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Public Comments on DRAFT CBJ Comprehensive Plan, 2013 Update

**Comments Below Were Received Before 3:30 PM, February 21, 2013**

Comments on Review Timeline:
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The comment deadline of 4:30 PM on Thursday, February 14, 2013 was only for
inclusion in this summary of comments (additional summaries will follow as additional
comments are received) and for presentation to the Planning Commission prior to their
February 19, 2013 meeting. Comments will continue to be accepted throughout the
review and adoption process. Please see
http://www.juneau.org/cddftp/DRAFTCompPlanReview.php for the schedule of upcoming
meetings and comment deadlines.

General or Organizational Comments:
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The comments above regarding the complexity and length of the draft Comprehensive
Plan are indisputably accurate, and echo similar statements by Planning Commissioners,
staff, Assembly members, and other members of the public.

The current draft update is only the latest in a long string of Comprehensive Plans that
have been structured in essentially identical ways, from the 1984 version to the 1996,
2004, and 2008 updates. Over the last thirty years, as our community has grown, more
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and more information has been piled onto the original framework, resulting in a
document that has been increasingly cumbersome with nearly every revision.

The current update process began in 2011, and was intended by the Assembly, city
management, Planning Commission, and other CBJ staff to be a fairly simple update of
data and “hard” changes (new infrastructure, Kensington mine opening, etc.). During
the Planning Commission’s line-by-line review of the draft plan chapters, they asked for
more substantial review and revision to several chapters, and the scope of the update
grew significantly to the present draft update.

Although the Planning Commission, stakeholder groups, and staff have worked hard to
reorganize and rephrase chapters so as to make the document more accessible, I believe
that there is widespread if not universal agreement that this 2013 update will be the last
in the line of CBJ Comprehensive Plans drafted on the 1984 framework. It is time to start
again with a blank page and our basic goals and policies to guide us in drafting a new,
strategic Comprehensive Plan.

That said, there are important changes proposed in the 2013 update that need to be
adopted in order to enable long-awaited changes to our Land Use Code, CBJ 49, to
provide for higher density development near transit lines with lower parking
requirements and other trade-offs (Bonus Eligible Area map, Chapter 11). Accordingly, it
is important that the 2013 update continue its progress towards eventual adoption at this
time.

[Response to CBJ staff response above]

The “serial,” “Oxford,” or “Harvard comma,” as it is known, is a punctuation option
but is not mandatory.  In some instances it eliminates ambiguity, and in others it induces
it.
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As with similar comments above, your comment is well taken and generally agreed upon.
Although much of the text describing “feelings and opinions” was struck from early
drafts of the 2008 update before it was adopted, and others have been struck in this 2013
update, many such instances remain. Rather than postpone adoption of this update for a
comprehensive edit of the draft, staff recommends that the next update to the
Comprehensive Plan begin with a blank slate and only use the adopted plan as a guide
and a starting place, not a template. The next update process will likely begin in 2015.

Listed by Chapter:

1. Introduction and Background

These suggestions will be forwarded to the Planning Commission for
consideration.
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These suggestions will be forwarded to the Planning Commission for
consideration.

This suggestion will be forwarded to the Planning Commission for consideration.

The purpose of the sidebars, as determined by the Planning Commission during
discussion of Comprehensive Plan organization and formatting, is that they are to
contain background information or explanations that inform Policies,
Development Guidelines, Standard Operating Procedures, or Implementing
Actions.
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2. Sustainability

This comment will be forwarded to the Planning Commission for consideration. It
should be noted, however, that 2.2 – IA5 refers to the existing standards adopted
in Ordinance 2012-42, which in turn specifies LEED certification of construction
and reconstruction of city-owned buildings. Similarly, specifying LEED
certification eligibility – but not certification as a requirement - in 2.1 – IA13 for
public and private sector construction recognizes the importance of the concepts
embodied in LEED without mandating conformance with a system that is not a
perfect fit for Juneau’s climate.

3. Community Form

This section defines “urban” to mean the areas listed; although they are hardly
“urban” when compared to large cities, they are the “urban” areas of Juneau.

