
Company & Title Ascent Response Code
Seyfarth Shaw LLP, legal for MOA 1. Agree, change made. 
MOA Municipal Manager 2. Agree, no change made.
MOA 3. Duplicate comment. 
K&L Gates LLP 4. Requested clarification, not received. 
POA, Deputy Port Director 5. Comment addressed elsewhere in report. 
PMO Program Manager 6. More discussion would be beneficial. 
PMO Enviromental & Permitting Manager 7. Acknowledged.
PMO Design Lead 8. Verbally discussed. No change to report. 
PMO Design & Planning Manager 9. Apparent commenter reference error. 
PMO Documentation Specialist 11. Generally agree, change made. 
PMO Project Controls Lead 12. Generally agree, no change made. 

21. Disagree in whole or part, change made. 

22. Disagree in whole or part, no change made. 

No. PAGE PARA Comment
+ Ascent Response

1 0 0 The Report repeatedly relies upon information allegedly obtained from conversations with engineers and 

contractors, but never actually attributes that information to anyone specific.  For example, “discussions 

with a professional engineer in piling design noted the BCF soil parameters could have had a material 

effect on the results of seismic and piling designs.” (Report, Pg. 43).  The Report is replete with 

references like that one, and appears to rely upon this alleged information when making 

recommendations to the Assembly or suggesting certain solutions. (See e.g., Pg. 35, 43, 47, 51 & 59, 

among others)  If the Report is going to rely upon this information in order to make recommendations to 

the Assembly, the Assembly should know who provided the information and how they arrived at those 

conclusions.  Relying upon recommendations from confidential sources who may or may not have 

specific information related to the actual conditions at the Project, and then using that information as fact 

in the Report, is suboptimal.

22. The majority of discussions were typically with people with a large amount of experience in their fields and Cook Inlet. 
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2 0 0 The Report misrepresents the information contained in the expert reports exchanged in the private party 

litigation, and downplays the investigations conducted by the MOA. The MOA has completed (and paid 

for) numerous comprehensive investigations into the soil conditions at the Port of Alaska and the 

condition of the structures in the North Extension.  These include, among others, the following: 

•	Extensive investigation by CH2M Hill/Jacobs: 

o	Review of all geotechnical data collected; 

o	Conducted new field investigation and collected additional borings;

o	In-situ and laboratory soil testing; 

o	Review of soils information by Dr. Paul Mayne, Dr. Timothy Stark and USACE ERDC; 

o	FLAC and Newmark analyses to determine factors of safety and performance of OCSP under static 

and seismic loading; 

o	Preparation of Suitability Study;

o	Collect additional soil samples as part of PAMP; 

o	Analyze lab tests and in-situ soil data from PAMP; and

o	Prepare recommendations for repair of North Extension based on the above. 

•	Extensive Investigation by SGH: 

o	Peer review of CH2M Hill Suitability Study; 

o	Review of all geotechnical data available at the Port of Alaska (including CH2M Hill and PND data), 

KABATA Bridge Project and USACE dredging operations; 

o	Review of CPT data collected by Gregg Drilling; 

o	Review geologic history of site and impact of Elmendorf Moraine; 

o	Review all laboratory testing done by Terracon, PND and CH2M Hill; 

o	Review additional soil testing done by Dr. Timothy Stark; 

o	Prepare FLAC, Newmark and Modified Newmark analyses to determine factors of safety and 

performance of OCSP under static and seismic loading; 

o	Prepare reports containing conclusions; and 

o	Prepare reports addressing issues raised by other experts. 

•	Extensive Investigation by Dr. Timothy Stark: 

o	Hired by CH2M Hill to conduct additional laboratory soil tests; 

o	Independently verified SGH’s analyses; 

o	Independently reviewed soil conditions at the Port of Alaska and compared conditions to soils that 

failed in 1964 Earthquake; 

o	Ran additional constant volume ring shear tests on samples collected at the Port of Alaska as part of 

the MARAD litigation to verify soil behavior and in-situ conditions; 

22. The referenced information was typically reviewed and assimilated in crafting the draft report. 

3 0 0 It appears to me that there was a substantial amount of communication with PND during the preparation 

of this report.  As you will recall, PND’s litigation position in the last case included the following 

arguments:  1) that we were overly conservative with the strength estimates for the BCF; 2) that we 

applied too much live load to the dock face; 3) that there was no damage during the 2016 earthquake 

(“Iniskin Earthquake”); and 4) that we failed to adequately consider the utility / reparability of installed 

OCSP.  We disposed of all of those arguments in the private party litigation, but all four arguments make 

an appearance (some numerous times) in the Report.

22
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4 0 0 Most potential may be realized with the selection of and cooperation of private partners in the overall 

improvements at the Port.  The identification of the appropriate stakeholders who  use and rely upon the 

Port for their operations could assist not only in the development and implementation of overall cost 

effective improvements, but also in a financing mechanism that includes long term financial 

commitments from those partners.

Public private partnerships may bring about successful projects that neither the public party nor the 

private party could have accomplished alone.  The benefits that the parties may achieve follow generally 

along these lines:

(a)	Efficient procurement, including the potential for contract cost management;

(b)	Negotiated and fixed commitments to financing costs (from both the private as the public 

participants)

(c)	Access to tax-exempt financing.

A “63-20” financing model may increase the potential for efficient procurement ((a) above).   It also may 

provide a mechanism for centralizing the mutually negotiated contracts between the Municipality and 

private partners, although that would not necessarily be required, and the participants may agree by 

contracts/leases, etc. among themselves.  The Municipality, as a political subdivision, already has 

access to federally tax-exempt financing.   Historically, 63-20 financings were developed in order to 

provide access to tax-exempt financing where it was otherwise unavailable.  The Municipality already 

has access to tax-exempt financing.  Accordingly, we would suggest that the use of a 63-20 (which 

would be a new Alaska nonprofit corporation) would be helpful primarily in the context of a centralized 

management structure.  The establishment of an “authority” also could provide centralized management 

(although the “authority” does not have tax-exempt borrowing authority).  Without regard to other 

factors, a 63-20 structure in and of iteself doesn't lower borrowing costs.

7, 12.

5 0 0 "The PDA can use the IRS 63-20 tax-exempt debt program as a funding tool."  This is not precisely 

accurate based on comments above.

4

6 0 0 Document makes numerous references to un-named sources of information.  Sources should be cited.  3, 22.

