
From: Day, Kirby (HAP)
To: Erich Schaal
Subject: shore power note
Date: Tuesday, November 2, 2021 1:00:51 PM
Attachments: image001.png

EXTERNAL E-MAIL: BE CAUTIOUS WHEN OPENING FILES OR FOLLOWING LINKS

Hi – just thought I would share with you – not really necessary to change your study doc or notes, but realize that the interruptible power buyer/customer is Princess Cruises and not the Franklin Dock. Princess
has the agreement with AELP and the RCA. Minor point but just in case it confuses someone.
Not one else can hook up or buy power at Franklin Dock at this point except Princess since the agreement is with the cruise line specific.
Thx, Kirby

S. Kirby Day, III PFSO Franklin Dock, Juneau Alaska
Community and Government Relations – Alaska 
Holland America Group - Princess Cruises, Holland America Line & Seabourn
704 South Franklin Street | Juneau, AK 99801 
+1-907-364-7250 office | +1-907-723-2491 mobile
kday@HAgroup.com
The information contained in this email and any attachment may be confidential and/or legally privileged and has been sent for the sole use of the intended recipient. If you are not an intended
recipient, you are not authorized to review, use, disclose or copy any of its contents. If you have received this email in error please reply to the sender and destroy all copies of the message. Thank
you. 

To the extent that the matters contained in this email relate to services being provided by Princess Cruises and/or Holland America Line (together "HA Group") to Carnival Australia/P&O Cruises
Australia, HA Group is providing these services under the terms of a Services Agreement between HA Group and Carnival Australia.
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From: Lisa EaganLagerquist
To: Erich Schaal
Subject: Comments on Juneau Cruise Ship Dock electrification
Date: Friday, November 19, 2021 3:24:26 PM

I like the idea of the Shore Tie Power, but as the report says without
grants it doesn’t seem economically feasible. If we do goto Shore Tie
Power, please do not do anything that would impact the salmon fishing
at Sweetheart Creek. Also, if we become a port with Shore Tie Power,
Travel Juneau should really market it along with the other green
activities that are occurring in Juneau.
(Sorry I didn’t have time to read the whole report, but I did skim it. It was very informative.
Thanks.
Lisa EaganLagerquist, Project Manager
City & Borough of Juneau, Engineering
Phone as of May 3, 2021: (907) 586-0800 ext: 4184
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From: Christine Woll
To: Erich Schaal
Subject: Comment on dock electrification study
Date: Wednesday, December 1, 2021 8:02:13 AM

Hi Erich -

I hope you are well.  I’ll save any more high-level comments on the study for when the report comes back to the
Assembly, but I had one comment I thought I would make in case it is helpful:

The report regularly used the terms/ concepts “air quality” and “carbon footprint reduction” interchangeably, even
though they really are two separate things.  I believe the Juneau public is interested in two potential benefits of dock
electrification:  helping clean the air we breath in Juneau (improving local air quality) AND reducing our carbon
footprint (addressing global climate change).  You could easily group these two concepts under a header such as
“Environmental benefits” but I think using the term “air quality” to get at these concepts more broadly sort of misses
these important distinctions.

Christine
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From: George Partlow
To: Erich Schaal
Subject: A comment on the draft Cruise Ship Dock Electrification Study
Date: Tuesday, January 11, 2022 12:38:41 PM

EXTERNAL E-MAIL: BE CAUTIOUS WHEN OPENING FILES OR FOLLOWING LINKS

Port Engineer Erich Schaal

Dear Mr. Schall,
We heard with great interest the announcement via KINY that Holland American line plans to
buy electrical power for some of their vessels during the coming tourist season, and that the
RCAA has approved the agreement. Anything that cleans up the downtown air and reduces
greenhouse gas emissions is good news. However, we are concerned that the plan is for
interruptible power. If CBJ is serious about meeting environmental goals, shoreside power for
the tour ships should be a priority, rather than a “secondary” issue. Our understanding is that if
power were available to ALL the cruise lines, 100% of the time instead of the projected 25%,
Federal grants would be available to offset the cost of the necessary new infrastructure. This is
an opportunity that should not be missed.
George Partlow
Linda McCargar
600 St Ann’s Avenue Unit 3
Douglas AK 99824
cell phone 928-581-8146
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From: Kathrin McCarthy
To: Erich Schaal
Subject: Dock electrification
Date: Wednesday, January 12, 2022 2:13:36 PM

EXTERNAL E-MAIL: BE CAUTIOUS WHEN OPENING FILES OR FOLLOWING LINKS

Dear Mr. Schaal, 
I am a long time resident of Juneau. My address is 414 3rd St. Juneau, 99801. I am submitting
these comments directly to you. They are my response to the CBJ request for responses to the
electrification of our Juneau docks.

I have experienced the cruise ship industry in Juneau from its inception with one ship to the
present situation, up to 5-6 mega-ships every three or four days in our small community The
area of downtown where my husband and I live is known as the uptown residential area. It is
heavily impacted by cruise ships in a number of ways. Poor Air quality is a major impact from
cruise ships. When ships are tied up at the docks south of our home we have cruise ship
exhaust blowing directly into any open window or door in our house. Since the winds prevail
mainly for the southeast and southwest diesel exhaust is prevalent. This is true for our home
and our neighbors in this area of downtown. 

Thus, the reason for my email is the importance of electrification of our docks. I am a
proponent and wholeheartedly in favor of the electfriciation for many health reasons, mainly
to improve our air quality in downtown. Diesel exhaust from cruise ships is carcinogenic and
CBJ is responsible for preventing the continuation of air quality deterioration from cruise ship
emissions. 

From the CBJ report on dock electrification, a main point is that electrification for docks
where cruise ships will tie up will be on an interruptible basis rather than an uninterruptible
basis . The electrification of our docks must be on a continuing, available, firm basis as any
other essential service is in our community. Our water, garbage services are not on an
interruptible basis. I cannot understand the reason for partial service or the 25% availability
for electrification at the docks, which does not sound like a wise business decision and
certainly one that could make the CBJ and others eligible for Federal grants and other monies
that may be had to support our city's lowering of our carbon footprint. 
Thank you for considering my email. Sincerely yours,
Kathrin McCarthy, 414 3rd St. Juneau, 99801, 907-635-0051
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Comment Sheet
Juneau Cruise Ship Dock Electrification Study 

This study revalidates the efforts of the 2016 Shore Tie Power Feasibility Study. Develops conceptual plans, 
options and cost estimates to add electrical service to the two CBJ owned dock facilities. Consults with the 
local electrical utility company to evaluate and estimate power availability and what impact additional cruise 
ship berth electrical connections would have to the Juneau rate payers. Evaluates opportunities to reduce the 
greenhouse gas emissions of cruise ships moored in Juneau Harbor. Utilizing existing mooring configurations, 
consults with the cruise ship industry to determine shore-side standardization connections to provide the 
industry with the most versatile electrical connection. We encourage you contact us today.

The draft study can be found here: https://tinyurl.com/27mc8dtk

Please provide your comments on this sheet or send a separate letter or email to the addresses below. 

We are requesting your comments by January 17th, 2022. Thank you! 

Comments: 
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
 
Name: _________________________________ 
Address: _______________________________ 
Phone: _________________________________ 
Email: __________________________________ 

 
Visit the CBJ Docks & Harbors study website for more information and updates: 

https://juneau.org/harbors/project-archive/entry/69827

Email comments to: Erich.schaal@juneau.org 
Mail comments to: CBJ Docks & Harbors 

155 S. Seward St.
Juneau, AK 99801
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www.kingeconomicsgroup.com    Phone: (907) 699-6788    ed.king@kingecon.com 
 
 

January 15, 2022 
Juneau Docks and Harbors 
76 Egan Drive 
Juneau, AK 99801 
 
RE: Cruise Ship Dock Electrification Study  
 
Docks and Harbors Members:  
 
In response to a request for public comments to the Draft Cruise Ship Dock Electrification Study dated 
November 2021, I offer the following remarks for your consideration:  
 

1. Scope of Work 
 
The objective statement of the draft report (page 6) is consistent with the request for proposal in that 
the study is meant to determine the feasibility of providing electrical connections for cruise ships while 
at the port. The effort is a continuation of previous efforts to reduce carbon emissions in downtown 
Juneau and expand the community's sustainability efforts in general. Unfortunately, there appears to be 
some scope creep within the draft document that should be removed. Including these portions of the 
report unfairly hinders the project's viability and undermines efforts to secure funding from outside 
sources. Specifically, much of the description of the current electrical system (pages 11  19) is out of 
place in this report. While it is essential to understand the system's limitations, this report should not 
focus on the business efforts of AEL&P to meet consumer needs. Close coordination with a company 
that controls the market is cause for concern. Instead, this report should focus on its scope To 
determine the feasibility of electrifying the docks. Power purchase and sales negotiations between the 
city and the utility are outside the scope of this report, as are system management decisions by the 
utility provider. Additionally, much of the economic analysis (pages 31  39) examines the cost recovery 
feasibility of the project. As a public works project to reduce emissions, cost recovery is not an 
applicable goal within the scope of this report and should be removed. 
 

2. Firm vs. Interruptible Contract Assumption 
 
Much of the draft report is written assuming that the docks would be interruptible customers. The 
authors calculated utilization and economic considerations under this assumption, putting the docks last 
in line for access to surplus power. These outputs are then used to assert that the benefits provided by 
the project are much smaller than expected. Servicing the publicly owned facilities on interruptible 
power could result in the public facilities receiving an inferior level of service compared to commercial 
and residential customers.  
 
Given that the Juneau public and the Regulatory Commission of Alaska were told that Lake Dorothy was 
built for the people, it stands to reason that a project demanded by the people should have a higher call 
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on the infrastructure. Considering that Hecla Greens Creek purchases over 65,000 Megawatts a year 
under an interruptible contract, there is plenty of capacity in the system to provide power for dock 
electrification through curtailment to Hecla when required.  
 
