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

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

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

Approval of Agenda.

MOTION: TO APPROVE THE AGENDA AS PRESENTED OR AMENDED.

Public Participation on Non-Agenda Items.
(not to exceed five minutes per person or twenty minutes total time).

Approval of Previous Meetings Minutes.

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

Items for Action.

1. PND Contract Amendment for Upland Improvements
Presentation by Port Engineer

Public Discussion

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

2. Direction to Staff Regarding Douglas Harbor Re-Build

Presentation by Port Director

Public Discussion

MOTION: TO BE DEVELOPED AT THE MEETING

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

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

MOTION: TO BE DEVELOPED AT THE MEETING



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

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

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

VIII. Member & Staff Reports.

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

X. Adjournment.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Items for Action.
There were no items for action.

Items for Information/Discussion.

1. Douglas Harbor Permitting.

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

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

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

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

2. Purchase of the Lehnhart property at Auke Bay.

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

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

Further discussion took place at this time.

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

Member & Staff Reports.

No reports at this time.

Committee Administrative Matters.

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

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

The meeting was adjourned at 5:30 p.m.
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To: Docks and Harbors Board

CC:

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

Date: March 12, 2010

Re: Douglas Harbor Rebuild Permitting

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

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

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

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

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

The proposed action consists of dredging 33.000 cubic yards from the harbor
bottom and disposing all of the sediments in the middle of Gastineau Channel
as proposed. This alternative does not include work to over excavate three
feet and place a clean fill cap over the harbor bottom,

2. Local Upland Disposal by Barge — $3.6 million

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

3. Local Upland Disposal by Truck — $4.8 million

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

4. Lower 48 Landfill = £9.0 million

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Call me at 586-0294 if you have questions.

Exhibit | — Federal Agency Letters

Exhibit 2 — Douglas Harbor Condition Surveys




UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Matonal Maring Fisheries Senice

PO Box 21668
Juneaw, Alaska SHR0M THEE
February 4, 2010
Colonel Reinhard W, Koenig
District Engineer, Alaska District
LIS, Army Corps of Engingers Re: POA-2000-495-M3
P. 0. Box 898 Ciastingau Channel

Anchorage, Alaska 99506-6598
Altn: Heidi Firstencel
Dear Col, Koenig:

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed the shove re ferenced public notice.
The proposed project would modify and expand the existing harbor. Work includes removal of
existing structures, installation of new structures and dredging approximately 30000 cubic yards
of malerial from Lhe harbor. The applicant is proposing to dispose of the dredged material within
the open waters of Gastinean Channel, The public notice states that the applicant has “contracted
with Newfields of Port Gamilile, Washington, 0 prepare reports on assessments to verify the
concentrations of mercury in the sediment to determine if the METCUry concentrations in the
sediment are either toxic or big-available to selected aguatic species.” The public notice goes on
b0 eiterate sumimiry statements from these reports which indicate thal the discharge of the
dredged materiul as proposed would nol have adverse impacts to aquatic resources. NMFS
disagtees with these Ondings.

In & Seplember 9, 2009 |etter (enclosed), NMFS provided comments to the Corps of Engineers
(Corps) regarding the inadequacy of Newfields® reports. These reports evaluated the potential
for chemical and biological effects 1o living marine rescurces, including Fssential Fish Habitat
(EFH), from discharge of material dredged from Douglas Harbor into nearby Gastingay Channel.
In particular, NMFS is concerned abaut the elevated levels of mercury (Hg) in the dredge
miaterial, mercury methyvlation, and transit and bibsccumulation of Hg within the food weh,

The Corps has determined that this project may adversely affect EFH. NMFS concurs with this
determination and requests that the information requesied in our September 9, 2009 letter be
provided su we can develop adequate EFH conservation recommendations. Also, NMFS
migintains that less environmentally dumaging practicable altematives are available for disposal
of the dredged material. The public notice does not address whether these allernatives were
considered, Without this informution we recommend the Corps deny the project as proposed, as
it will have substantial and unacceptabls Impacis o bguatic resources aof national Importance, as
defined in Part 1V, Paragraph 3(b) of the Clean Waler Act section (g} Memorandum of
Agreement between our agencies. Should you decide (0 issue the permit over our objections, we
may seck higher level review of your decision pursuant to the 404(q) Memorandum of
Agreement. We hope that this matter can be resolved at the field level instead,
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We look forward to continued discussions with the Corps on the propased project. If you have
questions, plegse contact Ms. Chiska Derr by e-mail st Chiska, Derni@noaa.gov, or by phone at
{907) 5386-7345.

Sincerely,
Robert D. Mecum
Acting Administrator, Alaska Region

Enclosare

ce: Heidiox firstencel@usace ammy.mil, USACE, Junczu*
John_Stonef@ci.junesw.ak us, CBI, Junean*
ASchichy@pndengineers.com, PN, Juncau®
meade.chrisi@epa.gov, EPA, Juncan®
Breit. L. Waltersi@usace army.nil, USACE, Anchorage*
Deborah_Rudis@ifws.gov, FWS, Junean®
william ashtonialaska. gov, ADEC, Anchorage*
Bery. Walterfitepamail epa_gov, EPA®
Jgwordi@newfields. com, NewFields, Port Gamble, WA*
Jackie Timothy(malaska.gov, ADF&G, Juneau”
Katharine. Miller@noaa.gov, NOAA Fisheries, Juneay*
Mark. Carlsitnoaa.gov, NOAA Fisheries, Juneau*
Chiska.Derrimnoan.goyv, NOAA Fisheries, Juneau®
*emuil distribution

LeCOE: Gastineau Chamme] POA 2000-495-M3 2-4-2010 cd jh



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Natiana! Manne Fisheres Sornice

PO Bowe 21668

Juneau, Alaska 9802 1668

September 9, 2009

Colonel Reinhard W. Koenig
Distriet Engincer, Alaska District
1.8, Army Corps of Engineers Re: POA-2000-495-M3

P O Boy 39%

Crastineay Channel

Anchorage, Alaski 99506-6898

Arn: Randall Vigil

Drear Col. Koenig:

This letter is w convey the National Marine Fisheries Service's (NMFS) concems to the Corps of
Engineers (Corps) on the inadequacy of several reports intended 1o evaluate (he potential for
chemical and biological effects to living marine resources, including Essential Fish Hahitat

{EFH), from the dischar

2e of dredge material from Douglas Harbor into nearby Crastinem

Channel, The harbor, located at Latitude 58° 16730 M. Longitude -134° 23°8" W, Douglas
Island, Juneau, Alaska, (s undergoing expansion due to increased movrage demands, The
eXpansion involves removal of exisling moorings, cheosote pilings, and dredge material to retumn

previously utilized uncontained aquatic site in Gastineau Channel. Gastineau Channel i used as
reaning, feeding, und migrating habitat by all five species of Pacific salmon and other manne
organisms, including crab, halibui, herring and other forage fish, and marine mammals

MewFields was contracted by PND Engineers, an agent for the City and Borough of Juneau
(CBJ), to conduct chemical and biological analyses of sediment material dredged from within the
Douglas Harbor, NewFields produced the "Diredged Material Evaluation for the Douglas Harbor
Marina, Juneau, Alaska Final Repon” (NewFields March, 2009). This report indicated that all
individual samples and sediment composiles contained mercury (Hy) ot concentrations abave
project screening levels, These concentrations excesd NOAA®s National Status and Trends
program low range levels for sedimenty (Rudis 1996). There are elevated levels af Hg in two
distinct sediment lavers within the Diouglas Harbor basin, both of these layers would be dredged
The NewField report suggests that the He in Douglas Harbor is hative material; however, given
duneau’s hard rock mining history where Hg was commonly wsed to extract gold from ore,
historic mining activities are likely sources of elevated levils of Hg in the Douglas [larbor
(Rudis 1996). Historic records indicate thag at legst 102,000 tops of talings from the Treadwell

ALASEARRGION - ww fikrnoan pov



Complex, the A-J Mine and the Alaska Gastineau Mine were deposited into Gastineas Channel
and the Douglas and Junesu town sites between [897 and 1944 (Rudis 1996),