7 4 3 It should be noted that the PMC had very limited interaction with Ascent/Northern Compass in 

development of this report.  The PMC's interaction was limited to responding to specific questions and 

providing documents for review by Ascent.  The opinions, conclusions, and recommendations are those 

of Ascent/Northern Compass.  These PMC comments do not address any issues for which the PMC is 

not in agreement with the reports opinions, conclusions, and recommendations.

22. Significant interaction occurred between Ascent and Jacobs.

8 5 4 Provide detail on the $600 - $800 million reduction stated 8

9 5 7 Comparisons to the Dena’ina may be problematic.  For the Dena’ina, the total amount of money 

available was easy to estimate: the city was collecting 8% bed tax, and the proposal was to increase 

that to 12%.  This is unlike our situation with the Port, where we have not yet arrived at a consensus 

understanding of what tariff adjustments can be achieved without causing significant market problems 

(something that is difficult for the MOA, itself, to estimate; information will have to come from users). 

Further, the Dena’ina was a scalable project: it could have been half the size or four times the size.  By 

contrast, there is some “theoretical minimum” below which the port design cannot be further reduced. 

22

10 6 2 Building a plan of finance that assumes significant state or federal funding has been, and remains, a 

challenge, given the unpredictability of those funding sources, and the fact that they are beyond our 

control.  We would welcome further thoughts on what credible assumptions could be.

 7, 21

11 6 3 The “Public Development Authority” idea, like the DBMP proposal, appears also to be borrowed from the 

Dena’ina center model.  Unless a new tax stream were dedicated to port reconstruction (as bed taxes 

were dedicated to a new “CivicVentures LLC” to fund the Dena’ina), there does not appear to be a 

constructive role for a PDA in the PAMP.   The Port is already a separate enterprise fund, and can 

already borrow at tax-free rates.

21
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12 6 3 Port Governance - the Port Commission already has seats for 2 members who live outside of the 

Municipality.  Director Steve Ribuffo has forwarded details and history to Ascent

1

13 6 4 We agree that regular interaction with stakeholders and reporting to the assembly needs to be more 

formalized.  It is not clear that the best mechanism to formalize that interaction is to create a 

subcommittee to the port commission, though; forming an advisory committee to the Assembly 

Enterprise Oversight committee may be a superior option.

6

14 6 4 The need to add municipal staff to the Program will be directly related to the directions established 

following Phase 2 Roundtables.  Suggest Program and Port staffing analysis be delayed until those 

exercises are complete.

22. Added staff would be advantageous in defining program. 

15 6 4 Establishing a Port Commission subcommittee to provide oversight will only be successful if 

Commission Members on the committee have Port management and Program management expertise.  

This will require reconsideration of appointee qualifications and changes to AMC 4.40.020 and AMC 

11.50.030, conflicts of interest, tariff rates.

12

16 7 4 Refers to Lo-lo as Lowering on Lowering off.  More common description for this acronym is Lift-On Lift-

Off (LOLO) and document uses the Lift-On Lift-Off term later in the document.   Be consistent and use 

more common term.

1

17 7 5 Reductions for seismic premium costs were considered when modifying the T1 and PT estimates to 

arrive at the $1.9B projection.

21

18 7 5 "The PCT bid" should be clarified to "The 2020 PCT bid" or something similar 1

19 8 3 MARAD is not Federal Marine Administration - it's United States Maritime Administration 1

20 8 5 South Backlands were also constructed as part of the PIEP 2

21 9 7 Last sentence:  unclear what is meant by enhanced seismic not in program presented to Assembly.  

Intent was clear to include by then, does the author mean cost estimates did not include enhanced?  

Please clarify.

Clarifed in report. 

22 11 3 There is no "new buildout phase of the Program" as stated.  The program is defined and any changes 

require implementation through the program change management process.

21

23 11 3 New cost estimate was presented on January 17, 2019 5. Change made. 

24 11 4 TYPO - Given the cost escalation and the lack of identified funding, there is not a clear the program’s 

ultimate scope or cost. While there was not alignment between the Administration and Port Users on 

how to proceed on the PCT, there was general agreement that the scope of the remainder of the 

program needed to be reconsidered to provide a lower-cost solution.

1

25 11 7 PCT phase 1 & 2 is not accepted program terminology.  This terminology was initiated by either the Port 

User Group or Ascent.  This terminology has created confusion with the established program phases 1-

5.  The program refers to the work as PCT 2020 and PCT 2021 to avoid confusion with the established 

program phase definitions.  This terminology issue holds true throughout the document which refers to 

the lo-lo and ro-ro terminals instead of the program terminology of T1 (lo-lo) and T2 (ro-ro). 

1

26 13 3 "The wharfs are being designed for -35", should be noted that the existing bathymetry of the future berth 

line of T1/T2 is approximately  -42.  Design will require the structures to meet either -42 to meet existing 

conditions or -45 to match PCT and potentially other assets.

4. Change made. Comments conflict with project documentation. 

27 14 The Report consistently states that Option 3 to the 2012 Design Charrette is similar to the option 

presented to the Assembly by PND.  I’m not sure that is accurate.  PND’s design proposal requires a 

substantial amount of ground improvement behind the face of the OCSP, which I do not believe was 

included in Option 3.  This ground improvement will come at a substantial cost, which PND appears to 

have underestimated.  There was also no cost estimate provided for Option 3, so there is no way to 

actually perform and accurate comparison to PND’s proposal.

21

28 17 4-12 Suggest stating the additional tugs are needed during construction of T1-T2 22

29 17 4-13 Suggest changing "Add" to "Additional" as there was 3000 cy transitional dredging included in Concept 

D

1

30 17 4-16 The 0.70g conflicts with pga's stated later in the document. 21

31 18 1 The Petroleum Terminal is missing from the sequence. 1
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32 22 4 PCT dredging, and South Floating Dock Relocation are under the CMAR contract.  South Backlands 

Stabilization and North Extension Stabilization (work addressing PIEP projects) are under the P/D/B 

contract.

1

33 22 6 CMAR contract was not terminated.  The 2020 scope was not awarded to KMJV due to unsatisfactory 

negotiations on price.  The CMAR contract includes pre-construction services, soil improvements, and 

transitional dredging.  When those projects are complete the CMAR contract will be closed without 

attempt to negotiate the 2021 scope.

1

34 23 6 Reductions for seismic premium costs were considered when modifying the T1 and PT estimates to 

arrive at the $1.9B projection.

21. PT T1 Estimates contain same piling and deck structure unit prices as PCT.

35 24 4 The program is using sources other than ENR for forecasting commodity pricing.  A commodity forecast 

report was developed in 2018 to understand commodity forecasts and their impact on program cost 

estimates.  The program commodity used by the program is significantly different than the information 

and conclusions in this report.

