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Appendix W.  CAC Member List 



ABCor
CAC Members 

Name

Home 
Phone 
Number

Another 
Phone 
Number Fax email Address

Dick Deems 789-7401 790-3531 dickd@ptialaska.net Box 210196 Auke Bay, AK 99821

Rick Wolfenberger 789-7312 Box 210627 Auke Bay, AK 99821

Steve Ignell 789-6029 789-6094 steve.ignell@noaa.gov 11305 Glacier Hwy. Juneau, AK  99801

Tom Satre 789-6362 2266 Industrial Blvd Juneau, AK 99801

Don Reid 463-9329 463-3298 dreid@aml.lynden.com 100 Mt. Roberts St. Juneau, AK 99801

David Newton, ABES Site Council 463-1775 463-1751 newtond@jsd.k12.ak.us 10014 Crazy Horse Drive Juneau, AK 99801

Paul Kraft 465-6461 465-1715 Paul.Kraft@uas.alaska.edu 11120 Glacier Highway Juneau, AK 99801

Mark Graves 465-6517 465-6328 jsmfg@uas.alaska.edu 11120 Glacier Highway Juneau, AK 99801

Ron Klaudt 789-0433 463-2416 463-2416 rklaudt@gci.net Box 211322 Auke Bay, AK 99821

Gary Jenkins 789-9621 780-6303 gjenkins@gci.net Box 210194 Auke Bay, AK 99821

Ron Flint 789-0839 789-0956 789-3635 ron@nuggetoutfitter.com 12070 Cross Street Juneau AK 99801

Gary "Pepper" McCallon 789-9267 Box 210162 Auke Bay, AK 99821

Bill Cole 789-2811 Box 211047 Auke Bay, AK 99821

Jeff Pilcher 789-3226 789-3105 pilcher@gci.net 12020 Glacier Highway #3 Juneau, AK 99801

Nancy Lehnhart 789-5421 lehnhart@gci.net 11755 Glacier Highway Juneau, AK 99801

Keith Kelton 789-1377 kakelton@aol.com 1040 Fritz Cove Rd Juneau, AK 99801

Dick Rountree 789-5170 790-2961 leasing@gci.net Box 33183 Juneau, AK 99803

Eric Twelker 789-9895 789-6800 789-3742 twelker@alaska.net 10430 Dock Street Juneau, AK 99801
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Auke Bay Corridor Reconnaissance Study 
Citizen Advisory Committee Meeting 

Wednesday, November 13, 2002 
7:00 to 9:00 p.m. 

UAS, Hendrickson Annex, Room 104 
 

NOTES 
(CAC Member comments and questions shown underlined and italicized) 

 
Start time: 7:05pm 
 
CAC Members Present:  
 

Dick Deems      Ron Flint 
Rick Wolfenberger     Juanita McCallon (for Pepper McCallon) 
Tom Satre      Bill Cole 
Don Reid      Jeff Pilcher 
Ed Engquist (for Paul Kraft)   Nancy Lehnhart 
Mark Graves     Keith Kelton 
Ron Klaudt      Dick Rountree 
Gary Jenkins     Eric Twelker 

 
Project Staff Present: 
 
DOT&PF Southeast Region 

Chris Morrow, P.E., Preliminary Design Group Chief 
Pat Carroll, P.E., Reconnaissance Engineer 

USKH, Inc. 
Lance Mearig, P.E., Project Manager 
Julianne Hanson, P.E., Meeting Facilitator 
Kathy Peterson, Note Taker 
Dustin Johnson, Staff Engineer 

Kinney Engineering 
Randy Kinney, P.E., Traffic Engineer 
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Introduction and Welcome – Julianne Hanson 
 
What would you like this project to accomplish?  What are your concerns? 
 
§ Getting in and out of Caroline is a problem at times, especially when vehicles are 

parked on the highway shoulder. 
§ Fritz Cove Road and Glacier Highway intersection is bad, especially for left turns 

onto Glacier Highway. 
§ Why is DOT considering building new roads when not maintaining existing 

roads? 
§ Line of sight is bad at Fritz Cove Road and at DeHart’s  
§ Concern for pedestrians, especially children also that improvement be 

aesthetically pleasing.  
§ Delivery trucks come to Auke Bay, egress/ingress at Marina is a problem. 
§ Accessibility to student building along the corridor is a concern. 
§ General concerns after 25 years living in Auke Bay. 
§ Left-turn lane into NOAA, Lab- pedestrians on shoulder when there is not a trail 
§ No action for 5-6 years concerns me. 
§ Kids at Auke Bay School need to be considered, traffic has really grown over the 

last three years.  
 
Purpose of the CAC – Chris Morrow 
 
Why we’re doing this - want to do better than in the past, need public input.  There will 
be public meetings, newsletters, check the website!  Go to www.dot.state.ak.us → 
Project Information Index → Auke Bay Corridor (ABCor) Study. 
 
What is the CAC?  Representatives of the users of the corridor.  Role is as an informed 
advisory so you can help make key decisions, let others know what’s going on. 
 
What you’re not:  we won’t be voting, not a democracy.   
 
There will be 5 meetings total and we will get the info to members at least a week in 
advance. 
 
We want the public’s input. 
 
Project Past, Present, Future – Chris Morrow 
 
History:  Glacier Hwy built in 1920 gravel roadway, then extended to Tee Harbor and 
beyond.  Paved in 1950, Ferry terminal built in the early 60’s plus several 
reconstructions 
 
Auke Nu Drive reconstruction – was once a log corduroy road  
 
Paved to Tee Harbor in 1959 
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This project has been sidetracked in the past. Public Meeting 5 to 6 years ago, then 2 to 
3 years ago to begin Reconnaissance Study. 
 