In April of 2009, NewFiclds produced the “Supplemental Evaluation for Bioaccurnulation Data
from the Dredged Material Evaluation for the Douglas Harbor Marina” (NewFields April, 2009),
followed by u second finul report, *Diredged Materizl Evaluation for the Douglas Harbor Marina,
Juneau, Alaska (NewFields June, 200%a), which ineluded a revised “Supplemental Evaluation for
Brosccumulation Data from Dredged Material Evaluation for the Dowglas Harbor Marina™
{MewFields lune, 2009b). During a state and federal interagency teleconference on July 23,
2{K)%, there was discussion regarding which level of Hi to use as a biosecumulation threshold,
and the modeling methods and data interpretations used (o evaluate bicaccumulation of Hg in the
food web. NewFields used the Acid Volatile Sulfides/Simultancously Extracted Metals
(AVS/SEM) method to evaluate the offects of metals on benthic organisms (NewFields March,
2044}, However, according 16 the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), AVE/SEM is nol a
valid method for testing Hg uptake:

"lo evalumte the potential effects of meltals on benthic species, the molar concentration af
AVE was compared to the sum of SEM melar concentrations for sin metals: cadmium,
capper, tickel, lead, zinc, and silver. Molar concentrations of cadmium, copper, nickel,
lead, and zine are comparable with AVS on a one-to-one basis.. Mercutry was excluded
from AVS companson because other important factars play o maje rale in determining
the bicaccumulation potential of mercury in sediment. Specifically, under certain
conditions mercury binds 1o an organic methyl group end is readily taken up by living
orginisms (EPA 2004 p, 2-13)7

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

The fate of Hg in the environment depends on the chemical form released and the environmental
condit:ons present st the disposal site (Beckvar et al. 19963, Most Hg is released into the
environment as inorganic Hg, which is primarily bound to particulates and organic substances
and may not be available for direct uptake by aquatic organisms (Becvar ef al, 1996), The
process of methylation, by which inorganic Hg is made bicavailable in the form of
methylmercury, is an important key to the fate of Hg in the environment (Becvar ot al. 1996).
One of the mest important impacts to EFH of dredging and unconfined aquatic disposal of Hg
contaminated material is the potential for He mobilization into the food web. Mohilization
ollows for incrensed conversion of Hg to methylmercury, which bioacoumulates in fish and other
acuatic life, presenting a potential threat to EFH. Toxic effects of Hg on aquatic animals include
reproductive impairment, growth inhibition, developmental abnormalities, and altered behavioral
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responses (Beckvar et al, 1996), Exposure to low concentrations of Hg may not result in direct
mortality, but may retard growth thereby increasing the risk of predation (Beckvar et al. 1996),

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

I. What are the chronic effects of Hg exposure and bicaceurmulation in the aquatic food
web? Marine organisms will be exposed to Hg from the 611 material for decades, if not
longer. While the NewFields report focuses on acute effects, juvenile salmon experience
sublethal chronic effects at Hi levels much lower than 0,2 mgkp.

£ What are the effects of Hg bivaccumulation at higher trophic levels in the food web? The
NewFields tests evaluated clams and worms, not organisms such as forage fish, ar
commercial or sport caught fish intended for human consumption.

3. What are the effects of Hg methylation by microbial sction on marine organizms?
Mercury moved from anaerobic to serobic conditions is more casily methylated by
miicrobial action, and the sediment dredged from the Douglas Harbor basin will be
exposed to aerobic conditions.

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

In additon, PND Engineers produced the “Drouglas Harbor Diredge Material Disposal Practicable
Altermative Analysis Beport” (PND June, 2009a) and after evaluating 12 alternatives identified
the preferred disposal method and Iocation as at the previously utilized Gastineau Channel site
(PMI June, 200%9a), Other practicable altematives could minimize adverse effects to EFH. For
example, as stated in the allematives analysis report, approximately 13 of the material could be
placed at a Treadwell Mine depression that is of low historic significance due 1o the lack of
mining relics. Another 1/3 could be placed at the Treadwell Mine cave-in site. Fiftcen percent
could be contained on-site, beneath a proposed expanded harbor parking lot. Ten percent could
be canfined behind a newly-constructed timber retaining wall, Any remaining muterial could be
used at the proposed confined intertidal Alaska Marine Lines storage yard expansion identified
as an alternative disposal site. NMFS recommends that disposal methods which would eliminare
or substuntially reduce the discharge of uncontained mercury contiaminated material directly jnto
the marine environment be implemented to reduce the risk of adverse effects to living marine
resOurces

Finally, PND Engineers also produced the report “Douglas Harbor Renovation — Applicant
Froposed Mitigation™ (PND June; 2009h) that: ) proposes to avoid impacts by placing dredged

k)



miaterial into a previously used site in Gastineay Channel: b) does not propose minimization due
to the nature of the harbor improvements (dredging 1o accommodate larger vessels); and ¢} states
that compensaution is not required because best management practices will be used for this
deferred maintenance effort (creosote-treated piles will be replaced with galvanized steel, a

vibratory hammer will be used where pracrical, new moorage and bearding floa
with Ammonsacal Copper Zine Arsenate (PND June 2006b), If upland disposal

iz will be treated
aplions prove not

tor be practicable after further evaluation, NMFS recommends that given the potential for adverse

elfects o EFH, mitigation be required for any permit issued for this project

Thank you for your consideration. We look forward to continued discissions with the Corps on

the proposed projects. 1 you have questions, please contact M. Chiska Derr at
Chiska Derridinosa.gov or by phone at (907) 586-7145

Sincerely,

dodurd 0 Wlpim

Fobeer D Mecum

Acting Administrator, Alaska Region

ce:  Randall. P Vigil@usace army mil, USACE, heneau*
John_Stonei@ici juncau.ak.us, CBJ, Juneau®
ASchichi@pndengmeers.com, PND, Juneau®
meade.chris@epa.gov, EPA, Juncau®
Brett L Walters@usace army.mil, USACE, Anchorage*
Deborah_Rudisi@fws.gov, FWS, Juncau*
william ashion(@alaska gov, ADEC, Anchorage*
Berry, Walter{@epamail epa.gov, EPA*
jqwordi@newficlds com, NewFields, Port Gamble, WA *
lackie. Timothyi@alaska gov, ADF&G, Juneau®
Katharine Milleri@noaa. gov, NOAA Fisheries, Juneau®
Mark.Carlsi@noas gov, NOAA Fisheries, Juneau®
Chiska. Derri@inoaa. gov, NOAA Fisheries, Juneau®
*email distribution
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGEMNCY
REGION 10
1200 Swdh Avenue, Suite 200
Seaitle, Washington S8101-3140

“
N

AEGIOMNAL ADMINISTRATOR

March 2, 2010

Colonel Reinhard W, Koenig
District Engineer, Alaska District

US Army Corps of Engineers

PO Box 6398

Elmendorf AFB, Alaska 99306-0858

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

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

This letter pertains to the US Army Corps of Engineers {ACE) Alaska District "Public
Notice of Application for Permit,” Reference Number: POA-2000-495-M3. The applicant is the
City and Borough of Jupeaw (CBT), and the project location is the Douglas Small Boat Harbor in
Juneau, Alaska. The applicant's stated purpose 15 to resovate the existing Douglas Harbor in
order to mest changing moorage demand in Juneau. CBl's proposal includes dredging
approximately 30,000 cubic yards of material from the harbor. The proposed dredged material
disposal site is in Gastineau Channel, and the proposed dredged material disposal method is
unconfined aquatic disposal via barge.

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the public notice for the
proposed discharge of dredged material into Gastineau Channel. The recommendations herein
have been prepared under the authonty of and in accordance with Section 404 of the Clean
Wiater Act {CWA) and its implementing regulations under 40 CFR Part 230, Guidelines for
Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredged or Fill Material. Pursoant to Part I'V, Paragraph 3(b)
of the August 11, 1992, Memorandum of Agreement {MOA) between our agencies relative 1o
Section 404(g) of the CWA, we believe the praposed project will result in substantial and
unacceplable impacts on aquatic resources of national importance.