21

36 25 3 Discussion on steel prices discusses "prices" alone, does not discuss effect of trade tariffs and 

additional punitive costs placed on non-domestic steel, which increased demand on American suppliers 

and made pricing more volatile depending on size of order and "place in the queue".  Cost estimates 

had to consider these factors and apply risk of delay due to lack of suppliers' ability to deliver steel 

timely.  Tracking a national steel index does not necessarily translate to price provided by suppliers to 

particular customers.

11

37 25 6 (FRAGMENTED SENTENCE) Incorporation of Conservative Seismic Resiliency Requirements.  The 

seismic requirements for the program increased from the baseline as a result of at least three factors. 

Incorporation of ASCE 61-14 as the design code, an updated seismic hazard analysis study and 

incorporation of the recommendation from the GAC to seismically enhance two of the wharf facilities.   

1

38 26 2 Report states lolo but should be T2. 1

39 26 4 The $7.5M quoted in report. The actual cost was $8.5MM as of 8/30/19 1

40 26 5 Provide substantiating evidence of the statement that ASCE 61-14 is not standard practice for Alaskan 

structural designs.  What is the standard practice and how does it differ from ASCE 61-14.  This 

statement implies ASCE 61-14 is not appropriate for this program, please explain.

21

41 26 5 Employment of ASCE 61-14 has not been "standard" practice because it was not published until 2014 

and there was no comparable standard prior to that time.  It applies specifically to Piers and Wharves.   

The project team followed prudent and established engineering industry practice in choosing to use the 

standard as soon as it became available.

11

42 26 6 The contractor has not yet spent the money but does intend to modify his derrick for the project 

specifics.  Whether or not the amount is significant is an opinion.

1

43 27 2 This statement is opinion with no backup to support the claim and no sources identified. 22

44 27 3 As with PPM, KMJV's proposed work plan included the construction of a temporary trestle.  The 

requirement for the work trestle is driven by the need to work on the trestle and platform simultaneously 

to meet the summer construction window.  It is not driven by the size or weight of the piles.

21

45 27 4 "Completion of construction would have been performed from the landward to shoreward sides in the 

dry."  Suggest revising "landward" and "shoreward" to "from land to shore".   We think that's the author's 

intended meaning?

1

46 27 5 Same comment as above on $7.5M for ground improvements, the actual cost is $8.5MM as of 8/30/19 1

47 27 6 The preliminary design and current cost estimate for T2 does assume the single dolphin would be a 

battered pile dolphin for the reasons cited in this report.

1

48 27 7 The 2014 baseline dolphin was a 15% concept only before full calculations were completed.  The 2017 

Jacobs drawings were designed to 30% and required 8 piling with up to 1.25" wall thickness.   

7
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49 27 7 The dolphin design change to monopiles from batter piles substantially increased the odds that the 

permitting process could be successfully concluded.   The permitting process, intended to protect Cook 

Inlet Beluga Whales, is a critical driver in the overall project timeline, and the ability of the Port to 

construct the project at all.

7

50 28 1 During the roundtable in June, Matson stated they want seismic resiliency for T1.  Since T1 is much 

larger structure than T2, this would be another cost increase over the program strategy to meet GAC 

recommendations.

2, 5.

51 28 1 Provide detail on the stated "hundreds of millions of dollars" 8

52 28 2 Before the unit rate costs can be compared, the differences between the projects need to be quantified 

so the unit rates can be adjusted to get a fair comparison.  This report identifies some project factor 

differences but does not quantify the cost of those factors so that the cost comparison is in parity.

21

53 28 2 Geotechnical and Protected Species Conditions in Anchorage cannot be compared to conditions in 

Kodiak.  Though there is some attempt later in the document to identify the difference in geology, tides, 

and icing, the combination of all these factors, plus the permitting constraints imposed by the presence 

of the endangered Cook Inlet Beluga Whale, make dollar to dollar comparisons nearly impossible.  

There are simply too many variables to do an accurate comparison.

21

54 28 The Report repeatedly compares the North Extension and PND’s proposed solution to the structure 

constructed in Kodiak.  It does not appear this is a viable comparison, as the soil conditions and height 

of the OCSP are dramatically different.  Based solely on the Report, it appears that the soil conditions at 

Kodiak are far more favorable for an OCSP structure as the piling is driven into bedrock.  Bedrock’s 

behavior would be dramatically different in a seismic event than the BCF at the Port of Alaska.  In 

addition, the much lower height of the OCSP at Kodiak would significantly improve its static and seismic 

performance.  Kodiak is also not subject to the high tidal fluctuations in Cook Inlet, which have a major 

impact on the factors of safety for the OCSP structure (or any in water structure). Suggesting that this is 

an appropriate comparison without further analysis of the differences in soil conditions and structures is 

totally misleading and disingenuous.  Furthermore, the Report notes that the Kodiak structure was 

constructed from the landside, which contributed to reduced construction costs.  Anyone familiar with 

the PIEP will know that landside construction was a total failure.  West, whom the Report repeatedly 

refers to in support of its recommendations, recognized this and was only successful installing sheet pile 

from the water side. 

21

55 29 3 Change "Minimal Design" to "Minimal Damage" 1

56 29 3 The 75-year design life has nothing to do with the purpose and function of the reinforced concrete inside 

the piles.

21

57 29 3 The 75-year design life has nothing to do with the purpose and function of the 8" concrete topping slab. 21

58 29 3 This paragraph ends with a statement that the baseline design had a 6" asphalt wearing surface.  I don’t 

know the relevance of the sentence within this paragraph but I do know that the asphalt wearing surface 

was eliminated to reduce costs since the structural design required an 8" concrete topping slab.  The 

logic is that the 8" topping slab will suffice for a wearing surface due to the limited vehicle traffic on this 

facility.  A ,memorandum was written specifically to address this issue from COWI.

21

59 29 4 The topping slab in the PCT is not contributing to additional seismic mass.  The topping slab includes 

the necessary top mat of the horizontal rebar in the deck.  Thought of another way, if the topping slab 

was eliminated, then the precast panels below would need to be thickened by 8" to get the equivalent 

structural section. The advantage of pouring the top slab for the deck in place is that you get a uniform 

wearing surface that is not subject to cracking between the deck panels. 