Regardless, the power purchase agreement between the docks and the utility has not yet been 
negotiated. Therefore, relying on the assumption that such an agreement would yield an interruptible 
contract may generate false conclusions. For example, the analysis regarding system constraints is only 
an issue of concern to the utility provider (as the customer is assured access to power needs). In the 
context of feasibility under a firm contract, pages 11-19 of the draft study become moot.  
 
Further, the comparative power cost analysis found in the economic analysis section of the draft study 
concludes that shore power under a firm contract may not be cheaper for cruise lines than burning 
diesel fuel at port. The last few years have been dry, resulting in significant COPA surcharges. That is not 
always the case. As such, it may be worth running the numbers again under a high water assumption 
and diesel costs more in line with current prices to see if the conclusion holds.  
 
Regardless, the finding is immaterial. The city has the lawmaking authority to prohibit running diesel 
engines in port once an alternative is available. Pursuing that route is a socio-political decision, not an 
economic market one. Beyond such a directive approach, cruise ship operators may be willing to pay a 
premium for the shore power as part of their sustainability goals, branding efforts, and visitor industry 
good faith relations with the Juneau public and downtown neighborhood associations. Whether the 
cruise ships would use the shore power is best raised with the cruise ship industry directly to their 
corporate officials rather than through this report.  
 
In any case, the draft report should not make the strong assumption that interruptible service is the 
foregone conclusion and sole solution. It should be revised to fully understand the feasibility and 
limitations of options before policymakers begin discussions with other parties.  
 

3. Supply Constraint Issue 
 
The draft report discusses the limitations of the current supply system. It then analyzes the addition of 
new demand while holding the supply static. Consequently, the draft report seems to conclude that 
adding demand may be detrimental as there may be inadequate supply.  
 
This is an overarching concerning issue within the draft study. It seems to suggest that Juneau is out of 
power. Communicating such an idea is detrimental to economic growth as anyone considering an 
investment in our community may be left with the feeling that there are energy supply constraints that 
would hinder their operation. Unfortunately, a suggestion that we are out of power sends a harmful 
message to potential investors, developers, financiers, federal, state, or tribal entities interested in 
expanding operations in Juneau. An alternative takeaway from the draft analysis may be that additional 
supply is necessary to meet the community's growing power needs. As an aside, it is now public 
knowledge that AEL&P and Holland America have signed an agreement for power sales at the new 
private dock. This market action contradicts the draft report's conclusions and may suggest the findings 
should be revisited.  
 
A general issue with the draft is the strong assertion that ratepayers may not experience rate increases 
is improper for the authors to make. If ratepayers are willing to pay additional costs or assume the risks, 
the utility provider must manage the system to meet the demand as their regulatory obligation. The 
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report highlights some potential cost increases and associated risks for the public to consider. It should 
stop short of injecting the authors' opinions on how the public should proceed. The city and the utility 
must work out the details.  
 
The docks are a public asset that serves a public purpose paid for by public funds. Providing reliable 
power to a public asset is no different from supplying reliable firm power to our community's water 
treatment plant, water pumping station, library, or city offices. The report fails to consider the public 
benefits (health, safety, GHG reduction, Juneau visitor marketing, Juneau Renewable Energy Strategy) of 
this project that align with other public facilities.  
 
In summary, the authors should edit the draft report to include new power supply to meet the increased 
demand rather than assuming that the energy supply picture is static. Consequently, the discussion of 
system constraints should either provide an unbiased comparison of alternative scenarios, or that 
section of the report should be removed.  

 
4. Utilization  

 
Setting aside the previous points, the draft report raises an important issue regarding the utilization of 
shoreside power. Namely, the report highlights that logistical problems will take time to smooth out. 
More importantly, the report identifies a challenge at the Cruise Terminal (CT) berth  The connection 
port for most ships would be on the wrong side of the boat. Consequently, utilization at the CT berth is 
expected to be much lower than the Alaska Steamship (AS) berth for several years.  
 
Because the construction cost is relatively similar between the two docks, the public benefits per dollar 
of cost are much lower at CT than AS. Given this finding, decision-makers need to understand the 
marginal cost-benefit of each dock separately. Despite the economies of scale from concurrent 
construction, the actual net value of the project to the public may be higher with a consecutive build 
schedule that ultimately offers higher utilization rates. The report should investigate this alternative. In 
fact, it may be possible that a cost-benefit analysis of electrifying the CT berth yields a negative value on 
its own. That is something the policymakers should know, and the report should address. In any case, 
the lower value generated by the CT dock is blending down the total project benefits reported in the 
draft and very likely impaired the RAISE grant application. The study should be revised to rectify this 
issue.  
 
On a related note, the draft study lacks a detailed discussion of how other ports implement port 
connection and disconnection times for their ports compared to the assumed one-hour connect and 
disconnect times estimated for Juneau. A slower connect/disconnect time reduces the time on power 
and lowers the total displaced fuel calculations. Although Juneau is a stranded grid system, integrating 
computerized grid controls and Battery Energy Storage Systems may help optimize dock electrification 
investment and utilization. The study should revisit what it would take to have Juneau meet and or 
exceed connection and disconnections on a world-class standard, increasing utilization rates and the 
likelihood of receiving federal funds. 
 

5. Emissions Shifting 
 
On page 4 of the report, under the "Air Quality" heading, the draft asserts a basic premise that shifting 
emissions to another region in Juneau is not a net benefit. This premise appears to exist as an undertone 
in other sections of the report as well. From a social impact perspective, this assertion is fundamentally 
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flawed. Reducing emissions at the cruise ship terminal generates positive social impacts and public 
health benefits regardless of any offsetting emission increases out of town. While such benefits wash 
out from an environmental sustainability perspective, the report should recognize the direct benefits on 
the community (cleaner air downtown, decreased health issues, impacts on downtown businesses, 
workers and visitors) that shifting emissions would produce. The study should strip the negative 
language associated with shifting emissions out of town and capture the positive consequences.  
 

6. Funding  
 
A portion of the "economic analysis" section considers debt financing to fund the project. It concludes 
that the project requires federal grant funding to be feasible. The presentation to the Assembly went so 
far as to recommend against issuing any debt for the project. This conclusion is faulty, and the 
recommendation is improper.  
 
As a public works project, it is unlikely that the city would attempt to issue revenue bonds for this 
project. The project's objective is to reduce emissions and create public benefit in the downtown area. 
This infrastructure project would provide public benefits rather than revenues  Like roads, bridges, 
and schools. As such, cost recovery is a false premise. If the population supports the project and is 
willing to pay the associated costs, it is perfectly proper to authorize such capital spending at the 
discretion of elected officials and the public at large.  
 
Further, the city has a direct funding source to support the project without burdening taxpayers. That 
source is the fee-sharing payments provided by the State under AS 43.52.230, which states that "A city 
or borough that receives a payment under this subsection shall use the funds for port facilities, harbor 
infrastructure, and other services provide to the commercial passenger vessels and the passengers on 
board those vessels." The most recent revenue-sharing report from the Department of Revenue shows 
that Juneau receives $4 - $6 million per year under this revenue-sharing program. It may be possible to 
dedicate some, or all, of that revenue to repay bonds issued to facilitate the project. Again, at the 
discretion of elected officials and the public.  
 
The city should discuss the structure, term, and type of financing options available with a qualified 
municipal advisor. The report should not provide such advice, as it may violate federal regulations 
imposed under the Dodd-Frank Act and implemented by the Municipal Securities Rulemaking Board.  
 

7. Economic Benefits 
 
The project's objective is clearly to garner the environmental, social, and health benefits as a public 
good. Unfortunately, those metrics are missing from the report. Additionally, the job creation and 
economic activity that would be generated are missing altogether. The study should help policymakers 
fully understand the project's direct, indirect, and induced economic impacts.  
 
The report should generally be stripped of the cost recovery analysis as it is inapplicable for a public 
works project being built presumably for the public interests. In its place, the study should calculate and 
communicate the missing community value metrics as previously identified.  
 
 
Concluding remarks 
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Overall, the draft report does an adequate job of demonstrating the feasibility of the dock electrification 
project. The engineering and design details are beyond my expertise and are not impugned by these 
comments. However, portions of the draft study detrimentally go beyond the scope of the document.  
 
The Assembly should note that potential investors and grant reviewers will access a published feasibility 
study such as the draft under review. The negative conclusions in the draft study that stem from 
superfluous and tangential points will hinder the project from advancing and will almost certainly 
impede or preempt grant funding opportunities. Additionally, the authors seem to make strong 
assumptions that likely drive faulty findings. The report should provide unbiased, independent 
information about the feasibility of the project and all available options rather than making any 
assertions based on the opinions of the authors or other interested parties. As is, the study will 
materially and negatively impact Juneau's future dock electrification efforts that the public clearly 
supports.  
 
Finally, the project's omitted benefits result in a much weaker conclusion than may genuinely exist. The 
tone of the conclusions appears to provide reasons not to progress, rather than the means and avenues 
to resolve the identified issues. It is unlikely that such an outcome was the intent of commissioning this 
study. Therefore, I believe this report requires significant reworking before being accepted by the 
Assembly and published.  
 
Respectfully, 

Ed King 
Ed King, Principal Economist 
King Economics Group 
 
 
Ed King is a Juneau-based economist with an advanced degree in applied resource economics, 
professional strategic decision and risk management training, and is a registered municipal advisor with 
the SEC and MSRB, holding series 50 and 54 credentials. His experience in public finance includes serving 
as the State of Alaska's Chief Economist, Economic Advisor to the Governor, Economic Advisor to the 
Legislature, and a Special Advisor to the Commissioner of Natural Resources. He has also taught dozens 
of university courses in economics and was a subject matter expert in economics for McGraw-Hill 
Publishing and Robinhood Investments.  
 
Disclosure: While the opinions expressed in this document reflect the author's professional opinion, he was 
compensated by Juneau Hydropower for his time to research this issue and draft these comments. 