As stated in our letter of February 5, 2010, Gastineau Channel supports numerous fish,
shellfish and wildlife resources incleding crab, halibut, salmon, shrimp, seals, sea lions, whales,
waterfowl], seabirds, shorebirds and bald eagles. It also supports several important commercial,
sport and personal use fisheries and hatcheries. EPA is concerned about the potential for
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mercury bioaccumulztion in fish and shellfish, and that the lower layer of the propased dredged
material may be harmful to aquatic life, wildlife and human health,

Enclosures | and 2 provide EPA's detailed comments on the public notice and the basis
of our findings. Enclosure 1 inclodes EPA's evaluation of the bioaccumulation test results
refative to the 404(b)( 1) Goidelines and Sediment Evaluation Framework for the Pacific
Morthwest (SEF). Enclosure 2 is EPA's evaluation of the bioaccumulation test results under the
Inland Testing Manual (TTM). The following is 4 summary of our concems.

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

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

Conclusions

EPA recommends that ACE deny a permit for the praject as proposed in the public notice
because the project will result in substantial and unacceptable impacts on aquatic resources of
natipnal importance.

If ACE decides to issue a permit, EPA recommends that ACE condition the permit to
either: 1) prohibit the discharge of dredged material from the lower layer of Dredged Material
Management Units (DMMU) 1, 2, 4A and 4B into waters of the United States; or 2) suthorize
the discharge of fill matenal to construct a confined aguatic disposal facility to contain the
dredged material from the lower layer of DMMUSs 1, 2, 4A and 4B, In addition, EPA
recommends that ACE require the applicant to cap the bottom of the harbor with & sufficient
volume of clean fill material immediately after the dredging operation is complete if the lower
luyer is exposed. The above permit conditions may require the spplicant to submit 8 modified
permit gpplication. The above oplions may also require a public notice and comment period, and
in-any case, it would be subject to interagency review and approval,

If you disagree with EPA’s conclusions, then we recommend that ACE perform a
rigorous risk assessment pursuant to Tier IV of the ITM, including an ecological risk assessment

ﬁmuu AR Paper



using ACE's Trophic Trace model, and a human health risk assessment consistent with EPA
Euldance.

This determination was made based on; 1) EPA"s suthority under 33 USC § 1344 and 40
CFR Part 230; 2) EPA's expertise in dredged material testing and evaluation consistent with 40
CFR Part 230, Subpart G, the ITM and the SEF; and 3) EPA's review of site specific information
including, but not limited to the permit application and supplemental submissions, the 1995
Chemical Dats Repon, the 2007 Sediment Charpcterization Report, and the 2009 Dredgzed
Material Evaluation for the Douglas Harbor Manina.

We look forward to your response, and to your Notice of Intént 1o Proceed, pursuant to
Pan IV, Paragraph 3(c) of the MOA. Tn the meantime, EPA will continue to work with your
staff and the applicant to resolve the above issues, Please call me at (206) 553-1234, if you wish

to discuss this letter.

Dennis J. Mc
Regional Administrator

Sincerely,

Enclosures (2)

'ind Mayor Bruce Botelho (CBJI)
John Stone, Por Director (CBI)
Chiska Derr, NMFS
Db Rudis, FWS
William Ashion, ADEC
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Enclosure |

EPFA Comments of the Douglas Harbor Dredging Project
4041} 1) Guidel
40 CFR & 230.10 Restrictions on discharge.

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

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

40 CFR § 230.11 Factual determinations.

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

Douglas Harbor sediment was tested in accordance with the Inland Testing Manual
(ITMY}, which includes four tiers: Tier [ uses existing information, including previows testing,
Tier Ilincludes sediment and water chemistry tests; Tier [11 includes toxicity and
bicaccumulation testing; and Tier IV allows case-specific lab and field testing in unusual
circumstances.

In this case, ACE conducted Tier IT testing in 1995 and detected total mercury above the
screenming level of 0021 mg'kg. Total mercury concentrations in sediment samples ranged from

L.54 mg/kg to 2 mpfkg (dry weighr),

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

In 2008 and 2009, the applicant condected Tier IT and Tier I testing, including
bioaceumulation tests, Methyl mercury concentrations in sediment ranged from 0.277 ng/g in the
Refersnce Composite to 3.46 ng/g in the Lower Composite, and tote] mercury sediment
concentrations ranged from 0.226 mg/kg in the Reference Composite 1o 3.22 mg/kg in the Area



4A Upper Compesite (dry weight). The total mercury tissoe concentrations ranged from 0,008
mg/kg in the Reference Composite to 0.027 mg/kg in the Lower Composite for Nephtys
caecoides, and from 0.016 mg/kg in the Reference Composite to 0.213 mg/kg in the Lower
Composite for Macoma nasuta (wet weight).

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

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

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

* Shown for comparison purposes only. EPA is using the SEF TTL2 in this case.
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EPA Evaluation of Bicaccumulation Test Besulis

EPA has evaluated the bioaccumulation test resulis consistent with the Tier I guidance
in the ITM (see Enclosure 2). Based on that review, we conclude that the 15 400 cubic yards of
dredged material in the lower sediment layer of DMMUSs 1, 2, 4A and 4B are unsuitable for
unconfined aquatic disposal.

EPA also assessed mercury bioaccumulation potential by comparing the Tier [T test
tissue concentrations o ACE and EPA's risk-based Target Tissue Levels (TTLs) in the 2009
Sediment Evaluation Framework for the Pacific Northwest (SEF). Specifically, we compared the
Lower Composite Macoma nasita tissue concentration (i.e., 0.213 mg/kg) 1o the SEF Human
Health TTL2 {ie., 0.04 mpkg).

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

“Biosccumulation of most compounds, if it oocurs, will be detectable after the 28-day
exposure period, even though steady state may not have been reached. Thus, Tier 1T
bicaccumulation tests provide useful information about the potential for biosccumulation
{i.2., bioavailability), even when steady-state tissue residues are not determined, e.g.
when comparing (o a reference sediment.” [TTM, page 6-4.]

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

second, the applicant assumes that 44% of the tolal mercury measered in Macoma nasusg
was present as methyl mercury. Although this assumption may be reasonable, no scientific
citation is given, and it does not appear to be a conservative estimale,

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

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



2 Su

EPA is also concerned that the new dredged surface in Douglas Harbor (i.e., the bottem
af the harbor after dredging) will expose aguatic organisms to mercery contaminated sediment
that is presently isolated, EPA recommends that ACE require the applicant to cap the bottom of
the harbor with a sufficient volume of clean fill material immediately after the dredging
operation is complete,



Table 2. Range of Scenarios for Interpreting Biosccumulation Data Based on a Range of
Msumpt[nns Regir:iing Smd:r Emu e Mﬂ.hjl Mermr]r and Blnmngnigitntinn

A: Best et al. (September 2005), http:/lel erde usace.army. milelpubsipdffiref05- 1 5. pdf

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

C: Estimated in NewFields Supplemental Report, Revised June 2009. Basis or citation omitted.
D: Best et al. (September 2007), htp:/fel erde.usace.army. mil/elpubs/pdf/trel07-2 1. pdf

E: Warst case assumption,

F: Based on propensity of methyl mercury to biomagnify as it transfers up the food web.
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United States Depariment of the Interior
FISH AMD WILDLIFE SERVICE
Juneau Fish & Wikdiifa Field Offica
3000 Vintage Bivd., Sulia 201
Jurmaau, Alaska 98B01-T100
(807} TBO-1160

Heidi Firstencel

S Army Corps of Engineers
Tuneau Field Office

Reguiatory Division (1 145)
CE-POA- BD

REOO Glacier Highway, Soite 106
Junean, Alaska 99H0]

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

Dizar My, Firstencel,

In & letter dated January 26, 2010, the LLS. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) provided
revicw comments on the above referenced public notice. The applicant, the City and
Borgugh of Juneau, proposes to dredge 30,000 cuble yards of sediments from the 5.2 acre
Douglas Harbor and dispose of them in an uncontained site in Gastinesu Channel. We
offer these additionial comments under provision of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act (48 Stat 401, as amended: 16U8C, 601 ot seq.).

