have conditions prohibiting other times. Running it on weekends is important. 8 am to 8 pm,
Monday-Friday would be very reasonable. She can agree to a certain number of decibels within
a certain distance but prohibiting days of the week for operation would be egregious. She wants
to be good neighbors and does not want to impact others’ enjoyment of the cove. Mr. Hickok
asked if the intent is to enclose the operation at some time. Ms. Mesdag said that when revenue
is sufficient, they would like to have a space out of the rain and wind. However the business is
ready to process the product now and so she would not want one of the conditions to be that
they have to have walls and a roof in order to do so. She said she also is sensitive to the fact that
the permit would be transferrable but wanted to point out that the transfer process is not easy
and there is ample opportunity for public comment during such a process.
Mr. Levine asked if the applicant had a suggestion about a reasonable noise level. Ms. Mesdag
said that 60 decibels within 50 feet is fine for both the generator and the tumbler. Mr. Levine
said that one way to extend the hours would be by limiting the amount of noise, but there is not
a good measure of what a reasonable limitation would be. Mr. Mesdag said he thought the
problem was being over-thought. The primary use of the site is 1300 feet away. Most of use in
the area is people walking through to a cabin that is a mile away. Any kind of wind or wave noise
kills the sound. Ms. Mesdag said that the number of times a year they would be out there even
up to 8 pm is minimal. However, she wants there to be flexibility in the time to accommodate
weather conditions and volunteer availability.
Mr. Voelckers corrected Ms. Mesdag’s statements, asking if she meant 7 days a week, not just
Monday-Friday. Ms. Mesdag said that was correct.
Ms. Maclean added a point of information. She said that although the conditions may seem
PC Regular Meeting

June 11, 2019

Page 15 of 31

Packet Page 27 of 216

duplicative, CBJ could only enforce its rules, not others. The City may be more able to enforce
when other State and Federal agencies may not be so quick to do so.
Mr. Dye said he reviewed the application’s project narrative, and it does not talk about oyster
hardening on beach. The last sentence talks about business hours, he said. He said he is trying to
know how to reconcile it all, and he was looking for a way to make it simpler. However, without
the decibel information, it seemed difficult. In Condition 6, the application reflects the original
intent and so the expansion to other time periods conflicts with the sentence in the application
about “business hours”. He said he could see where CDD arrived at the conditions based on the
application. Given that, he asked if the applicant might want to continue the case, modify it, and
then publically re-notice in order to have a complete application for all the aspects of what is
intended to be done with the business. Mr. Mesdag replied that although the expectation is that
primarily work will take place during those times, the application does not say that all of it will
be done during those times. What is on the lease is a 50 x 25 foot area in the intertidal area for
hardening. He felt that the level of scrutiny into individual activities of this business was more
stringent than he would reasonably expect the Commission or staff to consider for most landbased businesses even if they were adjacent to a Natural Park Area. He compared this scrutiny
to a land-based nursery on Goat Hill that came before the Commission for a permit some time
ago and there were concerns about delivery trucks but there was no consideration of what
species were going to be put near the property line or whether or not they were going to build a
hoop house in addition to what was outlined in the application. He felt that the Commission
should be looking at the general intensity of the activity, and from that perspective, the beach
hardening does not have an impact on the general intensity of the operation particularly when
its intent is to reduce the use of the tumbler. Mr. Mesdag intends to build his tumbler out of
plastic and if afterwards the decibel level is not acceptable, what will he buy to meet the
requirements when everything on the market is made of metal and will be noisier, he asked.
Mr. Levine said that both he and Mr. Dye were trying to find a way to get the applicant the desired
permit but were running into the problem of believing in the CBJ rules and believing in the role
of the Commission in enforcing their obligations and relying on staff’s analysis. There is the
possibility that they will be constrained by their roles, he said. The sentence of concern in the
application is “at peak production, tumbling will occur during regular business hours for a few
hours per day, a few days per week, from a work raft at the site.” He asked the applicant if there
was other information that could be provided in order to allow the Commission to give different
conditions and will allow the process to proceed. Ms. Mesdag asked what the CBJ noise ordinance
is for number of decibels. Mr. Felstead said 65 decibels during the day, 55 during nighttime.
Condition 11 in the staff report in based on this ordinance. Ms. Mesdag asked if CBJ would apply
the same noise ordinance for her operation. Mr. Haight asked if these decibel levels were at the
property line. Mr. Felstead said yes.
Mr. Dye asked if the property line is considered to be at the perimeter of the leased property.
Correct, said Mr. Felstead. The noise ordinance might be more constrictive, therefore, at certain
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points, said Mr. Dye, for example if the generator were placed at the property line. He clarified
that it is the Commission’s responsibility to consider not only the applicant before them but also
future business owners working this permit who might bring in a metal tumbler that will be much
louder than the Mesdags’ plastic one. The conditions imposed are based on potential future
operations, which is part of his hesitancy. Mr. Dye suggested that the condition read, “will comply
with CBJ noise ordinance”, and asked the applicant if that was acceptable. Ms. Mesdag said yes
but it seemed redundant. Mr. Dye said he felt it was not redundant because if the operation
violates the ordinance that would be an issue, but if it is tied to the Conditional Use Permit, then
the business would be in jeopardy. Ms. Mesdag proposed some language to encompass all the
regulations from other agencies – “must comply with all city, state, and federal regulations,
statues, and ordinances in order to maintain the Conditional Use Permit”. She felt this might ease
some of CBJ’s concerns.
Ms. Crossley asked if the noise dissipation being discussed is over land, not water. Mr. Felstead
said no, it would work over water or land depending on the source point. Ms. Crossley said she
would be happier if the tumbler were located in the woods, not on the shoreline.
Mr. Levine asked staff if the Conditional Use Permit authorized operation between certain hours
and the operation exceeded the noise ordinance, which one trumps and would the noise
ordinance would be more restrictive than temporal limitations on operations. Ms. Mores said
that if it is important, then there should be a reference to noise in the condition. Compliance with
code is required of everyone, but it is less confusing if it is made a condition of the permit. Mr.
Levine asked if the Commission authorizes the applicant to operate, and the operation exceeds
the noise ordinance, are they enabled to exceed the ordinance? Ms. Mores said that when a time
frame is put on it, they still have to comply with any noise restriction. In the Conditional Use
Permit section, “conditions may be imposed to discourage production of more than 65 dba at
the property line during the day or 55 dba at night”. Using the words “discourage production”
could allow for an exception for a limited time as a condition of the permit.
Mr. Haight asked if the applicant ever wears ear protection when the farm is in operation. Ms.
Mesdag said she did not and also had no concern for her children’s health regarding the noise. It
is quieter than the noises heard in the cove coming from commercial fishing activities.
Mr. Dye asked if the noise ordinance was located in Title 42. Mr. Felstead said yes. It is very
general and subjective in terms of whether something is determined to be a noise that is
disturbing the peace, he said. Mr. Dye pointed out that code language in 42.20.095 lists noise
time frames only for construction. The noise ordinance does not have clear boundaries for
determining “unreasonable”, he said. Mr. Felstead said that was correct.
Applicant Closing Statement
In closing, Ms. Mesdag said that Juneau is pushing to grow the blue economy and the whole state
is pushing mariculture. The farm under discussion has been permitted for 16 years and is the only
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site available for this business. She said she wanted to encourage the city to support mariculture
and family businesses that sustainably and responsibly provide something of value to the
community. If the city wants to promote mariculture, some things will need to change, she said,
and she hoped the city could meet them halfway in the middle with something that works.
Commission Discussion
Mr. Dye wanted to run through the conditions and the concerns before deliberations
commenced so he understood which ones the applicants had issue with. Mr. Mesdag replied as
follows:
 Condition 1 – The applicants feel a longer time frame is needed for clean-up due to
weather conditions, family availability, etc. Mr. Dye suggested it read, “remove within a
reasonable time frame”. Mr. Mesdag said that Ms. Maclean indicated that language might
be too vague. The condition may need to state something like “7 days as conditions
allow”. Mr. Hickok wondered if the wording could state, “patrol and maintain a clean
environment.” Mr. Hickok said the wording could be part of the deliberations.
 Condition 2 – Applicants want the hours of operation extended to all days of the week.
They felt that 8 am to 8 pm is reasonable for the tumbler but the generator should be
able to run 24 hours a day within the noise ordinance.
 Condition 3 – The applicants suggest the language state that they must adhere to the
noise ordinance or apply to the generator only.
 Conditions 4 & 5 – No concerns.
 Condition 6 – The applicants would not want to have to come before the Commission for
any expansion related to consolidating the parcels and moving the hardening beach to
Mab Island. The state adjudication process for that is long and includes opportunity for
public comment; they felt this would be the appropriate time for the city to weigh in with
any concerns.
 Conditions 7 & 8 – No issues.
Ms. Maclean wanted to clarify that staff was not opposed to this application but are tasked with
reviewing it with what exists in Title 49 and the Comprehensive Plan. Staff tried to find a balance
of a use that is not allowed outright. It was her suggestion that if mariculture is something that
the community is behind, they may seek the opportunity to speak to the Assembly on nonagenda items and ask them to pursue a change in the ordinance and Title 49. That would be the
avenue to seek a change in municipal scrutiny and permitting for this industry. However, at
present, the city is required to go through this process and review.
Mr. Haight suggested the Commission wordsmith the conditions one by one, in order.
Condition 1
Mr. Levine suggested this condition be amended to read:
Beaches surrounding the project site shall be patrolled by the applicant on a regular basis
to retrieve any garbage or debris from the operation. If garbage or debris from the
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operation washes onto shore, it shall be removed within 24 hours or as soon as safely and
practically possible.
Mr. Dye suggested 24 hours was a short window. He thought 48 or 72 hours was more
reasonable. Mr. Levine said that 48 hours seemed reasonable.
Mr. Hickok wondered if the language could be more general and state “maintain a clean and safe
environment on all surrounding property and work area, year round”. Mr. Levine said he felt the
need of some measurable timeline as the longer debris stays on a beach, the more likely it can
disperse to other places. He also said that the way Mr. Hickok stated the condition is not
enforceable. Ms. Crossley commented that 48 hours seemed reasonable.
Condition 2
Mr. Levine suggested coming back to this at the end of the discussion. Mr. Haight concurred.
Condition 3
Mr. Voelckers and Mr. Levine both did not have any changes to this condition. Mr. Arndt said he
felt that Conditions 2 and 3 should be considered together. Mr. Levine and Mr. Haight concurred.
Condition 4
The Commissioners were satisfied with this condition.
Condition 5
The Commissioners were satisfied with this condition.
Condition 6
Mr. Levine suggested replacing this condition with language as follows:
Any significant expansion in the intensity, footprint, noise, or other impacts of the
operation, as determined by the CDD Director, shall be subject to a new Conditional Use
Permit or a modification of this Conditional Use Permit.
Conditions 7 & 8
The Commissioners were satisfied with these conditions.
Conditions 2 & 3
Mr. Dye said that it seemed difficult to separate the noise of the tumbler and generator.
Mr. Voelckers said that having the generator approvable at 60 decibels at 50 feet was a modest
sound impact. He also took the applicants’ point that the generator may be needed to run other
equipment or lights. Therefore, he felt comfortable not putting any timeline on the generator.
He was in favor of separating the two and thought that the tumbler was the bigger issue.
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Mr. Levine said he concurred with the notion to leave the language and add on to it in such a way
as to continue all the noise limitations together. On Condition 3, another sentence could be
added as follows: All other operations shall be conducted consistent with existing CBJ noise
ordinance. He said that he is concerned that the combined noise of the tumbler and the
generator will exceed the ordinance at the property line and will impact operations. Mr. Dye said
he is not worried because the noise ordinance does not list decibels and the timeframe is specific
to construction, not this type of activity. However if staff’s recommendation is based on the
Natural Park Area and maintaining the environment without much disturbance, the noise
ordinance might not do enough to alleviate concerns.
Ms. Crossley pointed out that the reason the applicants cannot get a decibel reading is because
the tumbler is not a manufactured item. She wondered about putting forth a condition to limit
the decibels during certain hours or on the weekends. If the constructed machine turned out to
be too loud, the public using the beach would know that operations would be limited to
weekdays.
Mr. Voelckers said he thought the Commission might be working this too hard. He suggested
taking Condition 2 and making it specific to the tumbler to work between the hours of 8 am to 8
pm. He argued that it is an industrial process associated with the business, and he agreed that
the applicants need some flexibility to be able to work. He advocated for not putting a decibel
limit on the tumbler.
Mr. Dye suggested Condition 2 read as follows: The use of the tumbler shall only be allowed 8 am
to 8 pm all days except public holidays to minimize noise impacts to users of the Natural Park
Area.
Mr. Dye suggested that Condition 3 not talk about the generator and just reference the noise
ordinance as follows: Operations must conform to 49.20.095.
Ms. Crossley said that she felt more comfortable if there were just one day a week free of noise
on that beach.
Mr. Arndt suggested striking both Conditions 2 and 3 and replacing with the noise ordinance
reference. He compared this application to a gravel extraction operation near Skaters Cabin near
a residential neighborhood and said that the tumbler will certainly be quieter than a rock crusher
will. In that case, the rock crusher was restricted but the Commission went with the noise
ordinance for all the other activities.
Mr. Dye recalled that the rock crusher was limited to 9-5 and included weekends. Those
conditions were more restricted than the noise ordinance. Mr. Arndt said he thought that the
crusher was the only equipment restricted on hours.
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Mr. Levine said he felt the Commission was struggling because this was the first mariculture
application that had come before them. The Commission tended to be overly cautious as new
industries are advanced and expanded. Since the applicant does not have a problem with
Condition 3, he suggested that be left in place. He now agreed with Mr. Voelckers and Mr. Dyes’
arguments regarding more hours. Therefore, he suggested 8 to 8 weekdays and some limited
hours on the weekends. He said he felt it important to keep some temporal limitations. Once the
applicants are ready to expand, there will be more information and data to work with.
Ms. Crossley said that she felt the Commission might be impressed by this particular applicant
but feared what might happen if the permit were to be transferred. Therefore, she wanted to
argue in favor of 8 to 8, Monday through Friday.
Mr. Arndt suggested equating this to the ordinance for construction, which would provide the
days of the week and the hours already in ordinance.
Mr. Dye read from specific language that Mr. Arndt alluded to, “7 am to 10 pm Monday through
Friday and 9 am to 10 pm on Saturday and Sunday.”
MOTION: by Mr. Levine to accept staff’s findings, analyses and recommendations, and approve
USE2019 0011 subject to the conditions as written with changes to Conditions 1 and 6 as
previously discussed and agreed upon and with Condition 2 changed to read as follows:
The use of the tumbler shall only be allowed on weekdays from 8 am to 8 pm and
Saturdays from 10 am to 5 pm, not including public holidays, to minimize noise impacts to
users of the Natural Park Area at peak use times.
Discussion:
Mr. Levine spoke to the motion and said the wording he suggested, above, seemed like a fair
compromise based on the previous conversation.
Mr. Voelckers spoke in support of the motion. He said that Mr. Levine had done a good job at
stating and balancing the impacts while including as much flexibility for the applicants as
possible while understanding that this is in a park setting. He said he did not think the noise
ordinance would be enough.
Mr. Arndt asked if Mr. Levine was suggesting that Condition 3 remain as is. Yes, said Mr. Levine,
Number 3 remains as is with no temporal limitation to the generator.
Mr. Dye said that he was reluctant to go along with some of the revisions to Condition 2. He
was reluctant to exclude Sundays but liked public holidays being excluded. He put forth a
friendly amendment to include Sundays but eliminate tumbler use on public holiday
weekends as observed by CBJ.
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Mr. Levine did not accept the amendment. Mr. Dye offered another friendly amendment to 7
days a week all year round based on the timeframe suggested in Mr. Levine’s amendment
with the limited hours on Saturday and Sunday.
Mr. Levine did not accept the friendly amendment.
Ms. Crossley said that she did not think it necessary to tumble the oysters at a specific time. If
the applicants are unable to make it out to the site on one day of the week due to weather, she
did not think it would sink their business.
Mr. Haight asked Mr. Dye for a final amendment. Mr. Dye said the final amendment would be
as follows:
The use of the tumbler shall only be allowed from 8 am to 8 pm on weekdays and 10 am
to 5 pm on Saturdays and Sundays, not excluding holidays.
Mr. Haight stated there was an amendment on the floor that needed a roll call.
Role Call Vote:
Yays: Arndt, Dye, Haight, Hickok, Levine, Voelckers
Nays: Levine, Crossley
The amendment passed.
Mr. Levine said that the motion that is on the floor is to approve the permit subject to the
revised conditions including the revised Condition 2 which allows for tumbling from 8 to 8 five
days a week and 10 to 5 on Saturday and Sunday. That is correct, said Mr. Haight.
Role Call Vote:
Yays: Arndt, Crossley, Haight, Voelckers, Levine, Hickok, Dye
Nays: none
The motion passed.
CSP2019 0004:

Applicant:
Location:

A State Project to construct two (2) roundabouts at the intersections
of Mendenhall Loop Road with Stephen Richards Drive and with Floyd
Dryden Middle School
State of Alaska DOT&PF
Mendenhall Loop Road

Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission find CSP2018 0001 to be consistent with
adopted local plans and polices, as required by CBJ 49.15.580, and APPROVE CSP2019 0004 to
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construct two (2) roundabouts at the intersections of Mendenhall Loop Road with Stephen
Richards Drive and with Floyd Dryden Middle School, including upgrades to pedestrian
infrastructure and lighting.
Staff Report
Ms. Liu presented a PowerPoint about the case and said that the project includes two
roundabouts and updates to lighting and multi-use paths. She reviewed the following
components from her staff report:
● Project description
● Details of the roundabouts
● Project background
● Agency Review
● Public Comment
● Conformity with adopted plans
● Habitat
● Findings and Recommendation
Mr. Haight asked for questions for staff. There were none.
Applicant Presentation
Christopher Goins is the design group chief at the Alaska Department of Transportation (DOT).
He wanted to speak specifically to concerns that were brought up during the applicant review
process. The project was originally conceived in 2012. The State legislature put the Alaska
Transportation Project bond question on the November ballot, which included this project. The
estimate then was $6 million and was conceived from Nancy Street all the way to Back Loop Road.
The voters approved the bond. In 2013, they started a series of public meetings to capture
comments. Based on the comments, in 2014 they brought two revised concepts of what to do
between Nancy and Back Loop.
Mr. Goins described the two concepts, described how they differed, and discussed the issues that
each presented.
Concept B4 was ultimately selected after public comment, stakeholder involvement, and further
consideration. It was determined that the selected concept would have the following benefits:
 The intersection at Stephen Richards would operate with lower delay and shorter queues
as a roundabout.
 The Floyd Dryden would operate as a level of service “B” or better with a roundabout.
 Pedestrian crossing delay would be reduced and exposure time would also be reduced.
 The public supported the 3-lane cross section because of the buffers that would be there.
Drawbacks to the Family B concepts included:
 The roundabouts creating localized right-of-way impacts.
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Minor overall capacity reduction as compared to Family A concepts.