[The two comment boxes above were separate comments by the same individual,
but are responded to here as a single comment]

There is no doubt that weather can affect travel patterns and modes of
transportation for people in Juneau; however, given the “right” built
environment, especially where canopies are provided over sidewalks, but also
where continuous sidewalks or other dedicated routes, and a wide mix of trip
origins and destinations (home, work, school, shopping, etc.) longer walking trips
become more reasonable. The Journal of the National Transportation Research
Board, No. 2140, includes the report “Assessing Impact of Weather and Season
on Pedestrian Traffic Volumes.” This report found that “weather such as cold
temperatures or precipitation directly and consistently reduces aggregate levels
of walking by only a moderate amount (less than 20%). Programs to alter habits
and perceptions and extend the walking season may be viable.” (p.42)

Furthermore, a relatively high number of people already walk to work in Juneau;
the U.S. Census’ American Fact Finder (Three-year, 2009-2011 data) reports
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that 8.4% of Juneau residents (zip code 99801) and 7.2% of Douglas residents
(zip code 99824) walk to work; compared to the 5% of Juneau residents who ride
transit to work and the 10.5 % of Douglas residents who ride transit to work, the
percent of the population who walks to work is not insubstantial, and is likely to
increase as more walkable neighborhoods centered around transit facilities are
developed at higher densities and with a greater mixture of uses.

This comment will be forwarded to the Planning Commission for consideration.

This comment will be forwarded to the Planning Commission for consideration.

The Comprehensive Operational Analysis, Transit Development Plan, and Transit
Improvement Plans that the CBJ is negotiating a contract with Nelson\Nygaard
Consulting Associates to complete will address service headways (time between
buses at any given location on a route) and transfers, among other service
concerns.

The particular mechanisms of land management are not covered under the draft
Comprehensive Plan, and have not been covered by previous editions of the
Comprehensive Plan either. The CBJ Lands Management Plan (LMP) of 1999 is
available at http://www.juneau.org/lands/documents/LandManagementPlan-
1999Update_000.pdf. The LMP focuses on disposing of CBJ property through
sale, but does mention that leases can be appropriate for some development, and
notes that leases are authorized by municipal code. A new Implementing Action to
investigate leasing, rather than selling, CBJ land may be appropriate and will be
suggested as a possibility to the Planning Commission and Affordable Housing
Commission.
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All of the suggestions listed above relate to CBJ 49, the Land Use Code, and not
to the Comprehensive Plan (CBJ 49 is a tool used to implement the Policies of the
Comprehensive Plan). Staff recently sponsored changes similar to those listed for
commercial zones (LC, GC, as well as MU2), with increases of 10’ to the
maximum height limit in those zones and substantial changes to the maximum
density limits in those zones as well. These changes were supported by the
Comprehensive Plan, and similar changes may be appropriate for some of the
multi-family residential zones listed, while others may affect community character
too much for the community to support.

Following the adoption of the 2013 Comprehensive Plan, staff will bring draft
ordinances allowing for “bonus provisions” that will affect many of the items
listed, such as parking requirements, height limits, vegetative cover requirements,
setback requirements, and more.
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The Community Form chapter describes how Juneau must provide a mixture of
housing types, environments, and urban forms. There are many people with a
wide variety of ideas of where they want to live in terms of the built environment,
and the plan attempts to capture that need and to provide for forms from rural to
urban, with many variations between (single family residential neighborhoods,
multi-family neighborhoods, and various mixtures of uses). The plan aims to focus
development along existing urban services (water, sewer, transit) so as to reduce
the cost of each unit, and to make residences and destinations (jobs, school,
shopping) closer together for those who desire to live in such areas. The Urban
Service Area Boundary adopted in 1971 aims to focus development within a
defined area so as to reduce development and maintenance costs. Outside that
area, property can still be developed at a rural level, and indeed it cannot be
developed more densely because sewer must be disposed of on-site beyond that
boundary, which requires larger lot sizes. Thus, both the adopted and draft plan
would also “oppose any city regulations that require expensive and unnecessary
rural and suburban subdivision development to the detriment of affordable
housing.”  The question, then, is what level of infrastructure development is
necessary for given levels of development? The required level of infrastructure
(paving, curbs, gutters, sidewalks, street lights, etc.) is determined through a
public process and adopted by the Assembly as ordinances (primarily with CBJ
49, Land Use, although also in other CBJ ordinances) that must be consistent
with the Comprehensive Plan.

The Comprehensive Plan identifies different parts of the borough for various
types of development in the Land Use Maps (Chapter 11). Relatively little land is
identified for high density housing; in fact, the HDR (High Density Residential)
land use designation appears in the land use designation descriptions, but does
not appear on a single map. All of the land that is identified for high-density
housing is in a commercial or mixed-use designation (such as TTC – Traditional
Town Center).