21

60 29 4 Minimal damage in lieu of Life Safety is for a DE earthquake.  This report is not clear about the 3 levels 

of events (OLE, CLE, DE) and 3 performance levels (minimal damage, controlled and repairable, and 

life safety)

11
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61 29 The Report repeatedly refers to the soils parameters chosen for the BCF as being conservative and 

effecting design cost. (See also  pages 42,43 and 66).  The parameters used for the BCF were based on 

extensive investigation and testing.  The over consolidation ratio (OCR) drives the strength of the soil, 

and SGH has done repeated analyses to confirm that the OCR it used was accurate (this was based on 

soils testing, which was then compared with CPT test data and finally to the geology of the site).  This 

statement is incredibly misleading, as my understanding is the design is based on actual in-situ 

conditions.                                                                                   

22

62 30 1 Design Evaluation - Mariner feedback is arguably the single most important factor in making design 

decisions.  Any costs added because of this feedback, which came from the Southwest Alaska Pilots 

Association, must be considered as necessary and not for convenience.  

12

63 30 2 Please provide the KABATA study.                        This was provided to Jacobs prior to Ascent draft report issuance. 

64 30 2 The term "bollards" is inter-changed with the term "dolphins" in this report but they are not the same.  

The report is referring to dolphins with the term bollards.  This is a typical comment throughout the 

document.

1

65 30 3 Platform size is driven by the special requirements of platform appurtenances and structural design 

parameters.  The platform size was not increased to accommodate the piping routed across the 

platform.  The piping routing was established after the platform configuration was complete and the 

routing was intended to utilize the space to minimize piping costs.

11

66 30 3 Betterments - Items listed as betterments could more correctly be described as designing to current, i.e., 

modern standards.  A 2019 automobile incorporates a wide array of necessary safety and efficiency 

standard features versus a 1965 vehicle.  The same goes for cement loaders, hose towers, and 

operations buildings.

21

67 30 4 The 75-year design life doesn’t have anything to do with the other statements in this paragraph. 1

68 30 5 See comment above regarding the topping slab.  The deck went from 30" concrete with 6" asphalt 

topping, to 36" of concrete including the topping slab.  The reason for the additional concrete deck 

thickness is combination of designing for future dredge  depth, increasing deck height for sea level rise 

and corrosion allowance.  These factors increased the pile wall thickness, which creates a stiffer pile, 

and then requires a stronger deck.

21

69 30 5 Asphalt wearing course was not replaced with an 8" concrete topping slab.  The 8" concrete topping 

slab is part of the structural design.  With the 8" topping slab, we were able to eliminate the asphalt 

wearing course.  There is a separate technical memorandum written to evaluate this issue.

21

70 31 3 I don’t understand the last sentence and how it relates to the rest of the paragraph. 7, 11.

71 31 6 Not all added scope adds to the schedule duration. Some activities are executed concurrently as 

opposed to consecutively.  PCT soil stabilization did not add to the overall schedule since funding is not 

available to complete the project.  Soil stabilization can be executed concurrently with other marine-

based activities of the new Terminal 2 for TOTE.

11

72 31 6 During the November 30, 2018 earthquake the 2018 soil stabilization was proven to be effective in 

preventing damage to the future site of the PCT trestle connection to the south backlands. 

7

73 32 1 There are many reasons why in-water work cannot be done in Cook Inlet waters when ice is present, 

including constructability and safety.  To imply the marine mammal issues are the primary reason for the 

limited season is incorrect.

5, 22.

74 32 3 The Assembly authorized program change order authority for $2.1M but the calculated risk contingency 

is $4.2M.  The budgeted contingency held at the program level is $4.2M.  The $6.3M available funds is 

beyond the $4.2M calculated risk contingency.

1

75 35 3 ASCE 61-14 was jointly agreed upon by POA, PMC, and GAC as being the appropriate code for pile 

supported piers and wharves.

7
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76 35 4 The decision to use LRFD (Load and Resistance Factor Design) rather than ASD (Allowable Stress 

Design) was made because LRFD represents the current and preferred approach to design of 

transportation facilities, including modern-day port structures.  The recommended code for the seismic 

design of wharves (ASCE/SEI 61-14) is written in terms of LRFD design.  AASHTO LRFD Bridge 

Design Specifications and AASHTO Guide Specifications for Seismic Bridge Design -- which are used 

for the design of all DOT bridges in Alaska as well as throughout the lower 48 -- use LRFD design 

methods and have done so since the early 2000.  The latest IBC/ASCE 7 codes for building design also 

includes LRFD requirements for new buildings and plans to switch to all LRFD design in one of the next 

code cycles.  The reason that LRFD has replaced the ASD approach to design and has been adopted in 

the port, bridge, and building industries is that LRFD allows the engineer to better understand factors 

controlling design.  Loads and resistances (or capacity) are considered separately in the design 

process.  This allows the engineer to introduce conservatism through the use of factors of safety more 

systematically and with a better understanding -- allowing the engineer to optimize design for specific 

loading conditions.  This is particularly important for seismic loading where the likelihood of occurrence 

and the form of failure have to be considered.  While ASD has been used for decades, the ASD 

approach is now considered outdated for modern-day design.

7

77 35 5 Regarding the last sentence on this page, it was clear at the GAC meeting this was their intent as they 

do not feel Anchorage has more than 1 week of food on the shelves.  So their direction was to design 

way above the minimum. 

7

78 36 4 Although 4 piles on POL2  have been identified in early inspections as damaged by the earthquake, 9 

piles (21% of the piles) have now been shown to require repairs this season. 

11. Number of pile in comment conflict with Project Team documentation provided after issuance of draft report. 
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79 36 Page 36 contains numerous inaccuracies related to the expert reports in the private party litigation and 

the analysis of the Iniskin Earthquake and 2018 Earthquake.  First, the Report suggests that “[e]xperts 

on both sides of the litigation came to different conclusions on how the existing PIEP structures would 

have reacted. . .” to the Iniskin Earthquake.  That statement is false.  Experts on both sides came to the 

conclusion that the Iniskin Earthquake would not result in damage to the OCSP constructed in the North 

Extension.  In fact, SGH ran additional FLAC analyses in the model it developed using data from the 

Iniskin Earthquake to verify its original results (with respect to deflections and deformations).  SGH’s 

model predicted no detectible movement and no damage from the Iniskin Earthquake, which was 

consistent with real world results.  Thus, the Iniskin Earthquake data was used to verify SGH’s model 

and its results.  None of the other experts did any modeling of the Iniskin Earthquake. 