Mr. Goins said that given feedback that was received, in 2014 DOT began to develop the
preferred alternative for the project. They took the concept to the public in 2017 for comments.
They wanted to have a plan to build the entire corridor but do not have the funding at this point.
Mr. Goins explained why these intersections were picked. Stephen Richards Drive was the first
priority because the am and pm peak hours have the worst performance for the majority of
drivers. There are huge queues with traffic backed up during those hours and the queues effect
other side streets like Cinema Drive. The roundabout will drop those queues, he said, and lead to
more gaps to allow for turns out of side streets. The Floyd Dryden intersection has effected driver
behavior because of the difficulty of making a left hand turn out of the school property. Parents
dropping kids off at school will pull up on the side of road and not go into the school because of
the turning problem. Parents will also drop the students off on El Camino because it is easier to
cross the road than go on to school property. Therefore, there are more children crossing the
street in the current condition than would be expected in a roundabout, which would encourage
parents to drop the students off on school property.
Mr. Goins explained why roundabouts are preferred by DOT. The Department has a roundaboutfirst policy, meaning that he is required to consider a roundabout first because it is the safest
intersection that can be built. Time-tested research date supports his statement, he said. Single
lane roundabouts reduce fatalities by 90%, reduce injury crashes by 76%, and reduce pedestrianrelated crashes by 30-40%. There are three reasons why roundabouts have these overwhelming
safety benefits:
1. Speeds are lower. Curves leading into a roundabout slow vehicles down. Reduced speed
leads to better vehicle control and lower injury rates when accidents occur.
2. There are 75% fewer vehicle-to-vehicle conflict points compared to a signalized
intersection.
3. There are 67% fewer pedestrian-to-vehicle conflict points compared to a signalized
intersection.
Mr. Goins displayed a graph to illustrate the above points and pointed out that it was created by
AARP, a senior advocacy group that promotes roundabouts.
Another concern heard from the public was disruption of emergency services. Mr. Goins talked
about design elements in the proposed plan to allow emergency vehicles to cross over medians
and have quick access in a way that would not be available to other drivers. He said he does not
expect emergency services would be slowed at all.
There was a FEMA review that is a CLOMR for extending Duck Creek, said Mr. Goins. Also they
have applied for two permits with the Department of Fish & Game already for the culvert across
El Camino and Duck Creek, and he said he does not expect any issues.
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Mr. Goins said that the other large concern is Duck Creek Market and the temporary traffic
control that would take place during construction. From another project in Ketchikan, DOT
learned that in order to keep businesses open, they had to phase the project and ask how long
each phase would take. Then they collected data from stakeholders about when it would be
important for the contractors to not be working on the road. The one downside that was
discovered is left hand turns onto Stephen Richards Drive. It was determined that there is no way
to allow a left hand turn during the fourth phase of construction. Many hours have been spent
with the owners of Duck Creek Market and with Mr. Wayne Coogan to try to figure differently,
but he said, he does not have a good answer to this problem of the left-hand turn.
Commissioner Comments and Questions
Mr. Hickok asked if drivers would be able to turn right into Duck Creek Market and leave via a
right-hand turn. Mr. Goins’ answer indicated that drivers would be able to right turn in and out
depending on the phase of construction.
Mr. Hickok asked how long the three phases are expected to take. Mr. Goins said each phase is
expected to take about a month and a half each. Mr. Hickok if there would be times with no
access. Mr. Goins said that there would be no left-hand turn access, only right-hand turn access
for about three months.
Mr. Hickok asked if DOT had done a speed study on the roundabouts already in place in the
community. Mr. Goins said that this was a question for a traffic engineer. However, he built a
roundabout in Oregon and tested it out himself. He tried to drive as fast as possible and felt
significantly uncomfortable at 27 miles per hour. DOT often receives comments from people
saying that they feel uncomfortable as they approach a roundabout. This is the intent, said Mr.
Goins, because when drivers are uncomfortable, they slow down and pay attention to what is
going on around them.
Mr. Hickok wondered if there had been a study in Juneau to determine if people have actually
slowed down. Mr. Goins offered some anecdotal evidence, but it seemed that there has not been
such a study that he knew about.
Mr. Hickok spoke appreciatively of the roundabout in Douglas for moving traffic but said one of
his concerns is pedestrian crossing. He felt that a roundabout might not be the best solution for
a school entrance. He felt that drivers would be looking to navigate the roundabout and would
pay less attention to kids crossing the street.
Mr. Goins said that DOT will install RRFBs (rectangular rapid flashing beacons) such as are on
Riverside Drive by the school and the athletic club. The intent is to ensure that there is the safest
crossing possible at a school zone. DOT intends to work with the school to educate the children
and the school will continue to have a crossing guard at the location. The location of the crosswalk
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is to ensure that pedestrians would only have to cross the road once, at the north end. The
roundabout is designed to point the driver of a vehicle to the things that they need to pay
attention to. Mr. Goins also described how a pedestrian would move across only one lane of
traffic to the island in the middle and then would cross the traffic lane moving in the opposite
direction. In a pedestrian crossing without an island, people need to judge cars coming from two
directions.
Mr. Hickok asked if the intersection at Floyd Dryden would have only one recommended crossing.
Mr. Goins said that typically another crossing is not warranted in a single-lane roundabout. Mr.
Hickok said it was his opinion that kids will try to cross the shortest way possible. This is a concern,
said Mr. Goins, which is led by other things that have been noticed at this intersection including
parents not wanting to pull into the school because of the difficulty of exiting. DOT has been
talking with the school district about providing education for kids and parents about how to drive
through the roundabouts, how to use the activated signals, and where to cross.
Mr. Hickok asked if it would be possible to put an activated light at both ends. Mr. Goins did not
reply directly, but offered more information about how the roundabout is likely to alter vehicle
and pedestrian behaviors. Mr. Hickok said that he drove his kids to Floyd Dryden over the years
and thought that the crossing guard process worked well, but he is very familiar with the
roundabout at Auke Bay and would not want his kids to cross that intersection.
Mr. Voelckers asked how the $450,000,000 bond package is distributed to the communities. Mr.
Goins said that the ballot question regarding the bond package included a list of projects and the
Mendenhall Loop Road project was one of them. He further explained how projects come to be
funded and prioritized.
Mr. Voelckers said that recently the Commission reviewed a case regarding a major housing
proposal on Cinema Drive, and the Commissioners struggled with a level of service of F at that
location. He said that the Commissioners were confused about what DOT’s evaluative process is
about which projects rise to the top of the pile. On paper, it looked as if the Stephen Richards
Drive intersection was a level of service of C and B, which makes it appear to be a less conspicuous
problem that also recently had major upgrades.
Mr. Goins replied that what is not seen in the numbers is how DOT rates different intersections
based on if they are signalized or not. He went into great detail about DOT’s rating methods,
concluding that some of what is occurring at Stephen Richards is effecting what happens at
Cinema Drive for the left-hand turn. What is predicted is that the roundabout at the Stephen
Richards location will affect many more drivers than a roundabout placed at Cinema Drive.
Mr. Goins discussed how they evaluate how a project will affect the system. DOT’s criteria is that
a development of this sort has to trigger 100 vehicles per peak hour. The proposed condominium
development at Cinema Drive triggers about 40 trips increase in the peak hour. So this does not
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meet the threshold to require the developer to do anything more.
Mr. Voelckers said that it seemed there was not as much dialogue as might be appropriate
between DOT’s planning level and projections into the future and the Planning Commission. For
example, when they were considering the 72-unit condominium proposal, there was no
conversational way to know if the Commissioners were doing right by the public. He said it felt
to him like collectively nothing was being done to look at long-range goal setting. He commented
that it would be nice to work towards a solution for a collaboration between CBJ and DOT on
long-range planning and determine if the money is being spent best and in the best locations.
Mr. Goins admitted that he was an engineer, not a planner but believed that it is of concern for
DOT to plan ahead and figure where development is going to happen. These projects are
designed in collaboration with growth rates that are determined with CBJ. In 2035, it is expected
that there will be 1,000 more trips on that road and this is already in evidence with the larger
cruise ships in place and more vehicles going to the Glacier each summer.
Public Testimony
Ms. Mores said that to complete the agenda, she recommended a vote to complete the agenda
past 10:30.
Mr. Levine moved to continue the meeting until 10:50 pm. There was no objection.
Becky Allison is a resident on El Camino. She said she would like to see a change on the El
Camino/Floyd Dryden roundabout. She recommended red flashing lights instead of the green
flashing lights, which are on Riverside Drive. The two roads are quite different. She felt the light
needs to be red to catch the eye, and the bigger the better.
Wayne Coogan said that he supported the concept but the construction was an issue for him.
The Planning Commission has a challenge. Coming before CBJ is the last shot for the project and
then it will be built. He pointed out several things of concern. A car waiting to turn north off
Stephen Richards between 7:15 and 7:45 am has to wait a long time. Then traffic waiting behind
that car will pile up. After several occurrences, the drivers will stop using Stephen Richards and
will divert to Riverside. Regarding pedestrians, he felt this area was more of a concern for
schoolchildren than the Floyd Dryden intersection because the children living on Stephen
Richards Drive walk to Glacier Valley and are less mature than the middle school students are.
Mr. Coogan stated that his personal concerns were regarding construction impacts. He
represented 110 families on Stephen Richards Drive as well as the Duck Creek Market, a tenant
of his. People will not be able to turn left onto Stephen Richards for four months; that is a
dramatic impact.
Jack Manning is the owner of Duck Creek Market. He said that he supported roundabouts
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generally but the construction traffic plan for the summer is of concern. He operates a
convenience store with customers from all over Mendenhall Valley. His business picks up at 3 pm
with people coming back into the Valley and are making lefts off the Loop Road. His business
depends on quick and easy access. Seasonally business is slow in the winter. The project is
scheduled from May to August with no guarantee that it will end in August, he said. Stephen
Richards is a busy street. Currently traffic backs up to Nancy Street on the left-turning lane. In
addition, there is an overlap between this project and the project at the other end of Stephen
Richards. The proposal is for only a right in and a right out. In the past, a detour taking drivers
through the residential neighborhood has not worked. He has worked with the State and Mr.
Coogan has offered the use of his property to expand the construction project. The reason he
was testifying was in hopes that the Commission could make his voice a little louder. He said he
was not able to offer a solution but that closing access for the summer would be devastating.
Mr. Voelckers asked for elaboration on Mr. Coogan’s offer to use his property. Mr. Manning said
that Mr. Coogan is the property owner next to the intersection, and he has offered that the
construction project could be expanded onto his property to allow room for some other
temporary options for accessing the market.
Mr. Haight asked if there was a time of day in the summer that is more important than any other
time for access to the market. Mr. Manning said that the afternoons, 3 pm to 10 pm, are the
busiest. He said that after 6 pm nothing is typically happening on such a construction project. He
hopes there can be flagmen or controls during those hours, and he believed this was done in
Auke Bay.
Robert Noshbisch lives on Stephen Richards Drive. He is an employee at Duck Creek Market. Mr.
Noshbisch said that he understands that layoffs will happen due to the drop in business during
construction. He said he probably would lose his job. He said he is a senior citizen and works at
the Market to pump up his savings for when he cannot work any longer. He understands that
everyone needs to make sacrifices for the community good, but he thought the neighborhood
and this business would experience a disproportionally negative effect. He also commented that
the Mannings have a history of donating to charities, youth groups, and the arts, and that may
be cut back if they cannot afford to run their business profitably.
Chuck Collins spoke representing 300 residents and tenants on Stephen Richards Drive. Mr.
Collins said that while he supports better highways, he does not feel the same way about
roundabouts as other people. He said that will be a hardship to his tenants and neighbors to not
have access. He recommended that complete access be allowed from 7 to 9 in the morning and
4 to 6 in the evening. This could be a condition on the project and a compromise between the
contractors and residents. He said that he sat and counted cars and determined there were about
1,000 trips a day into the park and his apartment complex. He does not see a reason why there
could not be a flagger as an option farther down the road sending people away and reducing
congestion. He also said he wants a designated and responsive person to speak to when there
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are issues. In 2005, he recalled, Seward Street was rebuilt. He owned a business there and for 2
months, shoppers could not get into his store. It cost him about $250,000. It did not put him out
of business, but the furniture store across went out of business due to the loss.
Tom Manning is an owner of Duck Creek Market. Mr. Manning said that there are some issues
with pedestrian crossings that are not being thought through. There has always been a left-hand
turn onto Stephen Richards without the light. The light was put in place to deal with pedestrian
traffic, he said, not to make traffic get to the Glacier faster. Without the light, the left-turn onto
Stephen Richards worked fine. He questioned why there could not be a left-hand turn during
construction with a flagman. He did not think this would cause traffic to back up to Egan Drive
since it did not do so before when there was no light. It is crucial in the afternoons for his
business, he said. He said he thought it would not be difficult to find a way to avoid impacting so
many people and his business.
Mr. Levine made a motion to extend the meeting to 11:05. There were no objections.
Commissioner Comments and Questions to Applicant
Mr. Arndt said that Mr. Manning alluded to possible overlap with the projects happening at
Stephen Richards and Riverside Drive, and he wondered if there would be overlap. Mr. Goins said
that COT is installing a light at the intersection of Stephen Richards and Riverside Drive. However,
contractors have indicated that the light can be operational before the project on Mendenhall
Loop Road begins to alleviate the congestion problem that exists on Riverside. This can encourage
drivers to travel down Riverside and also to access Duck Creek Market from that direction. He
wanted to make it clear that the roundabout project would not cut off access to the Market. The
issue is that they cannot physically allow a left-hand turn movement during certain phases of the
project. He said that in response to Mr. Manning’s recollection, the reason there were no backups to Egan during the previous project was because left-hand turns were eliminated and this
was a big complaint.
Mr. Goins discussed the topic of liquidated damages. He said he met with the Mannings to
determine what their damages were when the intersection was shut down previously. This
information was necessary to increase the liquidated damages and justify it in court. This has
resulted in the fine of $1000 a day if the contractor goes beyond August 15. He stated that if a
creative and workable solution were to be found, DOT would try to do it.
Mr. Voelckers asked if DOT has ever reimbursed a business when a construction project caused
financial hardship. Mr. Goins said that legally DOT is not able to do so, and he had never seen this
done for other projects.
Ms. Maclean said that Mr. Manning made reference to flaggers put in place during construction
of the Auke Bay roundabout, and she wondered if the applicant could give some background as
to why that worked in Auke Bay but why it cannot work on this project. Mr. Goins said that he
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was not involved with the Auke Bay project but was told that it did not work very well. However,
he pointed out that the Mendenhall Loop Road project is a very different scenario.
Ms. Crossley said that down south, work on major highways takes place between 11 pm to 5 am.
She wondered if there was a reason why DOT cannot work outside business hours. Mr. Goins said
that it is due to the physical constraints and the geometry. It is not about the hours when
construction is in operation. He anticipates coming back to the city for a night work permit for
certain activities. Many construction activities do not go well in the night in a residential
neighborhood, but some activities like paving and striping can be done at night.
Mr. Hickok asked if there would be any flag people in place during the process. Mr. Goins said
no, not for the Stephen Richards intersection because through traffic will be allowed go through.
For the intersection at Floyd Dryden, there will be times when flagger control will be necessary.
Mr. Hickok asked what would happen for kids crossing when school is in session. Mr. Goins said
there would be times when crossing will not be available in the traditional sense. During those
times, they will physically shuttle people with taxicabs from one location to another. However,
DOT will not be doing extensive construction until after school is let out for the summer.
Mr. Hickok asked for clarification regarding how traffic will respond when the crosswalk button
is pushed frequently as numbers of children are on their way to school. Mr. Goins first noted that
he would not be allowed to change the color of the flashing light from yellow to red as suggested
by a previous speaker due to the Uniform Traffic Control regulations. This means that the light
would not be a red “hard stop”; it would be a “yield” caution light indicating that once the
pedestrian exits the crosswalk, traffic can continue through.
Commission Discussion
Mr. Levine said that he had concerns about the economic impacts to Duck Creek Market during
construction. He is persuaded by the arguments that a left turn cannot be allowed at times, and
the Commissioners are not in a place to engineer a solution.
MOTION: by, Mr. Levine to accept staff’s findings, analysis and recommendations, and approve
CSP2019 0004 with an added condition:
Applicant shall make all reasonable efforts during construction to alleviate the economic
impact on businesses affected by construction activities.
Discussion
Ms. Crossley asked if Mr. Levine would amend the motion to state “businesses and residents
affected”. Mr. Levine said that he would accept this as a friendly amendment.
Mr. Voelckers spoke in favor of the motion. The Commissioners felt empathy for people impacted
so severely in the middle of their critical season and for DOT being in a tough spot with geometry,
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but he felt there might be some things such as pushing the hours of operation. He wanted to go
on record to state he felt it worth every effort made to find a way to lessen the negative impacts.
Mr. Hickok spoke against the motion. His business is next to the Auke Bay roundabout, he said,
and it was a very difficult time when that was put in place. He said he remains unconvinced that
the design of this roundabout is the safest way for the children to cross the street.
Roll Call Vote:
Mr. Arndt asked for the added condition to be read again.
Applicant shall make all reasonable efforts during construction to alleviate the economic
impact on businesses and residents affected by construction activities.
Yays: Arndt, Crossley, Haight, Voelckers, Levine, Hickok, Dye
Nays: Hickok
The motion passed.
IX.

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT - none

X.

OTHER BUSINESS - none

XI.

STAFF REPORTS

Ms. Maclean gave an update on the downtown rezoning project. CDD will not make the
deadline of August 1 for completion of that project. A request for an extension of one year has
been made. The Assembly’s Committee of Whole discussed this request at the June 10 meeting.
The first reading by the Assembly is on June 24. The Planning Commission will have a public
hearing on June 25, and then it will be back to the Assembly for a public hearing.
XII.