The CBJ has conducted extensive research and planning on this very topic.
Please see http://www.juneau.org/clerk/ASC/LC/Hill%20560/Switzer.php and
http://www.juneau.org/clerk/ASC/LC/Hill%20560/PedersonHilllAccessStudy.php
for studies of how two priority areas might be developed. These two properties
were selected after a thorough review of all CBJ-owned properties to determine
which were the most “buildable”: this study is available at
http://www.juneau.org/clerk/ASC/LC/Hill%20560/CBJComprehensivePlanUpdat
e2006.php and is highly recommended reading, given the suggestions you make
above regarding CBJ land disposal.
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Recently-adopted changes to the Land Use Code, CBJ 49, include provisions that
allow “bungalow” subdivisions with smaller lots (50% of normal lot size
requirement) and a limit on the size of the home that can be built on these small
properties, with the intent of facilitating home ownership. Bungalow lots must be
on public sewer, so they will not impact rural areas, but can help provide housing
in existing neighborhoods and newly developed areas.

Mixed-use and high-density land development patterns are constrained by the
Land Use Maps (Chapter 11) to areas around traditional community centers
(Douglas, downtown Juneau, around the Nugget and Mendenhall Malls, and the
Auke Bay village). These designations are not intended to force growth but to
plan for the impacts of growth and existing pressures on our housing stock and
infrastructure.

4. Housing Element

These suggestions will be forwarded to the Planning Commission for
consideration.

Thank you for catching that typo.
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Thank you for catching that error.

These suggestions will be forwarded to the Planning Commission for
consideration.
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[The two comment boxes above are both for one comment, but were split due to
formatting constraints]

These suggestions will be forwarded to the Planning Commission for
consideration.
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These suggestions will be forwarded to the Planning Commission for
consideration.

5. Economic Development

Thank you for catching that typo.

Staff agrees with these observations.
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[The two comment boxes above are both for one comment, but were split due to
formatting constraints]

This comment will be forwarded to the Planning Commission for consideration.

1. This term is not defined, and would therefore be open to interpretation by
future Assemblies.

2. The Planning Commission asked staff to involve JEDC in the review and
revision of Chapter 5. Working with UAS, the JEDC board drafted suggested
changes to the chapter that were discussed during the June 16, 2012 COW
meeting. The Planning Commission chose to retain this suggested language.

3. The Comprehensive Plan is not capable of committing the CBJ to a particular
course of action; it is used as a guiding policy document. So, if the Assembly
continues to direct staff to move toward developing the mine, the
Comprehensive Plan will support that, per Policy 5.13 and its supporting
statements. If the Assembly does not pursue development of the AJ Mine, this
will not be “inconsistent” with the Comprehensive Plan, but a political (and
presumably economic) decision.
Additionally, staff’s job is to compile comments and suggested changes and to
present those to the Planning Commission, but not personally suggest
substantial changes except where information is lacking or inaccurate, our
personal beliefs regarding the outcome of any policy in the plan are somewhat
irrelevant. This comment applies to many of your questions, and is not meant
to be dismissive of your concern, but rather to recognize staff’s ultimately
rather small part in the process of drafting and adopting the Comprehensive
Plan.

4. As the Comprehensive Plan is a guiding document, it defines the intent of the
CBJ. So if the intent is to more actively promote, or conversely to oppose and
restrict, then that intent is what is adopted in the Comprehensive Plan. That
is, the Comprehensive Plan should address the CBJ’s intent, whatever that
intent is. If you believe that the Comprehensive Plan should provide more
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support for the mining industry than it does, please submit suggested changes
or comments.

5. Policy 5.16 does not refer to any particular CBJ investment, but development
of the AJ Mine could be supported by this policy. The policy was intended to
be much more general than to focus on a particular project, so omitting the
AJ from mention was neither an oversight nor intentional – it is simply “out of
scope” of the policy (more detailed than the policy).

1. This was suggested at least twice during the June 19, 2012 Committee of the
Whole (COW) Planning Commission meeting with JEDC and UAS staff. Staff
does not believe that it was meant as an indictment or statement that some
employers fail to recognize this, but as a simple statement of fact that
employers must recognize it in order to be successful.