                     12



From: martha hopson
To: Erich Schaal
Subject: Juneau Cruise Ship Dock Electrification Study
Date: Saturday, January 15, 2022 7:31:34 PM

EXTERNAL E-MAIL: BE CAUTIOUS WHEN OPENING FILES OR FOLLOWING LINKS

________________________________

Hello,

The electrification of the docks seems reasonable but how much electricity are we obligating ourselves to provide
the cruise ships?

At what rate will the cruise ships be charged for the electricity compared to:
-residential including sales tax per kWh
-commercial business including sales tax per kWh?

Will the city be able to walk back the amount of electricity we provide based on any increase the local residents
might need?

Will this increase how much we pay for electricity?

Thank you,
Martha Hopson

Sent from my iPad
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Public Comment
January 15, 2022

To: Juneau Docks and Harbors

Subject: Public Comments

Project: Cruise Ship Dock Electrification Study

Introduction

Alaska Energy Engineering (AEE) is the principal engineer for the development of the Juneau District 
Heating (JDH) system that proposes to develop in phases a district heating system serving over 80 
buildings covering an area from downtown to Juneau Douglas High School. The system will generate 
hydronic heating water with a seawater heat pump and distribute the heat in insulated pipelines. The JDH 
system will significantly reduce Juneau’s carbon-footprint by removing fuel oil from downtown Juneau's 
heating systems and assisting the community in creating a healthier and more sustainable downtown with 
zero emission heating. AEE has provided technical consulting and engineering services since the initial 
stages including heating load and energy analysis and conceptual design. The status of the Juneau District
Heating system has advanced past the feasibility stage and a decision has made to develop the project in 
coordination with other infrastructure developments in the surrounding properties.

This memo provides comments on the Dock Electrification Study that are relevant to the JDH project.

Comments

General

Pages 2 and 17 of the report mentions the “Willoughby Heating District”. I believe this is an inaccurate 
reference to the proposed Juneau District Heating system. JDH has never used this title, and supports and 
uses the term Aak'w Village District to describe the area where its property is located. 

The JDH system will cover a much larger area of downtown Juneau than just the Aak'w Village District.
Further, unlike the description portrayed in the draft report, the JDH service area will extend to the entire 
downtown of Juneau in strategic phases and will provide significant environmental and health benefits 
with sustainable heating that is supported by both the Juneau Climate Action and Implementation Plan 
and the Juneau Renewable Energy Strategy.

JDH has made significant investments in its Aak'w Village District subport property, property 
improvements to bring the required electrical service to the property as well as significant investments for 
the community in engineering and planning to develop the district heating system. The study must 
recognize JDH as a future heat and hot water utility that will be connected to the AEL&P system. JDH 
has provided AEL&P a service request for firm power and has provided load characteristics as required 
for its service request. AEL&P has a regulatory obligation to serve JDH which is not fully described in 
the report. 
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Electrical Demand

The JDH facilities will be located along the waterfront between the CBJ docks and the Norwegian Cruise 
Lines dock. The district heating plant will be supplied power from the existing electrical distribution 
infrastructure as agreed to by AEL&P. The study does not evaluate this proposed multi-megawatt load, its 
significant firm load impact on the electrical distribution system and how its load profile will integrate 
with the Norwegian Cruise Lines load or the future CBJ Docks load. Additionally, the significant and 
materially impactful addition of firm loads from JDH and or Norwegian Cruise Line facilities would 
further lessen any available interruptible power that is available for CBJ dock electrification and for 
existing interruptible power customers. The reports shortcoming in fully analyzing JDH and potentially 
Norwegian firm power loads materially impacts the assumptions and findings of the report as incomplete 
and inconclusive.

Electrical Energy

The main loads of the JDH system are the seawater heat pump, backup heating equipment, and pumps. As 
a utility, JDH will have an obligation to serve its customers which will require energy from Juneau’s 
electrical system. The study should evaluate the JDH energy requirements.

Disclosure

Alaska Energy Engineering was a member of the CBJ Docks Electrification Study team. Our involvement 
was limited to an early study that was included in the report on Page 39. We were not offered a larger role 
and had no further involvement in the study or drafting the report. AEE requested to not be included as a 
member of the study team since much of the work occurred without our involvement. The study team did 
not honor this request.

As is often the case with Juneau consultants, AEE serves the interests of multiple local clients. These 
comments are provided in the interest of JDH (who paid us to review the study and provide comments),
are not derived from knowledge obtained while working with the study team and are not in conflict with 
the minor role AEE was afforded on the study team.

by:  

Jim Rehfeldt, P.E.
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From: Gretchen Keiser
To: Erich Schaal
Cc: Carl Uchytil; Don Etheridge; Rorie Watt; Beth Weldon; Maria Gladziszewski; Wade Bryson; Michelle Hale; Carole

Triem; Christine Woll; Gregory Smith; Alicia Hughes-Skandijs; Waahlaal Giidaak; Beth McKibben; Beth McEwen
Subject: JCOS Comments on Dock Electrification Study and RAISE Grant
Date: Sunday, January 16, 2022 10:16:43 AM
Attachments: 01142022 dock electrification study comments Final.pdf

EXTERNAL E-MAIL: BE CAUTIOUS WHEN OPENING FILES OR FOLLOWING LINKS

Hi - This email and the attached document constitute Juneau Commission on Sustainability 

(JCOS) comments on the Juneau Dock Electrification Study draft report. JCOS also 

provides recommendations for a future RAISE grant application process that the 

Commission believes will optimize Juneau’s competitiveness for federal funding for dock 

electrification.

As JCOS was about to submit its comments on the draft dock electrification study 

(attached), the Commission learned that the 2022 RAISE Grant Notice of Funding 

Opportunity (NOFO) is expected to come out this week or next. The application period will 

probably be moved up, with a possible deadline in mid-April, instead of mid-July as 

occurred last year. Due to the 2021 Infrastructure Investment & Jobs Act’s increase in 

program funds, there will be substantially more funding available, and predictably more 

competition for the grants. Projects with the most preparation are likely to score the highest 

(personal communication,1/14/2022, Howard Hill, Transportation Policy Analyst, US DOT 

RAISE Grant Point of Contact).

As JCOS notes in its comments, the sections of the draft report that deal with the benefits 

of dock electrification, power availability and economics are seriously flawed. The draft also 

fails to offer alternative solutions to some of the problems it identifies. These flaws must be 

corrected or the assumptions and conclusions of the draft study will seriously–even fatally–

undermine the CBJ's competitiveness in ever obtaining RAISE grant funding for dock 

electrification.

JCOS strongly recommends that the Juneau Commission on Sustainability be given a 

leading role in developing the 2022 RAISE grant application. One of the Commission’s 

charges from the Assembly is to apply for grants. JCOS’s work and recommendations were 

ignored or given short shrift during development of the unsuccessful 2021 application. 

Based on the unsatisfactory experience with the 2021 RAISE grant application process, 

JCOS believes this change is crucial to the success of future grant applications.

In light of the extremely short turnaround time for the next RAISE grant application, JCOS 

recommends that:

1. 
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The CBJ immediately seek feedback from DOT on its 2021 RAISE grant application, 
and that JCOS participate in the debriefing.

2. 
The dock electrification study report be streamlined to focus on cost estimates and 
the technical and engineering components needed as a basis for the next RAISE 
grant application. The draft’s limiting assumptions and conclusions about power 
availability should be replaced with the straightforward assumption that the utility will 
provide the necessary power on a firm or near-firm basis.

3. 
D&H/Engineering initiate work on dock electrification on any environmental permitting 
required for the project, before the 2022 RAISE grant application date.

4. 
The Assembly Public Works & Facilities Committee (PWFC) oversee dock 
electrification development as a community goal, effort, and priority. 

5. 
The PWFC oversee the 2022 RAISE grant application, with assistance from JCOS 
and support from D&H, CBJ Engineering & Public Works Department, and the CBJ 
Tourism Manager under the premise that the CBJ docks will be optimally utilized and 
that power will be available for any vessel docking at the 16 B docks.

6. 
CBJ commit a minimum 20% match, with consideration to go higher to optimize 
CBJ's application against anticipated increased competitiveness in the next round of 
RAISE grants.

7. 
CBJ submit only one RAISE grant application in the 2022 grant cycle to make it clear 
that dock electrification is the community’s priority for using RAISE grant funding.

Through focused, collaborative work in the near future, Juneau can submit a strong RAISE 

grant application in 2022. The Juneau Commission on Sustainability members are available 

to assist in this effort.

Thank you,

Gretchen Keiser, Chair

Juneau Commission on Sustainability
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January 15, 2022  
 
Mayor Beth Weldon  
Juneau Assembly Members 
CBJ Docks & Harbors, 
155 S. Seward Street, 
Juneau, AK 99801 
 

 
 
Dear Mayor, Assembly, and Docks & Harbors Board, 

Electric Power Systems, Inc. (EPS) is an Alaska-based multidisciplinary consulting engineering firm 
that offers complete solutions to industrial and government clients of all sizes across the state and 
around the globe. Our team of professional engineers have registrations within our state and others 
in the following disciplines: Electrical- Mechanical- Civil- Structural. EPS helps clients with all facets 
relating to electric power systems. Our unmatched experience and all-inclusive approach assist the 
major utilities in Alaska and greatly assists utilities and other businesses throughout Alaska, Hawaii, 
the Pacific Northwest, and the South Pacific. 

We have maintained an engineering office in Juneau since 1998 and provide services throughout 
Southeast, Alaska.  We have maintained our office in Juneau to service the needs of Southeast Alaska, 
including prior projects with the City of Juneau, the Alaska Marine Highway, Greens Creek and 
Kensington mines and the State of Alaska.   

EPS has provided services to both Alaska Electric Light & Power and Juneau Hydro. Through our 
experience with both companies as well as projects completed for the State of Alaska, we are very 
familiar with the electrical system of the Juneau area.  We specialize in islanded electrical systems 
and are very familiar with the challenges and constraints of operating an islanded system, including 
a hydro-based electrical system.  