COMMITTEE REPORTS

Mr. Haight said there is an Auke Bay Implementation Committee meeting on June 27 at noon.
XIII.

LIAISON REPORTS – Mr. Bryson passed.

XIV.

CONTINUATION OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS - none

XV.

PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS - none

XVI.

EXECUTIVE SESSION - none

XVII.

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 11:04 pm.
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Additional Materials
Regular Planning Commission Meeting
Assembly Chambers, 7:00pm
Meeting Date: July 9, 2019

1. Revised Agenda for July 9, 2019
2. USE2019 0017 & PWP2019 0001:
a. Public comment from Steven Allwine on behalf of Mendenhall Auto
Center, received 7/1/19
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Agenda
Planning Commission - Regular Meeting
City and Borough of Juneau
July 9, 2019
Assembly Chambers
7:00 PM
I.

ROLL CALL

II.

REQUEST FOR AGENDA CHANGES AND APPROVAL OF AGENDA

III.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A.
B.

June 11, 2019 Draft Minutes, Committee of the Whole
June 11, 2019 Draft Minutes, Regular Planning Commission Meeting

IV.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

V.

ITEMS FOR RECONSIDERATION
A.

VI.

Notice of reconsideration given at the June 25, 2019, Planning Commission meeting for
CSP2019 0005: A review of a State project to install two flashing beacon signs at the
intersection of Back Loop Road and Mendenhall Loop Road

CONSENT AGENDA

VII. UNFINISHED BUSINESS
VIII. REGULAR AGENDA
A.

B.

C.

USE2019 0017: A Conditional Use Permit for St. Vincent de Paul to lease space at 8617 Teal
Street to the CBJ to create the St. Vincent Sobering Center (Dan Austin Transitional Support
Services Center) within its facility for Capital City Fire & Rescue's operation of their
Community Service Patrol and Sleep-Off Services.
PW P2019 0001: A Parking Reduction Waiver for St. Vincent de Paul to lease space at 8617
Teal Street to the CBJ to create the St. Vincent Sobering Center (Dan Austin Transitional
Support Services Center) within its facility for Capital City Fire & Rescue's operation of their
Community Service Patrol and Sleep-Off Services.
SMF2019 0003: A review of a final plat for Pederson Hill Subdivision II Phase 1A resulting in
17 residential lots and 1 public use lot for habitat preservation

IX.

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

X.

OTHER BUSINESS
A.
B.
C.

XI.

Public Works & Facilities Committee Liason Assignment
Title 49 Member Assignment
Subdivision Review Committee Assignment

STAFF REPORTS

XII. COMMITTEE REPORTS
XIII. LIAISON REPORT
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XIV. CONTINUATION OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS
XV. PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS
XVI. EXECUTIVE SESSION
A.

APL2019 0003 (SMP2018 0002): Status and Strategy Issue

XVII. ADJOURNMENT
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T I AUTO CERTER

8725 Mallard Street • Juneau, AK 99801 • (907) 789-1386

June 28, 2019
The City and Borough of Juneau
Juneau Planning Commission
Mr. Ben Haight, Chair

Re: Case Nos.: USE2019 0017 & PWP2019 0001

Dear Chairman Haight and Members of the Planning Commission,
I am compelled to write on behalf of myself and my staff concerning the above
referenced conditional use permit. It has come to our attention that the
Community Development Department is supporting and recommending your
approval of this permit. Unfortunately, I do not share their enthusiasm and would
request that significant restrictions be added, or the permit be outright rejected.
First, let me segregate this into two areas .' My first concern is for the welfare and
safety of the current residents at 8617 Teal Street. Simply put, I do not believe it is
prudent to add this type of function into a facility that already houses both very
young and the elderly. Essentially some of our most vulnerable citizens currently
reside at this address.
After reading the staff report nowhere can I determine that any added safeguards
will be in place to provide more security. A single EMT inside the facility is not
security. This is further demonstrated in the statement that it is a "voluntary
stay". In other words, someone who is inebriated, could and will, wander out of
the sobering center on a whim and end up wherever.

CHRYSLER

•

DODGE•

JEEP •

RAM

•

SUBARU

•

HONDA

•

TOYOTA

•

CHEVROLET
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The second area of concern is more of a business nature. We have operated our
business at this location for 30 years. The bus stop is located on Mallard Street at
the back of the Nugget Mall. The reasoning was, until recently, there was a rear
entrance in the Nugget Mall and this location for the bus stop was justified. This is
no longer the case and I question the stops current location.
As noted in the staff report, Mendenhall Auto Center is "line of sight" between
the bus stop and the St. Vincent facility. Due to the location of the bus stop we
have endured constant traffic across our lot particularly small children, baby
strollers, and bicycles for years. We are constantly moving vehicles on the
grounds and it is fortunate that someone has not been injured.
We have communicated many times over the years requesting that St. Vincent
redirect the residents and guests not to access our lot. This has been largely
ignored. So much so that when the former owner of Honda Hut was alive, we
constructed a fence between our properties at our own expense. .
In the past year, we have seen a marked increase in vandalism, theft, and
damage. I can only believe that with the addition of the sobering center, this issue
will get worse and the pressure on our business both in the areas of security and
safety will increase.

President
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DATE:

June 13, 2019

TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Amy Liu, Planner I

FILE NO.:

CSP2019 0005

PROPOSAL:

A State project review for the construction of two (2) flashing beacon
signs at the intersection of Back Loop Road and Mendenhall Loop Road

GENERAL INFORMATION
Applicant:

State of Alaska Department of Transportation & Public Facilities

Property Owner:

State of Alaska

Property Address:

Intersection of Back Loop Road and Mendenhall Loop Road

Comprehensive Plan Future
Land Use Designation:
Urban Low Density Residential (ULDR)
Zoning:

D5

Utilities:

Public water and sewer

Surrounding Land Use:

North - Residential, U.S. Forest Service / Bureau of Land
Management
South - Residential
East - Residential
West - Residential
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Planning Commission
File No.: CSP2019 0005
June 13, 2019
Page 2 of 5
VICINITY MAP

ATTACHMENT
Attachment A – Application
Attachment B – Email from applicant
PROPOSAL
The proposal includes two new traffic features near the intersection of Back Loop Road and
Mendenhall Loop Road:



Flashing yellow beacon above a STOP AHEAD warning sign
Flashing red beacon above a STOP sign

The intent of the project is to provide clear, additional notification to drivers on Back Loop Road
on the approach to Mendenhall Loop Road. In addition to the existing STOP AHEAD sign and
STOP sign, the lights provide advance warning of an intersection ahead. Advance warning is
intended to mitigate motorist accidents and pedestrian accidents.
BACKGROUND
The project site currently does not have beacon lights. Mendenhall Loop Road and Back Loop

Packet Page 51 of 216

Planning Commission
File No.: CSP2019 0005
June 13, 2019
Page 3 of 5
Road are each two lanes, one in each direction. There is a sidewalk on both sides of Mendenhall
Loop Road, and a sidewalk on the southerly side of Back Loop Road. There is a bus shelter on
Back Loop Road, near the intersection with Mendenhall Loop Road.
Incidents of drivers on Back Loop Road who drive onto private property or fail to stop at the
intersection partly prompted the project. The proposed lights were determined to be the most
efficient method for mitigating those accidents. Guardrail was considered and then dismissed,
because it is not designed to arrest head-on collision. It is intended to deflect traffic into the
travel lane, and/or shield a hazard, such as a cliff. Deflection of traffic may be more problematic
and there is no hazard.
AGENCY REVIEW
Staff contacted CBJ General Engineering & Public Works, Street Division, and Capitol Transit.
Engineering expressed no concern with the project. Staff received no other comment.
PUBLIC COMMENTS
Staff received no public comment.
ANALYSIS
Proposed State capital improvement projects must be reviewed for consistency with the CBJ
Land Use code (Title 49), if they are pursuant to CBJ 49.15.580 (b). Title 49 also provides
reference to the CBJ Comprehensive Plan and the plans that are officially adopted as part of the
Comprehensive Plan.
49.15.580 (b) - State project review: The commission shall review proposed
Alaska State capital improvement projects for consistency with this title pursuant
to AS 35.30.010 and may impose conditions on and modifications to such
projects. If the commission approves or approves with conditions or
modifications, a notice of decision shall be issued. A notice of decision becomes
final 90 days from the date the project was submitted unless modified or
disapproved by the assembly. If the commission disapproves, a notice of
recommendation and draft resolution shall be forwarded to the assembly for
further action.
Conformity with Adopted Plans
Several adopted plans support project features.
2013 Comprehensive Plan states that the road system must be efficient.
It is critical that the community be served by an efficient roadway system that facilitates
traffic flow within and between major population centers, including the Valley, Auke
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Planning Commission
File No.: CSP2019 0005
June 13, 2019
Page 4 of 5
Bay, and Douglas Island, as well as to and within downtown Juneau, the community’s
employment, cultural, and tourist center.
Juneau Non-Motorized Transportation Plan advocates for increasing pedestrian safety. The plan
does not specifically address the project site, but the proposed beacon lights drawing attention
to the oncoming STOP signs are consistent with the plan’s recommendations to better protect
pedestrian travel.
Educate pedestrians, cyclists and motorists so all can use the transportation network
safely and efficiently. This will be accomplished in part by improving signage and
developing programs that encourage residents to choose active modes of transportation
through enforcement. (pg. 1) (Emphasis added)
Area-Wide Transportation Plan (AWTP) considers land use and future development and
establishes direction with respect to transportation in Juneau. Although the project site is not
mentioned specifically, enhancing signage with the beacon lights that will improve safety for
pedestrians and motorists is a guiding principle of the AWTP.
Solution 1.6 – With new construction and reconstruction, evaluate pedestrian and bicycle
needs and recommend sidewalks on one or both sides of a street, as appropriate, in all
commercial and residential subdivisions.
Forecast transportation deficiencies relate to isolated intersection capacity and/or
geometric deficiencies on Glacier Highway at the Industrial Way, Fritz Cove, and the
Back Loop intersections. In addition, there is potential for significantly more
development to occur in this sub-area. Such development can be more easily
accommodated if steps are taken beforehand to preserve right-of-way for transportation
links and connections. (pg. 20s)
2012 Juneau Safe Routes to School Plan has several recommendations to improve safety for
pedestrians, especially those who are children, commuting between home and school. These
demographics are in vicinity of the site due to Mendenhall River Elementary School and Floyd
Dryden Middle School being less than one mile from the intersection. The plan does not
explicitly mention the project’s intersection, but the proposed improvements are in keeping
with the general ideas of moderating traffic in order to protect pedestrians.
Habitat
There are no known habitat issues within the project site.
FINDINGS
Staff finds the proposed construction of flashing beacon lights to be consistent with CBJ
adopted plans and consistent with Title 49.
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Planning Commission
File No.: CSP2019 0005
June 13, 2019
Page 5 of 5
RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission find CSP2019 0005 to be consistent with
adopted local plans and polices, as required by CBJ 49.15.580 and APPROVE CSP2019 0005 to
construct two flashing beacon signs at the intersection of Back Loop Road and Mendenhall Loop
Road.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Epstein, David B (DOT) <david.epstein@alaska.gov>
Tuesday, June 04, 2019 12:49 PM
Amy Liu
Re: CSP20190005, Beacon Lights

EXTERNAL E-MAIL: BE CAUTIOUS WHEN OPENING FILES OR FOLLOWING LINKS
Amy,
The purpose of this project is to provide clear additional notification to drivers on Back Loop Road on the approach to
Mendenhall Loop Road. Advance warning of an intersection ahead and extra‐conspicuous notification of the intersection
itself.
As you know, there have been incidents of impaired drivers on Back Loop who fail to stop at the Loop Road intersection.
Some have ended up in the backyard of a residence, and one of them actually crashed into a house.
The homes on the far side of the intersection (i.e., the imaginary extension of Back Loop Road) are outside the clear
zone of Loop Road. The clear zone concept does not pertain to an extension of Back Loop Road. To erect guardrail on the
east side of Loop Road to shield traffic that would drive through the intersection would be a misuse of guardrail and a
potential hazard to errant drivers. We would be remiss if we installed it there. Guardrail is not meant to arrest head‐on
traffic but rather to deflect traffic back into the lane of travel and/or shield a hazard alongside Mendenhall Loop Road.
But there is no hazard. I mention this because the affected homeowner wanted us to put up guardrail and we did not ‐
for the reasons just provided.
So: we have been clear about what we can’t do and wanted to explore what we could do. We settled on this project. It
will not be effective in the case of a driver impaired or incapacitated to the point of loss of consciousness, however, it
may make a difference to less‐impaired or ‐incapacitated drivers. It is a relatively low‐cost undertaking that we believe
will provide some level of safety enhancement.
In addition to being low‐cost, it is also quite simple ‐ two signs, each provisioned with a flashing beacon. One is an
advance warning sign and will have a flashing yellow beacon. The other is an oversized stop sign with a flashing red
beacon.
Please advise if you have further questions.
Best
David B. Epstein, P.E.
Regional Traffic and Safety Engineer
Alaska DOT&PF – Southcoast Region
(907) 465‐4483 desk // (907) 209‐7995 cell
Email: david.epstein@alaska.gov
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On Jun 4, 2019, at 8:22 AM, Amy Liu <Amy.Liu@juneau.org> wrote:
Hi David,
Could you send me more background information about the project and its stated purpose? I’ve written
briefly about it but am being prompted to provide more details.
Please send your feedback by tomorrow, 6/5 if possible. Thanks, and let me know if you have questions!
Amy Liu | Planner
Community Development Department │ City & Borough of Juneau, AK
Location: 230 S. Franklin Street, 4th Floor Marine View Building
Office: 907.586.0764
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Invitation to Comment
On a proposal to be heard by the CBJ Planning Commission

Your Community, Your Voice

155 S. Seward Street Juneau, Alaska 99801
TO:

PROPOSED LOCATIONS OF
FLASHING BEACON SIGNS—
Yellow beacon for Stop Ahead,
Red beacon for Stop

An application has been submitted for consideration and public hearing by the
Planning Commission for a State project to install two flashing beacon signs
located at the intersection of Back Loop Road and Mendenhall Loop Road.

TIMELINE

Staff Report expected to be posted Monday, June 17, 2019, at
https://beta.juneau.org/assembly/assembly-minutes-and-agendas
Find hearing results, meeting minutes and more here as well.

Now through June 3, 2019

June 4 through 12 noon, June 21

Comments received during
this period will be sent to the
Planner, Amy Liu, to be
included in the staff report.

Comments received during this period
will be sent directly to Commissioners
to read over the weekend in
preparation for the hearing.

HEARING DATE & TIME
7:00 pm, June 25, 2019

You may testify and bring
up to 2 pages of written
material (15 copies) in City
Hall’s Assembly Chambers,
155 S. Seward St., Juneau.

June 26

The results of
the hearing
will be posted
online.

Phone: (907)586-0715  Email: pc_comments@juneau.org
Mail: Community Development, 155 S. Seward St, Juneau AK 99801
Printed May 23, 2019

Case No.: CSP2019 0005
CBJ Parcel Viewer: http://epv.juneau.org
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CSP2019-0005
A State project review for the construction of two (2) flashing beacon
signs at the intersection of Back Loop Road and Mendenhall Loop Road
June 25, 2019

Project Description
The proposal includes two new traffic features
near the intersection of Back Loop Road and
Mendenhall Loop Road:
• Flashing yellow beacon above a STOP AHEAD
warning sign
• Flashing red beacon above a STOP sign
The intent of the project is to provide clear,
additional notification to drivers on Back Loop Road
on the approach to Mendenhall Loop Road.

1
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Project Background
The project site currently does not have beacon lights.
• Mendenhall Loop Road and Back Loop Road are each two lanes, one in each
direction.
• There is a sidewalk on both sides of Mendenhall Loop Road, and a sidewalk on the
southerly side of Back Loop Road. There is a bus shelter on Back Loop Road, near
the intersection with Mendenhall Loop Road.
Incidents of drivers on Back Loop Road who drive onto private property or fail to
stop at the intersection partly prompted the project. The proposed lights were
determined to be the most efficient method for mitigating those accidents.
• Guardrail was considered and then dismissed, because it is not designed to arrest
head-on collision. It is intended to deflect traffic into the travel lane, and/or shield a
hazard, such as a cliff. Deflection of traffic may be more problematic and there is no
hazard.

Agency Review and Public Comment
Staff contacted CBJ General Engineering & Public Works, Street Division, and
Capitol Transit. Engineering expressed no concern with the project. Staff received
no other comment.

A resident wrote a letter commenting on the project after the staff report deadline.
The resident expressed that the lights would be ineffective, and recommended a
three way stop.
• Staff called the resident and elaborated on the need for further evaluation of the
recommendation, for which funding is not available at this time.

2
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Conformity With Adopted Plans
• 2013 Comprehensive Plan states that the road system must be efficient.
• Juneau Non-Motorized Transportation Plan advocates for increasing pedestrian
safety. The plan does not specifically address the project site, but the proposed
beacon lights drawing attention to the oncoming STOP signs are consistent with the
plan’s recommendations to better protect pedestrian travel.
• Area-Wide Transportation Plan (AWTP) considers land use and future development
and establishes direction with respect to transportation in Juneau. Although the
project site is not mentioned specifically, enhancing signage with the beacon lights
that will improve safety for pedestrians and motorists is a guiding principle of the
AWTP.
• 2012 Juneau Safe Routes to School Plan has several recommendations to improve
safety for pedestrians, especially those who are children, commuting between home
and school. These demographics are in vicinity of the site due to Mendenhall River
Elementary School and Floyd Dryden Middle School being less than one mile from
the intersection. The plan does not explicitly mention the project’s intersection, but the
proposed improvements are in keeping with the general ideas of moderating traffic in
order to protect pedestrians.

Findings and Recommendation
Staff finds the proposed construction of flashing beacon lights to be consistent with CBJ
adopted plans and consistent with Title 49.
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission find CSP2019 0005 to be
consistent with adopted local plans and polices, as required by CBJ 49.15.580 and
APPROVE CSP2019 0005 to construct two flashing beacon signs at the
intersection of Back Loop Road and Mendenhall Loop Road.