2. For some reason (good catch, by the way), both footnote 4 and footnote 5
were printed with the label for footnote 1 on the following page. Footnote 4 is
from the 2012 Benchmarking Report, Alliance for Biking and Walking.
”Economic return on investment” is, in this case, referring to the number of
jobs created per $1 million spent.

3. The Planning Commission asked staff to involve JEDC in the review and
revision of Chapter 5. Working with UAS, the JEDC board drafted suggested
changes to the chapter that were discussed during the June 16, 2012 COW
meeting. The Planning Commission chose to retain this suggested language.

4. The Planning Commission asked staff to involve JEDC in the review and
revision of Chapter 5. Working with UAS, the JEDC board drafted suggested
changes to the chapter that were discussed during the June 16, 2012 COW
meeting. The Planning Commission chose to retain this suggested language.

6. Energy
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Page 156, 8.8 – IA21 relates to upgrading North Douglas Highway for safety
improvements, and does not mention energy.

The top paragraph refers to prioritizing “ground source geothermal over
biomass,” which is related to 6.2 – IA2: “Promote conservation from fossil fuel
heating systems to geothermal, biomass, or biofuel systems…”

The last paragraph refers to micro-hydro generation, which is related to 6.6 –
IA6 “Amend the Land Use Code, CBJ49, to create a new land use category for
small-scale energy production facilities…so that they are not held to the same
permitting requirements as industrial-scale energy production facilities.”

7. Natural Resources and Hazards

Development setbacks from cataloged anadromous fish streams (salmon streams)
are required in the Land Use Code, CBJ 49.70.310 and .950(f), (g), and (h).
These setbacks are regulatory tools that have been adopted in order to achieve
the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan, including 7.1, 7.2, 7.3, 7.4, 7.7,
7.8, and 7.11, as well as 5.9 and 5.14.

The Tongass National Forest is owned and managed by the United States Forest
Service. The City and Borough of Juneau has minimal regulatory authority and
no management authority in the Tongass.
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Regarding 7.10 – SOP3, staff agrees with your analysis and retracts the
recommended deletion of the referenced sentence.

Regarding 7.10 – SOP2, staff disputes the supposed intent of the proposed
changes. The new language acknowledges that the CBJ must own a roadway in
order to regulate it; similarly, the state Department of Transportation and Public
Facilities only manages roadways that they own, and the CBJ’s regulatory
authority is extremely limited on state rights-of-way. No substantial change to the
existing language is proposed; the proposed changes are intended to improve
clarity and readability only.

This comment is not explicit enough for staff to interpret its author’s intent.
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These comments are not explicit enough for staff to interpret their author’s intent.

8. Transportation

Although light rail or other fixed-guideway transit systems can be very attractive,
exciting projects, they are very expensive to construct. As an interim solution, the
CBJ Transit Development Plan, available at
http://www.juneau.org/capitaltransit/pdfs/adopted2.pdf, as well as the
Comprehensive Plan, call for improving bus service through modification or
expansion of the express or “trunk” line. See Policy 8.5 and 8.5 – IA2 through
IA9.

There are several policies in the adopted and draft update that are directly
related to this comment:

Policy 8.5 To promote a balanced, well-integrated local multi-modal surface
transportation system that provides safe, convenient and energy-efficient access
and transport for people and commodities.
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Policy 8.6 To promote and facilitate transportation alternatives to private vehicles
as a means of reducing traffic congestion, air pollution and the consumption of
fossil fuels, and to provide safe and healthy means of transportation to all people.

Policy 8.8 To respond to the special transportation needs of each subarea of the
CBJ and to integrate them into a borough-wide comprehensive transportation
plan. This system should seek to reduce the consumption of fossil fuels by
facilitating efficient routes of travel, convenient and rapid transit, and safe
motorized- and non-motorized travelways.

These policies do not “push the bike as transportation,” but they support the
development of a transportation network that provides alternatives and choices
for all people, on a location-appropriate basis. In more rural areas, a bicycle may
not be a very comfortable or practical way to commute due to distances between
trip origins and destinations (e.g. home and work); in more urbanized areas, such
as between Douglas and downtown Juneau, a bicycle is an entirely practical
means of transport on a regular basis. Ensuring that adequate facilities are in
place to support walking, biking, and transit use improves the practicality of
relying on these means of transportation, offering people additional viable
options for their travel needs.