1980 to 1982 another study looked at realignment through UAS campus. UAS 
chancellor was favorable to the realignment at that time but nothing happened. 
 
Back in 1982-83 CBJ & DOT had plans to build marina facilities from Auke Bay to the 
Ferry Terminal.  Are there still plans? Is this project the first step toward fulfillment of the 
earlier plans? 
 
Future  STIP – plan document – construction 2009 is what we’re shooting for.  If we 
work through environmental process, get the project ready and work for 11 million dollar 
estimate according to STIP (statewide transportation improvement plan or process) 
Pointed out the project area and what would be included: 

Public involvement plan 
Gathering information & prep data. 
Goals and Objectives – we’re in that stage now 
Purpose and need phase will be next 
Alternative Ideas stage to come up with a preferred solution 
Study will be complete in one year 

 
What can the money used for?  
 
Federal highway administration funding is for capital improvements. Can be used for 
design, property acquisition, construction process, and administrative. 
 
Draft Goals and Objectives – Lance 
 
This is a work in progress – started planning in September. 
Took this graph to Steering Committee meeting yesterday and they added some 
comments. 
The goals and objectives will become the basis for the purpose and need – the basis for 
environmental documentation. 
Go over the goals – need people to verbalize their concerns. 
 
Goal 1 – to create a safe corridor – one change brought up by project steering 
committee was to clarify – meet current design standards for all modes (including 
pedestrians and bicyclists). 
 
What are DOT’s concerns? 
 
Chris says we’ll work up to it. 
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Are we fixing the existing road or creating a new one?   
 
We do not know yet.  
 
Reduce the number of accidents and make it safer. 
 
We will add this to the objectives list as we progress. 
 
Goal 2 – We want to balance accessibility and mobility, improve efficiency of local and 
tier traffic.  Increase pedestrian and bike accessibility or mobility.  Also emergency 
response should be reasonable. 
 
Goal 3 – To develop a project that is compatible for both human and natural 
development 
 
Minimize impact to natural environment as well as social and economic impacts.  
Actively involve the public.  Be consistent with future land use plans, e.g.: commercial 
loading dock facility.  
 
Goal 4 – Needs to be feasible, then financial feasibility, community acceptance were 
added. 
 
Do we already have an idea of what we’re going to do? 
 
We know of some problems and based on the number there are a range of possibilities.  
 
Project should anticipate future traffic growth and be designed to accommodate it.  
Should future traffic be under Goal 1 (Create a safe corridor)?   
 
Safety addresses the control of the traffic flow.  We will address the traffic in the next 20 
years.   
 
Will fast ferry change the traffic conditions? 
 
There is a lot of traffic to and from the Greens Creek Mine Ferry; makes it hard to get 
out from side streets.   
 
Is this area residential?  Is it coastal development?   
 
Add to goal 3 (Develop a project that is compatible with the human and natural 
environment) – not just about function – we want to keep it residential-ish and mesh 
with the businesses. What ever is done it needs to look and feel nice. It needs to fit in to 
the Auke Bay area. 
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History of Auke Bay – once saw a plan from 1982 that showed all commercial 
development along the highway and no residences.  It was a DOT plan that was not 
favorable.  Make sure this is NOT going to happen.   
Wants to see public access to the water.   
Says DOT has not been truthful in the past.  Skeptical. 
 
Auke Bay is a beautiful and special area. We should consider developing a park in the 
area as part of this project.  
 
Can we handle future volume of traffic with existing facility? 
 
We don’t know yet. 
 
Would like to put the school into the graph somewhere.   
 
Keep things aesthetically pleasing.  Make it a special category.   
 
Will DOT take property if needed? 
 
Yes. 
 
Add access to Auke Bay School and UAS as separate sections.   
 
There are dangerous spots in the corridor.  The corner by NOAA has killed many 
people, as has the corner by the flower nursery.  
 
Randy spoke about the Y section as hazardous.  The traffic records do not indicate the 
actual hazards one perceives as when one drives the road. 
 
Tourism hasn’t been brought up – bike tours operate on Fritz Cove Road, UAS area, 
and Back Loop.  Need to add to objectives.   
 
There is a new mini-park located across the road from the Thai restaurant. Project 
should include access to mini-park. 
 
What is the plan for UAS and how will that affect this project?    
 
Yes, we will coordinate with the university’s plan. 
 
CBJ Areawide Transportation Plan (AWTP) ideas should be considered in this project. 
 
Yes, we will consider ideas from AWTP as well as other plans. 
 
There are several planned developments that will be accessed through the project area 
(NMFS facility at Lena, fish processing plant by ferry terminal). Need to account for 
traffic from these future developments. 
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Parking of trailers is tearing up the shoulder of road and is a safety concern. They block 
site distance when pulling out of Caroline Street. 
 
Add to Goal 1 – projections of future traffic. 
Add to Goal 2 – improve access to school and UAS. 
Add to Goal 4 – area enhancement, make sure it fits in and looks good. 
Add a new goal? – tourism issues need to be addressed. 
 
Add trailer-parking issues.  
 
Is UAS going to add parking? 
 
Who owns the property in the area? 
 
Will roundabouts be considered? 
 
Yes. 
 
Next CAC meeting will be held in January. 
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Auke Bay Corridor Reconnaissance Study 
Citizen Advisory Committee Meeting #2 

Wednesday, January 8, 2003 
7:00 to 9:00 p.m. 