Second, the Report’s statement relating to the PGA of the 2018 Earthquake is inaccurate.  The Report 

suggests that the PGA from the 2018 Earthquake is the same as the 1964 Earthquake; however, there 

is no data to support this conclusion.  In fact, there is no data at all that provides a PGA for the 1964 

Earthquake.  The only information that we have about the 1964 Earthquake is based on estimates 

performed after the fact.  Furthermore, the Report uses data from the access road sensor at the Port of 

Alaska to support its conclusion about the PGA at the Port.  This is problematic because  1) the sensor 

is not a downhole sensor and does not provide an accurate measure of PGA; and 2) the sensor is 

located at a higher elevation and likely subject to more movement. It is not possible to simply use the 

data from that sensor to calculate a PGA that could be used to analyze the structures at the Port of 

Alaska.  A much more robust analysis is required to extrapolate that data to create a bedrock PGA and 

then determine how those seismic waves would propagate through the soil.   

Finally, the Report alludes to the fact that the 1964 Earthquake was longer in duration than the 2018 

Earthquake.  This is an understatement.  The 2018 Earthquake lasted 30 seconds, while the 1964 

Earthquake was more than four (4) minutes in duration.  The longer duration combined with the fact that 

it was a megathrust event contributed to the substantial amount of damage.  The two events cannot be 

compared.  Furthermore, the statement that the 1964 Earthquake “impacted certain facies of the 

Bootlegger Cove Formation which are not present at the Port” is totally incorrect.  The 1964 Earthquake 

caused a substantial amount of damage at the Port, which is described in detail in the TAMS report.  

The type of damage, which included soil bubbles and translational movement of the dock, suggests that 

there were in fact soil failures at the Port.  Moreover, as Dr. Stark has painstaking done, the behavior of 

the soil that failed in 1964 (facies III of the BCF) is the same as the facies present at the Port (the only  

differences is in the peak shear strength).  In short, these comments are simply incorrect.

21

80 37 4  The PCT emergency trestle concept was found to have disadvantages, including design and 

constructability challenges, reliability concerns, as well as being a more expensive solution in COWI's 

opinion compared to the soil improvements.  

1

81 38 2 The reinforced concrete core in the piles is not part of the corrosion control strategy. 21

82 38 4 See comments above regarding asphalt topping 21

83 38 4 The 8" topping slab is not related to design life. 21

84 38 5 It should be noted that the bottom of concrete pile cap is +37.  This is in relation to high tide around +35.  

If the structure finish deck elevation is reduced, the pile caps will be subjected to wet/dry cycling of 

saltwater.

7

85 39 1 The raised deck was in the mid range of sea level rise projections.  If the sea level does rise significantly 

the backlands can be raised with additional fill.  

21

86 39 3 Last sentence "If a trestle…"; should this read "If a ramp…"? 1

87 39 3 The T2 piles are corroded and should not be considered for long term retention. 22

88 39 5 "Discussions with an experienced marine structural engineer …indicated he thought a 2' rise would be a 

reasonable solution…"  This does not hold up well against the extensive technical sea-rise analysis that 

was performed for the program.

22
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89 40 1 TOTE originally came to the Port (October 2018) with a notice that their LNG equipped ships would 

require 45 feet of draft at the dock face.  The project team relies on User input for program 

requirements, so the Port advanced this requirement with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Civil Works 

Group, to ensure future dredging plans could be consistent with the new condition.   It was not until June 

2019 that TOTE revised this figure down to -37. 

7

90 40 2 What about the last 10%?  Doesn’t the solution have to address 100%? 11

91 40 6 The statement about the requirement of a "combi-wall" is not correct.  No wall is required to deepen 

dredge depth at PCT since it is designed for a -45 exposure.

21

92 41 5 The additional high horsepower tugs were required during the construction phasing of T1-T2. 22

93 41 8 The Report takes issue with the live load requirements established for the Port of Alaska.  I would note 

that this is the exact same argument raised by PND.  As testimony from a number of CH2M Hill’s 

witnesses confirmed, the live load established at the Port of Alaska is consistent with industry standard.  

There are, from time to time, other "Heavy Lift" live loads that must be accommodated on the wharf and 

trestles.  Example - the large generators transloaded for installation at the ML&P plant 2.  Container live 

loads are not the only design live loads.

7, 22.

94 42 1 "Backland" (more correctly termed "Uplands") storage also must comply with MOA Land Use Code - 

AMC Title 21.

7, 11.

95 42 2 "The project team has made professional engineering judgment choices that have contributed to 

increased project costs."  True, and they have made these choices based on the judgment required of 

them by professional ethics and the requirement that they place their professional engineer's seal on the 

drawings.  Placing this seal requires the engineer to take ultimate responsibility for the safety and 

efficacy of the design.  Engineers do not place their seal lightly or without due consideration of the 

proper balance of safety, efficiency, and economic viability of the design.

7

96 42 5 There was initially a misunderstanding regarding the ice loading for PCT.  The ice loads shown in the 

SDM are the maximum ice pressures but they are not to be applied to every pile in the structure.  In the 

case the of existing T1-T2-T3 if an ice pan were to strike T1 it could only score a direct hit on the SW 

corner.  Worst case would be local damage to a  few piling but this would not fail the structures.  All 

other impacts along the face of T1-T2-T3 would be glancing blows and would not fail the structure. 

7

97 42 6 The SFD is not used in the winter and a decision was made to relax the ice criteria to allow the use of 

surplus 36" piling.  This seemed to be a practical solution so save money without risk to life safety. 

7

98 42 7 To paraphrase COWI's recollection here is their response:  The COWI DOR pointed out that 

considerable evaluation of the ice loads had been performed for the PCT project by both the PMC as 

part of preliminary design and the DOR as part of final design as documented in relevant technical 

reports that are available. The DOR acknowledged that they believe the ice loads used for PCT design 

are conservative, and this is stated in the PCT Coastal Engineering Recommendations Report. Ice 

loading cannot be arbitrarily reduced and any further reduction/refinement of ice loading for PCT design 

would need to be based on and supported by sound engineering analysis that would need to be 

stamped and sealed by a qualified coastal engineer.”   

21

99 42 8 See earlier comments regarding batter piles vs monopiles vs the ability to secure permits for the project. 7

100 43 4 It's actually the berthing "energy" that is a function of the square of the velocity.  The "force" is a 

resolved by the fender selection 

11

101 43 4 The cost of even one fender failure is significant.  Depending on the length of time required to retrieve a 

failed assembly, costs can well exceed $50,000 per day due to shipper disruption/demurrage, retrieval 

equipment, and retrieval contract labor.

7

102 43 5 The Report states that the PAMP program developed design guidance consistent with our litigation 

position.  This is not true.  The design guidance for the PAMP was developed independently of the 

litigation with no interaction between the design team and litigation team.  Furthermore, the suggestion 

that the design criteria is conservative is inaccurate.  The design criteria is based on actual soil 

conditions (obtained through borings and lab testing) at the Port of Alaska.