I have experience as both a consulting engineer specializing in islanded power system design, 
operations, and studies as well as a utility engineer and manager for an operating utility in both Alaska 
and the Lower 48.  I have reviewed the draft Juneau Dock Electrification Report and offer the 
following comments.  

Summary Comments 

The stated objective of the study is to reduce greenhouse gasses in Juneau (opening paragraph for 
the report).  A goal to reduce greenhouse gasses is a goal to achieve the greatest value to the 
community of Juneau as opposed to a desire to develop the least cost solution for electrical service 
required to achieve that goal.   
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However, the first three pages following the Executive Summary outline the difficulties of providing 
shore power from the existing hydro-based system and the success AEL&P has accomplished utilizing 
its available hydro resources with prudent hydropower modeling to achieve the least cost service to 
its ratepayers.  This is an admirable goal for the electric utility, but it is not the stated goal of the study 
or CBJ. The resulting conclusion of the study is that the AELP system has little to no hydropower 
resources to reliably meet future demand, including the supply of power to electrify Juneau's docks 
or presumably any other loads that may arise in the future.   The report concludes that any other 
viable resources, especially additional hydro resources are many years away, although the report 
does not offer any detailed analysis of resources, including proposed AELP resources to meet the 
shortfall.  The report focusses solely on the ability to provide energy at the lowest possible costs as 
opposed to the stated objective of the report, which is to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, a goal 
which cannot be achieved at the lowest possible cost of electrical service.  The report does not 
address the actions required, and possible outcomes if for instance a GHG reduction becomes a 
mandate by either the State or Local government, either or both of which are very real possibilities 
in the future.   

There is no action plan or identification of actions or utility improvements required to accomplish the 
goal of dock electrification or a discussion of possibilities to facilitate the objective of the report. The 
conclusion of the study's executive summary is to simply build the dock and hope for a solution in the 
future, without providing recommendations, clear pathways and solutions, analysis, or cost estimates 
of providing the required electrical energy to achieve the goal of reducing GHG emissions.  Nor does 
it appear to include the impact to the existing hydro availability should GHG emissions become a 
mandated requirement. 

The central theme of the Executive Summary appears to be identifying the difficulties in providing 
shore power as opposed to providing alternatives and solutions to overcome any obstacles for its 
success. For instance, there are no scenarios evaluated in the report where the cost of reducing GHG 
emissions is achieved, or various costs for different levels of reductions to allow for an assessment of 
the solution with the greatest value.  The report is problem-driven and constrained by least-cost 
service rather than evaluating solutions with the greatest value to the community. 

AELP was at the forefront of supplying shore power to the cruise industry. It has done well in 
operating and providing this need in the Juneau area with utility innovation. However, while the 
Juneau dock electrification was once the technical leader of the world in this area, the technology 
used in the future should not rely on 20-year-old solutions.  The dock electrification should utilize 
new technology to improve service to Juneau area customers and optimize the future and existing 
docking process.   
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Since AELP electrified the first cruise ship dock, other ports, particularly on the west coast and 
northern European ports, have developed new technology and methods to improve docking methods 
and consequently increase in-port electrification benefits and energy sales. A survey of 10 ports 
indicated typical shoreside connection times are under 15 minutes.  The Juneau system may not be 
able to perform the docking in this time period, but it could perform it substantially faster than 
evaluated in the report for both the new and existing docking methods.  For Juneau's port 
electrification to be successful and responsive to the industry and meet Juneau's community goals, 
new technology capable of stabilizing the grid and providing more reliable service to all Juneau 
customers and the cruise industry should be used as part of the evaluation.     

AELP does not have the luxury of a stiff grid to allow large loads to quickly ramp up and take full 
power or ramp down from a large load to no load, like the docking and undocking of a large cruise 
ship.  When the first cruise ship facility was built in Juneau, AELP compensated for not having a stiff 
grid by placing restrictions on how fast a ship can connect or disconnect from its system.  This report 
assumes that the same technology and system constraints available 20 years ago will be used 20 years 
into the future.  Consequently, the future cruise ships will have similar results or possibly slower 
processes if multiple ships attempt loading concurrently than the time required for the past 20 years.   
However, today's technology provides options that were impossible 20 years ago to improve the 
ability to electrically load/unload vessels while simultaneously improving reliability to AELP's firm 
customers.   Technology deployment using a Battery Energy Storage (BESS) is ideal for providing the 
ramping capability to control both voltage and power ramps during transitions of shipboard power. 
BESS technology is currently used in several Alaskan communities (Kodiak, Kotzebue, Cordova, and 
Metlakatla to name a few) to dampen the impact of wind power ramps and loads such as canneries 
and processors that are much more volatile than the loading/unloading of cruise ships. Both Cordova 
and Kodiak are also hydro-based systems with a slow frequency response of their baseload 
generation but are coupled with much faster system load/variable generation changes than those on 
the AELP system. The BESS is a proven technology that could easily reduce transition time to less than 
50% of that used in the report.   In addition to reducing greenhouse gas emissions, a properly 
designed BESS could significantly improve the reliability of the Juneau area power system and 
significantly reduce power outages due to the interruption of power following the loss of a 
transmission line from Snettisham or Lake Dorothy. Another consideration in a best value evaluation 
as opposed to a least cost evaluation.  

The total estimated energy for future cruise ships is 7,133 MWh. The report claims this to be an 
extremely optimistic scenario based on the inability to reconfigure existing ships. In researching the 
cruise line sites, it appears all cruise lines have aggressive programs to maximize their potential use 
of shore power, and virtually all new ship builds as well as most existing ships will be upgraded to 
include the ability to use shore power, many are being configured to allow power from either side of 
the ship. In addition, several ports have configured their mooring systems to accommodate ship 
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connections on either side of the vessel. This 7,133 MWh also assumes that the same loading 
constraints developed 20 years ago in the AELP system will be controlling the loading/unloading time 
for the next 20 years. This assumption uses legacy data that requires updating for a modern Juneau 
dock electrification. Consider that increasing the in-port time by one hour per visit will positively 
impact the project economics, decrease particulates and emissions, and require more energy for the 
cruise ships.  The report also does not discuss the trend that most port facilities are requiring port-
based electrification as a condition of docking.  While cost is a consideration in these ports, the 
reduction of GHG is the driving factor, not costs.  

The report's discussion of firm vs. interruptible rates is informative but is insufficient and falls short 
in fully exploring solutions. Again, the primary deficiency of the report is that it strives for a least-cost 
solution to provide for electric service as opposed to a greatest value solution.  Greenhouse Gas or 
Renewable Energy solutions are rarely the least cost solutions, but the greatest value for the public 
at the lowest reasonable cost.  The supposition that interruptible rates require the same rate 
methodology as the existing tariff for the Franklin Dock or Greens Creek need not be the case. 
Interruptible rates can include allocation of costs required by the utility to provide an expected level 
of service, allocation of construction costs or any other costs agreeable to the parties taking service.  
The decision to take electrical shore service is not a least-cost decision for the cruise ship industry, it 
is a best value decision.   

Whether the Princess contract rates now or in the past included any "Aid to Construction" by Princess 
lines for the Franklin Dock is not described in the report. The report does not describe whether AELP 
funded the project, the CBJ funded the project, the customer funded the project, or a combination 
of funding was used, and if the construction costs were recovered through a facility charge or not. 
The report should provide the scenarios that are possible under various aid-to-construction scenarios 
for the dock improvements and discuss their relationship to the previous dock electrification. 

There are several different categories of firm service within Alaskan utilities, which is also true within 
the AELP system. Greens Creek, for instance, has a different class of "interruptible" service that allows 
for an interruption for certain problems or shortages within the AELP system but does not allow for 
an interruption for other problems in the system.  Customers served by radial transmission lines in 
the AELP system have a different level of firm service than areas with multiple points or looped 
service. 

The CBJ and the customer should decide whether any future dock service is based on a conditional 
firm service or interruptible service based on what is best for the CBJ, the public dock owner, and the 
cruise ship industry. However, this is not simply an economic decision. The State of Alaska and City 
Borough of Juneau's goals are to reduce the emissions within State and City jurisdiction and waters. 
CBJ, as a customer, has a right to service and to evaluate which type of service best fits its needs; 
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AELP is required to serve a requested load and must provide an analysis on what it would cost to 
serve the customer.   In feasibility studies such as this, cost estimates are not as detailed or as 
accurate as they would be if an actual service request was made, but none-the-less, the utility should 
provide a listing of all improvements required to provide the service under the different scenarios, 
their respective costs, the possible rate structures, and the instances where service would or could 
be curtailed for the CBJ to evaluate.  The report does not include any analysis of what facilities, their 
respective costs and corresponding rates would be required to meet the goals of the CBJ.  The lack of 
an alternative analysis between a near-firm service and interruptible service and the analysis of 
additional energy resources is a shortcoming of the report and negatively impacts the credibility of 
the report. The current draft report on interruptible service vs. firm service is unclear, confusing, and 
provides no details on deficiencies or costs of any alternatives or an adequate description on why the 
projects are required and what alternatives were considered and when curtailments would be 
required.     

Other service reliability options may be available besides a new transmission line from Lemon Creek 
to the substation to offer dock service at less than a firm service. Like many Alaskan utilities, AELP 
appears to strive for firm service, i.e., service to customers that cannot be interrupted with a single 
contingency event (a utility term meaning the failure of a single component of their system) but 
makes exceptions and deviates from the single contingency event standard in serving areas of its own 
system. The report's focus is on the classical definition of firm service and not one that is practiced 
throughout Alaska. The report did not consider a near firm or a conditional firm service that would 
be an appropriate and perhaps optimal service for dock utilization. A conditional firm service may not 
require additional capital expenditures to build an additional transmission line between Lemon and 
Salmon Creek and may provide reliable and cost-effective service to the CBJ and cruise line industry.  
However, if a capital improvement project is required, it is likely the project would contribute to the 
reliability of the AELP system as a whole and not solely the cruise ship docks. 