Chapel By the Lake, Smith Hall 
 

NOTES 
 
(Note:  CAC Member comments and questions underlined and italicized) 
 
CAC Members present:  
 
Nancy Lehnhart    Steve Ignell 
Tom Satre     Don Reid 
Keith Kelton     David Newton 
Richard Rountree    Dick Deems 
Eric Twelker     Pepper McCallon 
Ron Flint     Gary Jenkins 
Ron Klaudt     Paul Kraft 
Bill Cole       
 
Members of the public in attendance:   

Bob Millard   
Chip Morris 
Nathan Bishop, CBJ Community Development Department 
 

 
Project Staff present: 
 
DOT&PF Southeast Region 

Chris Morrow, P.E., Preliminary Design Group Chief 
Michael Lukshin, P.E., Regional Traffic Engineer, Project Manager 

 
USKH, Inc. 

Lance Mearig, P.E., Project Manager 
Julianne Hanson, P.E., Meeting Facilitator 
Dustin Johnson, Staff Engineer 
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Kinney Engineering 
Randy Kinney, P.E., Traffic Engineer 

 
 
7:05pm Introduction and Welcome – Julianne Hanson 
 
Summary of last meeting with a description of the objectives. 
 
Chris Morrow introduced Mike Lukshin to the CAC and explained that Mike would 
be taking over the project management responsibilities for him for the Auke Bay 
Corridor Study. 
 
Goals and Objectives Ranking Exercise 
 
A questionnaire containing several goals and objectives that were discussed in 
the previous meeting was given to the CAC members.  Members ranked each 
objective on how important they felt it was to the project.  The questionnaires 
would be tallied and the results would be presented later in the meeting. 
 
 
7:16pm Condition and Needs Assessment 
  

Collision Data – Randy Kinney 
Sixty-seven accidents have occurred in the study area from 1996 to 2000.   A 
possible geometric solution is to flatten curves (larger radii). 
If the curves are flattened could speeds increase in those areas? 
 
 Intersection Conflict Analysis – Randy Kinney 
Conflict studies are used to verify collision potential at locations where accident 
history isn’t conclusive. 
Drivers turning left out of Fritz Cove Road (FCR) are currently patient but as 
volumes pick up they may become impatient and conflicts could increase. 
 
The city bus pullout hinders sight distance with the FCR intersection. 
 
 Origin Destination Study 
Traffic patterns were observed during morning and evening commuting hours. 
It would be useful to know the traffic patterns of the pedestrians in the Auke Bay 
area. 
 
 Geometric Analysis – Lance Mearig 
The following geometric elements were evaluated for compliance with current 
design standards: 
–Highway curvature 
–Highway grades 
–Cross section (lane/shoulder/sidewalk width) 
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–Intersection sight distance 
 
The beginning of project (BOP) needs to extend back to Engineers Cutoff Road.  
Chris Morrow said that Planning set the limits but some alternatives may extend 
the project limits. 
 
This study must address the current and future traffic volumes.  Traffic volumes 
fluctuate drastically with the seasons in Auke Bay.  What is the variance from 
school traffic in the fall versus the boat traffic that occurs in the summer? 
 
Concern was raised over the design speed in the area of the school and post 
office.  40 mph is too fast for that area. 
 
Currently pedestrians and bicyclists already use their own paths and the paths 
are not always the sidewalks.  The only crosswalk within the whole project is by 
the school.  Future plans need to include pedestrian crosswalks at locations 
people want to cross (near the college).  Bicycle traffic often do not stop when 
coming down the (Backloop) hill. 
 

Traffic Forecasts – Randy Kinney 
Future forecasted traffic volumes will help dictate what type of design suits Auke 
Bay the best. 
UAS intends to close the south UAS entrance to all but delivery traffic.  This will 
drastically change the traffic patterns at that intersection and increase traffic at 
the Y intersection. 
 
Is there a definite relationship between volume versus risk (safety)?  How does 
the season affect accidents?  The data shows that there are more accidents in 
the winter. 
 
What is the ideal capacity of a two lane road?  Randy Kinney answered:  The 
capacity varies greatly depending on character of the road (rural versus urban).  
The number of intersections and driveways affects capacity. 
 
It was requested for the next meeting a map displaying right of way so people 
can get an idea of where the right of way is and give them a chance to review the 
information.  People would also like to see who owns what land within the 
corridor. 
 
8:23pm Break 
 
8:34pm Discussion of Goals and Objectives Ranking Exercise – Julianne 
Hanson 
 
The results from the Goals and Objectives Ranking Exercise was shared with the 
CAC (See summary of results).  Members were most concerned with safety and 
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meeting current design standards.  Members were least concerned with the boat 
trailer problem.  The question regarding being consistent with existing and future 
land use plans had the highest standard deviation, which may indicate that this 
objective is confusing. 
 
Concerned was raised about the future land use plans because people own a lot 
of land along the Corridor. 
 
 
We should not get hung up on zoning but on the actual land use patterns.  It was 
also said that objective 3-4 (future land use plans) was too vague.  Its hard to 
know what the statement means. 
 
The boat trailer issue shouldn’t be overlooked.  It isn’t possible to fix everything in 
finding the best solution. 
 
About 10 percent of the people who work at the fish lab have been involved in an 
accident.  The majority of these accidents are rear-ends when somebody is 
turning into the fish lab and the accidents often go unreported. 
 