21
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103 43 6 What is the relevance of this statement? Clarifed in report. 

104 45 1 Please note that there is a trade off between wharf-face location (current vs. 140) and the amount of the 

NES that must be removed.  Rebuilding in place requires more NES removal; pushing the wharf face 

out is, generally, more expensive but reduces the out of NES that must be cut off. 

5, 22.

105 45 1 The current MARAD Port Planning Order acknowledges the currently available facilities at the Port.  

There is no specific requirement for the dock and storage facilities the Port must provide if the PPO is 

invoked.  The Port updates the facility availability parameters quarterly and is only obligated to inform 

MARAD if there are material changes so MARAD can revise their expectations accordingly.  

11

106 45 2 Fuel headers may provide a cheaper redundancy option, and are actively being explored. 11

107 46 The program uses a life cycle analysis methodology to evaluate options rather than lowest initial capital 

expense

7, 11.

108 46 2 If pile jacketing counts as a form of “Renovation in place,” it should be noted that much of the port has 

already been “renovated in place.”

7, 22.

109 47 3 The Report suggests that the existing piles can be repaired and may not be as compromised as R&M 

suggests.  I would ask R&M to weigh in on this, as Duane Anderson has been emphatic about the need 

to replace the piles. 

22. Disagree with assertion of what is in report. 

110 48 3 Another reference to the lack of damage at the Port following the 2018 Earthquake.  As noted above, it 

does not appear this is a useful analysis as an investigation has not been conducted to determine what 

the actual PGA of that earthquake was at the Port.  Furthermore, it is not clear that the PGA at the Port 

of Alaska at all exceeded the PGA during the 1964 Earthquake.

21

111 48 3 The PGA discussion is potentially misleading.   PGAs were closer to half of 1964, with the exception of 

a sensor on the AC/couplet port-access bridge (located about a mile away from the port).  That sensor 

showed much larger PGA than all other sensors, but we understand it was mounted on a flexible 

structure, not the ground; the single data point from that sensor does not really support the suggestion 

that Nov. 30 PGAs were “like” 1964. 

22

112 48 3 Considerations - The seismic concern is not only related to the shaking and breaking of individual piles 

as there is also a concern prolonged shaking will cause liquefaction and ground movement of the upland 

fills, which would then undermine the entire piling array.  Perhaps only a small percentage of the piling 

would "fail" but a wholesale ground movement would move damaged and undamaged piling alike, 

effectively sweeping the wharf away from the shore and toppling it into the Inlet..

7

113 50 3 & 5 There is no discussion of the very likely prohibition of some of these repair in place methods by 

permitting restrictions.  Keep in mind that retrofit work done in the 1970's did in  no way have to meet 

the permitting requirements of today.

21

114 52 2 "It would also reduce liquefaction risk from a future seismic event. "  The risk is not only of movement of 

the soils beneath the wharf but more from the uplands soils moving globally to undermine the entire 

wharf.

7

115 53 2 The statement that POA's major marine terminals are governed by Title 21 is only partially true.  The 

fact is: MOA building code is silent to the issue of wharves and piers.  In the absence of clear direction 

from the authority have jurisdiction, engineers are charged by professional ethics to use the most 

applicable published standard, in this case ASCE 61-14.  As to what must be replaced when a structure 

is more than 50% compromised, Title 21 is the only MOA guidance.   This does not mean it should be 

solely relied upon in this unique and specialized situation.  Meanwhile, the MOA should take steps to 

adopt ASCE 61-14 for the relatively few wharf and pier facilities in the area.

21

116 53 4 Title 23, the building code governing structures within the city, is silent to requirements to wharves and 

piers.  The Building Official and the Port are currently working together to codify ASCE 61-14 and 

related codes to clarify requirements for replacement of compromised wharves and piers.  Title 21, the 

land use code, discusses replacement of structures in general but cannot be applied without regard to 

the uniqueness of this situation.

7, 21.

117 54 2 Regulatory permitting is not addressed in this strategy. 21
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118 54 2 The second paragraph minimizes the intensity of the permitting process.  Permit reviewers at the US 

Army Corps of Engineers and the National Marine Fisheries Service are keenly aware of the 

endangered Cook Inlet Beluga Whale and give projects in Cook Inlet intense scrutiny.  They have the 

power to disallow a project and have no qualms about placing restrictions on the project that are so 

severe it cannot be built.

7, 22.

119 55 3 We agree that a “trestles only” solution may be warranted if either: (a) two cargo berths must be built, or 

(b) T3 is renovated and serves as a transitional structure.  We are exploring the option with TOTE.

7

120 55 3 See earlier comments regarding MARAD (not DOD) requirements.  There are no statutory requirements 

that we know of.

1

121 56 1 To address the pilots concerns we recieved a proposal from Safeguard Marine in late July 2018 to 

complete one more round of simulations with the specific intent of testing in greater detail the T1-T2 

construction phasing.  The simulations would consider the location of construction barges, safe 

distances between vessels, and determine safe operational wind velocities.  The simulation work was 

put on hold because the focus was on finishing PCT at the time.  It made sense to delay this simulation 

work until the conceptual design efforts resume for the container terminals.  During the conceptual  work 

the simulation could inform design and construction phasing decisions.    

7

122 56 3 NES1 needs to be completed before starting T1/T2.  All the funds need to be available before starting 

T1/T2.

1

123 58 1 See comment 30 above.  Earlier reference was made to .70g 21

124 58 1 See prior comments regarding use of existing OCSP structures.  In addition, as SGH notes the 

galvanizing of the sheet pile was not properly completed.  This has resulted in interlocks and sheet piles 

that do not have adequate corrosion protection.  Using those sheet piles for any further work comes at 

considerable risk and results in a significantly reduced overall design life.  It is also worth noting that 

prior landside construction of a sheet pile system did not work.

7, 21.

125 58 2 The pile wall thickness is not related to the 75-year design life other than a nominal 1/8" of the wall 

thickness is allocated for "sacrificial corrosion allowance".  The corrosion allowance is included because 

some corrosion and loss of wall thickness will be experienced but the corrosion control strategy is based 

on sacrificial steel.  Corrosion control strategy is based on impressed current cathodic protection and 

pile coatings.

2

126 58 4 I don’t understand how this is similar to Kodiak Pier 3 or anything from PND.  The program design 

includes an alternate to armor stone along the shoreline to be replaced with a low-height sheet pile wall 

to retain uplands fill.  The program design alternate is significantly different than the solution described in 

the paragraph above.  Providing drawings or graphics for these solutions and ideas as appendices to 

this report would be very helpful.