Douglas Harbor sediments are contaminated with mercury (Hg) (Newfields, March 2009;
Rudis 1996). USFWS is concerned about the potential for Hg bioaccumulation in crab,
shnmp, groundfish, and salmon, and the associated risks to other species (including
humans) that use these resources for food. Mercury will continue 10 bioaccumulate in the
marine food web as organisme are consumed or when they die and are consumed by
decomposers. Fish carcasses can be an important source of Hg in aquatic food webs
{Sarica et al. 2004). Mercary may also be transferred into the terrestnial environment
when carcesses of fish or other marine organisms are consumed by terrestrial scavengers
such as gulls, bald eagles, and other avian or mammalian scavengers. Mercury has a
plethora of toxic effects on both aquatic and terrestrial organisms, including
developmental and reproductive abnormalities, adverse effects to metabolism, blood
chemistry, osmoregulation and behavior (Bisler 1987). Because crustacean embryos and
larvae are more suseeptible to contaminanis than adults (Connor 1972}, toxicity to
juveniles can result in higher rates of mortality due to reduced growth and behaviomal
changes leading to increased predatiom (Eisler 1987



Additional Hg should not be added to the marine environument via contaminated sediment
disposal in Gastineau Channel as it can result in an increase of Hg mobilization into the
food web. Conversion to methylmercury, the more toxic Hg form, is increased wilh Hg
mobilization. Methvlmercury concentrations reported m Douglas Herbor sediments are
equivalent to those reported from an Hg-contaminsted salt marsh in Georgia, where food
web trophic trensfers resulted in Hg biomagnifications (Gardner et al. 1978),

As we stated in our earlier correspondence, the 28-day bioaccumulation study Newhields
conducted to evaluste sediment toxicity (Newfields, June 2009a, Tune 2009%) was not
adequate to determine that Hg bieaccumulation steady state was attained.
Bioaccumulation studies on crab have demonstrated Hg uptake over a longer time penod
{Reichmuth et al. 2010). A longer exposure period would result in higher Hg
concentrations in test organisms (Reichmuth et al. 2010, Gardner et al. 1978). 1f crabs,
shrimp, and other higher trophic level organizsms have different bioaccumulation rates
than the lower trophic level test organisms, Hg upteke could be greater than that of the
test DrEantsms.

The Corps, EPA, NMFS and FWS have cooperatively signed Sediment Evaluation
Framework for the Pacific Northwest (May 2009). This document,

http:fwww nwp.usece army.milpm/‘erset/set/2009-Final SEF.pdf mcludes Hg
bioaccumulntion criteria for population-level protection of aquatic-dependent wildlife
species, Mercury bivaccumulation criteria for great blue heron, belted kingfisher, spotted
sandpiper, and bald eagle, are listed in this document, All of these species use nearshore
habitat near the proposed disposal sreca. These avian species as well as mergansers,
scoters, harlequin ducks and river otters all feed on fish and /or crustaceans which are
Hg-bivaccumulating organisms.

The Sediment Evaluation Framewerk for the Pacific Northwest (May 2009) used species-
specific life history parameters to calculate the tofal tissue levels (TTLs) for aquatic-
dependent wildlife. Mercury TTLs for aquatic life are (.11 mg/kg and are .12 mg'kg for
deep water wildlife, The Hg TTLs for recreational anglers (human health} are 0.04
mgkg, These values are more stringent than the 0.32 ppm concentration that was
provided by the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation and used by the City
and Borough of Juneau in evaluating Dooglas Harbor sediments,

USFWS does not agree that unconfined sediment disposal in Gastineau Channel is the
best disposal option. In the June 25, 2009 report, Dougles Harbor Dredge Material
Dispaval Praciicable Alternative Analysis Report (POA 2000-495-M3), (PND Engincers,
June 2009) 2 number of allermatives to Gastineau Channel sediment disposal were
evaluated, Other disposal alternatives would have far fewer detrimental effects to the
marine ecosystem of Gastineau Channel than in-channel sediment disposal that would
add Hg to this environment. None of the aliernatives are discussed in combination, which
could be another choice for sediment disposal. The National Manine Fisheries Service
{(Mecum letter to Koenig, Sept. 9, 2009) suggested a combination strategy of disposal
options. A combination of selected confined intertidal A1l areas (e.g., Treadwell Mine
cave-in} and upland disposal sites would be good altemative disposal sites to minimize
introduction of additional Hg in to Gastineau Channel and the asseciated food web.



According to test composites from the CBJ Newfields reports, only certain harbor
sediment areas have Hg concentrations of concern. Mercury-contaminated sediments can
be tsolated and removed separately. These contaminated sediments can be wsed as
upland fill or in a confined disposal site such as the Treadwell Mine cave-in. If there are
uncontaminated sediments, they could be dumped into Gastinean Chennel as an open-
water disposal option.

Because Douglas Boat Harbor will require maintenance dredging ten fo twenty vears
from now, future dredging will also require a viable disposal option. Other Junean
herbors also Tequire periodic maintenance dredging, as glacial uplift and sedimentation
from the Mendenhall River's input continues to ahter harbor depths and sediment loads,
This is an opportune time 1o discuss future disposal plans for dredged harbor sediment
from all Junesu boat harbor facilities.

The U5, Fish and Wildlife Service requests that this permit be modified so that Hg-
coptaminated sediment disposal in Gastineau Channel 15 not allowed, Due to the
significance of the resounces al risk and the impacts likely to result From the project, we
believe that approval of the current proposal may result in substantizl and unscceptable
impacts to aguatic resources of national importance, The Service recommends that the
permit, us currently proposed, be denied. These comments satisfy the procedural
requirements of Part IV, paragraph 3(a) the 1992 404(q) Memorandum of Agresment
between the Department of Interior and the Department of the Army. 1 you choose not
to follow these recommendations, plegse notify this office in accordance with the local
procedures agreed to by our regpective agencies.  [f you have any questions about our
comments or requests, please contact Deborah Rudis of my staff at

Dieborah _rudisdil fws gov or at 907-TR0-1183. Thank you for considering these
comments.

Sincerel

L_""‘"-—h-.._

Steve Brockmann
Acting Field Office Supervisor

[, e

Chris Meade, EPA

Chiska Derr, NMF5

Tert Camery, CBI

John Stone, CRI

Carrie Bohan, ADNR, DCOM
loe Hitselherger, ADF&G
William Ashton, ADEC

Alex Dugagua, ADNR, DMLW
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Condition Assessment Reporr hay identfied an extensive lst of harlsor fuclities i the City and
Borough of funeau's {CBf) foor municpal barbors: thar are in oeed of replacement or major
rechabilitanon due to decades of deferred mantenzsnce by the Stave under s poor ownenship. Te s
imperatve that acnons addresung eleetrical spsrens replacement, gangway replacements and repairs,
and mootage Hoats refurbishment ar eeplacement due to padequare Rostaton or deteriorated
structutal members be taken to addeess health, safery, and aperning concema.

Some harbors are m significantly worse conditon than others, pomanly doe o age. In same cases
reiinbditnion is not pmctcal due o coste. It 5 often loss expensve moreplace a floar mthe than w
attempt piccemeal replacement of 115 components.

In response to this report at its January 6, 204 meeting, the Harbor Board adopred 1 peneralized
plan 10 address the most pressing concems identfied in this repore ozing available funds. The plin
includes some new Aot construchon to replace existing Boats in extremely poor condition. 1t also
meludes rehabilitating some existing floats to extend their useful ves, replacing critical elecincal
comprnents ke tansformers, disribunon panels and mon feeder knes at Auneora and Harrds
Harbors, whele leaving a reserve for other nuscellineons TEPALs.

Work program budgets were prepared in cooedination with the CBJ Docks and Hacbor Tepartment
for the followmng harbors to identfy the most significant muntenance and renovanon work ur each

facilivy.