It may be a better approach if the money spent on this project were spent on the 
problem areas like the fish lab turning lane and the “Y” intersection and leave the 
good areas alone.  This would concentrate funds for the problem areas and 
prevent wasting money in areas that currently work fine. 
 
It may be interesting to see how scores may change over the course of the 
project as more information becomes available.  It may be beneficial to group 
some of these objectives together. 
 
8:49pm Public comment 
  
Bob Millard had no comment. He was there on behalf of Chapel by the Lake and 
is interested in alternatives that impact the Chapel. 
 
Chip Morris stated that the design should not be driven by what people want to 
drive.  Safety and data gathered today is pushing DOT to use the 85th percentile 
speed which would mean a by-pass.  There are only two bypass routes, so Chip 
will also save his comments until there are some alternatives. 
 
Nathan Bishop- CBJ Planner was in attendance for the second half of the 
meeting.  At the conclusion of the meeting Nathan said they should protect land 
use patterns.  Nathan also mentioned he couldn’t find the meeting site and 
requested the next meeting be posted better. 
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Future CAC meetings and Involvement- Julianne Hanson 
 
The next CAC meeting will be April 1st at the Chapel by the Lake in the Smith 
Hall (same place). 
 
There will also be a public meeting on April 3rd also in Smith Hall at the Chapel by 
the Lake. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Auke Bay Corridor Reconnaissance Study 
Citizen Advisory Committee Meeting #3 

Tuesday, April 1, 2003 
7:00 to 9:00 p.m. 

Chapel by the Lake, Smith Hall 
 

NOTES 
 
(Note:  CAC Member comments and questions underlined and italicized) 
 
CAC Members present:  

Nancy Lehnhart    Steve Ignell 
Keith Kelton     Dick Deems 
Eric Twelker     Ron Flint     
Paul Kraft     Rick Wolfenberger 
Jeff Pilcher 

    
Members of the public in attendance:   

Peter Wright 
Karen Forrest 
Ken Engquist (UAS) 
Leanne Pilcher 

 
Project Staff present: 
DOT&PF Southeast Region 

Chris Morrow, P.E., Preliminary Design Group Chief 
Michael Lukshin, P.E., Project Manager 

 Pat Carroll, P.E., Reconnaissance Engineer 
 David Hawes, Transportation Planner  
 
USKH, Inc. 

Lance Mearig, P.E., Project Manager 
Julianne Hanson, P.E., Meeting Facilitator 
Dustin Johnson, Staff Engineer 

 
Kinney Engineering 

Randy Kinney, P.E., Traffic Engineer 
Northland Systems Engineering 
 Karyn Wise, P.E., Traffic Engineer 



 
7:03pm – Introduction and Welcome – Julianne Hanson 
 
 Recap of previous meetings and the results 
 Overview of project progress 
 Outline of what will be covered in meeting #3 
 
7:10pm – Design Concepts for the Auke Bay Corridor- Lance Mearig 

 
Several different displays were shown to the CAC demonstrating ideas that could 
be implemented into the preferred alternative for improvements in the Auke Bay 
Corridor.  These ideas included changing the route of Glacier Highway.  New 
route ideas introduced included rerouting the highway around Auke Lake, going 
under UAS campus via a tunnel, modifications to realign the NOAA lab corner, 
and rerouting traffic behind the community of Auke Bay. 
 
Possible streetscape ideas were shown to the CAC.  Ideas included adding a 
center turn lane through the urban area of Auke Bay.  The turn lane could also be 
converted to a center island with landscaping where no turns are needed.  
Sections with sidewalks were shown. 
 
Three ideas of improving the intersection of Back Loop Road and Glacier 
Highway were shown:  

q The first idea showed realigning Back Loop Road to intersect Glacier 
Highway at a 90-degree angle.   

q The second idea showed Glacier Highway merging directly into Back Loop 
Road and realigning Glacier Highway (inbound) to intersect at a 90-degree 
angle.   

q The third idea showed a roundabout in place of the existing configuration. 
Any of these ideas could also be used for the Fritz Cove Road and Glacier 
Highway intersection. 
 
What would a 4-way stop do to these new typical section ideas?  
A 4-way stop may cause major backups due to unbalanced volumes entering the 
intersection.  The predominant movement is through on Glacier Highway and 
these vehicles may be unnecessarily delayed.. 

 
Would a Roundabout create confusion or be an annoyance for  everyday 
commuters?  
Typically roundabouts can handle the traffic loads that are currently in the Auke 
Bay area.  It has been shown the learning curve for a community to adjust to a 
new roundabout is very fast. A roundabout also typically allows drivers to just 
slow down to 10-20 mph instead of completely stopping as required in a stop 
sign or signaled intersection. 
 
One CAC member asked if the roundabout would be a problem for new drivers 
that have just arrived in Juneau from the ferry. Another CAC member mentioned 



that many people getting off the ferry and going to Juneau might have already 
have seen roundabouts down south.   

 
Could a roundabout create congestion or collisions? 
Randy Kinney explained that roundabouts actually have fewer points of conflict 
than traditional intersections and less severe accidents. The collisions that 
typically occur in roundabouts are the low speed merging type that result in less 
damage than a rear-end or angle accident, which are more common at 
conventional intersections. 

 
How would pedestrians interact with the roundabout?   
It was demonstrated where pedestrian crossings are located in a typical 
roundabout.  The roundabout at the Dehart’s and Backloop intersection lined up 
the existing sidewalks and the UAS pathway. It was also demonstrated how 
bicycle traffic would move through a typical roundabout. 