The report should more clearly identify all the requirements and components for service as opposed 
to simply stating a new transmission line is required without providing the public with an 
understanding of why the line is required for the dock but not any other load-serving requirements. 
The report indicates the Lemon Creek line would only be required to service the cruise ships from a 
fossil fuel plant in the event of a scheduled or unscheduled outage of one of the 69 kV lines from 
Thane. This additional infrastructure requirement was not the objective in the study's scope and 
would appear to be counter to the goals stated in the report.  This appears to be adding confusion to 
the issue whereas a simpler solution would have been to just not provide the cruise ships during this 
contingency. 

There are other possibilities to "firm up" an interruptible customer at the dock, which are not 
mentioned in the report. There is also no reason why an interruptible customer does not contribute 
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to any facility improvements required to service the loads.   How were the facilities at the existing 
electrified dock funded should be addressed in the report and if different than the limited options 
presented in the report, the report should be modified to include similar funding.  

Finally, the report estimates that energy will be available to serve the future cruise ship electrical 
loads 25% of the time until 2038. This conclusion is difficult if not impossible to replicate with the 
available information provided in the report. However, assuming the statement is correct, another 
way to bring this forward is to state that 75% of the new loads of the cruise ship or presumably any 
other new CBJ loads such as electric vehicle loads, heating loads etc. required for mandated GHG 
reductions will require further development of resources prior to 2038 for dock electrification or 
other positive economic growth. Or put another way, the report should simply state, there is no way 
to reduce the GHG emissions in the CBJ, because that is the effective outcome of the energy 
constrained, least-cost service analysis.   

The goal of the report was to reduce GHG emissions, to effectively state the CBJ cannot meet its goal 
is incorrect and a failure of the report  methods and approach.  The report should instead be 
solution-oriented to meet the goals of the report and refrain from conclusive determinations that are 
based on narrow assumptions and precludes the judgement of CBJ as to what is the best value for its 
residents. It should present the solutions to the energy shortfall, if there are any, the system 
deficiencies, if there are any that cannot be addressed by different service conditions, and allow the 
CBJ to evaluate the lowest reasonable cost that meets their goals as opposed to simply concluding 
there is not available energy, service is too difficult, 
this data, verification of the conclusions and statements in the report cannot be confirmed or 
evaluated by other parties. 

The report does not address the possibility of the resource deficiency being resolved by any new 
renewable resources, including those resources listed as future AELP or Juneau Hydro Projects in the 
report. The draft report leaves the assumption of AELP developing its internal resources ten (10) years 
out, but the construction and possibility of bringing any resources on-line was not addressed. There 
was no analysis of the cost impacts of bringing the proposed AELP projects forward or utilizing energy 
from the Sweetheart Lake project mentioned in the report to close this energy shortfall.  It would 
appear the scope of the report was supposed to specifically require the analysis of utilizing future 
resources to meet the CBJ objective.  Absent this analysis, the only conclusion is that the cost of AELP 
bringing a project forward or evaluating the Sweetheart Lake project is so horrendously expensive to 
the point that it would prevent the CBJ from meeting its goals.  However, without knowing the costs 
of either of these options, how was that determined?  If the projects referenced in the report cannot 
be used to meet the shortfall, or will not be evaluated as possible solutions, simply state that 
assumption in the beginning, that this report will not evaluate anything other than existing resources 
to accomplish the goal.   
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Summary 

The draft report provides some helpful information, but its focus is on providing the least cost 
electrical service for the dock electrification.  The measures required to either meet or evaluate the 
ability of the CBJ to obtain its goals of reducing greenhouse gas emissions are missing from the report 
and were not included in the study.  The study concludes the new dock electrification could only be 
served 25% of the time which effectively precludes any GHG reductions to be realized by the CBJ.  
The basis of the 25% conclusion does not appear to be documented within the report.  Given the 
conclusion effectively precludes dock electrification, it is a severe deficiency in the report not to 
clearly and succinctly describe in detail how the conclusion was derived and include all supporting 
data and why identified future projects were not considered. 

However, assuming the 25% may be correct, the lack of information or effort to provide costs 
information on alternatives to fill the shortfall is the largest deficiency of the report.  The focus of the 
report being to provide the least cost service and ignoring the intended goals of the study.  The study 
provided no information by which the CBJ could evaluate the cost of meeting its goals, which were 
not driven by the providing the least cost service but driven by goal of reducing GHG.        

If you have any questions or comments, please feel free to contact me at your convenience.   

 

Thank you, 

 

David Burlingame, P.E. 

President,  
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RECOMMENDATION

BACKGROUND

System Constraints

                     32



Options for Increasing Dock Electrification Utilization
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From: Bill Leighty
To: Erich Schaal
Cc: Steve Behnke; Margo Waring; Nancy Waterman; Zachary Brown; benjamin johnson; Dan Cannon;

eschroederjnu@gmail.com; "Bob Schroeder"; Borough Assembly; Managers Office; lynncanalconservation@gmail.com;
jessica@lynncanalconservation.org; stacie@lynncanalconservation; Beth McKibben; hotline@traveljuneau; Alexandra Pierce;
info@haight-assoc.com

Subject: Comments on Juneau’s draft Cruise Ship Dock Electrification Study
Date: Monday, January 17, 2022 12:56:23 PM
Attachments: image.png

ThwaitesGlacier-17Jan22.pdf
21-350Juneau-24Aug-H2-Juneau.pdf
JuneauTotalEnergy-27Feb07-REV15Feb19 (version 6).xlsb

EXTERNAL E-MAIL: BE CAUTIOUS WHEN OPENING FILES OR FOLLOWING LINKS

Port Engineer Erich Schaal at Erich.Schaal@juneau.org, 907-586-0397

REFERENCE:

Juneau’s draft Cruise Ship Dock Electrification Study
2021 RAISE Transportation Discretionary Grant | Port of Juneau Dock Electrification
Grant

Juneau Colleagues,

The subject Study is well done. I agree with its assumptions and recommendations, except
that:

1. Does it adequately deal with the ambitions of Juneau Hydro to supply hydroelectric energy
to some markets segments of the Juneau Community, downtown and elsewhere ?

2. Neither reference report addresses the urgent questions before the CBJ and people of
Juneau:

a. Shall we continue to welcome the cruise ship industry to enjoy the port and shoreside
resources and activities -- generally, "shore excursions" -- of Juneau while both are
operated almost exclusively on liquid fossil fuels ? Shall we rather close the Port of
Juneau to large cruise ships, or to all cruise ships, until their "under way" propulsion
and hotel loads energy is supplied entirely, or to a great extent, by renewables-source,
CO2-emission-free energy, with the option to buy hydroelectric energy from Juneau
source(s) while at dock in Juneau and perhaps in other SE AK ports-of-call ?

b. Shall we encourage the cruise ship industry to accelerate the conversion of its ships
and shorex assets, via nascent technology, via whatever incentives and authorities are
available to us ?

i. See: "Could Hydrogen help us operate Juneau entirely on CO2-emission-free
energy ? How ?", attached.

ii. See: "Pacific Northwest Renewable Hydrogen Action Plan" : https://fcbf876f-0fb5-
422a-8c51-
9fbfc77ad93e.filesusr.com/ugd/0cf654_9225a6fa0eb84dc3950de07bbad56704.pdf

iii. Consider several keynote speaker proposals, in recent years, in JEDC's annual
"Innovation Summit", by which we might so encourage this industry.

iv. Consider my "innovation shorts" presentations at several JEDC Innovation
Summits:

1. 2019: https://vimeo.com/318869809 Should Juneau Accommodate 1.5
million Cruise Ship Visitors per Year ?

2. 2020: https://vimeo.com/373679728 Cruise Ships and Climate Change:
Juneau's Bargain for New Hydroelectricity-powered Shoreside
Infrastructure to Benefit Everyone

3. 2018: https://vimeo.com/287808196 Elevator Juneau: Escaping Sea Level
Rise
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c. What is our collective and individual responsibility, our Kuleana, for preventing the
dangers -- predicted by many experts, as in the attached Thwaites Glacier analysis
from late 2021 -- of Global Climate Change (GCC) caused by burning fossil fuels of all
kinds ? How may we examine and assess, and understand and agree about that
responsibility ?

d. By what authorities may we apply and implement this responsibiity ?
e. Shall we have this conversation before we proceed to advance the draft Cruise Ship

Dock Electrification Study, or to attempt to find funding by which to accomplish it ?

See my "Juneau Total Energy Analysis" of many years ago, showing the estimated
magnitude of cruise ship industry energy consumption. This needs to be updated. Perhaps
we have the data on individual cruise ship fuel consumption by which to update the study,
per the published 2022 Juneau port call schedule. Should we ask CBJ staff to do that ?
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The attached "Could Hydrogen help us operate Juneau entirely on CO2-emission-free
energy ? How ?" presentation may result in opportunities to profitably harvest SE AK
stranded indigenous renewable energy resources -- principally hydro, tidal, and wave -- to
supply liquid hydrogen (LH2) fuel for bunkering cruise ships as they transit SE AK. LH2 may
also be a fuel, or at least an energy carrier and storage medium, for fueling aircraft and
marine vessels, large and small, at JNU or elsewhere.

I suggest that CBJ not proceed to finalize the excellent draft Cruise Ship Dock Electrification
Study until we have had the community conversation, above.

Juneau's prosperous future may be rather as a refuge community than as a cruise ship
industry hub.

Thank you for your consideration.