3
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Agenda
Planning Commission
Regular Meeting
CITY AND BOROUGH OF JUNEAU
Ben Haight, Chairman
June 25, 2019

I.

ROLL CALL

Paul Voelckers, Acting Chairman, called the Regular Meeting of the City and Borough of Juneau
(CBJ) Planning Commission (PC), held in the Assembly Chambers of the Municipal Building, to
order at 7:00 p.m.
Commissioners present:

Paul Voelckers, Vice Chairman; Michael LeVine, Nathaniel Dye,
Shannon Crossley, Dan Hickok, Travis Arndt

Commissioners absent:

Ken Alper; Andrew Campbell; Ben Haight, Chairman

Staff present:

Jill Maclean, CDD Director; Jane Mores, Municipal Attorney; Tim
Felstead, Planner II; Amy Liu, Planner I

Assembly members:

Wade Bryson, Loren Jones

II.

REQUEST FOR AGENDA CHANGES AND APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Ms. Maclean requested that the Commission remove USE2019 0015, the Conditional Use
Permit for the Valley Transit Center, from the agenda and only hear the associated CSP so that
the process can move through the Planning Commission and then through the Assembly. It was
her suggestion that the USE permit may be heard once the CSP completed that process.
Mr. Voelckers agreed that this made sense and, seeing no objection, adopted the agenda with
the removal of USE2019 0015.
III.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A. May 28, 2019 DRAFT Minutes – Planning Commission Regular Meeting

MOTION: by Mr. Dye to approve the May 28, 2019, Planning Commission Regular Meeting
minutes noting any staff corrections or commissioner comments.
The motion passed with no objection.
IV.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

PC Regular Meeting

June 25, 2019

Page 1 of 18
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Patricia Young spoke saying that she is concerned with providing better housing for seniors in
the community, especially those who are outdoor-type people and interested in gardening. She
is interested in finding people who would like to start a new corporation because she would like
to get out of HUD housing and is looking for direction to achieve her goals.
Mr. Voelckers suggested Ms. Young get in touch with the housing officer with the City. He
requested that Mr. Felstead give Ms. Young contact information and invited Ms. Young to
return if these leads were not helpful.
V.

ITEMS FOR RECONSIDERATION - none

VI.

CONSENT AGENDA

CSP2019 0005: Several members of the public in the audience requested that CSP2019 0005 be
pulled from the Consent Agenda and have a full hearing on the case.
AME2019 0006:

Applicant:
Location:

An amendment to Article XII Alternative Development Overlay District
(CBJ 49.70.1210), extending the sunset date for downtown Juneau
ADOD from August 1, 2019 to August 1, 2020
City & Borough of Juneau
Downtown Juneau

Mr. Dye asked if staff felt that one year would be enough time to complete the rezone of
downtown. Ms. Maclean replied that was the intent and expectation.
Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission make a recommendation to the Assembly to
extend the downtown Juneau ADOD from August 1, 2019, to August 1, 2020.
MOTION: by Mr. Levine to accept staff’s findings, analysis, and recommendations, and
recommend to the Assembly the approval of AME2019 0006.
The motion passed with no objection.
VII.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS

VIII.

REGULAR AGENDA
**CASE REMOVED FROM AGENDA**
USE2019 0015:
A Conditional Use Permit to build a Valley Transit Center with
associated Park & Ride facilities
Applicant:
City & Borough of Juneau, Engineering Department
Location:
Mendenhall Mall

PC Regular Meeting

June 25, 2019

Page 2 of 18

Packet Page 66 of 216

CSP2019 0005:
Applicant:
Location:

A review of a State project to install two flashing beacon signs at the
intersection of Back Loop Road and Mendenhall Loop Road
State of Alaska
Intersection of Back Loop Road and Mendenhall Loop Road

Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission find CSP2019 0005 to be consistent with
adopted local plans and polices, as required by CBJ 49.15.580 and APPROVE CSP2019 0005 to
construct two flashing beacon signs at the intersection of Back Loop Road and Mendenhall Loop
Road.
Staff Presentation
Ms. Maclean asked the Chair if the Commission would like a full or condensed presentation by
the planner. Mr. Voelckers took the question to the public in attendance. They replied that they
understood the proposal and were already prepared to comment.
Ms. Liu gave a condensed presentation regarding the proposal of two new traffic features at the
intersection of Back Loop Road and Mendenhall Loop Road. The presentation included:






Project Description
Project Background
Agency Review and Public Comment
Conformity with Adopted Plans
Findings and Recommendation

Applicant Presentation
David Epstein, Engineering Manager from the Alaska Department of Transportation (DOT) said
that he was glad to answer any questions.
Mr. Voelckers clarified his understanding that the why behind this project was due to incidents
of people driving through the stop sign and t-boning on the opposite side of Mendenhall Loop
Road. The lights are intended to make people more aware of the upcoming intersection, and DOT
has determined that the beacons are the best solution. Mr. Epstein replied that the flashing lights
would not help in the situation of a driver who might be incapacitated or impaired to a state of
loss of consciousness; however, someone mildly impaired or inattentive is the target driver for
these improvements to the intersection.
Mr. Arndt asked if the lights would have shields to protect the sides so that the light would be
directed only onto the travel way. Mr. Epstein replied that they will be like a school zone light
and would be shielded by visors.
Mr. Hickok asked if DOT had worked with Capital City Transit about moving the bus stops back
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further away from the stop sign and if that might relieve congestion. Mr. Epstein said this issue
was not brought up to him. Mr. Hickok commented that the bus stops seemed too close to the
stop sign, in his opinion.
Public Comments
Pat Tynan lives at 8351 River Place, a cul-de-sac off Dredge Lake Avenue. Ms. Tynan said that the
intersection of Back Loop and Mendenhall Loop is extremely busy at this time of year. There are
city buses at the bus stop as well as tour buses turning from Auke Lake towards the glacier, traffic
is backed up behind them trying to turn right towards Super Bear, and cars can be backed up all
the way to Mendenhall River School. During rush hour, there are cars turning left off Mendenhall
Loop Road onto Back Loop. She said that without a 3-way stop or a traffic signal to manage the
flow, the traffic is a mess. When a city bus turns left off Mendenhall Loop Road and stops at the
bus stop, drivers coming out of the Dredge Lake area have an obstructed view of the road making
it dangerous to try to pull out. There is no crosswalk at the intersection, but people getting off
the buses need to cross to get to the bike/walking path towards the Glacier. Many tourists are
using public transit at this time of year to get to the glacier. She said that she felt the best options
have not been considered for the problems and that flashing beacons are not the solution. She
suggested that if someone were to stand at the intersection around 4:30 pm on a sunny day, they
would see the traffic patterns including bus riders, pedestrians, bike riders, and bicycle tour
groups. Exiting from Dredge Lake Road is often impossible. She pleaded with the Commission to
take a closer look at the intersection.
Mr. Dye asked if he understood correctly that Ms. Tynan did not object to the flashing beacons,
but wanted to see more done to address the situation. Ms. Tynan replied that she was not in
support of spending money on the flashing beacons because it was a band-aid to much larger
problems.
Raydene Garrrison said she had lived on Eyelet Court for 38 years. She said she has seen many
changes to the neighborhood. It has become denser in terms of housing which has increased the
traffic, and the tourist traffic has increased. There are no crosswalks, she stated, on either the
Mendenhall Loop Road or the Back Loop Road. The situation is extra dangerous in the winter, she
said, because people wear dark clothing. She said that she agrees that flashing lights are
addressing a minor issue in a much bigger problem. There are stop signs that people ignore. Many
people headed towards the glacier on Mendenhall Loop Road pass on the right side in the bike
lane when traffic is stopped waiting to turn left onto the Back Loop. She said the neighborhood
was told previously that this intersection did not have enough traffic to warrant consideration or
analysis. This did not make sense to her. A stop light, a roundabout, or something is needed at
this intersection, and she said she expects the situation to worsen if nothing is done.
Bruce Garrison lives at 4453 Eyelet Court. He said he was concerned about pedestrians. Traffic
has increased exponentially. He confirmed that he also has observed many people not stopping
at the stop sign. A problem at the intersection is that drivers treat it as 3 lanes by using the bike
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lane as a passing lane. He said that he anticipates even more problems. Another issue is that tour
buses are slowing down on the Loop Road so that other tour buses on the Back Loop Road can
make the left turn towards the glacier, he said. DOT has not investigated this intersection, and
the first notice he received that something was proposed was the notice of the Planning
Commission hearing. He said that he is not opposed to the flashing lights and thought they could
work to fix one issue but with a few years, DOT will have to rebuild the intersection.
Mr. Voelckers asked if the intersection in question is the closest point to get off a bus if someone
wanted to walk to the glacier. Mr. Garrison said it was the closest bus stop to Threadneedle,
Grant Street, and the glacier; all people getting off the bus have to cross in that area, including
bicyclists. There have been accidents in the area of people being struck by vehicles.
Applicant Response
Mr. Epstein said that there are two issues. One is to give advance notice to drivers of the stop
sign. The other issue he heard about at this meeting was increased traffic, a concern that he has
also heard about from tour bus drivers. Periodically DOT does informal assessments of unsignalized intersections to see how they compare with traffic signal warrants. An analysis of traffic
at this intersection, done a few years ago, exceeded a warrant for a traffic signal. In fiscal year
2020, he is asking for funding for a traffic signal needs study at this intersection. This type of study
is very formal and needs to be done before any changes are proposed to the intersection. The
study may conclude that a signal is needed or may conclude that another type of treatment is
needed.
Mr. Voelckers asked if this intersection has had an analysis to calculate a level of service. Mr.
Epstein said the principle thing DOT looks at for un-signalized intersections is how they compare
to the traffic signal warrants and the amounts of delay, which is level of service. He said he could
not tell the Commission off the top of his head how many seconds of delay was reached at this
intersection back when DOT looked at the traffic signal warrant, but he could find out that
information if requested.
Mr. Dye asked if installing the flashing beacons would jeopardize the likelihood of this
intersection receiving federal funding or having the studies done to analyze what further
treatments this intersection may need. Mr. Epstein said no.
Ms. Crossley asked if there would need to be further study in order to put in a 3-way stop rather
than making the one stop sign more accessible. Mr. Epstein said yes.
Mr. Hickok said that regarding the delay process, it seemed that the main concern is about safety
of the pedestrians and about pulling in and out. He did not hear comments from the public about
the delay. Mr. Epstein said that a traffic signal needs study and if the study results in a
recommendation to install a traffic signal or a roundabout, this issue would be addressed. If it
does not produce that recommendation, more analysis will need to be done. There are warrants
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for crosswalks, also, he said. Mr. Hickok asked why the state believes the flashing lights are a
necessary solution instead of adding turn lanes or widening the road or some other solution. Mr.
Epstein said that the lights are meant to address the issue of people running through the
intersection.
Mr. Arndt asked what brought this problem up instead of a full study. Mr. Epstein said there was
a vehicle that ran through the intersection a few years ago and hit a home. There was another
instance where a driver was having a medical issue and also ended up on a homeowner’s
property.
Mr. Voelckers summarized that the Commission heard four issues associated with the
intersection:
 Drivers running through the stop sign
 Proximity of the buses
 Lack of crosswalks
 Through-put of the traffic
He said it seemed to him that two of the four things need a specific warrant to analyze them. He
asked if all the warrants would be requested simultaneously to determine the range of
improvements that would be justified at the intersection. Mr. Epstein said that a needs study will
look at pedestrian activity, traffic volume, and crash history. It is comprehensive. Mr. Voelckers
said did that mean that a crosswalk could not be done because it was perhaps not requested
specifically in a warrant. Mr. Epstein said that he was not saying that. That would take its own
data set which would be done in a needs study or could be done sooner.
Mr. Voelckers asked if bus stops are DOT managed or located by the city. Mr. Epstein said it is a
joint conversation between the two. Does that require a warrant to revisit where they are
located, asked Mr. Voelckers? No, said Mr. Epstein, but that requires a conversation with the
right-of-way people. Then, a conversation about that one piece could be started sooner, correct,
asked Mr. Voelckers? (Ed: It seemed Mr. Epstein did not answer that question.)
Ms. Maclean reminded the Commission that they could add conditions for the Assembly to
consider including working with DOT to endorse or support their application for funding of a
study of the intersection and/or revisiting the bus stop locations. Mr. Dye asked if the only review
of this proposal will be done by the Planning Commission and, therefore, such recommendations
as suggested by Ms. Maclean would be passed on to the Assembly. Ms. Maclean said yes.
MOTION: by Mr. Levine to accept staff’s findings, analysis, and recommendations, and approve
recommendation to the Assembly of CSP2019 0005 and that the Commission recommend that
the Assembly support DOT’s request for funding for a study of the intersection at issue.
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Mr. Dye requested a point of order. He said that that he believed Mr. Levine’s motion was
incorrect. The Commission was not making a recommendation to the Assembly regarding the
CSP case but was instead approving the CSP with the inclusion of a recommendation to the
Assembly in the motion. However, the CSP stood alone for Planning Commission review.
Mr. Voelckers clarified for Mr. Levine that the Commission would be recommending to the DOT
that they work the municipality.
Mr. Levine said that Mr. Dye was correct, and he misspoke. He restated his motion:
MOTION: by Mr. Levine to accept staff’s findings, analysis, and recommendations, and approve
CSP2019 0005, and that the Commission note support for funding for a study of the intersection
at issue.
Mr. Hickok spoke against the motion. He said he did not feel that the flashing lights were what
the corner needs. He said he had driven the route from Auke Bay to Floyd Dryden School via
Back Loop Road every school day over a nine-year period and therefore is very aware of this
spot. He did not think that flashing lights would help the situation. There are other ideas that
are not being discussed such as turn lanes, moving bus stops away from the stop signs, and/or
installing a stop light that could increase the safety of the intersection.
Mr. Arndt spoke in favor of the motion. He said there are four big issues to be looked at and
this item can take care of the easiest and least expensive issue, and it is the one that there is
currently funding for. He was in favor of solving one of the problems while DOT works to get
funding to analyze and solve the other three problems.
Mr. Dye spoke in favor for same reasons as Mr. Arndt addressed. He added that hearing from
the applicant that this project moving forward would not jeopardize future funding or this
intersection receiving more attention, eased his concern that this would be just a quick fix for a
bigger problem. He said he is encouraged by the fact that the public has shared their concerns
and that DOT is in the room and has heard the concerns also. It is his hope that with the
Commission’s recommendation, this will move forward as timely as DOT is able to move.
Ms. Crossley spoke against the motion. She said that although this is the least cost, she was
looking at a land action review application for $68,000 for the flashing lights. She said she
thought there are many other issues at the intersection that need to be looked at. She did not
see the flashing light as helping the situation.
Role Call:
Yays: Levine, Dye, Arndt, Voelckers
Nays: Hickok, Crossley
The motion failed.
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Mr. Dye gave notice of reconsideration at the next meeting.
Mr. Voelckers clarified that Mr. Dye’s notice did not require any action by the Commission at
this meeting. It will be on the agenda at the next meeting to decide if the case should be
reopened.
Ms. Mores clarified the procedure. There would need to be a motion made at the Commission’s
next meeting to reopen discussion.
CSP2019 0008:
Applicant:
Location:

A City Project Review to build a Valley Transit Center with associated
Park & Ride facilities
City & Borough of Juneau, Engineering Department
Mendenhall Mall

Mr. Arndt said he had a possible conflict. He is working with the owners of the property on
several other projects and has looked at proposals for the lot but is not involved with the transit
center proposal at all.
Mr. Voelckers said he has worked with the people who own the Mendenhall Mall property on
other, unrelated projects.
Commissioners said they had no problem with Mr. Arndt and Mr. Voelckers’ participation.
Ms. Crossley disclosed that Mr. Felstead is her first cousin.
Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend the Assembly APPROVE CSP2019
0008, the development of the Valley Transit Center and associated Park and Ride lot.
It is further recommended that:
1. All plumbing fixtures meet a recognized water efficiency standard beyond the minimum
required by the CBJ Building Code (e.g. EPA WaterSense standard).
2. It is recommended that public recycling receptacles be used at the VTC.
Planner Presentation
Mr. Felstead gave the presentation regarding the proposal develop a currently vacant piece of
land at the Mendenhall Mall site, which is currently one large lot. Mendenhall Mall Road is a
private road running through the site. CBJ is working with the new owners of the mall to buy
the subject property with a view to subdividing and building the proposed transit center.
Mr. Felstead said that the proposed subdivision would meet the land use code requirements for
access, however since Mendenhall Mall Road is private, there is a recommendation that Capital
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Community Development
City & Borough of Juneau • Community Development
155 S. Seward Street • Juneau, AK 99801
(907) 586-0715 Phone • (907) 586-4529 Fax

PLANNING COMMISSION
NOTICE OF DECISION
Date: July 17, 2019
File No.: CSP2019 0005
State of Alaska DOT&PF
Attn: David Epstein
PO Box 112500
Juneau, AK 99811-2500
Proposal:

A State Project Review for the construction of two (2) flashing beacon signs
at the intersection of Back Loop Road and Mendenhall Loop Road

Hearing Date:

July 9, 2019

The Planning Commission, at a regular public meeting, adopted the analysis and findings listed
in the attached memorandum dated June 13, 2019, and approved the construction of two (2)
flashing beacon signs at the intersection of Back Loop Road and Mendenhall Loop Road, to be
conducted as described in the project description and drawings submitted with the application.
Approval is subject to the following recommendation:
1. The Assembly support DOT’s request for funding for a study of the intersection at issue.
Attachments: June 13, 2019, memorandum from Amy Liu, Community Development, to the CBJ
Planning Commission regarding CSP2019 0005.
Effective Date: The permit is effective upon approval by the Commission, July 9, 2019. This
decision is final 90 days from the date the application was received, or July 25, 2019, unless
modified or disapproved by the Assembly.
This Notice of Decision does not authorize construction. Prior to starting any project, it is the
applicant’s responsibility to obtain the required building permits.
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State of Alaska DOT&PF
CSP2019 00005
July 17, 2019
Page 2 of 2

Project Planner:

__________________________
Amy Liu, Planner
Community Development Department

____________________________
Benjamin Haight, Chair
Planning Commission

_______________________________
Filed With Municipal Clerk

7/24/2019
______________
Date

cc: Plan Review
NOTE: The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) is a federal civil rights law that may affect this development project.
ADA regulations have access requirements above and beyond CBJ - adopted regulations. The State Government and
project designers are responsible for compliance with ADA. Contact an ADA - trained architect or other ADA trained
personnel with questions about the ADA: Department of Justice (202) 272-5434, or fax (202) 272-5447, NW Disability
Business Technical Center (800) 949-4232, or fax (360) 438-3208.
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DATE:

June 25, 2019

TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Jill Maclean, AICP, Director
Community Development Department

CASE NO.:

USE2019 0017 (see associated parking waiver permit PWP2019-0001)

PROPOSAL:

A Conditional Use Permit for St. Vincent de Paul to lease space at 8617 Teal Street
to CBJ to create the St. Vincent Sobering Center (Dan Austin Transitional Support
Services Center) within its facility for Capital City Fire & Rescue's operation of their
Community Service Patrol and Sleep-Off Services

GENERAL INFORMATION
Applicant:

St. Vincent de Paul Society

Property Owner:

St. Vincent de Paul Society

Property Address:

8617 Teal Street

Legal Description:

Valley Centre Block I, Tract A

Parcel Code Number:

5B1501070071

Site Size:

40,000 sq. ft.