 
Will the roundabout be able to handle the traffic in 10, 15, 20 years? 
Before building the roundabout DOT&PF would do an in depth analysis to make 
sure anything that is built would not be obsolete in a few years.  One benefit to 
building the roundabout, as shown, was that this roundabout could easily 
accommodate increases in traffic by adding an additional lane. The second lane 
would be constructed inside the single lane roundabout and additional lanes of 
traffic along Glacier Highway would not necessarily be needed.  A second lane in 
the roundabout can be added at less cost than increasing lanes at a conventional 
intersection. 

 
8:00pm – Small group discussion and feedback on concepts 

Three separate stations were set up for groups to get a close up view of the 
ideas presented earlier and provide feedback on each concept.    CAC feedback, 
questions, and concerns are as follows: 

 
Alternative Station: 

• Positive feedback about rerouting Glacier Highway through Fritz Cove 
Road and building a bridge across Auke Creek. Possible combination: re-
route across Auke Creek with T-intersection (Glacier Spur to Auke Bay) 
with a bypass of Auke Bay from Back Loop to the ferry terminal. 

• Positive feedback about bypassing Glacier Highway around the 
community of Auke Lake.  Citizens encourage the idea of less traffic going 
through the community. 

• Move DeHart’s. 
• Look at a bypass on the lakeshore in front of the university. 
 

Intersection Station: 
• Concern over access (motorized and non-motorized) to DeHart’s if a 

roundabout is installed. 
• Concern over the position of the roundabout and the grade of the road. 



• Rerouting Glacier Highway around Auke Lake is a good idea, but is it 
feasible? 

• Positive feedback on the roundabout 
• Negative feedback with the stop at the bottom of the hill (concept Back 

Loop Road T into Glacier Highway). 
• Would site distance at the harbor access be improved by the roundabout? 

What effect would the roundabout have on this intersection? 
• Would roundabout be sized adequately to allow trucks to pass through the 

intersection? What about vehicles with boats/trailers? 
• How would snow removal and other maintenance be affected by the 

roundabout? 
• Concern that a roundabout would be noisier than other options. 

 
Typical Section (Traffic Calming) Station: 

• Concern with width issues (ROW) with the added lane and sidewalks through 
the urban area of Auke Bay.  

• Positive feedback on a buffer zone between the roadway and the sidewalk. 
• Suggest removing landscape on sides, put in bike path instead. 
• Use variable widths o f raised median when ROW is limited 

 
8:00pm – Public Comment Period:  

A member of the public had the following comments: 
q Can’t continue to route traffic through the Auke Bay area. A bypass would be 

“awesome.” The bypass would create a great bicycle loop. 
q Project should strive to maintain a greenbelt between new bypass route and 

existing developed properties. 
 
9:00pm – Meeting adjourned.   
 
 
Next CAC meeting on May 13, 2003, 7:00 to 9:00 p.m., at Chapel by the Lake.  
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Auke Bay Corridor Reconnaissance Study 
Citizen Advisory Committee Meeting #4 

Thursday, May 15, 2003 
7:00 to 9:30 p.m. 

Chapel By the Lake, Smith Hall 
 

NOTES 
 
(Note:  CAC Member comments and questions underlined and italicized) 
 
CAC Members present:  
Bill Cole     Paul Kraft 
Dick Deems     Nancy Lehnhart 
Ron Flint     Jeff Pilcher 
Steve Ignell     Don Reid 
Garry Jenkins     Tom Satre 
Keith Kelton     Eric Twelker  
Ron Klaut 
    
Members of the public in attendance:   
 Nathan Bishop (Project Steering Committee) 
 Keith Gerken (Project Steering Committee)  
 
Project Staff present: 
DOT&PF Southeast Region 

Chris Morrow, P.E., Preliminary Design Group Chief 
Michael Lukshin, P.E., Project Manager 

 David Hawes, Transportation Planner  
 
USKH, Inc. 

Lance Mearig, P.E., Project Manager 
Julianne Hanson, P.E., Meeting Facilitator 
Dustin Johnson, Staff Engineer 

 
Kinney Engineering 

Randy Kinney, P.E., Traffic Engineer 
 
7:05pm - Introduction and Welcome – Julianne Hanson 
 Recapped  three previous CAC meetings.  
 Reviewed the project preliminary purpose and need statement. 
 Presented the meeting format.  
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7:12pm – DOT’s goals for this meeting - Mike Lukshin 
Described how DOT&PF will use the feedback from tonight’s meeting in the project 
development, stressing that CAC member feedback would be most effective if they 
described why they liked or disliked a concept. 

 
7:18pm – Background of the Concepts – Lance Mearig 

Explained to the CAC how USKH combined ideas to form seven concepts that each span 
the corridor and address the identified problems. 

 
7:25pm – Future Traffic Performance of Existing Alignment – Randy Kinney 

The intersections of Fritz Cove Road with Glacier Highway, Backloop Road with Glacier 
Highway, and the back entrance to UAS with Backloop Road have all shown that 
improved traffic controlling devices will be necessary to accommodate future growth.  A 
signal or roundabout at Fritz Cove Road has been considered for all concepts.  A double 
lane roundabout would be necessary at this location.  If a signal were installed, five lanes 
would be needed on Glacier Highway.  A roundabout or a signal could be put in place at 
the intersection of Backloop Road and Glacier Highway.  At this location a single lane 
roundabout would be sufficient.  If a signal were installed, four lanes would be required 
for Glacier Highway. 

 
7:30pm – Questions and Comments – Julianne Hanson 

The floor was open to questions and comments before the presentation of concepts. 
 