Bill Leighty

Director, The Leighty Foundation (TLF)

www.leightyfoundation.org/earth.php

Principal, Alaska Applied Sciences, Inc. (AASI)

www.AlaskaAppliedSciences.com

907-586-1426 (w) 206-719-5554 (cell)
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Juneau INTERNAL energy

Heating Oil Hiway Gasoline Electricity AMHS

Av Turb AS Av Turb Other Hiway Diesel Other Diesel

Av Gas Marine Other Other Propane

CapTransit Diesel Wood
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Juneau EXTERNAL Energy

AS (external) Barge AMHS Cruise Ships
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AMHS 2007 total gallons purchased FY 2007
Source: Cathy Belfry Date: 13-Nov-07

FYE Program Budget Analyst III
Alaska Marine Highway System
907-228-7266

Vessel Gallons Purchased catherine.belfry@alaska.gov
Aurora 787,636        
Chenega 833,925        
Columbia 2,191,440     
Fairweather 1,338,450     
Kennicott 2,174,007     
LeConte 618,758        
Lituya 107,979        
Malaspina 959,460        
Matanuska 1,631,961     
Taku 1,004,071     
Tustumena 882,007        
TOTAL 12,529,694   

Vessel Annual Gallons
Aurora 787,636        
Chenega 833,925        
Columbia 2,191,440     
Fairweather 1,338,450     
Kennicott 2,174,007     
LeConte 618,758        
Lituya 107,979        
Malaspina 959,460        
Matanuska 1,631,961     
Taku 1,004,071     
Tustumena 882,007        
TOTAL 12,529,694   
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Cruise Ships Estimated Total Annual Fossil Fuel Consumption - SE AK Summer REV 14-Aug-21

Assumptions: Low High
Fuel per day at 100% capacity factor (CF):  24 hrs at typical cruise speed 150 250 Mt (metric tons) per day
Total # of large ships (> 2,000 pax)
Total # of medium ships ( 400 - 2,000 pax)
Total # of small ships (< 400 pax)
Season = 120 days
Avg ships cruise length = 7 days
Avg ships / day = 3.5
Avg ships pax size = 2,000
Avg ships fuel consumption / day @ 100% CF = SF: 80 Mt / day
Avg ships CF = 60%
Avg ships fuel consumption / day @ 60% CF 48

Rough estimate:  average total ships per day in Juneau 3.5
Avg ships fuel consumption / day @ 60% CF 48
Days per season 120
Total ship fuel consumption per season 20,160 Mt (metric tons) 

NOTE: Capacity Factor (CF) = Service Factor (SF) = % of time operating at full rated typical cruise power

Source: https://www.cruise1st.co.uk/blog/cruise-tips/cruise-facts/how-much-fuel-do-cruise-ships-use/
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2016/may/21/the-worlds-largest-cruise-ship-and-its-supersized-pollution-problem

Tons
Pax Displace Length

Norwegian Spirit 1,100 gal / hr 26400 gal / day 84 Mt / day

Freedom Of The Seas 2,800 gal / hr 67200 gal / day 214 Mt / day

P&O Brittania 3,000 4,300 144,000

Harmony Of The Seas 1,377 6,780
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Juneau TOTAL Energy

Cruise Ships Heat Oil Hiway Gas Electric

Barge AMHS AS (external) AMHS

Av Turb AS Av Turb Other Hiway Diesel Other Diesel

CapTrans Diesel Av Gas Marine Other Other

Propane Wood
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January 17, 2022 

City and Borough of Juneau 
Erich Schaal, Port Engineer 
155 South Seward Street 
Juneau, AK 99801 

Mr. Schaal, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Cruise Ship Dock Electrification Study.  The following 
comments are on behalf of Alaska Electric Light and Power Company (AELP). 

Connect / Disconnect Time 

The estimate of anticipated energy consumption by ships docked at the CBJ Alaska Steamship (AS) and Cruise 
Terminal (CT) berths is in part based upon the time frame of an hour for connecting and an hour for 
disconnecting each ship.  We have heard discussion of whether this estimate of an hour for connect and 
disconnect is accurate.  AELP and Princess Cruise lines were the first in the world to develop the system where 
large cruise ships could completely rely on shore power while docked, and therefore AELP has a twenty-one-
year period of experience with ship connects/disconnects.  We fully understand the process and how long it 
takes. The shore side and shipboard procedures incorporate standard safety protocols and reflect the physical 
steps which must be taken each time.  Below is a detailed description, which explains why the process takes at 
least an hour. 

Safety procedures require that the ship be completely tied up to the dock before the shore power cables can be 
handled. After docking is completed, doors must be opened and gangways installed to allow personnel from the 
ship to access the dock. The ship's electrical officer then applies locks on the disconnect and ground switches, 
located on the dock, which ensure that the cables are de-energized and grounded as they are handled. After the 
safety lockout is complete, the cables (4 power cables plus neutral and 3 control cables) are lowered to the ship, 
where ship personnel manually manipulate them into the receptacles on the shore connection switchboard. The 
shore power rooms are approximately 8 feet by 10 feet, with three to four crewmen working in that space. Each 
power cable on board weighs approximately 130 pounds (38lbs for the connector and 9.36lbs per foot of cable), 
so lifting them into place and fitting them into each receptacle is challenging and takes time. The plug covers 
must be removed, and the plugs inspected to make sure they are dry.  After the cables are maneuvered into the 
receptacles, each one is secured by 4 retaining bolts which are manually tightened with hand tools. Once the 
cables are secure, the ship's electrical officer removes the locks on the shore side equipment and then proceeds 
back to the ship to continue the switching steps required on board. These include opening the ground switch for 
the shore connection switchboard and then racking in the synchronizing breaker(s). The ground switch and 
breaker(s) are used to provide a lockout between the shipboard generation and the shore connection 
switchboard while personnel are securing the cables. After the switching is complete on board, then the transfer 
process with AELP is started and generally takes between 10-15 minutes. 

Most of the connect/disconnect time is spent on the lockout processes followed both on the shore and on the 
ship, and the physical connection of the cables. The lockout steps are essential to ensure personnel safety while 
handling the cables and those steps cannot be skipped or substantially shortened.  The lockout steps followed in 
Juneau are the same as the steps followed for connection and disconnection in other ports. 
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Shore Power Design - Transformers

The study notes that electrification of the CBJ docks will require a new electrical substation and transformers; 
the study also notes that the existing transformer at the Franklin Dock substation will need to be replaced with a 
more advanced transformer which will allow all three docks to be served simultaneously.  The comments below 
will explain in more detail the importance of the capabilities of the transformers. 

AELP recently requested $1.64 million in Marine Passenger Fees (MPF) to replace the existing electrical 
transformer at the Franklin Dock (FD) Substation.  Not only is the replacement of the existing transformer 
required to be able to serve more than one cruise ship at a time, but it will also improve the operation of the 
AELP electrical system in the period prior to additional dock electrification.  

The existing FD substation transformer does not have the capability to actively adjust the voltage when 
energized.  This means that to adjust the voltage on the secondary (ship) side of the transformer, the voltage 
must be adjusted on the primary (utility) side, which can only be accomplished by adjusting the entire AELP 
system voltage.   As the ships have grown, so have their power needs, and with the increased electrical load it 
has become increasingly difficult to connect Princess ships under certain AELP system conditions, even with only 
one electrified dock. When the system load is low, such as on an early summer morning, there may not be 
enough flexibility in the system to allow the system voltage to be lowered enough to meet the voltage level 
required by the ship.  The connection must be delayed until later in the day when the system loading is sufficient 
to allow adequate adjustment of the system voltage.  During that time, the ship must continue to use its fuel-
fired generators, increasing GHG emissions while in port. 

A transformer with an integral Load Tap Changer (LTC) would allow for voltage adjustment at the transformer 
itself, leaving the remainder of the system in a typically steady state.  This will significantly improve the flexibility 
of the FD substation to meet the voltage levels required by the cruise ships and ultimately allow cruise ships 
which are currently connecting to be on shore power for a longer period of time by avoiding the connection 
delays related to system voltage control issues. 

The lack of an LTC on the transformer at the FD substation will make it impossible or nearly impossible to 
successfully provide shore power at additional docks in Juneau.  Once one ship is connected to the system, the 

fficiently lowered to 
connect a second ship.  Although it is not explicitly stated in the CBJ Study, the transformers to be installed in 

electric grid will not be able to connect more than one cruise ship at a time until the voltage can be specifically 
adjusted at the point of delivery to each ship, independent of the overall system voltage, LTCs are necessary for 
each transformer installed to serve a cruise ship.  The use of LTCs is now part of the standard design 
implemented in other ports.  

The lead time between ordering and receiving the transformer is currently estimated at two to three years (and 
could possibly be longer once federal infrastructure spending begins).  This is important to note when 
considering the timing of electrification of additional docks (CBJ-owned or otherwise). 

Connecting New Loads to the Electric System 

The study includes a comparison of the costs for electrification under a scenario where AELP would bear the 
costs of the electrification of the CBJ docks, vs. the CBJ funding the costs. 

pay the cost to connect to the existing electric system.  That requirement 
ensures that customers with higher connection costs are not subsidized by other customers.  
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Princess Cruise Lines funded the installation of the shore power facilities in 2001 when the Franklin Dock was 
electrified (and subsequently received reimbursement for a portion of the costs through marine passenger fees). 

If the CBJ moves ahead with electrifying their docks, the electrification costs should be borne by the CBJ because 
the most efficient configuration will be for the CBJ to be the interruptible customer at the AS and CT berths.  

Firm versus Interruptible Rates 

The study notes that cruise ships have never been firm electric service customers.  In addition to the reasons 
cited in the study for serving the ships as interruptible customers, it is important to note that AELP must at times 
be able to interrupt service to the cruise ships in order to perform maintenance on the transmission lines.  The 
Juneau electrical system is a long, radial system and the local climate and daylight require that maintenance be 
completed during the same season that the ships are visiting Juneau.  If the maintenance is not completed, 
system reliability will deteriorate at the expense of all customers.  

For instance, hydropower cannot be provided to the ships when the 138kV line is out of service.  Thus, if the 
ships were firm customers, AELP would be forced to run diesel-fired generation during maintenance on the 
138kV line  the effect of which simply displaces emissions from the downtown area to Lemon Creek or the 
valley.  
generation, which is intended for continuous use.  It makes far more sense for the cruise ships to provide their 
own power in such circumstances than for AELP to utilize less efficient diesel generation to serve them.  