Comprehensive Plan Future
Land Use Designation:

Commercial

Zoning:

General Commercial (GC)

Utilities:

CBJ water / sewer

Access:

Teal Street
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Existing Land Use:

St. Vincent de Paul Society multi-use facility

Surrounding Land Use:

North - Mendenhall Auto / Storage
South - Storage
East - Cameron Plumbing - Heating
West - Smith Hall (St. Vincent de Paul Society – senior housing)
VICINITY MAP

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A – Application
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The applicant requests a Conditional Use Permit for the development of Capital City Fire & Rescue
Community Service Patrol and Sleep-off Services. St. Vincent de Paul (SVdP) is leasing space to
the City & Borough of Juneau (CBJ) and making tenant improvements to create the St. Vincent
Sobering Center in its Dan Austin Transitional Support Services Center. The sobering center is
located within the SVdP facility at 8617 Teal Street and will be operated by CCFR as their
Community Service Patrol and Sleep-Off Services.
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BACKGROUND
The current site consists of SVdP’s multi-use facility, which includes transitional housing, an
apartment complex, transitional support services, and an office/meeting room.
CCFR will be taking over Juneau’s Sleep-off Center in July 2019. The current sleep center is
operated by Rainforest Recovery on the Bartlett Hospital campus. The current facility on the
hospital campus is scheduled for demolition in early July in order to accommodate Bartlett
Hospital’s new recovery facility. SVdP is leasing approximately 7,000 sq. ft. for CCFR to operate
and provide the services currently provided by Rainforest Recovery.
Agency Comments
The following CBJ Departments were asked to review and comment:
CBJ Building Official: No issues with this project.
CCFR: No comments from the CCFR Fire Marshals on the proposal.
CBJ Engineering & Public Works: No comments.
CBJ Streets: No issues with this request.
CBJ General Engineering: No concerns with the project as proposed as there are no changes to
grading, exterior utilities, or driveway locations.
Capital Transit: No concerns with the project as proposed; the nearest bus stop location is behind
the Nugget Mall across from Mendenhall Auto. If the Valley Transit Center is developed, routes
may alter in the future and there may be a bus stop located at the intersection of Crest Street
and Teal Street.
CBJ Lands Division: No comments received.
CBJ Law: No comments on the proposal.
Public Comments
No public comments were received at the time of issuing this staff report.
ANALYSIS
Project Description – St. Vincent de Paul (SVdP) is leasing space to the City & Borough of Juneau
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(CBJ) and making tenant improvements to create the St. Vincent Sobering Center in its Dan Austin
Transitional Support Services Center. The sobering center is located within the SVdP facility at
8617 Teal Street and will be operated by Capital City Fire & Rescue (CCFR) as their Community
Service Patrol and Sleep-Off Services.
Traffic - The intended use of the SVdP site as a sobering center is not expected to increase traffic
noticeably and does not trigger the need for a traffic impact analysis.
Parking and Circulation - The existing parking lot at 8617 Teal Street (SVdP facility) consists of 55
off-street parking spaces (see Attachment A for details). The existing and proposed uses
combined total an off-street parking requirement of 61 spaces, including three (3) ADA spaces of
which one (1) must be van accessible. No additional off-street parking spaces are proposed. The
applicant is concurrently seeking a parking waiver for the reduction of six (6) off-street parking
spaces (see PWP2019 0001). The reduction in off-street parking from 61 to 55 is recommended
by staff for approval. The property is located approximately 460 feet by the shortest pedestrian
route from the nearest Capital Transit bus stop.
Vegetative Cover and Landscaping - The project site is required to maintain 10% (4,000 sq. ft.)
vegetative cover. Staff recommends as a condition of approval that a vegetative cover plan be
submitted prior to issuing a building permit.
Lighting - The Land Use Code requires that parking areas should be “adequately lit”. Parking and
lighting plans should be designed by a professional engineer or architect. All lighting should be
full cut-off and no glare should project onto neighboring property. Staff recommends as a
condition of approval that a lighting plan be submitted prior to issuing a building permit.
Noise – CCFR does not intend to use sirens to or from the sleep-off center. Additionally, the
center is designed to be located in a windowless, concrete-walled section of the building.
Public Health or Safety - The clients of the sleep-off center are not anticipated to have an
increased negative impact on the residents of the facility or the surrounding uses over the
existing clients/visitors to the Dan Austin Transitional Support Services Center.
Habitat - There are no known habitats regulated by the Land Use Code on this site.
Property Value or Neighborhood Harmony - The project site is located on Teal Street in a General
Commercial zoning district in the neighborhood located between the Juneau International
Airport and the Nugget Mall. The area consists of a mix of uses including commercial, storage,
retail, auto sales/repair, and multifamily housing. The site is not within a parking district (PD1,
PD2 or fee in-lieu). This project/use is not expected to affect neighborhood harmony or be out of
character with the surrounding commercial and multi-family residential uses.
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Conformity with Adopted Plans –
Comprehensive Plan
Chapter 13 - Community Services:
POLICY 13.3. TO PROMOTE QUALITY MEDICAL AND SOCIAL SERVICES IN THE CBJ TO ENSURE
THE SAFETY, HEALTH, WELL-BEING AND SELF-SUFFICIENCY OF ITS RESIDENTS.
Standard Operating Procedure 13.3:
SOP1 Provide public funds for programs for the indigent and for high-risk groups such as
youth, the elderly, disabled persons, and homeless persons and families.
Implementing Action 13.3:
IA4 Establish and maintain a coordinated substance abuse prevention program, and
comprehensive treatment, rehabilitation, and recovery programs for Juneau residents.
FINDINGS
CBJ 49.15.330 (e)(1), Review of Director's Determinations, states that the Planning Commission
shall review the Director's report to consider:
1. Whether the application is complete;
2. Whether the proposed use is appropriate according to the Table of Permissible Uses;
and,
3. Whether the development as proposed will comply with the other requirements of
this chapter.
The Commission shall adopt the Director's determination on the three items above unless it finds,
by a preponderance of the evidence, that the Director's determination was in error, and states
its reasoning for each finding with particularity.
CBJ 49.15.330 (f), Commission Determinations, states that even if the Commission adopts the
Director's determination, it may nonetheless deny or condition the permit if it concludes, based
upon its own independent review of the information submitted at the public hearing, that the
development will more probably than not:
1. Materially endanger the public health or safety;
2. Substantially decrease the value of or be out of harmony with property in the
neighboring area; or,
3. Not be in general conformity with the comprehensive plan, thoroughfare plan, or
other officially adopted plans.
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Per CBJ 49.15.330 (e) & (f), Review of Director's & Commission’s Determinations, the Director
makes the following findings on the proposed development:
1. Is the application for the requested Conditional Use Permit complete?
Yes. Staff finds the application contains the information necessary to conduct a full review of the
proposed operations. The application submittal by the applicant, including the appropriate fees,
substantially conforms to the requirements of CBJ Chapter 49.15.
2. Is the proposed use appropriate according to the Table of Permissible Uses?
Yes. The requested permit is appropriate according to the Table of Permissible Uses. The permit
is listed at CBJ 49.25.300, Section 7.6 Sobering Centers for the General Commercial zoning
district.
3. Will the proposed development comply with the other requirements of this chapter?
Yes. The proposed development complies with the other requirements of this chapter. Public
notice of this project was provided in the June 28, 2019 and July 7, 2019 issues of the Juneau
Empire's "Your Municipality" section, and a Notice of Public Hearing was mailed to all property
owners within 500 feet of the subject parcel. Moreover, a Public Notice Sign was posted on the
subject parcel, visible from the public right-of-way.
4. Will the proposed development materially endanger the public health or safety?
No. As stated above, the clients of the sleep-off center are not anticipated to have an increased
negative impact on the residents of the facility or the surrounding uses over the existing
clients/visitors to the Dan Austin Transitional Support Services Center.
5. Will the proposed development substantially decrease the value of or be out of harmony
with property in the neighboring area?
No. The project site is located in a General Commercial zoning district in an area consisting of a
mix of uses including commercial, storage, retail, auto sales/repair, and multifamily housing. This
use is not expected to affect neighborhood harmony or be out of character with the surrounding
commercial and multi-family residential uses.
6. Will the proposed development be in general conformity with the Land Use Plan,
Thoroughfare Plan, or other officially adopted plans?
Yes. As stated above, the use conforms to the Comprehensive Plan and the Land Use Plan.
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Per CBJ 49.70.900 (b)(3), General Provisions, the Director makes the following Juneau Coastal
Management Program consistency determination:
7. Will the proposed development comply with the Juneau Coastal Management Program?
N/A
RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Planning Commission adopt the Director's analysis and findings and
APPROVE the requested Conditional Use Permit. The permit would allow St. Vincent de Paul to
lease space at 8617 Teal Street to CBJ to create the St. Vincent Sobering Center (Dan Austin
Transitional Support Services Center) within its facility for Capital City Fire & Rescue's operation
of their Community Service Patrol and Sleep-Off Services (see associated parking waiver permit
PWP2019 0001).
The approval is subject to the following conditions:
1. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit a site plan showing a
minimum of 4,000 sq. ft. of vegetated cover. The vegetated cover plan shall be reviewed
and approved by CDD staff prior to issuance of a building permit. The vegetative cover
areas shown on the approved plans shall be maintained with live vegetative cover as
shown and approved.
2. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit a lighting plan illustrating
the location and type of exterior lighting proposed for the development. Exterior lighting
shall be designed, located, and installed to minimize off-site glare. Approval of the plan
shall be at the discretion of the Community Development Department Director, according
to the requirements at CBJ 49.40.230(d).
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Invitation to Comment
On a proposal to be heard by the CBJ Planning Commission

TEAL STREET

CREST STREET

Your Community, Your Voice

155 S. Seward Street Juneau, Alaska 99801
Proposed CBJ
Sobering Center at
8617 Teal Street

TO:

AIRPORT BLVD

Applications have been submitted for consideration and public hearing by the Planning
Commission for a Conditional Use Permit and an associated Parking Reduction Waiver for
St. Vincent de Paul to lease space at 8617 Teal Street to CBJ to create the St. Vincent
Sobering Center (Dan Austin Transitional Support Services Center) within its facility for
Capital City Fire & Rescue's operation of their Community Service Patrol and Sleep-Off
Services .

TIMELINE

Staff Report expected to be posted Monday, July 1, 2019, at
https://beta.juneau.org/assembly/assembly-minutes-and-agendas
Find hearing results, meeting minutes and more here as well.

HEARING DATE & TIME

July 10, 2019

You may testify and bring up to 2
pages of written material (15 copies)
in City Hall’s Assembly Chambers,
155 S. Seward St., Juneau.

The results of
the hearing
will be posted
online.

Now through 12 noon, Friday, July 5, 2019
Written comments may be submitted via the mail or email
(see contact info, below). Public comments will be delivered
to the Planning Commissioners to read along with the staff
report in preparation for the hearing.

Phone: (907)586-0715  Email: pc_comments@juneau.org
Mail: Community Development, 155 S. Seward St, Juneau AK 99801
Printed June 19, 2019

Case Nos.: USE2019 0017 & PWP2019 0001
Parcel No.: 5B1501070071
CBJ Parcel Viewer: http://epv.juneau.org
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USE2019 0017
&
PWP2019 0001
A Conditional Use Permit for St. Vincent de Paul to lease space
at 8617 Teal Street to CBJ to create the St. Vincent Sobering
Center (Dan Austin Transitional Support Services Center) within
its facility for Capital City Fire & Rescue's operation of their
Community Service Patrol and Sleep-Off Services
July 9, 2019 Planning Commission

Background Information
Applicant:

St. Vincent de Paul Society

Property
Owner:

St. Vincent de Paul Society

Site Size:

40,000 sq. ft.

Comprehensi
ve Plan
Future Land
Use
Designation:

Commercial

Current
zoning:

General Commercial (GC)

Proposed
Use:

Sobering Center (TPU
49.25.300 Section 7.6)

1
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Vicinity Map
Street View

Zoning
Map

Subject
Parcel

2
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Nugget
Mall

Jordan
Creek

Smith
Hall
Senior
Housing

Mendenhall
Auto

Subject
Parcel
Storage

Airport

New
Townhomes

Cameron
Plumbing Heating

Existing Uses
in the Area

CAT
Rental

JMA

Project
Description
The current site consists of
SVdP’s multi-use facility
(transitional housing, an
apartment complex,
transitional support services,
office/meeting room).
CCFR will be taking over
Juneau’s Sleep-off Center in
July 2019. The current sleep
center is operated by
Rainforest Recovery on the
Bartlett Hospital campus.

3
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Project
Description
SVdP is leasing approximately
7,000 sq. ft. for CCFR to
operate and provide the
services currently provided by
Rainforest Recovery.

Sobering Center Plan

4
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SVdP facility consists of 55 off-street
parking spaces.

Parking

Existing and proposed uses combined
total an off-street parking requirement
of 61 spaces, including three (3) ADA
spaces of which one (1) must be van
accessible.
No additional off-street parking
spaces are proposed.
Seeking a parking waiver for the reduction of six
(6) off-street parking spaces (see PWP2019
0001).
The reduction in off-street parking from 61 to 55 is
recommended by staff for approval.
The property is located approximately 460 feet by
the shortest pedestrian route from the nearest
Capital Transit bus stop.

No issues were raised during agency review of the submitted application
materials.
Capital Transit stated if the Valley Transit Center is developed, routes may
alter in the future and there may be a bus stop located at the intersection of
Crest Street and Teal Street.
Concerns raised by Mendenhall Auto received July 1, include:
 Welfare and safety of current residents at SVdP
 Nature of “voluntary stay” – may leave inebriated when they wish and be
in the neighborhood
 One EMT staff person for security
 Question the location of the bus stop at the rear of the mall
 SVdP residents accessing the Mendenhall Auto property

Agency &
Public
Comment
21 Public notice post cards
printed April 29, 2019
Public notice sign posted onsite June 20, 2019
Newspaper ads published on
June 28 and July 7, 2019

5
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Conformity with Adopted
Plans
2013 CBJ Comprehensive Plan

Comp Plan Land Use Category: Commercial
(C).

Staff finds the use is at a scale appropriate for the area in a GC zoning
district in the neighborhood located between the Juneau International
Airport and the Nugget Mall. The area consists of a mix of uses including
commercial, storage, retail, auto sales/repair, and multifamily housing.

Lands devoted to retail, office, food service or
personal service uses, including neighborhood
retail and community commercial centers,
such as shopping centers and malls, office
complexes or other large employment centers.
Mixed retail/residential/office uses are allowed
and encouraged. Residential and nonresidential uses could be combined within a
single structure, including off-street parking.
Residential densities ranging from 18- to 60units per acre are appropriate in this area, with
even higher densities appropriate in mixeduse or transit-oriented developments. Ground
floor retail space facing roads with parking
behind the retail and housing above would be
an appropriate and efficient use of the land.

Chapter 13 - Community Services Chapter
POLICY 13.3. TO PROMOTE QUALITY MEDICAL AND SOCIAL SERVICES IN
THE CBJ TO ENSURE THE SAFETY, HEALTH, WELL-BEING AND SELFSUFFICIENCY OF ITS RESIDENTS.
Standard Operating Procedure 13.3:
SOP1 Provide public funds for programs for the indigent and for high-risk
groups such as youth, the elderly, disabled persons, and homeless persons
and families.
Implementing Action 13.3:
IA4 Establish and maintain a coordinated substance abuse prevention
program, and comprehensive treatment, rehabilitation, and recovery programs
for Juneau residents.

6
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USE2019-0017
Findings
CBJ 49.15.330 (f), Commission Determinations, states that even if the Commission
adopts the Director's determination, it may nonetheless deny or condition the permit
if it concludes, based upon its own independent review of the information submitted
at the public hearing, that the development will more probably than not:
1. Materially endanger the public health or safety;
2. Substantially decrease the value of or be out of harmony with property in the
neighboring area; or,
3. Not be in general conformity with the comprehensive plan, thoroughfare plan, or
other officially adopted plans.

USE2019-0017
Findings
Per CBJ 49.15.330 (e) & (f), Review of Director's & Commission’s Determinations, the Director
makes the following findings on the proposed development:
1. Is the application for the requested Conditional Use Permit complete?
Yes. Staff finds the application contains the information necessary to conduct a full review of the
proposed operations. The application submittal by the applicant, including the appropriate fees,
substantially conforms to the requirements of CBJ Chapter 49.15.
2. Is the proposed use appropriate according to the Table of Permissible Uses?
Yes. The requested permit is appropriate according to the Table of Permissible Uses. The permit
is listed at CBJ 49.25.300, Section 7.6 Sobering Centers for the General Commercial zoning
district.
3. Will the proposed development comply with the other requirements of this chapter?
Yes. The proposed development complies with the other requirements of this chapter. Public
notice of this project was provided in the June 28, 2019 and July 7, 2019 issues of the Juneau
Empire's "Your Municipality" section, and a Notice of Public Hearing was mailed to all property
owners within 500 feet of the subject parcel. Moreover, a Public Notice Sign was posted on the
subject parcel, visible from the public right-of-way.