Why isn’t the corridor extended towards Juneau?  What’s the point of upgrading the road 
in Auke Bay if the road into the area isn’t able to keep up?  There could be future 
bottlenecks/safety hazards with increased traffic volumes.  As an example, there are no 
turning lanes in the section of road from Engineers Cutoff Road leading to Fritz Cove.  
With several houses located on this stretch of Highway there could be turning conflicts 
leading to backups/collisions. 

 
7:35pm – Presentation of Concepts – Julianne Hanson and Lance Mearig 

Lance Mearig introduced each concept with a brief overview.  Julianne Hanson randomly 
selected CAC members to score the concept and present their reasoning or opinion.  
Every member of the CAC was given an opportunity to voice their opinion on how the feel 
each alternative meets the purpose and need statement. 

 
Each CAC member was given the opportunity to score the concept by a gradient scale of 
agreement.  The scale ranged from one to five and each number represented the 
following: 
  

1.  Endorse 
 2.  Agree with reservation 
 3.  Mixed feelings 
 4.  Don’t like but won’t reject 
 5.  Reject 
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Concept 1 
• Why can’t we bring the traffic all the way around Auke Bay (ie. No traffic on Back 

Loop Road and Glacier Highway through Auke Bay) 
• Good idea on getting people around Auke Bay. 
• Misses the point of the goals set for this project.  People will probably still use 

the old road running through Auke Bay. 
• Doesn’t address the NOAA Lab curve problems. 
• Doesn’t address any of the goals set for this project.  Why can’t we get the 

bypass road further uphill away from Auke Bay?  It seems like we’re taking the 
traffic from the front yard and moving it to the back yard. 

• The bypass is good, but this concept misses most of the problems. 
• The NOAA lab curve isn’t addressed in this concept. 
• This concept increases the number of curves within the Auke Bay area and 

could result in more cars in the ditch in winter. 
• May ruin the view from UAS across the lake. 

 
Concept 1 

Endorse Agree with 
reservation 

Mixed 
feelings 

 Don’t like 
but won’t 

reject 

 Reject 

  X X X X X 
  X  X  X 
    X  X 
    X  X 
      X 

 
 
 
Concept 2 

• Good idea for a bypass, but is this really feasible? 
• Totally impractical 
• Concerned about the construction disruption to the university 
• This probably would be the best idea for the 50-year outlook of the community if 

we ignore the money issue.  
• Waste of money. 
• Allow for an off ramp for UAS access to take pressure off the NOAA lab curve. 
• Could we do this and implement traffic calming measures on the NOAA lab 

curve? 
• Terrible impact on the university 
• Would it be possible to move the bypass higher uphill away from the community 

of Auke Bay? 
• Bypass is a good idea. 
• Concern over kids getting to school and overall pedestrian safety. 
• Off ramps would improve this concept 

 
Concept 2 

Endorse Agree with 
reservation 

Mixed 
feelings 

Don’t like 
but won’t 
reject 

Reject 

 X X X X 
 X X  X 
 X   X 
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Concept 3 
• Too many ideas squished into this concept.  Half bypass and half through the 

community doesn’t work. 
• Gets away from UAS entrance, which is better than concept 2. 
• Terrible idea, worst concept of all.  Puts traffic right through the community of 

Auke Bay. 
• This concept takes away valuable land that the university needs for future 

growth. 
• What’s the point of going through the university without bypassing the community 

of Auke Bay? 
• Bad for the university. 
• The NOAA lab corner is fixed, but the rest of the concept is bad. 
• Too expensive for what you get. 
• Good idea incorporating a roundabout to slow the traffic through the community 

of Auke Bay. 
• If there isn’t going to be a bypass there needs to be a roundabout to slow traffic 

going through the community of Auke Bay. 
• This fixes the Wye intersection, Fritz Cove Road intersection and the NOAA lab 

curve and do we really need a bypass? 
 

Concept 3 
Endorse Agree with 

reservation 
Mixed 

feelings 
Don’t like 
but won’t 

reject 

 Reject 

 X X X X X 
   X X X 
   X  X 
     X 
     X 
     X 

 
Concept 4 

• Solves the problems of the present but doesn’t address the long-range future 
problems. 

• Has low impact on the community, which is good. 
• I like how it fixes all the geometric problems within the project. 
• Conservative and modest. 
• It achieves all the goals that we’ve set for this project. 
• Would rather see a bypass, but this idea is realistic. 
• Concerned about the route and taking out houses. 
• Straight forward and simple 
• Concerned about boat trailer parking along Backloop Road from Caroline Street 

down.  But if a roundabout is in place, and it can solve this problem this idea 
would work. 

• Good idea but would prefer a bypass. 
• Combine the corner cut with the bypass would be the best. 
• Roundabouts could cause problems for large rigs pulling trailers. 
• Looking long term a bypass is necessary to preserve the community of Auke 

Bay. 
• Still keeps a lot of traffic flowing through the community of Auke Bay.  
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Concept 4 

Endorse Agree with 
reservation 

Mixed 
feelings 

Don’t like 
but won’t 

reject 

Reject 

X X X X X 
X X X   
 X    
 X    
 X    
 X    
 X    

 
 
Concept 5 

• This idea is good and takes care of everything, but still want bypass. 
• This idea is OK but there still will be a lot of traffic flowing through the community 

of Auke Bay. 
• Bypass is needed for the long term future growth outside of the Auke Bay area 

(ie. The road out of Juneau, or Greens Creek development) 
• Prefer a bypass, but a bridge would be a neat idea, but traffic is still flowing 

through Auke Bay. 
• It’s a good idea to straighten out the NOAA lab curve. 
• Concern about the amount of rock coming out of the corner of Fritz Cove Road, 

do we really want to move that much rock? 
• Concept 4 would be better for this type of route.  
• Concern over the bridge running over the hatchery on Auke Creek.  It is 

essential that water quality remains where it’s at for fish habitat. 
• This concept would hinder the university plans of expansion. 
• Concept 4 was a better idea. 
• Not a good idea to bring the road closer to the NOAA lab. 