21

127 58 4 The author does not acknowledge the location of the current breakwater and the likelihood of buried 

riprap that would be an impediment to constructing a sheet pile wall in that location.  This was a problem 

in the PIEP project work that was not able to be completed.

21

128 58 5 This solution description does not mention the significant amount of uplands fill that would be required to 

bring the shoreline up to the back of the wharf as defined by the limits of the sheet pile.

21

129 58 7 The idea of using a retained fill to shorten the trestles at POA has been identified as a potential cost 

savings in our previous reports, but not yet employed as the conceptual designs of T1-T2-T3 are due to 

be re-evaluated.  I would caution that there will be practical height limit to structural fills/walls that will 

bound their effectiveness as trestle replacements.

2

130 58 7 The Administration's proposal to build one cargo dock assumes the same design and construction 

methods as the current program plan i.e. pile supported structures with trestles extending from the 

shoreline to the wharf.  The statement that a marginal wharf solution (the wharf directly abuts land 

retained by a sheet pile wall) is consistent with the Administrations proposal is incorrect.

21

131 59 6 Please identify this contractor. We cannot constructively explore this option without being able to vet it 

with its proponents. 

9, 21.

132 59 6 Marine pilots have done more than express reservations about the North End, they have strongly 

opposed this concept.

11, 9.
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133 60 1 A combi wall was briefly looked at previously and the piling became massive as you consider a free 

height of 90'. 

21. Disagree with premise of assertion. 

134 60 4 Same comment as above relating to use of sheet pile that has been subject to water exposure for 8 to 

11 years.  The lack of proper galvanization and no cathodic protection make further use of that sheet 

pile very risky.  Use of that sheet pile will result in a substantially reduced design life for any new 

structure. 

21

135 60 4 This ignores the study that shows the material on the north end must be removed because the sheer 

volume and weight of it indicates a global slide during the design earthquake, i.e., of sufficient intensity 

and duration to cause a slide.

9

136 61 5 "Use a vibratory hammer to gently extract the sheets".  Based on evidence of PIEP repairs and sheet 

piles attempted to be extracted, "gently" extracting the sheets will be very difficult.

22

137 61 5 This discussion does not address the Regulatory permitting challenges with a large quantity of work with 

a vibratory hammer.  Some of the sheet pile extraction may be "in the dry" but most will be in-water 

conditions which triggers NMFS permitting requirements.

5, 11.

138 61 5 Even if used sheets can be extracted economically, their salvage value will be far less (especially when 

factoring in the cost of removal) than undamaged new sheet pile.  

7

139 61 6 For an accurate comparison, a cost and schedule risk analysis between the PDB contractors proposed 

plan and that as recommended by Ascent is required.

7

140 62 4 A temporary TOTE ro-ro berth on the Northern Extension is not considered to be viable.  It is unrealistic 

to consider this option.

7, Added report language. 

141 62 5 TYPO - If this option were to be considered, it’s likely TOTE operational use would be restricted to 

summer months only. It only be appropriate for construction that kept the wharf face in the existing 

location.  

1

142 64 4 "Several members of the contracting community said they believe it is cheaper to allow use of vibratory 

hammers…." This is not realistic given today's permitting processes.  Practices that were allowed 20 or 

30 years ago are not allowed today.

21

143 65 2 It is not clear how lost opportunity is a factor.  If the contractor doesn’t bid work because he might not 

win, he will never have any work.  All proposals include the risk and uncertainty that the bidder will not 

win the work.

21

144 66 6 Any direction to proceed as though “funding is not a constraint” has definitely not been in place for at 

least several years.  ('We’ve been, rather, driving toward designing and building ‘the cheapest port that 

serves our needs.’)  

11, 21.

145 66 7 Use of a vibratory hammer is not the sole reason why battered piles were determined to not by the most 

ideal solution.  In addition to schedule, costs, and constructability issues, the key permitting issue is not 

just use of a vibratory hammer but the inability to apply a bubble curtain around battered piles due to 

geometric conditions; unattenuated battered piles result in extreme zones of harassment to marine 

mammals (4,500 m for 36" battered piles) that cannot be effectively monitored and cause unpermittable  

numbers of takes.  

5, 7.

146 66 8 Spreading the in-water work over multiple years disregards the Regulatory permitting challenges and the 

costs of multiple mobilizations.

5, 21.

147 66 See earlier comments regarding the permittability of batter piles vs monopiles.  If it can't be permitted, it 

can't be built.

7, 22.

148 67 2 Port Users - Keep in mind the ultimate Port Users are the citizens of Alaska.  Business users interests 

must be considered in balance with citizen, i.e., the public, interest.  

7

149 67 3 There is a comparison between 75-year design life and piling longevity enhancements.  What is piling 

longevity enhancements?

Clarifed in report. 

150 68 3 TYPO - Public process  for bonds provides opportunity for garnering pubic support. 1

151 77 2 (DIFFERENT FONT) It is noted due to the inconstancy of the federal government budget process and 

ensuring their “regular order” for the budget process, there will be many changes to these timelines. 

Having presence to ensure opportunities are watched and taken advantage of at the right times will be 

critical. 

1
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152 80 2 The process described for PCT is incorrect.  The process employed was CMAR with early work 

packages.  The description in the report is slanted in a negative light on standard industry delivery 

practices.

21

153 81 4 TYPO - DBMP bid process would require the contracting entity, Port Developer to understand the 

general needs of the POA and then team up with an engineering firm, contractor and other professionals 

they believe they will need do submit their bid.  They will be given a total amount available for the project 

or an element of the project.   

1

154 82 1 The hard decisions are between the POA and Users to define the minimum facility requirements and 

design parameters.  A D-B max price is equivalent to the CMAR process but the budget is fixed and the 

scope fluctuates based on the D-B contractors trade-off analysis costs.   The D-B max price is a valid 

delivery method but it should be compared to a D-B-B process with a bid schedule that includes optional 

scope items that allows MOA to award on maximum scope and value to MOA from a competitive bid 

process. 

We learned from the PDB contract that the complexities of permitting, site conditions, and the use of 

state of practice codes and requirements lend these projects to the design being managed and 

controlled by POA/MOA.  

If the principles of a D-B contractor pledge that there will be no cost increases, they will need to build-in 

risk contingency into their pricing.  The risks and risk contingency doesn't disappear just because we 

transfer all the risk to the contractor.