Hurl=r ! joms |
Old Donglas 1 27
Hams $ 74
Aunrora § A
Statter § 6.1

Total § 249

Major work mprovements: will be procured through competitive bid contracts, and miscellineous
smalier seale FCfralres will be ﬁm‘:u::‘lpt:i;;h::d E'.!!'I-IIJ-.H'IE_!." agarygr im-honse weock [orees. Lipon :nm[}le:rir_m of
the work plan components, Janear’s mundcipal haebors wall Be v pood condition but ongongr reprics
and muntenance will always be necessary o keep them safe and operational,

_J'ren'n.'.m et oo Asieirmerns m
Contreet M. REP Bo3-227
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DOUGLAS HARBOR
A H.m-J;_E;n_rumJ lnformation

Douglas Harbor is Jocated about 25 miles south of the Juncau-Touglas Bridge. The harhor was
adginally dredged by the US Ay Corps of Engineers (COE} 1962 to create o S-acre moorage
hasin, The adjacent uplmds, mow Savikko Road snd Park, were ereated from the hydoulic
placement of the deedge spoils at that ume.  The COE conducted mamtenance dreding ar the
barhor entrance and near © Float i 1998, Tn 2002 the CH] expanded the harbor with addinenal
dredging nearly doubling the basin tn size and the adjacent uplands were expandes to the rorth with
the speals to create s modemn o lind boat laonch ramp.

The state of Alsska constructed the initial meorage float system, inchading main Hoats A, B and © 1o
1964, Seven yiall Noas were added 1o tlie north side of O Float i:l? the ':H__[ m 198 Twe mew mnin

flnats, [ and T, are planned for complenon in 2004,

The harbot is protected from the south and southeast by a mbble mound breskwater leading to
Maytlower [sland; however it s exposed to lugh wind and wave action out of the north and
northeast during the winter, Frequent damage to moorage Hoats gnd moored vessels has resulted
from these northerly winds that often exceed 100 MPH. In the spong of 2003, the CHJ wmeralled a
temparary log boom breakwater neas the harhor entrance in an effort to minimize dumage o the
aew boat launch float untl pecrmanent entrance protection is constructed.

. Harbor Condimon

The scope of the condition assessment at Dooglas included the spproach dock, pedestrn pragway.,
headwalls float, mairwalle Boms A, B, and C, the electricil system, the water system, and the single

fane boat kunch camp.

The original portion of Douglas Harbar containg slips for about 110 vessels ranging i length Erom
16" 10 42", The monscape system conss of 2 umber beadwalk float leadmng 1o three Hmber mainwalk
foats; A, B and C, anchored with timber piles.  Pedestnan sccess is provided by a steep pangway at
the end of o imber approach dock centered on B foat. A small 3P long omber tidal grid is located
slongside the approach dock. Al foats arc equippid with power, bghting and potable water, A
single lane boat launch samp and boarding float s located along the inside of the robble mound
breakwater leading to Mayflower Ishand along the southern limits of the basm.

The overll condition of Douglas Harbor's moorage svstem is faie g0 poor.  Most of the original
fmiber structures zrestill in use, but they are detersorated, poimarily due to the systems age of neasly
M) years. There 1s widespread vot throughout the harbor's trmbier elements.

L Moorage System & Support Strucrures

The approdch trestle s 2 omber strucqure that was constencted m 1963 The gangway 1s @ seecl
structure with hinges ot the top and skid plates on the botom. Deficiencies noted were

The gangway 1 coly 5 feet Jong and it becomes eucessively steep and dangerous at low tide.

Longmmdingl bracing 1 i poor condinon.

The gampway skids ate womn and are not lubrieated; causing fncton that pushes and pulls the Hoats
during sdal changes. Tlus movement has resslted in mecting pie to pile boop contact and sbrasion.

Jumesioe Hirvtuars Caanclitinn Lisecsmens — l I 3
Candent N RFP ERF-Z2F E



Hleadwalk Floai
[The heudwafk.lhni i 4 gmber strietore,  Defloences noted on the headwalk floar were:

a} Heavy pile snd pile hoop abrmsion, to the extent thar float structural members are beng
WOTTL

b Finger fuats are bstng snd unstable with many rotten timbers and loose decking boards.

) iﬂ'ml areas albong the headwalk floar are listing /sagging, mdicatng detenorated otanon
et

Mafnowulk Floans A, B, apd £
The mainwalk s are dmber Boats anchored with timber pils. Defiaences noted were

a) Inadeguate freeboard throughout, causing submergence of stractaenl members and electieil
calbles.

Bl Several finger floats extubit excessive sagging and many floats buting.
) Loose deciing boards,

iy Piles are mussing top protecoon.

e} Rotten and mizsing rabboards.

fy B float timber plles and pile hoops are severely abraded.  This may be caused by the
anlubrcated bottom of the Fangusy beadngs binding oo the skhad plates and pushing the
floars unnl they bear against the edge of the pile hoop.

gl € float finger foats ste sloping down from the mamwalk C floar connecuon o the end of
the finger Hoat -

Singde Lang Boat Lavach Ramp

Thi: boat liunch mmp is severely detedorated. Speeific deficencies noted were:

a} Ramp planks do not extend fir enough o leunch 2 boat at 3 tide of 0" MLLW or below.
5y Rump planks are undermuned for approximately 2° along much of the nosth ends.

e} Many concrete ramp plinks show severe spalling and expotied rebar.

oy The bozeding floats bave inadequate flomton and freehoaed

&) Virnually all of the main strictural members are waterlogged and show advanced suges of
rit.
i Fiotation billetd are uncoated.

] Many deck planks are mtten.

3 Electrical System
The electrical systern = fed with o 120/240V, single phase service eated ot 300 amps. The meazured
lond 2000 was 150 amps or 50% of the system capacity.  The electrical serviee feeds a mam
distnbution panel at the base of the gangway which then freds the pedestals on each main float
Each man float has two etreuits; one for pedestals on each side of the float, which i common in ail
the downtown harbors. The pedestal circuit Joad varded from 7% to 70% of the cromr capacity with

Hiarborr Comdiian As : =
'mm.ﬁﬁl Em._:-:;m [P] [ |
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A flose being the lightest loaded and C float the heaviest. Most of the pedestals are equipped wth 20
amp receptacles,

The arginal electrical system was nstmlled scmetime i the late 60s and carly 70s. The spstem was
extensvely renovated in 1981, along with the other two downtown harbors. At that time, the main
panel for Drouglas was replaced wath one from Auron Basin, new pedestals were mstalled wrnd most
of the gables were replaced,

The man distribution panel has exceeded s service life As evidenced by severe corrsion m the
panel. The pedestals have also excesded their service life. They are constructed of panted mild steel
which has cormoded extensively. The main terminal blocks dn the pedestals are coeroded, the
recepracles are craclong, wirng is burned or cormroding at terminals, and the arcuit breakers are
rusting. This is typical for all of the pedesmls mstalled m 1981, The cables have perhaps frve to ten
years of service life remmaining and need to be replaced

Please also refer to Appendic: A -~ CB] Harbors Electrical Tmprovemenrs, Phase | — Condinon
Survey.