There are also other circumstances under which we could not provide service to the ships unless additional 
electrical infrastructure is added to our system, which would increase the rates of all customers.  It is much more 
efficient and effective to serve the ships as interruptible loads. 

Sincerely, 

Constance Hulbert 
President and General Manager 
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From: Scott Spickler
To: Erich Schaal
Subject: Dock Electrification Study
Date: Monday, January 17, 2022 4:17:55 PM

EXTERNAL E-MAIL: BE CAUTIOUS WHEN OPENING FILES OR FOLLOWING LINKS

________________________________

Hi,

I have read the study and although its not a topic I am real familiar with, I am wondering why its stated that we only
have 25% capacity until 2038?  What about getting Sweetheart lake power connected to be able to provide the hydro
power capacity we anticipate needing in the near future?

Wouldn’t it make sense to accelerate that resource to supplement our power supply?

 I am also very concerned that Greens Creek could be forced to rely on diesel power more frequently as they have
been excellent employers and tax payers for Juneau for decades…we should do our best as a community to support
them and the Kensington for their power needs, as well as future mining operations in Juneau.

Thank you,
Scott Spickler
10754 Horizon Dr.
Juneau,AK. 99801
907-789-3780

Sent from my iPad
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January 17, 2022

Erich Schaal, Docks and Harbors, Port Engineer
Mayor Weldon and CBJ Assembly Members
155 S. Seward Street
Juneau, AK 99801

RE: Juneau Hydropower Draft Dock Electrification Study Comments

Dear Mr. Schaal, 

For background, I have been a personal advocate for dock electrification before our 16B docks were built. 
I have in my possession a piece of CBJ promotion literature assuring the Juneau public that the 16B docks 
would have dock electrification. I share this as a historical note.

Juneau Hydropower Inc. (JHI) would like to provide constructive comments to optimize and value add to 
the CBJ investment in Docks and Harbors inadequate Draft Dock Electrification Study Report (Draft
Report). The study, unfortunately, makes assertions that are diminutive and do not fully portray the 
strength or the ready-to-
report highlight or address its beneficial impact on dock electrification for the CBJ. The draft report also 
neglects to recognize and appreciate that the Sweetheart Lake Hydroelectric Project has the near-term 
future energy and capacity that transcends beyond dock electrification. The Sweetheart Lake 
Hydroelectric Project provides energy to energize the publicly owned facilities and the planned Norwegian 
Cruise Line Holdings new dock and could also energize the AJ Dock in the future for full Juneau port 
electrification. 

In addition to assisting in the full energizing of the Sweetheart Lake has the capacity and 

transformation to beneficial electrification1. This beneficial electrification includes: electric vehicles;
residential and business air source heat pumps; district energy; and providing power to AELP to supply 
interruptible customers when AELP cannot supply power and curtails these customers to operate on diesel 
generation with an increase in attendant emissions and Green House Gasses (GHG).

Beneficial electrification is a rapidly growing phenomenon in Juneau and America2 to transform 
traditional diesel and fossil fuel uses into renewable energy use at a lower cost. Juneau is experiencing a 
migration to electric transportation that could accelerate as automakers produce SUV and Pickup truck 

-out of producing of internal combustion engines. Additional transportation migration has 
begun with electric buses, and heavy equipment, heavy trucks, and even locomotives and marine 

1 Beneficial electrification (or strategic electrification) is a term for replacing direct fossil fuel use (e.g., propane, heating oil, 
gasoline) with electricity in a way that reduces overall emissions and energy costs. Environmental and Energy Study 
Institute. https://www.eesi.org/electrification/be
2 Beneficial Electrification: A Growth Opportunity. The Regulatory Assistance Project. 
https://www.raponline.org/blog/beneficial-electrification-a-growth-opportunity/
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transportation to electric. Juneau has already demonstrated and is recognized as a leader in electric 
transportation transformation. Juneau is also is exceptionally well-positioned for beneficial electrification 
in displacing diesel heating and hot water with 300% more efficient and less costly air source heat pumps 
and district energy for downtown Juneau. These transformations are already in play and will deteriorate 
the availability of interruptible power as interruptible power customers are curtailed, and their power 
shifted to firm power customers for transportation and heating requirements. Adoption of technologies 
that use electricity creates technological and energy use shifts, as demonstrated in S-curves of adoption3.
And while this sounds technical, it really means that once a technology has proved itself, everyone wants 
to use the technology. The same holds true for the recent past shift to everyone owning a cell phone, the 
current shift in the market to electric vehicles and heat pumps.

The draft report, portrays a past or historical analysis of demand, which, while useful, is not as relevant to 

power and yet did not quantify or provide a relationship of how those other potentially large electric load 
demands impact dock electrification decisions making. Therefore, the draft report is insufficient to provide 
a well-balanced and future-
other growing demands to provide the complete picture to the public and decision makers.

,
yet not incorporated in the report. For example,  federal research sources supplied to the report authors 
predict widespread end-use electric technology adoption would result in substantial shifts in fuel, 
electricity, and total energy consumption. This objective information was either discounted or ignored.

3 Electrification Futures Study: Scenarios of Electric Technology Adoption and Power Consumption for the United States.
2018. National Renewable Energy Laboratory. NREL/TP-6A20-71500 https://www.osti.gov/biblio/1459351-electrification-
futures-study-scenarios-electric-technology-adoption-power-consumption-united-states
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The draft report identified some potential areas of Juneau demand growth and correctly identified 
Kensington. The report te 
all of their emissions or mention other industrial or business uses such as fish processing expansion, reuse 
of the old Walmart facility or other growth. Any demand for power furnished by diesel generation is an 
unmet demand for locally produced hydropower. The identified growth areas in the report were not 
quantified to independently analyze their impact in conjunction and yet are quantifiable and would be 
expected for a report of this financial cost magnitude. For example, what is the power demand and energy 
required to leet fully? What is the power demand and energy 
required should CBJ fully electrify all of its vehicle fleet? What is the comparison of the demand and 
energy required of the Fred Meyer operation or Alaska Glacier Seafoods or Taku Fisheries in comparison 
to what a new store and operator would require firm power at the Walmart facility? Are these individual  
power requirements less or more than one dock electrification?. The report provides no energy context for 
comparison. Without the identification and comparison, the Juneau public and elected decision-makers 
are at a loss to understand and objectively consider the ramifications that firm dock electrification could 
actually hasten and support additional hydropower development to meet a more prosperous and more 
economically vibrant Juneau future. 

As Juneau Hydropower has publicly stated, it is ready and able to assist AELP with providing Sweetheart 
Lake Power to meet all energy needs as a wholesale provider. The draft report fails to properly describe 
the Sweetheart Lake Hydroelectric Project as a FERC self-certified, Qualifying Facility which means that 
JHI can legally sell its power to AELP at its avoided cost or a contracted rate. Such a sale does not require 
AELP or the ratepayers to invest in hydropower thus saving the ratepayer the capital cost for any future 
hydropower that it is currently paying for on Lake Dorothy through COPA mechanisms. Additionally, 
under the draft but agreed Transmission Services Agreement between AELP and JHI, JHI will pay fees to 

initially exceed $1million annually, providing AELP the ability to further reduce firm power rates. This 
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means that AELP makes money off the Sweetheart Lake Project and these funds could further reduce 
The draft report did not but should have included this analysis.

The report erroneously states that Sweetheart Lake obtained its FERC permit in 2016 when in fact, this is 
a FERC license. A FERC permit was granted in 2009, which initiates a complex and detailed regulatory 
process that culminates with a completed Environmental Impact Statement and FERC license issued in 
2016. A FERC permit is the beginning of the process, whereas a license is the completion of the process. 
As a result of not fully and appropriately identifying the legal, regulatory and development status on the 
three projects identified, the draft report attempts to paint these projects as equal. It is unclear why the 
analysis did not appropriately and responsibly objectively differentiate for the public and elected leaders 
with this relevant information. The FERC permitting and licensing record for all three projects is publicly 
available on the FERC elibrary website.4 The authors could have independently analyzed and determined 
what projects have a permit, a US Forest Service Special Use Permit, a US Army Corp 404 Wetlands 
permit, an Environmental Impact Statement, etc. All of which the Sweetheart Lake Hydroelectric Project 
has and more.

The draft report only casually mentions the Juneau District Heating but does not correctly address the area 
and firm energy required that AELP 

is required to provide to the system. It should be noted that authors and AELP have been involved with 
the energy requirement applications and laying conduit to the Egan Drive Juneau District Heating 
property.

JHI was provided a draft RFP for the Juneau Dock Electrification Study on February 20, 2020. The
subsequent RFP changes appear to have contributed to misplaced conclusions.

The draft report is expensive, confusing, problematic
inferring that Juneau lacks power for dock electrification and, therefore, other economic development. 
The good news is that the study provides no solutions to Ju or provides a clear 
path forward, but a key pathway exists. Juneau Hydropower is here to support the community in 
developing dock electrification and all other beneficial electric endeavors that our community is working 
on. The report did not appropriately and fully integrate the Sweetheart Lake Hydroelectric Project into the 
study analysis and how this project moves our community forward. We would appreciate reconsideration.
If appropriately analyzed, JHI and the public should be confident that the final report will have reasonable 
and positive dock electrification conclusions. 

Kind regards, 

Duff Mitchell
Managing Director
Juneau Hydropower, Inc.  duff.mitchell@juneauhydro.com

4 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission E-library public portal https://ferc.gov/ferc-online/elibrary
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From: Mary Alice McKeen
To: Erich Schaal; Borough Assembly
Cc: Stuart Cohen; John and Debra Gerrish; Linda McCargar; George Partlow; Kathrin McCarthy; Angie Mendbayar;

Bob Woolf; Caroline Malseed
Subject: Comments on Draft Study on Electrification of Docks in Juneau
Date: Monday, January 17, 2022 7:20:17 PM

EXTERNAL E-MAIL: BE CAUTIOUS WHEN OPENING FILES OR FOLLOWING LINKS

Dear Mr. Schaal,

Please accept these comments from Alaska Interfaith Power and Light on the Draft Study on
Electrification of the Docks in Juneau. 