7
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USE2019-0017
Findings
4. Will the proposed development materially endanger the public health or safety?
No. As stated above, the clients of the sleep-off center are not anticipated to have an increased
negative impact on the residents of the facility or the surrounding uses over the existing
clients/visitors to the Dan Austin Transitional Support Services Center.
5. Will the proposed development substantially decrease the value of or be out of harmony
with property in the neighboring area?
No. The project site is located in a General Commercial zoning district in an area consisting of a
mix of uses including commercial, storage, retail, auto sales/repair, and multifamily housing. This
use is not expected to affect neighborhood harmony or be out of character with the surrounding
commercial and multi-family residential uses.
6. Will the proposed development be in general conformity with the Land Use Plan,
Thoroughfare Plan, or other officially adopted plans?
Yes. As stated above, the use conforms to the Comprehensive Plan and the Land Use Plan.
7. Will the proposed development comply with the Juneau Coastal Management Program?
N/A

USE2019-0017
Recommendation
It is recommended that the Planning Commission adopt the director's analysis and findings and
APPROVE the Conditional Use Permit. The permit would allow St. Vincent de Paul to lease space at
8617 Teal Street to CBJ to create the St. Vincent Sobering Center (Dan Austin Transitional Support
Services Center) within its facility for Capital City Fire & Rescue's operation of their Community
Service Patrol and Sleep‐Off Services (see associated parking waiver permit PWP2019 0001).
The approval is subject to the following conditions:
1. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit a site plan showing a
minimum of 4,000 sq. ft. of vegetated cover. The vegetated cover plan shall be reviewed and
approved by CDD staff prior to issuance of a building permit. The vegetative cover areas shown
on the approved plans shall be maintained with live vegetative cover as shown and approved.
2. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit a lighting plan illustrating the
location and type of exterior lighting proposed for the development. Exterior lighting shall be
designed, located, and installed to minimize off‐site glare. Approval of the plan shall be at the
discretion of the Community Development Department Director, according to the requirements
at CBJ 49.40.230(d).

8
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PWP2019-0001
Findings
Per CBJ 49.40.210(D)(6), the Director makes the following findings on the proposed parking waiver:
1. The granting of the waiver would result in more benefits than detriments to the
community as a whole as identified by the Comprehensive Plan.
Yes. The waiver will result in more benefits to the community as a whole than detriments, as
identified by the Comprehensive Plan policies.
As mentioned above, CCFR’s Community Service Patrol and Sleep-off Services conforms to
Chapter 13, Policy 13.3, “to promote quality medical and social services in the CBJ to ensure the
safety, health, well-being and self-sufficiency of its residents.”
2. The development is located outside the PD-1 parking district, the PD-2 parking district,
and the Downtown Fee-in-lieu of Parking District map areas.
Yes. The development is located outside the above parking overlay districts.
3. Granting the waiver will not result in adverse impacts to property in the neighboring area.
No. As described above, the project is not expected to generate the need for additional off-street
parking.
4. The waiver will not materially endanger public health, safety, and welfare.
No. As reviewed above, the waiver of the six (6) spaces will not impact the site, nor the neighboring
properties, as the use does not generate the need for additional off-street parking.

PWP2019-0001
Recommendation
It is recommended that the Planning Commission adopt the Director's analysis and
findings and APPROVE the requested the Parking Reduction Waiver for a reduction of
six (6) non-residential parking spaces. The following condition applies:
1. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit a parking plan
demonstrating that the 55 spaces are provided, including three (3) ADA parking
spaces, one (1) of which must be van accessible.

9
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PLANNING COMMISSION
NOTICE OF DECISION
Date:
Case No.:

July 10, 2019
USE2019 0017

St. Vincent de Paul Society, Diocesan Council of Southeast Alaska, Inc.
ATTN: Bradley Perkins
8617 Teal Street
Juneau, AK 99801
Proposal:

A Conditional Use Permit for St. Vincent de Paul to lease space at 8617 Teal
Street to the CBJ and make tenant improvements to create the St. Vincent
Sobering Center in its Dan Austin Transitional Support Services Center within its
facility for Capital City Fire & Rescue's operation of their Community Service
Patrol and Sleep-Off Services.

Property Address:

8617 Teal Street

Legal Description:

Valley Centre Block I TR A

Parcel Code No.:

5B1501070071

Hearing Date:

July 9, 2019

The Planning Commission, at its regular public meeting, adopted the analysis and findings listed in the
attached memorandum dated June 25, 2019, and approved the Conditional Use Permit to be conducted
as described in the project description and project drawings submitted with the application, with the
following conditions:
1. Prior to issuance of a Building Permit, the applicant shall submit a site plan showing a
minimum of 4,000 square feet of vegetated cover. The vegetated cover plan shall be
reviewed and approved by Community Development Department staff prior to issuance
of a Building Permit. The vegetative cover areas shown on the approved plans shall be
maintained with live vegetative cover as shown and approved.
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St. Vincent de Paul Society
Case No.: USE2019 0017
July 10, 2019
Page 2 of 2
2. Prior to issuance of a Building Permit, the applicant shall submit a lighting plan illustrating
the location and type of exterior lighting proposed for the development. Exterior lighting
shall be designed, located, and installed to minimize off-site glare. Approval of the plan
shall be at the discretion of the Community Development Department Director, according
to the requirements at CBJ 49.40.230(d).
Attachments: June 25, 2019, memorandum from Jill Maclean, Director, Community Development, to
the CBJ Planning Commission regarding USE2019 0017.
This Notice of Decision does not authorize construction activity. Prior to starting any project, it is the
applicant’s responsibility to obtain the required Building Permits.
This Notice of Decision constitutes a final decision of the CBJ Planning Commission. Appeals must be
brought to the CBJ Assembly in accordance with CBJ 01.50.030. Appeals must be filed by 4:30 P.M. on the
day twenty days from the date the decision is filed with the City Clerk, pursuant to CBJ 01.50.030 (c). Any
action by the applicant in reliance on the decision of the Planning Commission shall be at the risk that the
decision may be reversed on appeal (CBJ 49.20.120).
Effective Date:

The permit is effective upon approval by the Commission, July 9, 2019.

Expiration Date:

The permit will expire 18 months after the effective date, or January 9, 2021, if no
Building Permit has been issued and substantial construction progress has not been
made in accordance with the plans for which the development permit was
authorized. Application for permit extension must be submitted thirty days prior to
the expiration date.

Project Planner:

________________________________
Jill Maclean, Director
Community Development Department

________________________________
Benjamin Haight, Chair
Planning Commission

________________________________
Filed With Municipal Clerk

7/24/2019
_________________
Date

cc:

Plan Review

NOTE: The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) is a federal civil rights law that may affect this development project. ADA regulations
have access requirements above and beyond CBJ-adopted regulations. Owners and designers are responsible for compliance with ADA.
Contact an ADA - trained architect or other ADA trained personnel with questions about the ADA: Department of Justice (202) 272-5434,
or fax (202) 272-5447, NW Disability Business Technical Center (800) 949-4232, or fax (360) 438-3208.
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DATE:

June 25, 2019

TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Jill Maclean AICP, Director
Community Development Department

CASE NO.:

PWP2019 0001 (see associated Conditional Use Permit USE2019 0017)

PROPOSAL:

A Parking Reduction Waiver from 22 spaces to 16 spaces for St. Vincent
de Paul to lease space at 8617 Teal Street to the CBJ to create the St.
Vincent Sobering Center (Dan Austin Transitional Support Services
Center) within its facility for Capital City Fire & Rescue’s operation of
their Community Service Patrol and Sleep-Off Services

GENERAL INFORMATION
Applicant:

St. Vincent de Paul Society

Property Owner:

St. Vincent de Paul Society

Property Address:

8617 Teal Street

Legal Description:

Valley Centre Block I TR A

Parcel Code No.:

5B1501070071

Site Size:

0.9183 acre (40,000 sq. ft.)

Comprehensive Plan Future
Land Use Designation:
Commercial
Zoning:

General Commercial (GC)

Utilities:

CBJ water / sewer

Access:

Teal Street
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Planning Commission
File No.: PWP2019 0001
June 25, 2019
Page 2 of 5
Existing Land Use:

St. Vincent de Paul Society multi-use facility

Surrounding Land Use:

North
South
East
West

- Mendenhall Auto / Storage
- Storage
- Cameron Plumbing - Heating
- Smith Hall (St. Vincent de Paul Society – senior housing)
VICINITY MAP

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A – Application
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
St. Vincent de Paul (SVdP) is leasing space to the City & Borough of Juneau (CBJ) and making tenant
improvements to create the St. Vincent Sobering Center in its Dan Austin Transitional Support
Services Center. The sobering center is located within the SVdP facility at 8617 Teal Street, and will
be operated by Capital City Fire & Rescue (CCFR) as their Community Service Patrol and Sleep-Off
Services.
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Planning Commission
File No.: PWP2019 0001
June 25, 2019
Page 3 of 5
BACKGROUND
The current site consists of SVdP’s multi-use facility, which includes transitional housing, an
apartment complex, transitional support services, and office/meeting room.
CCFR is taking over Juneau’s Sleep-Off Center in July of 2019. The current sleep center is operated
by Rainforest Recovery on the Bartlett Hospital campus. The current facility on the hospital campus
is scheduled for demolition in early July, in order to accommodate Bartlett Hospital’s new recovery
facility. SVdP is leasing approximately 7,000 square feet for CCFR to operate/provide the services
currently provided by Rainforest Recovery.
Agency Comments
The following CBJ departments were asked to review and comment:
CBJ Building Official: No issues with this project.
CCFR: No comments from the CCFR Fire Marshals on the proposal.
CBJ Engineering & Public Works: No comments.
CBJ Streets: No issues with this request.
CBJ General Engineering: No concerns with the project as proposed, as there are no changes to
grading, exterior utilities, or driveway locations.
Capital Transit: No concerns with the project as proposed. The nearest bus stop location is behind
the Nugget Mall across from Mendenhall Auto; if the Valley Transit Center is developed, routes
may alter in the future and there may be a bus stop located at the intersection of Crest Street and
Teal Street.
CBJ Lands Division: No comments received.
CBJ Law: No comments on the proposal.
Public Comments
No public comments were received at the time of issuing this staff report.
ANALYSIS
Project Location – The project site is located on Teal Street in a General Commercial zoning
district, in the neighborhood located between the Juneau International Airport and the Nugget
Mall. The area consists of a mix of uses including commercial, storage, retail, auto sales/repair,
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Planning Commission
File No.: PWP2019 0001
June 25, 2019
Page 4 of 5
and multi-family housing. The site, being located in the valley, is not within a parking district
(PD1, PD2, or fee in-lieu).
Impacts on Nearby On-Street Parking – The existing parking lot at 8617 Teal Street (SVdP
facility) consists of 55 off-street parking spaces (see Attachment A for details). No additional
off-street parking spaces are proposed. The property is located within approximately 460 feet
from the nearest Capital Transit bus stop by the shortest pedestrian route.
Use
Residential Use
(transitional housing)
Non-Residential Uses
(office, storage,
sobering center)
Total Off-Street
Parking Space

Required Parking

Provided Parking

Proposed Parking

Total ADA Spaces

3 including 1 van accessible (ADA spaces may be included in the total
number of required off-street parking spaces)

39

39

39

22

16

16

61

55

55

Habitat – There are no known habitats regulated by the Land Use Code on this site.
Conformity with adopted plans –
Comprehensive Plan
Chapter 13 Community Services
POLICY 13.3. TO PROMOTE QUALITY MEDICAL AND SOCIAL SERVICES IN THE CBJ TO ENSURE THE
SAFETY, HEALTH, WELL-BEING AND SELF-SUFFICIENCY OF ITS RESIDENTS.
Standard Operating Procedure 13.3:
SOP1 – Provide public funds for programs for the indigent and for high-risk groups such as
youth, the elderly, disabled persons, and homeless persons and families.
Implementing Action 13.3:
IA4 – Establish and maintain a coordinated substance abuse prevention program, and
comprehensive treatment, rehabilitation, and recovery programs for Juneau residents.
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Planning Commission
File No.: PWP2019 0001
June 25, 2019
Page 5 of 5
FINDINGS
Per CBJ 49.40.210(D)(6), the Director makes the following findings on the proposed parking
waiver:
1.
The granting of the waiver would result in more benefits than detriments to the
community as a whole as identified by the Comprehensive Plan.
Yes. The waiver will result in more benefits to the community as a whole than detriments, as
identified by the Comprehensive Plan policies.
As mentioned above, CCFR’s Community Service Patrol and Sleep-off Services conforms to Chapter
13, Policy 13.3, “to promote quality medical and social services in the CBJ to ensure the safety,
health, well-being and self-sufficiency of its residents.”
2.
The development is located outside the PD-1 parking district, the PD-2 parking
district, and the Downtown Fee-in-lieu of Parking District map areas.
Yes. The development is located outside the above parking overlay districts.
3.
Granting the waiver will not result in adverse impacts to property in the neighboring
area.
No. As described above, the project is not expected to generate the need for additional offstreet parking.
4.

The waiver will not materially endanger public health, safety, and welfare.

No. As reviewed above, the waiver of the six (6) spaces will not impact the site, nor the
neighboring properties, as the use does not generate the need for additional off-street parking.
RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Planning Commission adopt the Director's analysis and findings and
APPROVE the requested the Parking Reduction Waiver for a reduction of six (6) non-residential
parking spaces. The following condition applies:
1. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit a parking plan
demonstrating that the 55 spaces are provided, including three (3) ADA parking spaces, one
(1) of which must be van accessible.
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Invitation to Comment
On a proposal to be heard by the CBJ Planning Commission

TEAL STREET

CREST STREET

Your Community, Your Voice

155 S. Seward Street Juneau, Alaska 99801
Proposed CBJ
Sobering Center at
8617 Teal Street

TO:

AIRPORT BLVD

Applications have been submitted for consideration and public hearing by the Planning
Commission for a Conditional Use Permit and an associated Parking Reduction Waiver for
St. Vincent de Paul to lease space at 8617 Teal Street to CBJ to create the St. Vincent
Sobering Center (Dan Austin Transitional Support Services Center) within its facility for
Capital City Fire & Rescue's operation of their Community Service Patrol and Sleep-Off
Services .

TIMELINE

Staff Report expected to be posted Monday, July 1, 2019, at
https://beta.juneau.org/assembly/assembly-minutes-and-agendas
Find hearing results, meeting minutes and more here as well.

HEARING DATE & TIME

July 10, 2019

You may testify and bring up to 2
pages of written material (15 copies)
in City Hall’s Assembly Chambers,
155 S. Seward St., Juneau.

The results of
the hearing
will be posted
online.

Now through 12 noon, Friday, July 5, 2019
Written comments may be submitted via the mail or email
(see contact info, below). Public comments will be delivered
to the Planning Commissioners to read along with the staff
report in preparation for the hearing.

Phone: (907)586-0715  Email: pc_comments@juneau.org
Mail: Community Development, 155 S. Seward St, Juneau AK 99801
Printed June 19, 2019

Case Nos.: USE2019 0017 & PWP2019 0001
Parcel No.: 5B1501070071
CBJ Parcel Viewer: http://epv.juneau.org
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PLANNING COMMISSION
NOTICE OF DECISION
Date:
July 10, 2019
File No.:
PWP2019 0001
St. Vincent de Paul Society, Diocesan Council of Southeast Alaska, Inc.
ATTN: Bradley Perkins
8617 Teal Street
Juneau, AK 99801
Proposal:

A Parking Reduction Waiver from 22 spaces to 16 spaces for St. Vincent de Paul to lease
space at 8617 Teal Street to the CBJ to create the St. Vincent Sobering Center (Dan
Austin Transitional Support Services Center) within its facility for Capital City Fire &
Rescue’s operation of their Community Service Patrol and Sleep-Off Services

Property Address: 8617 Teal Street
Legal Description: Valley Centre Block I TR A
Parcel Code No.:

5B1501070071

Hearing Date:

July 9, 2019

The Planning Commission, at its regular public meeting, adopted the analysis and findings listed
in the attached memorandum dated June 25, 2019 and approved the parking reduction waiver
from 22 parking spaces to 16 spaces to be conducted as described in the project description
and project drawings submitted with the application and with the following conditions:
1. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit a parking plan
demonstrating that the 55 spaces are provided, including three (3) ADA parking spaces,
one (1) of which must be van accessible.
Attachments:

June 25, 2019 memorandum from Jill Maclean, Director, Community
Development to the CBJ Planning Commission regarding PWP2019 0001.
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St. Vincent de Paul Society
File No.: PWP2019 0001
July 10, 2019
Page 2 of 2
This Notice of Decision does not authorize any construction activity. Prior to starting any
development project, it is the applicant’s responsibility to obtain a building permit for any and
all improvements requiring such.
This Notice of Decision constitutes a final decision of the CBJ Planning Commission. Appeals must be
brought to the CBJ Assembly in accordance with CBJ 01.50.030. Appeals must be filed by 4:30 PM on the
day twenty days from the date the decision is filed.
Effective Date: The waiver is effective upon approval by the Planning Commission, July 9, 2019.
Expiration Date: Approved Parking Waivers shall expire upon a change of use.