3. Water/Fire Systems

Diouglas Harbor's water system connects to the CB]'s municipal water man in Savileo Road with a
6" polyethylene (HIDPE} service pipe  This service is routed beneath the trestle and gangway and
davlights mio the hasbor at approximarely -100 MLLW. A 67 flexible pipe conpects the FIFE
service pipee 1 the floats approximately miduny between A and B foats. From the connection fromt,
6" HDPE header piping is routed along the noeth side of the headwalk float, with 47 HDPE Laeral
feeders to ecach mainwalk Jeat Al man water lines on the floats are mounted below the water
surface with pipe hangers, Pipe hangers are constructed with galvanized steel components and
anchored with galvanized hanthaare,

The water supply system services the foas through hose bibbs enclosed wathmn msulated and heat
praced PVC standpipes. The stndpipe encases 2 %" diameter water pipe which i tapped inte the
floar water line via a %" diameter flexible hose  An electrical heat cable 15 routed through the side of
the standpipe from 4 junction box and is wrapped sround the water pipe hose bibb aszembly, then =
routed theough 15" PVC wbing slongside the water pipe to the ddewater level

The water-fed fire protecton system was removed n 1989 after numerots problems: with freezing
and pressure plagued the systemn. No water-fed fire protecion system currently exists. The £x15ting
fire protection system consists of @ several 50k fire extinpushers stored in cabiners on the floas.
Extensive maintesance and repair work was performed on the domestic warer system 1989,

Mumerous valves and water line hangers were replaced at that tme

The water system above the water surface was mnspected onder this study. Above water elements
were m fir condinon with sdegoate flow eate at all hose bibbs. Subsurface elements had excessive
amounts of marne growtle  Loss of freeboard in the float systems has caused both the standpipe
casings and the dlectrical thaw wires to extend further into the water than designed. Because of this,
the thaw wires are pubrserged i fde water and they frégquently short out

The following observatons were taken during the mspecton of the water and fire protection

SPSLTE]

a) Floats A and B have water system ssolaton valves. Float C does nor have an isolsnon valve.
Maore =olanon valves are suggestec.

b The electrical thaw wire enters below the hose bibl sasembly on Floar A and the headwalk

float, andl it enters shove the hose hibh assembly on Floas B & . Where the thaw ware
enters below the hose bibb sssembly, it is more difficalt to service due (o Janited cleasance

between the hose bibb pipe and the standpupe wall.

Juweaer Hawdmrs Comidition <Lisestment o l = !
Ot o, RFFP EO3-227 m
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C.

LDTE'.': dfiuntE  of  manne Em-.nh hewe aveumulared on the E-U]:Imt‘_t'l'_.dlt‘d water lne

E‘l}.l:[lpﬂl'lllﬂh-

The CBf Harbormaster reported that the sealed thaw wire tubes are no longes warernght.
and the ends of the thaw wired have been shorting oot when they contact the water

PV prpe encasing the hose hibb assembly extencs below the waterdine in excess of ane foot

(1"}, This saturates the insulanon and i prone o manne growth.

Fire protecton cantsters are weatherproof and all fre extnguishers weee fully charged.

Proposed Work Program Buodget

The following bodget has been prepared i coordination with the CB] Docks und Harbors
Department to apgrade the old secnon of Doughs Flarbor to a good conditon. The bodget includes
an estumate of the funids necessary for moomge reconfigurapen on A Floar and deferred mamtenance
om existing Floats B and € however does not indlude capital improvement cosis for the uplands and
mgerape expansion program cuscently enderway at Dooglas Harbor. Bodgets have been prepared on
3 peneralized uni price basis with the understanding that the CB} may elect to perform much of the
deferred maintenance work in house and will solicit construction contracts for most of the
reconfipuration work.  This budget i useful for general planning purposes however more detaled
cost breakdowns should be prepared as subsequent projects become further defined by the CHJ.

ITEM DESCRIPTION QTyY UNIT | EXTENDED
COST COST
1 Mohilizanon & General Contract Requrements | All Regd L § 131,000
2 Chernelinesn & Dhsposal A Float All Regd s £ L0,
3 Heplsce & Reconfipure A Float w)/ new Main
Flizats, Seall Floars, Ualites and Ples All Regd 15 $ 3H0,000 |
4 Replace B Gangway & Landing Floar All Regd LS § 150,000
5 Replice Single Lane Boat Launch Ramp &
Boarding Float All Beod LS £ 0,
i Ond Floats B, O & B Souctural Timber &
Steel Elements 1364000 SF 515 § 204, 00K}
7 OM Floats B, C & HW: Floameon 13,600 5F 10 § 136,000
A DM Floats B, C & HW: Water Systemn Hepates All Regd LS § 50,000
Q Dind Flonrs H,'E & HW Blectrcal Power &
Lighung (IHH Electocal Estirnate- Appendiz 3) All Regd L F 450,000
Subtotal % 1,990,000
Conlngrency All Regd 1 5% § 298,650
Frvironmental Peemits Al Beogd (), 5% § D ua5
Destpn Enginecting & Contract Documents All Regel B § 159,280
Coanmet Admin E-:_i:unﬁu_'ul_-[i_{_m Inspection All Beqd T 5139570
(1] Project Adminsstratbon All Reg 5% $ 09,550
Total Recommended Project Budget % 2,697,805

W = Deferred Momtenance
HW = Headwnalk

Jawectre F-lardmrr Conplitapm A0t
Carermed Mo, BEP BO8207
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|HH Electrical

CBJ Harbors Electrical Improvements - Condition Survey
Project No. ED0-141

Executive Summary
February, 2000

| A condition survey has been performed on the electrical systems at the Douglas, Hamis, and Aurcra Basin
Boat Harbors. The following is an executive summary of the survey results:

Habor Users Survey

Approximately 800 surveys were mailed out to those currently leasing a slip in one of the three harbors. 248
surveys were retumed. A brief summary of the survey results is shown below:

126 responses were recaived from Aurora, 87 from Harris, and 33 from Douglas Harbor

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

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

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

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

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

Douglas Boat Harbor

Systemn Description — The electrical system is fed with a 120/240V, single phase service rated at 300 amps.
The measured load was 150 amps or 50% of the system capacity. The slectrical service feeds a main panel

at the base of the gangway which then feeds the pedestals on each float Each float has two circulls, one for
pach side. This is common in all harbors. The pedestal circuit load varied from 7% to 70% of the circult

capacily with A float being the lightly loaded and C fioat the heaviest. Most of the pedestals have 20 amp
receptacies.

System Condition ~ The original slectrical system was installed sometime in the iate B0s and early 70s. The
system was extensively renovated in 1981, The main panel was replaced with one from Aurora Basin, New
padestals were installed and most of the cables wese replaced.

The main panel has exceeded It's service Ifie. There is severe comosion in the panel. The pedestals have
also exceeded their service fife. They are painted mild stee! which has rusted extensively, the main terminal
blocks are corroded, the receptacles are cracking, wiring is bumed or comoding at terminals, and the circuit
breakers are nusting, This is typical for all of the pedestals installed in all three harbors in 1881. The cables
have 5 to maybe 10 years service [fe remaining. The orginal cables need to be replaced.

C8J Harbors Electrical Improvernerts Final Repor Section 1 - Executive Summary
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The main panel is not grounded at the dock. Significant ground curments were found on the pedestal circuits
on C float

Recommended Renovations — Three options are recommended:

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

2 Short term renovation — This option adds five to ten years service fife by replacing the main panel,
pedestals, and grounding. The esfimaled cost fov this work is $230,000.

3. Long term renovation — This option replaces the entire electrical system. The new system will have
capacity for future growth. Also the existing lighting would be replaced efther with new fixtures, dock
mounted post Bghting, or light fidures on the new pedestals. The estimated cost for this work (s
£650,000.

" Harris Boat Harbor

Systemn Description — The electrical system is fed with a 277/480 V, three phase service rated at 250 amps.
The measured load was 230 amps or 92% of the system capacity. The electrical service feeds a main panel
at the top of the gangway which then feeds step down transformers on each float. There are two
transformers for each ficat one at the beginning and one hall way down. Each transformer feeds the
pedestals on half of the float. The feeder circuits o the transformers were baded at 60% - 88%. The
transformers were loaded at 40% - 70%. The pedestal circuit load varied from 50% to 60% of the circuit
capacity. 1and 2 floats have 30 amp receptacles, 3.4,5.8 6 floats have 20 amp receptacles.

System Condition — The original electrical system was installed somatime in the late 60s and early 70s, The
systemn was partially renovated in 1981to provide more capacity and pedestals. A new main panel, new
feader cables to the transfarmers, and new transformers were installed. New pedestals were added to 1
float 4 fioat and 5 ficat. The existing pedestals and pedestal circuit cables were not replaced.