The decision to pick a delivery method for Phase 2 does not have to be made for years.  Regardless of 

the delivery method, the program has to be able to define the requirements, confirm through 

development of a basic concept design that the request is viable and within the available budget.  Only 

then do we need to define the delivery process for design and construction.

21

155 86 4 PDA is legally separate from the government entity under which it is established. Under, municipal, state 

and federal law, all PDA contracts must specify that liabilities incurred by the corporation must be 

satisfied exclusively from their own assets. This arrangement allows accomplishment of public purpose 

activities without assuming them into the regular functions of city government. The PDA is then 

governed by a volunteer council that oversees PDA activities and staff, much like the Anchorage ACDA.   

7

156 86 87 You certainly could establish a 63-20 for management of the POA, especially if you want that 

management group to be separate from the other managers of the MOA.  However, establishment of a 

63-20 corporation does not provide you with additional financing tools beyond what you already have. 

 The Port has sold tax-exempt debt and may do so again at any time without the establishment of a 63-

02.  The rating by the rating agencies of the Port versus the 63-20’s rating for the Port would not be 

different. 

7, 22.

157 87 2 What role is envisioned for the Regional Ports MOU?  Agreement to jointly pursue state funding?  

Anything else? 

7

158 88 1 & 2 TYPO - We envision the minimum step of expanding the membership of the Port Commission to ensure 

Users and representation from outside of Anchorage are on the Commission, expanding its regulatory 

powers  and its role and responsibility with oversite of the project. With the expanded oversite role, there 

should be established within the Commission a sub-committee made up at minimum POA staff, Users 

and Commission members to have oversite on the project.                                                                                                                                                                                   

The purpose would ensure there is continued oversite of the project beyond any individual staff position 

or elected position. Because of this increased responsibility we believe you will need a dedicated staff 

person for the job of working with the Commission and the Port, but this position should not be doing 

day-to-day operation activity for the Port. This position should also be for an appointed term of five years 

so it can transcend terms of office of Mayor and Assembly members.  Again, providing continuity. 

1
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159 88 3 & 4 (DIFFERENT LINE SPACING) Create and then implement a tactical funding plan to achieve the 

revenue component of the Plan of Finance. This study has identified multiple opportunities and a range 

of potential funding. These elements need to be vetted and the paths to achieving the funding defined.  

Fully integrate the Plan of Finance into the program. Both the PIEP and PAMP were implemented under 

a basic assumption that ‘others’ would pay for most of the capital project costs. The process has been to 

define a program and associated capital costs and then refine the revenue sources over time. The ability 

to obtain state and federal grant funding has changed dramatically since the start of the PIEP and 

PAMP programs. While there has been a clear shift on the recognition for a need to integrate ‘self-pay’ 

into the revenue model, there is still an overall ‘others pay’ mindset. An alternate approach is to create a 

balanced Plan of Finance as the foundational element of the program and ensure the program remains 

in balance as it’s implemented.   

12

160 90 2 What purpose is envisioned for the 100-acres of JBER land?  What land is envisioned? 8

161 90 3 Updating the current program estimate using PCT 2020 bid pricing serves limited purpose, as the entire 

concept of the cargo facility requirements is being re-evaluated.

21

162 91 1 Forty Five (45) questionnaires were sent to non-POA/MOA/PMC staff.  Five (5) were returned; Trilogy 

Metals (not a user), SWAPA, Safeguard Marine, PetroStar, and DOD. 

1

163 91 1 The program has continually experienced low responsiveness from some Users.  The User Group 

commitment to maintain engagement is necessary and valuable.  Unfortunately that engagement did not 

happen in preparation for the June roundtable.

7

164 91 2 We agree that another roundtable is needed.  One will be scheduled after TOTE, Matson and Jacobs 

report that they have completed necessarily prepatory homework (trestles-only, fuel headers, etc.)

2, 7.

165 91 3 There is some risk of infinite recursion.  Professional engineers have already reviewed the manual and 

guidance.  Reviewing the work of the reviewers (of the reviewers) yields diminishing returns with further 

iterations.

22

166 91 3 A memorandum has been presented to address the notion of compounding conservative assumptions. 22

167 91 3 "Commission a review of the Seismic Design Manual and other major program guidance by Independent 

Professional Engineers" - These facilities are specialized, large marine structures and have been 

designed to the best of the ability of professional engineers who were selected via a competitive 

proposal process.   Qualifications were well-vetted during that process.  Design manuals received 

extensive review by the Program Management Team (also selected by a competitive professional RFP 

process), Port Engineering staff, the US Army Corps of Engineers, and Independent engineers 

contracted to review the engineering work  for design quality control.  Landside facility and utility designs 

have been reviewed and approved by Development Services and the Anchorage Water and 

Wastewater Utility staff, but  PM&E and Development Services staff do not necessarily have the 

professional experience or expertise to review the marine specialty work.  Additional review of the 

team's design decisions and program guidance would be redundant and expensive.   .   

22

168 92 3 There is no purpose to performing an updated survey of the North Extension.   It has been proven to be 

unstable, cannot economically be stabilized,  and requires removal.  

22

169 92 4 Provide an alternate dolphin design using batter piles - Not advisable, permitting constraints alone rule 

this out as a viable option.

21

170 92 6 RE-evaluate corrosion protection expenditures - this is incorrect.   The systems at the POA are 

problematic and old but are also fully maintained to the limits of the POA's ability.  Coffman Engineers 

monitors the system  constantly and the Port schedules repairs as problems are found and diligently 

pursues those repairs, though some have complicated solutions and require much advance planning.   

Also, maintaining ICCP helps delay corrosion, but cannot replace steel that is gone.

21
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171 95 3 TYPO - As we have stated before, the understanding by the general public that the Port of Alaska is 

limited.  People understand the importance of the Port but recent issues regarding funding and cost 

increases have eroded public opinion. Full support and understanding are needed state-wide. Creating a 

better understand and branding of the POA will be important to develop support and funding from the 

revenue sources we have identified in the report

1

172 95 5 TYPO - Throughout this process, our team was able to survey many aspects of the Port, break it down 

into specific topics and investigate the best next action steps to move forward. We recognize this as a 

daunting task and realize the limitations that exist due to limited staff available to assembly members 

and the breadth of topics, including the city budget, that must be handled before the end of the year and 

continuing into next year We recommend the municipality seek the assistance of an entity dedicated to 

these actions and strategic advisement in order to help the Anchorage Assembly and the current 

administration to take advantage of funding opportunities and to build the Port of Alaska into the kind of 

Port it should and can be. 

1