Project Planner: ____________________________
_____________________________
Jill Maclean, Director
Benjamin Haight, Director
Community Development Department Planning Commission

____________________________
Filed With Municipal Clerk

cc:

7/24/2019
__________________
Date

Plan Review

NOTE: The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) is a federal civil rights law that may affect this development project. ADA
regulations have access requirements above and beyond CBJ - adopted regulations. Owners and designers are responsible for
compliance with ADA. Contact an ADA - trained architect or other ADA trained personnel with questions about the ADA:
Department of Justice (202) 272-5434, or fax (202) 272-5447, NW Disability Business Technical Center 1 (800) 949-4232, or fax
(360) 438-3208.
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DATE:

June 26, 2019

TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Allison Eddins, Planner
Community Development Department

FILE NO.:

SMF2019 0003

PROPOSAL:

Final plat for Pederson Hill Subdivision II Phase 1A for 17 residential lots and one
public use lot for habitat preservation

GENERAL INFORMATION
Applicant:

City and Borough of Juneau

Property Owner:

City and Borough of Juneau

Legal Description:

Pederson Hill Lot 2

Parcel Code No.:

4B2201010101

Site Size:

Pederson Hill Lot 2 – 121.4 acres
Pederson Hill Phase 1A – 6 acres

Comprehensive Plan Future
Land Use Designation:
Medium Density Residential (MDR)
Zoning:

D10 SF (Single Family)

Utilities:

Public Water/Public Sewer

Access:

Karl Reishus Boulevard (new CBJ right-of-way)

Existing Land Use:

Vacant/Improved

Surrounding Land Use:

North – Vacant, University of Alaska, D1 (T) D5
South – Glacier Highway / Veterinary Clinic, Industrial
East - Vacant, University of Alaska, D1 (T) D5
West – Church, D10 Multifamily & D10 SF

Packet Page 127 of 216

Planning Commission
File No.: SMF2019 0003
June 26, 2019
Page 2 of 6
VICINITY MAP

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A – Application for final plat and proposed final plat
Attachment B – Notice of Decision for preliminary plat (SMP16-02)
Attachment C – Notice of Decision for modification to preliminary plat (SMP17-01)
Attachment D – Pederson Hill Subdivision Design Excerpt
Attachment E – Deed Restriction for Phase 1A Lot 9
Attachment F – Alaska Dept. of Fish and Game comments and CBJ’s response
Attachment G – Excerpt of October 10, 2017 Planning Commission meeting minutes
BACKGROUND
The Planning Commission approved with conditions the preliminary plat for Pederson Hill
Subdivision Phase 1 (SMP2016 0002) on February 28, 2017 (See Attachment B). Due to internal
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Planning Commission
File No.: SMF2019 0003
June 26, 2019
Page 3 of 6
financing mechanisms, the applicant, the City and Borough of Juneau (CBJ), sought to modify the
approved subdivision for Phase 1 by splitting it into sub-phases – Phases 1A, 1B and 1C. The
Planning Commission approved this modification (SMP2017 0001) on October 10, 2017. No new
conditions were added (See Attachment C).
This is a final plat review for Phase 1A. One condition has been added for final plat approval:
All public improvements must be accepted for maintenance by CBJ prior to plat recording.
The Notice of Decision for the preliminary plat approval included the conditions listed below,
several of which the applicant has subsequently addressed and the status of which are shown in
bold font following the condition.
Please note that due to the modification to the subdivision and phasing of development, the lot
numbering has changed from the preliminary plat approved on February 28, 2017. Where
renumbering has occurred, the condition, below, identifies the new lot number.
The conditions from the February 28, 2017, Notice of Decision are:
1. Prior to Construction Plan approval, the applicant shall submit detailed data for future
utilities per 49.15.411(f)(7). (This condition has been met – see Attachment D.)
2. Prior to Construction Plan approval, the applicant shall submit required documentation
meeting 49.15.411(6) Erosion Control. (This condition has been met – see Attachment D.)
3. Prior to Construction Plan approval, the applicant shall submit an updated lot closure
report. (This condition has been met – see Attachment A.)
4. Prior to Construction Plan approval, the applicant shall submit another subdivision plat to
ensure labels and naming are consistent throughout the plat sheets. (This condition has
been met – see Attachment A.)
5. Remove labels ‘Preservation Lot’ and ‘Park Lot’ and replace with new plat note, as shown
below. [Note: This is in reference to Condition 6.] (The final plat includes this note. This
condition has been met – see Attachment A.)
6. Prior to Final Plat approval, the applicant shall submit a draft plat with the following plat
notes on the subdivision plat:
a. Plat Note: “Right-of-way access for Lots 1-7 Block C (modified on Phase 1A Lots 2-7)
shall be restricted to common driveways for each pair of lots. Only one of the
seven lots may have its own driveway that is not common to an adjacent lot.” (The
final plat includes this note. This condition has been met – see Attachment A.)
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b. Plat Note: “Corner lots abutting Karl Reishus Boulevard shall have driveways limited
to accessing a street other than Karl Reishus Boulevard.” (The final plat includes
this note. This condition has been met - see Attachment A.)
c. Plat Note: “Wetlands exist throughout this subdivision. Approval to impact these
wetlands has been given by the US Army Corps of Engineers (COE). Consult COE for
more information.” (The final plat includes this note. This condition has been met
- see Attachment A.)
d. Plat Note: “Lots 10 & 12 Block A and Lot 9 Block C (modified to Phase 1A Lot 9 and
Phase 1B Lots 5, 7) shall be Public Use Lots. Restriction of building development,
further subdivision, and other limitations or restrictions apply. (The final plat
includes this note for Phase 1A Lot 9. This condition has been met - see
Attachment A.)
7. Prior to Plat recording, the applicant shall submit documentation that places a permanent
protected status on Lots 10 & 12 Block A and Lot 9 Block C (modified to Phase 1A Lot 9 and
Phase 1B Lot 7) in accordance with 49.15.422. (A deed restriction for Phase 1A, Lot 9 has
been drafted and will be recorded with the plat. This condition has been met – see
Attachment E)
8. Prior to Construction Plan approval, the applicant shall submit a design showing a drainage
infrastructure that would allow fish passage through the equestrian trail east of Karl
Reishus Boulevard. (This condition has been met – see Attachment D.)
9. Prior to Construction Plan approval, the applicant shall submit a design showing a
minimum 10-foot wide walking surface within the Wild Rose Walk ROW per 49.35.610(a).
(This condition has been met – see Attachment D.)
10. Prior to Construction Plan approval, the applicant shall submit a lighting plan meeting
applicable CBJ standards. (This condition has been met – see Attachment D.)
11. Prior to Construction Plan approval, the applicant shall submit documentation ensuring
compliance with section D107.1 of the International Fire Code. (This condition has been
met.)
AGENCY REVIEW
The following agency review comments were received for the original preliminary plat review in
2017. Staff reached out to the agencies for additional comments prior to final plat recording. No
agencies had additional comments.
Capital City Fire/Rescue: Capital City Fire Rescue has no objections to the Pederson Hill Subdivision
proceeding as planned. The fire access and water requirements have been reviewed and are
acceptable to the fire department.
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Alaska Department of Fish and Game Wildlife Division: To mitigate wildlife conflicts and allow the
area to continue functioning as a wildlife corridor between Douglas Island and the mainland we
recommend that: 1) builders be required to include bear-proof trash structures sized to
accommodate the larger trash and recycling cans with each house built; 2) design of the subdivision
be altered to provide a dedicated forested wildlife travel corridor (~100 yards wide) on CBJ land;
and 3) wildlife crossing signs be installed on both Glacier Highway and the Back Loop road in areas
of known crossings and vehicle collisions.
CBJ owns two Natural Area Parks abutting the Pederson Hill Subdivision boundaries: Auke Lake
Natural Area Park to the west and Brotherhood Bridge Natural Area Park to east. The 2019 Parks
& Recreation Master Plan Plan defines Natural Area Parks as CBJ-owned lands characterized by
areas of natural quality designed to serve the entire community by providing fish and wildlife
habitat, open space/natural areas, access to water and opportunities for passive and dispersed
recreation activities.…. Within Phase 1A, Lot 9 will be dedicated as a public use lot with similar
development restrictions as a Natural Area Park.
CBJ 36.20.056 provides regulations and violation provisions regarding bear attraction nuisances.
This includes the storage and handling of household waste. At the October 16, 2017, meeting, the
Planning Commission considered the Wildlife Division’s comments but determined that a
requirement to construct bear-proof structures should be a borough-wide policy. (See Attachment
G.)
Glacier Highway and Back Loop Road are State of Alaska right-of-ways. Any wildlife crossing
signage on these right-of-ways must be carried out by the State of Alaska Department of
Transportation and Facilities.
Alaska Department of Fish and Game Habitat Division: No comments at this time.
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation: No issues at this time.
FINDINGS
CBJ §49.15.402(f)(3) states:
The commission may place conditions upon the granting of final plat commission as are
necessary to preserve the public welfare. The commission shall approve the application for a
final plat if the following criteria are met:
(A) The applicant has compiled with any conditions or plat notes required in the notice of
decision approving the preliminary plat;
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The preliminary plat approval conditions have been met. This criterion has been met.
(B) The applicant has constructed all required improvements or provided a financial
guarantee in accordance with CBJ 49.55.010; and
All required improvements have been constructed. This criterion has been met.
(C) The final plat meets the standards set forth in CBJ 49.15.412.
The final plat meets these standards. This criterion has been met.
RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission adopt the Director's analysis and findings and
APPROVE the requested Final Plat with the following condition. The permit would allow Final Plat
Approval for Pederson Hill Subdivision Phase 1A.
1. Prior to plat recording, all public improvements must be accepted for maintenance by CBJ.
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PLANNINGCOMMISSION
NOTICEOFDECISION
Date:March3,2017
FileNo.:SMP20160002;CSP20160006

City&BoroughofJuneau
LandsDivision
155SouthSewardStreet
Juneau,AK99801
ApplicationFor:

APreliminaryPlatforPhase1PedersonHillSubdivisionresultingin86
Residentiallotsand5lotsforpreservation/parkpurposes.

LegalDescription:

Lot2PedersonHillUSS5504

PropertyAddress:

N/A

ParcelCodeNo.:

4ͲB22Ͳ0Ͳ101Ͳ010Ͳ1

HearingDate: 

February28,2017

ThePlanningCommission,atitsregularpublicmeeting,adoptedtheanalysisandfindingslistedinthe
attachedmemorandumdatedFebruary21,2017,andapprovedthepreliminaryplattobeconductedas
describedintheprojectdescriptionandprojectdrawingssubmittedwiththeapplicationandwiththe
followingconditions:
1. PriortoConstructionPlanapproval,theapplicantshallsubmitdetaileddataforfuture
utilitiesper49.15.411(f)(7).
2. PriortoConstructionPlanapproval,theapplicantshallsubmitrequireddocumentation
meeting49.15.411(6)ErosionControl.
3. Prior to Construction Plan, the applicant shall submit an updated lot closure report.
(Updatedclosurereportwassubmittedon2/28/2017.Thisconditionhasbeenmet).
4. PriortoConstructionPlanapproval,theapplicantshallsubmitanothersubdivisionplat
toensurelabelsandnamingareconsistentthroughouttheplatsheets.
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5. Remove labels ‘Preservation Lot’ and ‘Park Lot’ and replace with new plat note, as
shownbelow.[Note:thisisinreferencetoCondition6.]
6. Prior to Final Plat approval, the applicant shall submit another draft plat with the
followingplatnotesonthesubdivisionplat:
o Plat Note: “RightͲofͲway access for Lots 1Ͳ7 Block C shall be restricted to common
driveways for each pair of lots. Only one of the seven lots may have its own
drivewaythatisnotcommontoanadjacentlot.”
o PlatNote:“CornerlotsabuttingKarlReishusBoulevardshallhavedrivewayslimited
toaccessingastreetotherthanKarlReishusBoulevard.”
o Plat Note: “Wetlands exist throughout this subdivision. Approval to impact these
wetlandshasbeengivenbytheUSArmyCorpsofEngineers(COE).ConsultCOEfor
moreinformation.”
o Plat Note: “Lots 10 & 12 Block A and Lot 9 Block C shall be Public Use Lots.
Restriction of building development, further subdivision, and other limitations or
restrictionsapply.
7. Prior to Plat recording, the applicant [shall] submit documentation that places a
permanent protected status on Lots 10 & 12 Block A and Lot 9 Block C in accordance
with49.15.422.
8. Prior to Construction Plan approval, the applicant shall submit a design showing a
drainageinfrastructurethatwouldallowfishpassagethroughtheequestriantraileast
ofKarlReishusBoulevard.
9. Prior to Construction Plan approval, the applicant shall submit a design showing a
minimum 10Ͳfoot wide walking surface within the Wild Rose Walk ROW per
49.35.610(a).
10. Priorto ConstructionPlanapproval,theapplicantshallsubmitalightingplanmeeting
applicableCBJstandards.
11. PriortoConstructionPlanapproval,theapplicantshallsubmitdocumentationensuring
compliancewithsectionD107.1oftheInternationalFireCode.
Staff notes that after the publication of staff’s memorandum 2/21/2017, the applicant
submitted and the Planning Commission approved a design change that relocated the
westernportionoftheproposedCheexEquestrianTrail frombehindLots1Ͳ5BLCtoalong
theeasternsideoftheproposedKarlReishusBoulevard.Thisnewportionofthetrailwould
be five feet wide. This design change also reduced the width of the planned east side
sidewalk along Karl Reishus Boulevard from six feet to five feet. This is the design of the
preliminaryplatthatwasapprovedbythePlanningCommission.
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Attachment:

February21,2017memorandumfromEricFeldt,CommunityDevelopment,tothe
CBJPlanningCommissionregardingSMP20160002andCSP20160006.

This Notice of Decision does not authorize any construction. Prior to starting any project, it is the
applicant’sresponsibilitytoobtaintherequiredbuildingpermits.
ThisNoticeofDecisionconstitutesafinaldecisionoftheCBJPlanningCommission.Appealsmustbe
broughttotheCBJAssemblyinaccordancetoCBJ01.50.030.Appealsmustbefiledby4:30P.M.onthe
day twenty days from the date the decision is filed with the City Clerk, pursuant to CBJ 01.50.030 (c).
AnyactionbytheapplicantinrelianceonthedecisionofthePlanningCommissionshallbeattherisk
thatthedecisionmaybereversedonappeal(CBJ49.20.120).
EffectiveDate:

ThepermitiseffectiveuponapprovalbytheCommission,February28,2017.

ExpirationDate:

Thepermitwillexpire18monthsaftertheeffectivedate,orAugust28,2018,ifno
BuildingPermithasbeenissuedandsubstantialconstructionprogresshasnotbeen
madeinaccordancewiththeplansforwhichthesubdivisionpermitwasauthorized
or no final plat has been approved. Application for permit extension must be
submittedthirtydayspriortotheexpirationdate.

ProjectPlanner: _________________________
_______________________________ _______________________________
Feldt, Planner
Ben Haight, Chair
Eric Feldt

 CommunityDevelopmentDepartment PlanningCommission

_______________________________
FiledWithCityClerk

cc:

.BSDI 
____________________
Date

PlanReview

NOTE: The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) is a federal civil rights law that may affect this
subdivision.ADAregulationshaveaccessrequirementsaboveandbeyondCBJͲadoptedregulations.
OwnersanddesignersareresponsibleforcompliancewithADA.ContactanADAͲtrainedarchitector
otherADAtrainedpersonnelwithquestionsabouttheADA:DepartmentofJustice(202)272Ͳ5434,or
fax(202)272Ͳ5447,NWDisabilityBusinessTechnicalCenter(800)949Ͳ4232,orfax(360)438Ͳ3208.
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PLANNING COMMISSION
NOTICE OF DECISION
Date:
October 16, 2017
File No.: SMP2017 0001
City & Borough of Juneau
155 S. Seward Street
Juneau, Alaska 99801
Proposal:

Modification to the Pederson Hill Subdivision Preliminary Plat

Property Address:

N/A

Legal Description:

Lot 2, Pederson Hill

Parcel Code No.:

4B2201010101

Hearing Date:

October 10, 2017

The Planning Commission, at its regular public meeting, adopted the analysis and findings listed in the
attached memorandum dated October 5, 2017, and approved the modification to the preliminary plat
to be conducted as described in the project description and project drawings submitted with the
application.
Attachment:

October 5, 2017 memorandum from Jill Maclean, AICP, Senior Planner, Community
Development, to the CBJ Planning Commission regarding SMP2017 0001.

This Notice of Decision does not authorize any construction. Prior to starting any project, it is the
applicant’s responsibility to obtain the required building permits.
This Notice of Decision constitutes a final decision of the CBJ Planning Commission. Appeals must be
brought to the CBJ Assembly in accordance to CBJ 01.50.030. Appeals must be filed by 4:30 P.M. on the
day twenty days from the date the decision is filed with the City Clerk, pursuant to CBJ 01.50.030 (c).
Any action by the applicant in reliance on the decision of the Planning Commission shall be at the risk
that the decision may be reversed on appeal (CBJ 49.20.120).
Effective Date: The permit is effective upon approval by the Commission, October 10, 2017.
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City & Borough of Juneau
File No.: SMP2017 0001
October 16, 2017
Page 2 of 2
Expiration Date: The permit will expire five (5) years after the effective date, or October 10, 2022, if no
Building Permit has been issued and substantial construction progress has not been
made in accordance with the plans for which the subdivision permit was authorized or
no final plat has been approved. Application for permit extension must be submitted
y prior
p to the expiration
p
thirtyy days
date.

Project Planner:
________________________________
er: ___
___
_ ___________________________
Jilllll M
Maclean,
aclean, AICP, Senior Planner
Community Development Department

________________________________
Filed With City Clerk
cc:

____________________________
Benjamin Haight, Chair
Planning Commission

0DUPCFS 
_______________________
Date

Plan Review

NOTE: The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) is a federal civil rights law that may affect this subdivision. ADA regulations have
access requirements above and beyond CBJ - adopted regulations. Owners and designers are responsible for compliance with ADA.
Contact an ADA - trained architect or other ADA trained personnel with questions about the ADA: Department of Justice (202) 2725434, or fax (202) 272-5447, NW Disability Business Technical Center (800) 949-4232, or fax (360) 438-3208.
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DECLARATION OF PUBLIC USE LOT DEED RESTRICTION
Parcel Code Number: 4B2201010101*CURRENT Parcel Number
CBJ Case No. SMF2019 0003
THIS DECLARATION OF PUBLIC USE LOT DEED RESTRICTION (“Declaration”) is made by
City and Borough of Juneau, (“Declarant”), whose address is 155 South Seward Street, Juneau, Alaska
99801, for itself and its successors and assigns.
WHEREAS The Declarant, is the owner in fee simple of the following real property:
Lot 9, Phase 1A, Pederson Hill Subdivision II, within U.S. Survey No. 3873, located in the
Juneau Recording District, First Judicial District, State of Alaska.
CONSISTING of 1.17 acres, more or less, (hereafter the “Property”).
WHEREAS, Lot 9 is set aside specifically for habitat perseveration as a condition of approval for
the Pederson Hill II, Phase 1A subdivision. Removal of vegetation is not allowed except for
removal of invasive species. No fill or other building development is permitted except for trails and
perimeter fencing. Trail construction shall be permitted in accordance with CBJ Title 19.12 –
Excavation and Grading Code. Perimeter fencing shall be constructed using techniques that
minimize soil and vegetation disturbance; and
WHEREAS, the Declarant wishes to record this Declaration to satisfy a condition of the Planning
Commission’s approval of Pederson Hill II, Phase 1A Subdivision Plat;
NOW THEREFORE, Declarant creates, declares and establishes the following restriction which
shall run with the Property in perpetuity, and be binding on all parties having a present or future
right, title or interest in said Property:
Building development of any kind on the Property except for trails and perimeter fencing
as described above, is prohibited.
For purposes of this Declaration, “building development” means construction of any structure
having a roof supported by columns or walls and intended for the shelter, housing, or enclosure of
persons, animals, processes, equipment, goods or materials, or any site work in preparation or
anticipation of such construction, reconstruction, or enlargement.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the representative for the CBJ has hereunto set his hand and seal on this
day of
, 2019.
______________________________
Gregory P. Chaney, CBJ Lands Manager
Declarant
CITY ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
)
) ss:
)

STATE OF ALASKA
FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT

THIS IS TO CERTIFY that on the ____ day of __________________, 2019, before me, the
undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the State of Alaska, duly commissioned and sworn,
personally appeared Gregory P Chaney to me known to be the identical individual described in
and who executed the foregoing instrument as the LANDS MANAGER of the CITY AND
BOROUGH OF JUNEAU, ALASKA, a municipal corporation which executed the above and
foregoing instrument; who on oath stated that he was duly authorized to execute said instrument on
behalf of said corporation; who acknowledged to me that he signed the same freely and voluntarily
on behalf of said corporation for the uses and purposes therein mentioned.
WITNESS my hand and official seal the day and year in the certificate first above written.