The CBJ is in the process of negotiating a contract with the firm Nelson\Nygaard
for an update to the Transit Development and Transit Improvement Plans; this
project will also include a Comprehensive Operational Analysis of the existing
system to ensure that it is operating as efficiently as possible.

In the discussion of North Douglas in the Transportation Chapter (p. 155), the
North Douglas crossing of Gastineau Channel is referred to as having been
“identified as the CBJ’s top transportation priority” “for over twenty years.”

8.8 – IA3 calls for the CBJ to work with DOT on the portion of that connection
between Fred Meyer and the McNugget intersection.

[The two comment boxes above were separate comments by the same individual,
but are responded to here as a single comment]
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The CBJ and DOT are coordinating efforts to improve pedestrian crossings,
lighting, and other non-motorized and motorized transportation infrastructure
throughout the community. The projects that you mention are not specifically
listed in the Statewide Improvement Program (STIP) or the CBJ Capital
Improvement Program (CIP) at this time; however, Egan Drive Pavement
Rehabilitation will include new striping of the crosswalk at Salmon
Creek/Channel Drive.

Projects that will improve pedestrian crossings of major state routes with more
than new paint, and which are currently listed in the STIP include: Brotherhood
Bridge; Riverside Drive Rehabilitation; Back Loop Road/Glacier Highway
Intersection Improvements; Egan Drive Improvements - Main Street to Tenth
Street; Glacier Highway Bike and Pedestrian Improvements; and, Mendenhall
Loop Road Improvements.

Mid-block crosswalks are actually more dangerous than a lack of crosswalks –
this may seem counter-intuitive, but if a pedestrian knows that they need to look
both ways and wait for a safe time to cross a street, they are much safer than if
there is a crosswalk but no intersection or traffic control device (e.g. stop sign),
since the crosswalk gives the pedestrian a false sense of security and places more
responsibility on the driver to remember that a crosswalk exists and may be
occupied.

These suggestions and comments will be forwarded to the Planning Commission
for consideration.

This turn lane was recently reconstructed by DOT to improve sight distance and
safety. This comment will be forwarded to the Planning Commission for
consideration.

This comment will be forwarded to the Planning Commission for consideration.

9. Parks, Recreation, Trails and Natural Area Resources
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The Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Plan
(http://www.juneau.org/parkrec/documents/Finalasrevised12-2007_000.pdf)
addresses specific subarea needs for recreation; some of these projects are listed
in the subarea discussions in Chapter 11 of the Comprehensive Plan.  Subareas 1
and 2 include projects such as those that you suggest.

10. Land Use
Comments relevant to this chapter are located under: 3. Community Form; 4.
Housing Element; and elsewhere. No direct comments on this chapter received to
date.

11. Land Use Maps

There are no changes to land use designation boundaries in this update; only
select land use designation names (labels) and the extent of one New Growth
Area on West Douglas are proposed as changes.

You are absolutely correct – great catch! In the 1984 update, the Auke Rec area
had no land use designation applied to it; the area was first designated as “FP”
(Federal Park) in the 1996 update to the Comprehensive Plan. The designation
“Federal Park” has never been defined or described in the Comprehensive Plan
(1996, 2003, and 2008 updates). Staff will recommend that the Planning
Commission add a very brief description of this designation to Chapter 11:

“Federal Park (FP) Federal Parks are public lands owned by federal
agencies and managed for recreational use.”

This designation only applies to the Auke Rec and Lena Cove areas.

Reviewing the history of this designation also caught that “SP” (State Park) is
not described or defined in the draft update – or its predecessors. Staff will
recommend that the Planning Commission add a very brief description of this
designation to Chapter 11:

“State Park (SP) State Parks are public lands owned by state
agencies and managed for recreational use.”



23

This designation only applies to areas at Bridget Point, Eagle Beach, Shelter
Island (near Handtroller’s Cove and Halibut Cove), and Amalga Harbor.

[1st St. in Douglas]

Properties along both sides of 1st St. in Douglas at the south end of the street are
designated as “M/MU” (Marine Mixed Use) in the draft maps, as they are in the
adopted 2008 maps. Both the TTC (Traditional Town Center – draft 2013 maps)
and the MU (Mixed Use – adopted 2008 maps) designations, which abut
properties along this portion of 1st St., are very similar to the M/MU designation,
with the exception that residential densities may be higher in TTC (18
dwellings/acre or more, compared to 10-60 dwellings/acre in M/MU) and
marine-related services are favored in the M/MU designation. Under either the
M/MU or TTC designation, appropriate zoning districts might include multi-
family residential zones, but Mixed Use (MU and MU2) or Commercial (LC, GC,
and WC) zoning districts would be most appropriate under the land use
designations. Currently, the properties along the water side of 1st Street near the
harbor are zoned WI (Waterfront Industrial) and those along the uphill side are
zoned GC or LC.