 
Concept 5 

Endorse Agree with 
reservation 

Mixed 
feelings 

Don’t like 
but won’t 

reject 

Reject 

 X X X X 
 X X X  
  X X  
  X X  
  X X  

 
 
Concept 6 

• This idea addresses everything the CAC has talked about  
• Would like to see the bypass route run higher up the hill. 
• Use the corner cut from concept 4 and the bypass from concept 6. * 
• This idea is the best of the worst. 
• Move the bypass further up the hill (only maybe 500 yards or so from what’s 

shown) 
• Mixing too many ideas but this idea has merits. 
• Modify this idea with the corner cut from concept 4. 
• Boat trailer concerns with this concept. 
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• What’s the point of a bypass if you leave the community of Auke Bay at the 
intersection of Backloop Road and Glacier Highway? 

• This concept may interfere with future UAS expansion. 
• Don’t like the idea of a bridge 

 
Concept 6 

Endorse Agree with 
reservation 

Mixed 
feelings 

Don’t like 
but won’t 

reject 

Reject 

X* X X X X 
 X X   
 X* X   
 X* X*   
 X*    
 X*    

* Use the corner cut from concept 4 and the bypass from concept 6.  
 
Concept 7 

• This idea makes the least sense of any concept presented. 
• Solves no problems  
• Why bypass around the lake only to come right back into the community of Auke 

Bay. 
• Makes no sense. 
• Wouldn’t help Auke Bay as a community. 
• This idea would be good if a total bypass around the community of Auke Bay 

was put into place. 
• It would be good if you could combine this idea with concept 6 for a total bypass 
• This concept is definitely “not it” 
• Concern about pedestrian traffic between UAS housing and campus. 
• A total bypass would be better. 

 
Concept 7 

Endorse Agree with 
reservation 

Mixed 
feelings 

Don’t like 
but won’t 

reject 

Reject 

   X X 
   X X 
    X 
    X 
    X 
    X 
    X 
    X 
    X 
    X 
    X 

 
 
9:15pm – Where do we go from Here – Julianne Hanson 

The next CAC meeting will take place sometime in August.  At that point three solid 
concepts will be presented to the CAC for their review.  After the fifth and final CAC 
meeting a public meeting will be held. 
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9:20pm - Where should the bypass leave the existing Glacier Hwy –  
Mike Lukshin 

The bypass should follow the path of concept 7 and leave behind UAS housing and go 
higher on the ridge.  This assures that the roadway would not hinder any future 
development by the university or the community of Auke Bay. 
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Auke Bay Corridor Reconnaissance Study 
Citizen Advisory Committee Meeting #5 

Thursday, August 7, 2003 
7:00 to 9:30 p.m. 

Chapel by the Lake, Smith Hall 
 

NOTES 
 
(Note:  CAC Member comments and questions underlined and italicized) 
 
CAC Members prese nt:  
Bill Cole     Pepper McCallon 
Dick Deems     Jeff Pilcher  
Steve Ignell      Tom Satre 
Gary Jenkins      Eric Twelker     
Paul Kraft      Rick Wolfenberger 
Nancy Lehnhart            
 
Members of the public in attendance:   
 Nathan Bishop (Project Steering Committee) 
 Keith Gerken (Project Steering Committee) 
 Sam Kito (CBJ) 
 Dave Hanna 
 
Project Staff present: 
DOT&PF Southeast Region 

Michael Lukshin, P.E., Project Manager 
 David Hawes, Transportation Planner 
 Andy Hughes, Planning Chief 
 
USKH, Inc. 

Lance Mearig, P.E., Project Manager 
Julianne Hanson, P.E., Meeting Facilitator 
 

Kinney Engineering 
Randy Kinney, P.E., Traffic Engineer 
 

Julianne Hanson presented the evening’s agenda and gave a brief synopsis of the work done 
since the last CAC meeting.  Lance Mearig, Randy Kinney and Julianne Hanson then presented 
the three alternatives.  Lance presented data about geometry, intersection control and cross 
sections, and cost and preliminary ROW impacts.  Randy presented information about traffic 
performance and potential accident reduction of each alternative.  Julianne preliminary 
environmental issues associated with each alternative. 
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Public Comment 
 
Dave Hanna wanted to know why we chose an alignment through his property? Mike said that he 
directed USKH to develop an alternative that provided the best sight distance where Alternative 3 
intersects Back Loop Road. He also said that all the alternatives were designed to be cost 
affordable, looked at the best route regardless of who the property owners were, and that the best 
location was chosen based on the available engineering information. Mike added that we would 
further refine Alternative 3 if it were advanced as the preferred alternative. 
 
CAC Member Comments 
 
Were does the seawalk start? 
 
Why are Alternative 3 accidents up by six over Alternative 2, but cost is only up by $2,000? 
 
Traffic volumes in front of the lab on Glacier Highway under Alternative 3 are still more than 
current volumes.  
 
What is the length difference between the alternatives?  About one mile. 
 
What would attract people to use the bypass on Alternative 2? 
 