Notary Public for the State of Alaska
(Seal)

My Commission Expires:

__________________

When recorded, return to:
City and Borough of Juneau
Community Development Dept.
155 South Seward Street
Juneau, Alaska 99801
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Department of Fish and Game
DIVISION OF WILDLIFE CONSERVATION
Southeast Region
802 3rd Street
P.O. Box 110024
Juneau, Alaska 99811-0024
Main: 907.465.4265
Fax: 907.465.4272

June 27, 2017
Ms. Beth McKibben
Planning Manager
City and Borough of Juneau
230 S. Franklin St.
Juneau, AK 99801
Ms. McKibben:
Thank you for considering our comments on Phase 1 of the Pederson Hill Subdivision. During public
testimony at a February 28, 2017 meeting of the Juneau Assembly the ADF&G, Division of Wildlife
Conservation (DWC) learned that the City and Borough of Juneau (CBJ) had already received
ADF&G’s comments on the project. However, through an oversight the ADF&G, Division of Habitat
submitted those comments without first soliciting input from DWC. Regardless of where the Phase I
development is in the approval process, DWC believes the project, future residents, and area wildlife can
still benefit from our comments.
Currently, Pederson Hill and adjacent undeveloped lands provide habitat for a variety of wildlife
including deer, black bears, wolves, coyotes, and recently moose. With this project CBJ proposes to
develop 86 units of high-density affordable housing on the south side of Pederson Hill. Although the
Phase 1 footprint is relatively small, about 20 acres, as designed, the development will block the most
direct, and therefore most used wildlife travel corridor from Montana Creek to the Mendenhall
Peninsula, Mendenhall Wetlands, and Douglas Island. We know this is a heavily used corridor from
animal sign in the area, road kills (deer, bears, wolf), and movements of one radio-collared bear.
Even with the development wildlife will continue to use this area as a travel corridor bringing animals,
primarily bears, into contact and perhaps conflict with future residents. Both CBJ and DWC resources
are already overburdened responding to the current level of wildlife-human conflicts, so we believe
steps should be taken in design of this and any new subdivision to minimize the potential for new
conflicts before any houses are built. Increased traffic resulting from the subdivision will also likely lead
to more vehicle-wildlife collisions. We offer the following ideas for minimizing effects on wildlife and
the potential for conflicts between future residents of the subdivision and wildlife.
To mitigate wildlife conflicts and allow the area to continue functioning as a wildlife corridor between
Douglas Island and the mainland we recommend that; 1) builders be required to include bear-proof trash
structures sized to accommodate the larger trash and recycling cans with each house built: 2) design of
the subdivision be altered to provide a dedicated forested wildlife travel corridor (~100 yards wide) on
CBJ land; and 3) wildlife crossing signs be installed on both Glacier Highway and the Backloop road in
areas of known crossings and vehicle collisions.
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Ms. Beth McKibben, CBJ

-2-

June 27, 2017

Thanks again for considering our comments. I am available to work with CBJ staff in the design of
wildlife corridors and placement of wildlife crossing signs.

Stephanie K. Sell
Wildlife Biologist III
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Division of Wildlife Conservation
P. O .Box 110024
Juneau, AK 99811-0024
907-465-4266 office
stephanie.sell@alaska.gov

cc:

Jackie Timothy, ADF&G, Div. of Habitat, Juneau
Holly Zafian, ADF&G, Div. of Habitat, Anchorage
Tom Schumacher, ADF&G, Div. of Wildlife Conservation, Juneau
Greg Chaney, CBJ, Lands Manager
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MINUTES
Planning Commission
Regular Meeting
CITY AND BOROUGH OF JUNEAU

Ben Haight, Chairman
October 10, 2017

I.

ROLL CALL

Ben Haight, Chairman, called the regular meeting of the City and Borough of Juneau (CBJ)
Planning Commission (PC), held in the Assembly Chambers of the Municipal Building, to order
at 7:03 p.m.
Commissioners present:

Ben Haight, Chairman; Paul Voelckers, Vice Chairman;
Michael LeVine, Nathaniel Dye, Dan Miller, Dan Hickok,
Kirsten Shelton

Commissioners absent:

Percy Frisby, Carl Greene

Staff present:

Rob Steedle, CDD Director; Laura Boyce, Senior Planner;
Jill Maclean, Senior Planner;
Greg Chaney, Lands and Resources Manager;
Dan Bleidorn, Deputy Lands and Resources Manager;
Rachel Friedlander, Lands and Resources Specialist;
Robert Palmer, Assistant Municipal Attorney

Assembly members:

Debbie White

II.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

September 12, 2017 Draft Minutes - Regular Planning Commission Minutes
MOTION: by Mr. LeVine, to approve the September 12, 2017, regular Planning Commission
meeting minutes with any minor modifications by Commission member or staff.
The motion was approved with no objection.
III.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS – None

PC Regular Meeting

October 10, 2017
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IV.

PLANNING COMMISSION LIAISON REPORT

Assembly Liaison to the Planning Commission Debbie White thanked the Commission for its
hard work and service to the community. She said it is one of the most hard working boards
serving the community of Juneau under the Assembly.
V.

RECONSIDERATION OF THE FOLLOWING ITEMS - None

VI.

CONSENT AGENDA - None

VII.

CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCES AND RESOLUTIONS - None

VIII.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS - None

IX.

REGULAR AGENDA
SMP2017 0001:
Applicant:
Location:

A Modification to the Pederson Hill Subdivision Preliminary Plat
City and Borough of Juneau
Pederson Hill

Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission adopt the Director's analysis and findings and
approve the modification to the preliminary plat for Pederson Hill Subdivision. This approval
would allow the applicant to submit the final plat application.
Ms. Maclean told the Commission this item is before them again in order to divide the project
into three phases; 1A, 1B, and 1C. This way, she explained, the project it is more financially
viable for the City. Alternate access would be through the Christ Evangelical Church parking lot,
rather than using the equestrian trail as previously intended, she said.
For this development, the lighting plan has been submitted and the fish passage issue has been
addressed, said Ms. Maclean. She said there have been no comments received by the Habitat
Division of Fish and Game, with a few comments received by the Wildlife Division.
In addition, there have been two comments received from property abutters, said Ms. Maclean.
Those comments include the opinion that it would be better for the City to proceed with this
project in stages, and concern was expressed about the intersection of Karl Reishus Boulevard
and Meadow Lane, she noted. Residents on Frank Maier Drive have requested that as few
trees as possible be cut on the southernmost lot which borders the equestrian trail.
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The Alaska Department of Fish and Game Wildlife Division has suggested that the development
implement bear-proof trash cans, to help mitigate unwanted interactions between bears and
humans in this area.
Almost all of the 11 conditions for the project have been met, except for Condition 7, which
states that prior to recording the plat, the applicant place a permanent, protected status on
Phase 1A Lot 9, and Phase 1B Lot 7.
Applicant (CBJ Lands Division)
Mr. Chaney told the Commission that they have planned for wildlife corridors, but that they
can’t cover the land the City does not own. He added that the numbering of lots has changed.
They propose this development be implemented in three stages to make this as cost effective
as possible for the City, said Mr. Chaney. He added that Phase 1 will be the “bones” of the
project, in which sewer, water and cable will be brought in.
Emergency vehicles can use the Evangelical Church road if needed in an emergency. There is a
hammerhead turnaround constructed in Phase 1, so emergency vehicles can turn around. They
have created a loop through the development, so there will be no dead-end road in both
phases, said Mr. Chaney.
There are 86 residential lots not including Lot 19, said Mr. Chaney. They do not intend on
making Lot 19 available for residential use for some time, he added. Lot 1 will be one of the last
lots to be developed, because it is in Phase 3 and is very large, he added. They do have the
intention that Lot 1 eventually be developed, said Mr. Chaney.
Commission Comments and Questions
Mr. Voelckers asked Mr. Chaney if he could elaborate more on Lot 19, since it has a private lot
next to it on the south side.
Mr. Chaney replied that it will be difficult for the subdivision to be viewed from that private lot
due to the line of trees.
Mr. Dye asked if lots six – eight have a street-side setback or a standard setback.
Ms. Maclean responded that those lots will have an alley setback.
MOTION: by Mr. LeVine, to approve staff’s findings, analysis and recommendations and
approve SMP2017 0001
The motion passed with no objection.
X.

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT - None
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XI.
XII.

OTHER BUSINESS - None
DIRECTOR’S REPORT

Commission members Miller, Hickok and Greene will be travelling to Anchorage for the statewide planning meeting, said Mr. Steedle.
XIII.

REPORT OF REGULAR AND SPECIAL COMMITTEES

Mr. Voelckers reported that the Rules Committee is working on coming up with amended rules
for Commission meetings. They want to make sure that materials the Commission is to review
are ready a week prior to the meetings, said Mr. Voelckers. He said in consultation with the
Municipal Assistant Attorney, that they may find it most expedient to start fresh and identify a
cleaner model from which to fabricate the rules. He said early November would be the earliest
they could bring this before the Commission.
XIV.

PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

Mr. Voelckers asked when variances will be back before the Commission for review..
Mr. Steedle said they hope to have it before the Commission in November for a public hearing.
XV.

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 7:39 p.m.
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Invitation to Comment
On a proposal to be heard by the CBJ Planning Commission

Your Community, Your Voice

155 S. Seward Street Juneau, Alaska 99801
TO:

An application has been submitted for consideration and public hearing by the
Planning Commission for a review of a final plat for Pederson Hill Subdivision
Phase 1A resulting in 17 residential lots and 1 public use lot for habitat
preservation.

TIMELINE
Now through June 17, 2019

Comments received during
this period will be sent to the
Planner, Allison Eddins, to be
included in the staff report.

Staff Report expected to be posted Monday, July 1, 2019, at
https://beta.juneau.org/assembly/assembly-minutes-and-agendas
Also find case application, hearing results, meeting minutes, etc. here.

June 18 through 12 noon, July 5, 2019

Comments received during this period
will be sent directly to Commissioners
to read over the weekend in
preparation for the hearing.

Phone: (907)586-0715  Email: pc_comments@juneau.org
Mail: Community Development, 155 S. Seward St, Juneau AK 99801
Printed June 7, 2019

HEARING DATE & TIME
7:00 pm, July 9, 2019

You may testify and bring
up to 2 pages of written
material (15 copies) in City
Hall’s Assembly Chambers,
155 S. Seward St., Juneau.

July 10

The results of
the hearing
will be posted
online.

Case No.: SMF2019 0003
Parcel No.: 4B2201010101
CBJ Parcel Viewer: http://epv.juneau.org
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SMF2019-0003 Final Plat
for Pederson Hill
Subdivision Phase 1A
Planning Commission Hearing
July 9, 2019

Property Information
Applicant/Property Owner:

CBJ

Site Location:

Pederson Hill Lot 2

Site Size:

Approximately 120 acres

Project Size:

Approximately 6 acres

Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designation:

Medium Density Residential (MDR)

Zoning:

D-10SF

Access:

Glacier Highway / Karl Reishus Boulevard
(new CBJ right-of-way)

Utilities:

CBJ water and sewer
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Proposal
Final Plat for Pederson Hill Subdivision II Phase 1A for 17
residential lots and one public use lot for habitat
preservation.
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Background
 The Planning Commission approved with conditions the
preliminary plat for Pederson Hill Subdivision Phase I
(SMP2016-02) on February 28, 2017.
 On October 10, 2017, the Planning Commission approved a
modification to Phase I that would split the subdivision into
phases – 1A, 1B & 1C (SMP2017-01). No new conditions
were added.
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Conditions from SMP16-02 and their
status
1. Prior to Construction Plan approval, the applicant shall
submit
detailed
data
for
future
utilities
per
49.15.411(f)(7).(This condition has been met.)
2. Prior to Construction Plan approval, the applicant shall
submit required documentation meeting 49.15.411(6)
Erosion Control. (This condition has been met.)
3. Prior to Construction Plan approval, the applicant shall
submit an updated lot closure report. (This condition has
been met.)

Cont.
4. Prior to Construction Plan approval, the applicant shall
submit another subdivision plat to ensure labels and naming
are consistent throughout the plat sheets. (This condition
has been met.)
5. Remove labels ‘Preservation Lot’ and ‘Park Lot’ and
replace with new plat note, as shown below. [Note: This is in
reference to Condition 6.] (This condition has been met.)
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Cont.
6. Prior to Final Plat approval, the applicant shall submit a draft
plat with the following plat notes on the subdivision plat:
a. Plat Note: “Right-of-way access for Lots 1-7 Block C
(modified on Phase 1A Lots 2-7) shall be restricted to
common driveways for each pair of lots. Only one of the
seven lots may have its own driveway that is not common to
an adjacent lot.” (This condition has been met.)
b. Plat Note: “Corner lots abutting Karl Reishus Boulevard shall
have driveways limited to accessing a street other than Karl
Reishus Boulevard.” (This condition has been met.)

Cont.
c. Plat Note: “Wetlands exist throughout this subdivision.
Approval to impact these wetlands has been given by the US
Army Corps of Engineers (COE). Consult COE for more
information.” (This condition has been met.)
d. Plat Note: “Lots 10 & 12 Block A and Lot 9 Block C (modified
to Phase 1A Lot 9 and Phase 1B Lots 5, 7) shall be Public Use
Lots. Restriction of building development, further subdivision,
and other limitations or restrictions apply. (This condition has
been met.)
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Cont.
7. Prior to Plat recording, the applicant shall submit
documentation that places a permanent protected status on
Lots 10 & 12 Block A and Lot 9 Block C (modified to Phase 1A
Lot 9 and Phase 1B Lot 7) in accordance with 49.15.422.
(This condition has been met.)
8. Prior to Construction Plan approval, the applicant shall
submit a design showing a drainage infrastructure that would
allow fish passage through the equestrian trail east of Karl
Reishus Boulevard. (This condition has been met.)

Cont.
9. Prior to Construction Plan approval, the applicant shall submit a
design showing a minimum 10-foot wide walking surface within the
Wild Rose Walk ROW per 49.35.610(a). (This condition has
been met.)
10. Prior to Construction Plan approval, the applicant shall submit
a lighting plan meeting applicable CBJ standards. (This condition
has been met.)
11. Prior to Construction Plan approval, the applicant shall submit
documentation ensuring compliance with section D107.1 of the
International Fire Code. (This condition has been met.)
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Agency Review
 Capital City Fire & Rescue
 Alaska Department of Fish & Game Wildlife and Habitat
Divisions
 Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation

Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission adopt the
Director's analysis and findings and APPROVE the requested
Final Plat with the following condition. The permit would allow
Final Plat Approval for Pederson Hill Subdivision Phase 1A.
1.Prior to plat recording, all public improvements must be
accepted for maintenance by CBJ.
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PLANNING COMMISSION
NOTICE OF DECISION
Date:
File No.:

July 10, 2019
SMF2019 0003

City & Borough of Juneau
ATTN: Greg Chaney
155 S Seward Street
Juneau, AK 99801
Proposal:

Final Plat for Pederson Hill Subdivision II Phase 1A for 17 residential lots and one
public use lot for habitat preservation

Property Address:

Glacier Highway

Legal Description:

Pederson Hill Lot 2

Parcel Code No.:

4B2201010101

Hearing Date:

July 9, 2019

The Planning Commission, at its regular public meeting, adopted the analysis and findings listed in the
attached staff report dated June 26, 2019 and approved the final plat to be recorded as described in the
project description and preliminary plat submitted with the application and with the following
condition:
1. Prior to plat recording, all public improvements must be accepted for maintenance by CBJ.
Attachment:

June 26, 2019 staff report from Allison Eddins, Community Development, to the
CBJ Planning Commission regarding SMF2019 0003.

This Notice of Decision does not authorize any construction. Prior to starting any project, it is the
applicant’s responsibility to obtain the required building permits.
This Notice of Decision constitutes a final decision of the CBJ Planning Commission. Appeals must be
brought to the CBJ Assembly in accordance to CBJ §01.50.030. Appeals must be filed by 4:30 P.M. on
the day twenty days from the date the decision is filed with the City Clerk, pursuant to CBJ§01.50.030(c).
Any action by the applicant in reliance on the decision of the Planning Commission shall be at the risk
that the decision may be reversed on appeal (CBJ §49.20.120).

Packet Page 216 of 216

City & Borough of Juneau
File No.: SMF2019 0003
July 10, 2019
Page 2 of 2

Effective Date: The permit is effective upon approval by the Commission, July 9, 2019.
Approval of a final plat consisting of a portion of the preliminary plat will not extend the expiration date
of the remaining lots.

Project Planner:

cc:

________________________________
Allison Eddins, Planner
Community Development Department

________________________________
Benjamin Haight, Chair
Planning Commission

________________________________
Filed With Municipal Clerk

7/24/2019
_______________
Date

Plan Review

NOTE: The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) is a federal civil rights law that may affect this subdivision. ADA regulations have
access requirements above and beyond CBJ - adopted regulations. Owners and designers are responsible for compliance with ADA.
Contact an ADA - trained architect or other ADA trained personnel with questions about the ADA: Department of Justice (202) 2725434, or fax (202) 272-5447, NW Disability Business Technical Center (800) 949-4232, or fax (360) 438-3208.