The main panel has 5 to 10 years service life remaining. The transformers have less than § years service (ife
remaining due to rusting enclosures.  Both the original and "1981° pedestals have also exceeded their
service fife. The transformer feeder cables have 5 to maybe 10 years service life remaining. The original
cables nead to be replaced, their insulation is cracking and the bare conductors are showing. This is a safety
ssue and should be remedied as soon as possible.

Significant ground cuments were found throughout the harbor.

Recommended Renovations — Due to the failure of the pedestal feeder cables and the system operating at
or near capacity only one option is recommended:

1. Long term renovation — This option replaces the entire electrical system. The new sysiem will have
capacity for future growih. The new system may not need transformers on the docks, Distribution
panels would be used instead which have a much smaller footprint, thus saving dock space. Also the
existing lighling would be replaced either with new fixtures, dock mounted post lighting, or ight fixtures on
the new pedestals. The estimated cos! for this work is 51,850,000,

8. Harbors Electrical improvernents Final Repon Secfion 1 - Execuive Sumimeary
Project No. EO0-141 Page-2
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Transformers on the docks are giving way to larger feeder cables which feed distribution panels at each float
and sometimes two per fioat, This is a new code requirement for many docks and prefered on mest. This
allows smalier pedestal feeder cables and a much smaller foot print on the dock.

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

Conclusion

The electrical systems in the Douglas, Hamis, and Aurora Boat Harbors received a parfial electrical upgrade
in 1881, Unfortunately the pedestals used have exhausted their service [fe, he original pedestals and

| cables have exceaded thelr service fife and much of the system is operating at or near capacity

The electrical systems do not meet the current codes for capaciy or for safety. The systems are slowly
falling apart, their safety has been seriously compromised, and they are unable fo meet cument user needs

The fime has come to completely replace the electrical systems at all three harbors incuding the lighting.

The harbors should be spiit up as three separate projects to encourage local contraciors to do the work. If
they were all lumped together, it would be difficult for most local contractors to do the work.

The condition of the floats in Hamis Harbor should be reviewed prior to replacing the electrical system. It may
prove more cost effective in the long term to replace or renovate some of the floats when the new electrical

system s installed.
m:mmmm:mmcnnmmmmﬂmmmmmmmmmum

Please give me a call if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

.-_/’;,/Z”? '
o,

.
|

Mark Momis, P.E.

CR. Harbors Blecirical Improvements Final Report Section 1 - Executive Summary
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Section 3 — Douglas Boat Harbor

transitioning to conduil on the gangway. At the dock, the cable goes into the timber fioat io
the rain panel adjacent to the base of the gangway. The measured load on the service
cable was 150 amps or 50% of the cable capacty. The main panel has 70 amp, 240 volt
circuit breakers that feed the pedestals. Each float has two pedestal circults; one for each
side. This is common in all three harbors, The pedestal circult load varied from 5 amps to 54
amps or 7% to 70% of the circult breaker mpaﬁl‘rwiihﬂﬂnalbeinum lightest loaded and C
fioat the heaviest The pedestals on A and B floats have 20 amp circuit breakers and
receptacles and the pedestais on C float have 30 amp circuit breakers and receptacles.
Some 20 amp receptacles and circult breakers have besn changed to 30 amp. This is
comman throughout all three harbors, The main panel also feeds a smaller panel that
Pw power o 120 mﬂm:&ptﬂchsune&chﬂnﬂtandmvﬂespu‘mﬁ:r heal trace
ca

Syste i

The original electrical system was instafled sgmetime In the Iate B0s and early 70s. The
system was extensively renovaled in 1981. The main panel was replaced with a used one
from Aurora Basin. New pedestals were installed and most of the cables were replaced.

The service condult under the approach dock s supported by unistrut brackets which are
rusting badly and have failed in some places, leaving the conduit unsupported. See phote D
-1 Thacablegri:ismisahgunmnfﬂ‘rasaﬁhtﬂblﬂsathtupﬂfﬂmgargﬁay- The
cable grip provides support to the cable. The springs on the cable grips at the botiom of the
gangway have also falled. They suppart the cabie throughout the tidal movement.

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

The pedestals have also exceeded their sarvice fife. They are painted mild steel which has
rusted extensively, the main terminal blocks are carroded, the receptacies are cracking,
wiring is bumed or comoding at terminals, and the circuit breakers ane rusting. See photos D-
45,6748 This is typical for all of the pedestals installed in all three harbors in 1881,

The cables instaed in 1981 have 5 to maybe 10 years service fife remaining. Most of the
cables in the fioats were Installed in 1981. The remaining original cables need to be
replaced.

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

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

CHBJ Harbors Electrical Improvements Final Repan Section 3 Douglas Boat Harbor
Project No. E00-141 Page - 1
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System Work Needsg

This saction is broken down into three parts: Code Deficiencies, Deferred Maintenance
Iterns, and Recommended Renovations.

* Code Deficiencies - These are portions of the electrical system that do not meet the
cument codes and standards for elecirical systems in harbors. This Is not meant to be

an exhaustive list of all code and safety risks in the harbor but only those noticed
during inspection,

1. There is no bench mark indicating the electrical datum plane. This is a bench mark

to be located adjacent to, but not on a floating structure, A new main disconnect
needs fo be installed on the approach dock. (National Electrical Code. NEC 555-11).
The cost to cormmect this deficiency i Included in recommended renovation options
283

3. All 15 and 20 amp, 120 volt receptacies located on the dock that do not provide shore
power fo boats have to be ground fault interrupting (GFI) type. The existing
m&mmmﬂmwgnmmhamﬁamdwthﬁﬂnm. [NEGEE&-E}._Tham&tIn

6. Al shnremwermnepdndashﬂmpaﬂﬂslahsiwrbamdmn 8 waather proof
enciosure that remains weatherproof even when the cond and piug are instalied
Hnneudﬂ'repudastalspmuﬂaahwuﬂpmﬂfm for the receptacle, thus thay
all should be replaced. (NFPA 303,3-14.1). The cost Io comect this deficlency is
included In recommenced renovation oplions 283.

7. Al lights have to be installad 50 as to prevent damage with stored or moving material

recommended renovation cption 3.

8. The cables that feed the ariginal pedestals are exposed from the deck to the base of
the pedestal enclosure. This is prohibited by code. The cables have fo be in condui
where above the deck. The service cable should be in conduit before it is routed into
the dock. (NFPA 303, 3-18.3). This cost Is included in recommended rencvation
options 283,

Each year the entire electrical system has o be inspected. Al cormded, wom,
broken, or improper materials shall be replaced or repaired before further use. The
use of tape to repair broken or cracked insulation of jackets on flexible cables i= not

L
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allowed, nor ks spicing the cables. (NFPA 303, 3-22.1). The cost to comect this
deficiency is included in recommended renovation oplions 283.

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

« Deferrec Malntenance Hems — These are problems with the system due io wear
and tear that can be comected by routine maintenance work that has not been done
due to lack of budget, manpower, or for other reasons. Problems with pedestals are
identified by pedestal number. The pedestals were numbered by odd numbers cn
the right side of the float when standing on the head dock and looking at the end of
the float The pedestals on the left side are identified by even numbers. This
numbering scheme Is used on all three harbors. The cost to comact thess items IS
included in option no. 1 of the recommended renovations.

The unistrut needs to be replaced on the service condult.

The cable grips need to be replaced on the service cable and added whem they

are missing.

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

ground rods need to be Installad and bonded to the neutral in the main panel.

A fioal, pedestal no, 1, receptacie is broken and one padestal cover is missing. It

needs to be replaced and a new cover provided.

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

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

The wiring, receptacie and circult breaker should be replaced.

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

hardwired to the pedestal. The receptacle should be replacad and a new cord

used.

8. A fioat, pedestal no. 19, a neutral conductor insulation is bumed through. The
wiring, circuit breaker, and receptacie should be replacad.

8. A fioat, padestal no. 20, the receptacle is cracked and should be replaced.

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

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

12. C fioat, pedestal no. 1, the neutral is bumed off the receptacle. The wiring, cireuit
breaker. and receptacle should be repiacad.