As it turns and gets further from the harbor, 1st St. enters an area designated as
MDR (Medium Density Residential), which is zoned D-18 (18 multi-family
dwellings per acre). Most commercial uses are not permitted in this residential
zoning district, nor does the MDR designation support commercial or industrial
uses in this area.
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[The four comment boxes above are all for one comment, but were split due to
formatting constraints]

Many of the suggestions above are discussed in the draft 2013 Comprehensive
Plan, as well as in the currently-adopted 2008 Comprehensive Plan. Policies 8.5,
8.6, and 8.8 are particularly applicable, and 8.8 – IA3 and IA5 are directly
related to downtown Juneau. Guidelines and Consideration #13 for Subarea 6
(Chapter 11) also discuss and supports many of the items suggested above.

This suggestion will be forwarded to the Planning Commission for consideration.
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[The two comment boxes above are both for one comment, but were split due to
formatting constraints]

The area described is designated as “MDR” (Medium Density Residential),
which is intended for development at densities of 5-20 dwellings per acre. This
area is designated as “ULDR (T) MDR” (Urban Low Density Residential
(Transitioning) to Medium Density Residential) in the currently-adopted 2008
Comprehensive Plan. Public water and sewer have recently been extended to
serve these properties, and many properties have already been re-zoned to allow
higher density development.

The IPU (Institutional and Public Use) designation is appropriate for some UAS-
owned land, but not all of it. For example, the main campus, with offices, library,
classrooms, research facilities, residential dorms, food service, etc. is an
“institution” that should be within an IPU designation. Other UAS-owned
properties, such as those where the University plans on developing or selling
property for residential development, should be designated for residential or
other appropriate uses.

12. Public and Private Utilities and Facilities

The Drinking Water Plan referenced is available at
http://www.juneau.org/engineering/AJ_MINE/documents/Municipal_Drinking_W
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ater_Supply_Plan_COW_12_3_12.pdf; the adopting Resolution is at
http://www.juneau.org/engineering/AJ_MINE/documents/Final_Res_2620.pdf.
Water quality and watershed needs are discussed in the Watershed Control and
Wellhead Protection Program: Gold Creek Source (at
http://www.juneau.org/cddftp/documents/WatershedControlandWellheadProtecti
onProgramGoldCreekSource.pdf), and the Last Chance Basin Management Plan (
at http://www.juneau.org/cddftp/documents/LastChanceBasin-1994.pdf) which
have both been adopted by ordinance as part of the Comprehensive Plan. The
Drinking Water Plan, which was adopted by resolution, is legally subservient to
and should promote the goals and policies of the two related documents that are
adopted as part of the Comprehensive Plan.

This suggestion will be forwarded to the Planning Commission for consideration.

This suggestion will be forwarded to the Planning Commission for consideration.
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This suggestion will be forwarded to the Planning Commission for consideration.

This suggestion will be forwarded to the Planning Commission for consideration.

This suggestion will be forwarded to the Planning Commission for consideration.
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These suggestions will be forwarded to the Planning Commission for
consideration.

This suggestion will be forwarded to the Planning Commission for consideration.

This suggestion will be forwarded to the Planning Commission for consideration.

The Wireless Master Plan (WMP) project, TXT2009-00007, has been a long and
complicated review, which has required CBJ staff to become familiar with a
complex topic that was beyond our previous expertise. Our hired consultant,
CityScape, continues to work on a draft WMP. The proposed language in the
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Comprehensive Plan regarding Wireless Communications Facilities (WCF) is
intended to guide the development and adoption of both the WMP and future
enforceable ordinances in the municipal code.

This suggestion will be forwarded to the Planning Commission for consideration.

13. Community Services
No comments received to date

14. Community Education and Services
No comments received to date

15. Cultural Arts and Humanities
No comments received to date

16. Historic and Cultural Resources
No comments received to date

17. Community Development
No comments received to date

18. Implementation and Administration