Why cannot some of the components of various alternatives be combined? It is hard to choose 
between just the three. 
 
It is hard to limit to just one, each alternative should address all the issues.  Mike says DOT & PF 
wants to divest of duplicate routes – help DOT & PF determine their action. 
 
Julianne asked CAC members to rank the alternatives.  We gave every CAC member three 
cards: one card marked with the number “1,” one marked “2,” and the third marked “3.”   Julianne 
instructed the CAC to use the “1” card to indicate their most favored alternative and the “3” card 
for the least favored.  As Julianne called for votes on the alternatives, each member placed a 
card in front of them to indicate their opinion.  We collected the cards and tallied the votes as 
follows.  The alternative with the lowest total score ranked the highest. 
 

 Rank 
 1 2 3 

Total 
Score 

Alternative 1 XXXX XXXX XXX 21 
Alternative 2 XXXX X XXXXX 24 
Alternative 3 XXX XXXXXX XX 21 

 
CAC Member Comments 
 
We want another alternative. 
 
There is no perfect plan. Maybe the message is - We want it all. 
 
Alternative 1 is clearly best. Alternative 2 is a road with no traffic. Alternative 3 is too far off to see 
any improvement to existing conditions. 
 
I am drawn to Alternative 1. I like the aspect of improving the existing road, but I still keep seeing 
the trucks and buses. We need to get rid of those to make a community.  What could Auke Bay 
become if the traffic was gone and the University and NOAA Lab move nearer to highway, 
becoming a community place. We need to get the traffic out without all the compromises 
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Alternative 2 is good but not great. SE (Region) should start setting aside corridors on 
government land to eventually move traffic from community areas.  We need to reserve the ROW 
now or we never will get it.  Do spot improvements on the existing highway and start putting 
money toward a new corridor.  Make spot improvements compatible with Alternative 3. It is 
difficult to advance-acquire ROW. 
 
I favor a bypass now as a first step (Alternative 2). 
 
Alternative 2 is my first choice. It seems doable, especially as building block toward Alternative 3.  
It is unfair to Back Loop residents to defer action now and then come through later. 
 
Just start by reserving government land in the corridor.  David Hawes said that corridor 
preservation is difficult to fund because it is not a formal state process. 
 
CBJ does identify future corridors.  
 
If what Mike says is right, then we should go for Alternative 3 now, but still fix the problems on the 
existing highway. 
 
Alternative 3 is my preferred corridor – provided we also fix the existing highway. 
 
Is it realistic to build Alternative 3 by 2009?  If we are really looking at 2019, then all the problems 
on the existing highway stay. The last time I was asked to participate on a committee that looked 
at improving Glacier Highway was 8 years ago. Nothing’s been done since. I say we fix the 
existing problems now (Alternative 1). 
 
I see this as a series of baskets: Basket 1 – fix the immediate needs, Basket 2 – enhance the 
community of Auke Bay, and Basket 3 – do what is least disruptive to UAS. I am steering more 
towards Alternative 1, but am not satisfied with any. 
 
We need a combination of the alternatives to address immediate problems and long term needs. 
 
Public Comments 
 
The environmental issues are severely deficient. Alternatives 2 and 3 have much more impact 
than Alternative 1. Alternative 3 impacts the last wetland on Auke Lake. There are a lot of 
environmental issues. Three-way intersections are better. Can we stagger the four-ways to make 
three-ways? I am curious, was there a system to pick out all individual pieces and score them to 
select a set that makes up the preferred alternative? Mike explained that, yes, we did that. 
Sixteen segments were presented at the last CAC meeting in May which were then combined into 
seven concepts.  

 
Nathan Bishop asked the CAC members if it was the CAC wanted the chicken or the egg?  Cake 
and eat it, too?  Are we willing to put off a bypass to make improvements in Auke Bay? 
 
We need to prioritize goals to reach a final project down the road.  Work on Alternative 3 now.  It 
will take 5 to 10 years to realize. We still need to fix some problems on the existing highway in the 
interim. 
 
I need to know the priority of improvements. 
 
Can DOT&PF partner with CBJ? DOT & PF works on a bypass, while CBJ works on Alternative 
1?  Nathan Bishop said it is possible, but we need more information. 
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Sam Kito said the CBJ’s near-term struggle is Riverside Drive, which will suck up money all of the 
CBJ’s available funding until the end of the decade. The CBJ would be willing to take over and 
maintain the existing Glacier Highway alignment when DOT&PF built a new bypass. 
 
How does Alternative 2 not address safety issues? 
 
Can we restrict access to the existing highway? No trucks or buses. 
 
We could configure the intersections to advantage Alternative 2. 
 
We still have a destination for buses in Auke Bay at the marinas (30+ buses/day at Fisherman’s 
Bend). It is a destination. 
 
I am uncomfortable about the desire by “the bench” to force a choice between alternatives. My 
interest is an additional alternative based on the CAC conversation tonight.  Take Alternative 3 
and add priority improvements on Glacier Highway. 
 
Mike Lukshin concluded the meeting with a discussion on what’s the next step. He explained the 
preferred alternative selection process and said DOT&PF’s preferred alternative would be 
presented to the public at the fi nal public meeting. Mike thanked the CAC members for their 
attendance and participation in the ABCOR project and released them of any further duties. Mike 
then invited the CAC members to come see and listen to the preferred alternative presentation.  
 
PUBLIC MEETING RE-SCHEDULED TO THURSDAY, OCTOBER 2, 2003. The public meeting 
will be in Smith Hall at Chapel by the Lake, from 6-9 PM. 
 