Regards, 

Mary Alice McKeen
Alaska Interfaith Power and Light

 Comments by Alaska Interfaith Power and Light o...

-- 
Mary Alice McKeen
212 West 9th Street,
Juneau, Alaska 99801
907-957-6170 (cell)
907-586-5745 (fax)
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From: John or Debra Gerrish
To: Erich Schaal; Borough Assembly
Subject: Comments on Draft Study on Electrification of Docks in Juneau
Date: Monday, January 17, 2022 10:00:20 PM
Attachments: Comments by Alaska Interfaith Power and Light on Draft Dock Electrification Study .pdf

ATT00001.txt

EXTERNAL E-MAIL: BE CAUTIOUS WHEN OPENING FILES OR FOLLOWING LINKS

________________________________

Dear Mr. Schaal,

Please accept these comments from Alaska Interfaith Power and Light on the Draft Study on Electrification of the
Docks in Juneau.

Regards,

John M Gerrish
Alaska Interfaith Power and Light

9202 Emily Way
Juneau AK 99801
907-321-4458 (cell)
jdgerrish@alaska.net
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Page 1 of 3 

Comments on 2021 - Juneau Cruise Ship Dock Electrification Study  draft (CBJ Contract # DH20-037): 

such that there are 
no more friendships to ruin, so boredom sets in and we accept maintaining the status quo and move on.  
Some issues are more philosophical or rather entirely opinion based like fireworks and 4-wheelers
but for some reason we as a community also seem to accept substituting opinion when all we really 
wanted was for someone to present some well-reasoned quantitative position or observation for the 
elected-body of the community to make a yes or no decision upon, and then move on (or not). 

The issue with the draft dock electrification study presented here by Haight and Associates, McKinley 
Research, and PND Engineers is that even if we  as a community  again shelve this project, when we 
inevitably pick it up again the project and impacts contemplated are narrowly considered and presented 
without a greater context that we have no easy way to reassess this project without doing the entire 
study over again. 

Now I admittedly began writing these comments with my pedantic engineering brain and after about 11 
pages where my curiosity got the better of me I think that responding directly will cause one to 
experience   After the holiday break and recognizing that, while interesting and 
informative, there really is no productive outcome to this tact via public comment or in general at this 
stage of the study. 

I have a few fleeting trivia items to leave at the end, but I would ask all those involved to consider a 
more global thought.  From a strictly financial accounting perspective, cruise ship dock electrification is 
tough diesel or bunker fuel is relatively cheap and burning a tiny amount more is by extension 
inexpensive and in practice simple and easy.  No party here is making a business decision on the basis of 
cost efficiency (i.e. saving money).  The point here is for CBJ to investigate how it can seek better 
financial efficiency (i.e. increased revenue for both itself and other local institutions) by justifying better 
economic efficiency (i.e. increased societal benefits at large) to a grant-making institution (e.g. the 
Federal government).   

What I think the takeaway should be is docked hotel loads are a rounding error to the cruise ship energy 
budget.  The project to electrify the docks is a chance for Juneau to mitigate emissions and receive 
financial consideration for such mitigations from a third party in a lump sum payment.  Most 
importantly the project can also convert that consideration to a contribution in aid of construction in the 
short-term and, while a relatively smaller sum, future revenue 
rapidly stagnating hydropower resources. 
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Page 2 of 3 

Less philosophical thoughts: 

In the recent work for the RAISE grant completed last year, the consultant proposed a benefit-cost ratio 
of 3 for the cruise ship electrification project as currently presented in the study even after accounting 
for very restrictive assumptions that resulted in an aggressive 75% ratio reduction, i.e. as I understand it 
the benefit-cost ratio without these assumptions would be around 12.  
supposedly the view under the current Federal guidance is that for $1 invested in the project, society 
will receive $12!  So post grant application the study now says the project requires another 69 kV 
transmission line that would likely be prudent in the future where its cost would otherwise be borne 
solely by Juneau ratepayers?  And for the sake of argument the line is super expensive and doubles 
the total cruise ship dock electrification ic, the transmission line 
addition while costly  provides technical justification to not apply the 75% reduction thus even 
considering the increased cost still doubles the benefit-cost ratio from 3 to 6! 

There has been a lot of focus put on the cruise ship dock electrification as it pertains to the ratepayer.  
This is even reflected in industry comments recorded in the minutes of CBJ meetings that they are pro 

 that 
increased demand for electricity will result in the requirement to burn diesel during drought or build 
new underutilized hydropower facilities that will be more expensive than current facilities, thus raising 
the overall average cost of electricity.  (Kind of like how it is easy to find a hotel room with two beds for 
four people, but if suddenly you have five guests the only option is the penthouse suite and the per 
person cost is higher.)  To avoid utilizing more expensive electricity sources, the study considers if the 
docks could use firm power and displace interruptible customers to serve firm customers, but concludes 
ratepayers would suffer because interruptible sales are paid directly back to firm customers.  (Kind of 
like making your kid sleep in the car in the hotel parking lot because you know your Uncle will at least 
contribute his pro rata share to the hotel room.) 

Regardless of whether or not the situation as described actually has those stated outcomes, the issue 
prohibiting better public understanding here is that no numbers or amounts are presented in the study.  

is is presented.  The net 
COPA from the sale of interruptible power should be fairly straight forward and I believe it is as follows.  

rate is $0.117901/kWh so the net contribution back to firm ratepayers would be $839,097.10 per year.  
Total firm sales are on the average 318,000 MWh per year, so the net attributable $/kWh for the year 
would be $0.00263867/kWh.  The kWh per customer for the Rate 10 general residential customer 
according to the 2020 FERC 1 report is 10,562 kWh/year at $0.1255/kWh.  So not intending to be exact, 
only relative, the docks would amount to $27.87 to offset the average $1,325.53 per year that we all pay 
at home.  In terms of the monthly billing cycle we are all used to
per month.  
directly to you after all.) 
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This highlights what a relatively small load the cruise ship docks really are  7,100 MWh for the 

Greens Creek.  The gains for our town are really not fighting over whether or not to collect a couple 
dollars off our monthly electric bill, but the gains are 1) to understand the means by which we can add 
to our firm load in the future and 2) to receive funds that are willing to consider and pay for mitigations 
that are difficult-to-touch from a financial accounting perspective.  

Secondly, st of electricity at the dock.  
Pages 21 through 25 presents the methodology for calculating the cruise ship hotel loads, i.e. the non-
propulsive loads, while the ship is docked.  The entire section is about cruise ships, but no context is 
given to how these hotel loads fit into the bigger energy budget of a cruise ship.  Context here is 
important because the entire economic analysis presented later attempts to illustrate how futile the 
cruise ship dock electrification project is by comparing avoided fuel costs to hydroelectric rates.   

I believe docked hotel loads are a rounding error to the cruise ship energy budget-- here is why going 
online and picking a random cruise  say a 7 Night Multi Glacier Experience onboard the Royal 
Caribbean Serenade of the Seas departing Vancouver May 29, 2022 and arriving back in Vancouver on 
June 5, 2022.  The Serenade of the Seas is powered by two GE LM2500+ aeroderivative gas turbines.  
Wikipedia indicates these 40,500 shp (30,200 kW) turbines have a fuel consumption of 0.354 lb/shp-hr 
(215 g/kW-hr).  So doing some napkin math and assuming the ship runs both turbines at about 85% 

on the order of 12 tons of fuel per hour.  Looking at the 7 night schedule for my cruise there are 5 

energetic liquid running on the order of $700/ton this one 7-day cruise is a $1.12 million fuel bill. 

When the ship docks in Juneau for its 8 hours and consumes 5 MWh/hour it will use 40 MWh or 40,000 
kWh.  The current interruptible rate is $0.117901/kWh for cruise ships.  Therefore if plugged in the 
Serenade of the Seas electric bill would come to $4,716 for that 8 hour visit.  If the Serenade of the Seas 
was chugging along at 20 mph in 8 hours it would burn 96 tons of fuel at a cost on the order of $70,000.  
For every hour that ship and its passengers stay entertained at a dock in Juneau instead of feeling the 
wind in their hair there is an avoided roughly $8,000 of fuel.  Therefore, assuming my napkin math 
above is even remotely in the ball park, the cost of electricity is clearly an entirely academic topic.   

January 17, 2022 
Devon Kibby 
2456 Brandy Ln 
Juneau, AK 99801 

dkibby@gmail.com 
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From: John or Debra Gerrish
To: Erich Schaal; Borough Assembly
Subject: Dock Electrification study comment
Date: Monday, January 17, 2022 10:28:35 PM

EXTERNAL E-MAIL: BE CAUTIOUS WHEN OPENING FILES OR FOLLOWING LINKS

________________________________

Mr. Schall, Mayor Weldon and Members of the Assembly,

I have had opportunity to review Renewable Juneau’s critical comments about CBJ’s Docks and Harbors contracted
study of Dock Electrification and I find the level of influence which AEL&P exerted on the Request for Proposal
alarming.  Docks and Harbors' willingness to accept the utility company’s policy preferences over impartial
language without review by any other CBJ agency, particularly Juneau Commission on Sustainability is shoddy at
best, collusive at worst.

Please carefully review Renewable Juneau’s comment on “A Broken Study”, take them to heart and insist on a
comprehensive analysis of full time electrification of the docks to remove the health risks of diesel generation from
all ships docked on the Juneau waterfront.

https://renewablejuneau.org/2022/01/18/a-flawed-study

Thank you,
John M Gerrish

9202 Emily Way
Juneau AK 99801
907-321-4458 (cell)
jdgerrish@alaska.net
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