N~ @me h @ o

« Recommended Renovations — Because most of the cables were replaced n 1881 and
the original cables stll appear to be in serviceabls condition, three options are
recommended:

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

2. Short term renovation — This option adds five to maybe ten years sarvice iife by replacing
the main panel, pedestals, and grounding. This option also comects many of the code
deficiencies including a new bench mark, main disconnect, GF| receptacles, 30 amp min.
rec., junction box, weather proof rec. enclosure, protection for above dock cables, and
replacing comeding and wom pars. This option Increases the system capacity just
enough to provide 30 rec. in all the pedestals. No 50 amp rec. would be allowed. The
eslimated cos! for this work /5 $250,000.

CBJ Harbors Electrical Improvements Final Report Section 3- Douglas Boat Harbor
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3. Long term renovation — This option replaces the entire electrical system. All code
requirements are met The new system will have capacty to allow 50 amp, 208 voit
shore power services as well as have capacity for future growth, This option provides an
ﬂamﬁmlwﬁemwﬂwamﬁmﬂaﬂmlmmmmm. Also the existing lighting would
be replaced either with new fistures, dock mounted post lighting, or light focures on the
new pedestals. The estimated cost for this work s $650,000.

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

Conclusion

The curent codes are very stringent now and the electrical systemn falls far shor of the
current standards. Even though 2 *partial renovation looks appealing economically, in
five to maybe ten years, the electrical system will need another renovation to replace the
cables. This will be very expensive as all of the pedestals and main panel will have fo
be completely disconnected, removed, reinstalled, and reconnected to allow the cables
in the dock to be replaced. The complete replacement of the glectrical system
recommended to bring the system up to current codes, accommodate harbor users
needs, increase capacity for current and future needs, and provide an electrical system
with at least 30 years service life. The astimated cost for this work is $650,000.

8. Harbars Elecirical improvements Final Report
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FEE ESTIMATE

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

CLIENT: PND Engineers

PROJECT NO.: 137-61a DATE: March 8, 2010
|T=EE SCHEDULE [$/HR] 165 155 115 95 65 65 85 0.9
X TASK DESCRIPTION Ben Barry Ryan CAD/Dsr CAD  Clerical Admin TIME EXPENSE
[HRS] [HRS] [HRS] [HRS] [HRS] [HRS] [HRS] [$] [$]
CONSTRUCTION ADMINISTRATION:
500 Project administration 2 1 385
505 Preconstruction conference 2 230
510 Submittal review 6 690
520 Design interpretations 10 1,150
590 O&M manual review 2 230
595 Record drawings 2 3 425
SUBTOTAL (time) 0 2 22 0 3 0 1 §$3,120
SUBTOTAL (CBJ Sales Tax - 5%) $0
SUBTOTAL (Reimbursable Expenses) 50
TOTAL - CONSTRUCTION ADMINISTRATION $3,120
CONSTRUCTION OBSERVATIONS:
500 Project administration 2 1 305
530 Utility coordination 0.5 58
540 Progress inspections (2 per site) 20 2,300
558 Security system testing 8 920
580 Substantial inspection 8 920
585 Final inspection 6 690
SUBTOTAL (time) 0 2 425 0 0 0 1 $5,283
SUBTOTAL (CBJ Sales Tax - 5%) $0
SUBTOTAL (Reimbursable Expenses) $0
TOTAL - CONSTRUCTION OBSERVATIONS $5,283
PROJECT TOTAL (time): 0 4 645 0 3 0 2 58,403
PROJECT TOTAL (CBJ Sales Tax - 5%): $0
PROJECT TOTAL (Reimbursable Expenses) %0

GRAND TOTAL > $8,403



oLocrelie

| o | abed

Ao oy Jojsued |

T
|

-[+¥0G$ 1S3 - JonJISu0D 0] Spunj oN

aje|dwo) sueld,

581601 U] [BHOWSIN SPUIM UBA BIUDLY
- uBisaq 1e0]4 18N WI0d AemioN _

040z Bunds ui ejsu seurans| 010z Bundg — uonejelsul ainyuing S)S Hied SuLep —
_ f ” sjoalold jews - shoaue|@osin
| uopoalIp pieog buniemy aNd “oLoz buuds!  Buuuelg uoneinbiyucoay 10gieH eioiny
, sjonpold Buipjing g JjequwinT m._.__n__<w 19520\ 0L0Z ‘L sunf  uoljonIsuoD 1e0|4 Buipseog sejbnoq YUON |
= I su0) Aeanwpy " uononisuo) ~ sjuswanoidw) pueidn JogieH
(ebeseb Buped) BuuesulBug yum JuIor|  UOISOLI0D UOLON m ubisaqg uonoajold oipoyien . ]
podal Buniemy aNd 6002 .NN.E.Q“ ssaiboig u| uonoadsu| ebplg Jaysuel | _
o ~ yoday uonoadsu| buiemy aNd m PIOH @oueuajuleyy abpug Jajsuel | _
" ] _ @oueuajuley\ Jolepy pue siedey Hod
“ ssaiboid ur mairal BuImelp %56 S108JIY2IY AP 0102 __a@im_m_m ubiseq ubiseq Bunjoaq pue sbuipiing
| _ sbuip|ing SIO}SIA-SWOISND-L0d
suonepuswwiodal g Jodal [euy Bunemy| aNd  0L/60 J2upn Buiuue|q sishjeuy suonesado spueidn ]
m o uoneinbyuosey yooq diys mm_EoU
[enoidde sajjejsiba] Buiiemy | aNd 6002 ‘L AInp papiwqns juels Buiyojey JogieH [edipluniy
Buipuny |jin Bunremy| agl 110z Bundg uononysuo) uibeg
V3 o uonajdwos mc:_m.s(m aNd 010z Jewwng ~ pjoH ubiseq pue Buussuibug jeul
v3 jo uone|dwod mc_u_mai and 010z Bunds PIOH BumiuIad
~ ssso0ud |eroidde rgQ uibag 010z Buudg|  ssaiboig uj Auadoid dled - uonisinboy
m ssaooud |eaosdde pgo uibag! o 010z Bundg|  sseiboigq u| Auedoid peyuyas - uoyisinboy
m papiwgng uoneslddy - 010z Buudg|  ssaiboid uj puejepll YNQ - @ouekeAuoc)y T
| ssalbouid ui foAIng | o 010z Buudg|  ssaiboig u| Jeoes je Auadold YNQ - oueksauc)
pazijeuy Buieq Juswnooq v3 anNd ~ 0Lo0z Buudg|  ssaibolig uj sseo0ld V3 |
_ S sjuawanoiduw| JogieH JajEelS |
- PIOH aNd 0102 m:_awm ubisaq ubiseq pue Buuasuibug jeul
\ - uonosuip peog Buniemy and 0402 Bunds| PIOH Bumiwiad .
- o . _ | PIOH UORONJISUOODY J0gJeH se|bnod PO
leysurmsdiop  @dl  olozled PIOH UOE|[EISul Jajemyealg S
0102 |udy nesunp ui ang 300 600Z IlE4  UOI}2NJISUOD UCHONASUOD) Jejemyealg m
| - Jo1emyealg bBuneol4 JogqieH sejbnoq’
| HNQ Ag paisanbai ojul [ejuswaiddns Buledaid 010z Bunds papiwgng uonebiyiy - pue YNQY - @ouekaauo)
MmalAal 21ignd Joj N0 UoneuIw.alep |eul 010z Buudg’  pamwqgns Ayjioed - pue YNQY - 8ouBAsAu0)
- e8| pJeme Bupiemy _ 6002 ‘Sl 1des papiemy uoneoyddy juels ¥IO|L
- no 8s0|2 |euly bunajdwon ouBoNnl] {0/0Z/8 @18|dwo)  UOIONJSU0D Ajoe4 Buipeo Aeg ayny
s9)oN  J0jdeIIU0) IINpayYds snjejs 1aloag

jJoe)yoLyHe8uIBUT o ‘apeliio) AieD
L¥0d3¥ SNLVLS LO3rodd S.3¥33NIONT LHO0d



