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From: Shawn Eisele <shawneisele@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, March 12, 2023 2:10 PM
To: PC_Comments
Cc: Michael LeVine; Mandy Cole; Paul Voelckers; Travis Arndt; daniel.hickok@juneau.org; 

Erik Pedersen; josh.winchell@juneau.org; mathew.bell@juneau.org
Subject: Concern with the new hazard maps
Attachments: Eisele PC comments 2023-03-12.pdf

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

Planning Commission members,  

I apologize that I did not prepare comments before Friday noon to include in your packets. However, this issue 
is important to me, and I've tried to provide a few discrete points that can add to your discussion, hopefully with 
enough time for you to see them.  If you'd prefer the comments in the body of an email, instead of the attached 
pdf, just let me know.  

Thank you for your consideration of this issue, I appreciate the time you volunteer for this,  

-- 
Shawn Eisele 
shawneisele@gmail.com 
(907) 723-9066



Shawn Eisele      
606 6th St. 

Juneau, AK  99801 
 (907) 723-9066 

shawneisele@gmail.com 
 

March 12, 2023 

Comments on the adoption of new avalanche and landslide maps. 

 

Dear Planning Commission, 

It’s important to take avalanche and landslide risks seriously and protect our community, but simply 

adopting the proposed maps creates real complications that we have a duty to address before or while 

adopting the maps. 

1) There needs to be a meaningful public process or involvement before a vote to adopt the maps. The 

planning commission clearly called for that at least a year ago, but it hasn’t happened, and instead we 

are addressing the maps at a decision-making level yet again.  I’m worried that public comment like this 

is hit or miss, and avoids creating a meaningful longitudinal record for the department to engage with 

when making policy decisions.  That’s a mistake.  Although the consultant did field some written 

questions over Zoom regarding their mapping, we haven’t had a meaningful opportunity for the public 

to weigh in on the policy implication and direction of this process, let alone the regulatory impact, and 

for the department to wrestle with that public input. 

Another reason to have meaningful public comment: some of the consultant’s conclusions lack crucial 

local knowledge.  For example, the consultant appears to use Google street view to create a new 

landslide zone at 5th and Harris, yet the mud in Google street view was a construction project, not a slide 

as the consultant assumed.  There are other examples like this, and they get swept under the rug 

without a public process.  While it’s satisfying to say we should “trust the modeling” or “trust the 

experts,” errors like this point to scientific gaps that the public should have a right to bring up before the 

maps are made binding.  

Homes are tremendously meaningful to our both our identity and our finances.  These steps the city is 

taking are major, and they deserve to be done at a reasonable speed bringing public along and having 

the community feel invested instead of simply affected. 

2) Ideally we should identify a strategy, leading to more safety, that adopting maps serves.  We all feel 

the need to “do something” but maps themselves don’t make people safer; rather, policies working with 

those maps can have that effect.  We should identify and discuss what will make our community safer 

and then adopt hazard zones along with policies moving towards safety.  We’ve seen Sitka quickly adopt 

and then un-adopt it’s maps, and should not end up in the same situation.  The department should 

research implications to building, lending, and insuring, and put their findings on the record.  (We should 

not simply rely on staff statements made at various meetings.)  Arguably, existing hazard zones have 



meant that more low- and middle-income families live in hazard areas, because they are affordable, 

while the actual number of people at risk in hazard zones hasn’t changed.  I think we can do better, and 

should adopt hazard zones with a regulatory path to safety, instead of simply rushing to adopt maps to 

say we’ve done something. 

3) The new maps include a new hazard, point release debris fall, which our regulations should 

accommodate before the maps are adopted.  Our current regulations govern only “mass wasting”—

almost by definition the opposite of debris fall.  The new maps specifically identify this new “debris fall” 

hazard area, but then lumps those areas into general landslide zones.  Without regulatory action, that 

would paradoxically result in point release hazards being governed by mass wasting regulations.  The 

risks, impacts, and lending/insurance implications are different for debris fall and it would be 

irresponsible to adopt these maps and have the mass wasting regulations blanket a completely different 

risk.  We should at least understand how our regulations could or should affect the classifications 

differently, or protect residents differently. 

4) Mitigation measures are one of the few realistic ways to promote safety, but are ignored by the 

proposed maps.  Accordingly, we should at least adopt regulations that streamline mitigation projects 

or the consideration of mitigating structures.  The consultant’s maps deliberately ignore human-built 

structures.  Yet many Juneau homeowners have taken significant steps to mitigate the dangers to their 

property, and that investment should be honored.  Moreover, there are probably dozens if not 

hundreds of structures the new maps classify in hazard zones, which in reality are protected by the 

buildings above them.  In a city with a dramatic housing shortage, we should be prioritizing accurate 

assessment of mitigating structures, and promoting mitigation generally, to maximize housing in 

areas not truly at risk.  While it might be appropriate for the maps to ignore mitigating structures, at the 

very least something in our regulations should streamline a non-onerous path for that, if the maps are 

to be adopted. 

Please note, after the consultant was asked about human-made structures being ignored in the new 

maps, they justified it by stating that sometimes homes slide onto homes below, so homes shouldn’t 

count as mitigating.  That seems sloppy.  First, many new zones are debris fall, not the earth movement 

hazard the consultant’s response relies upon.  While debris fall can move a house, the probability of it 

doing so and affecting the house below is appreciably lower.  Second, even in situations where there is 

earth movement, the existence of concrete foundations will generally have an impact.  Again, it does not 

alleviate the risk, but it lowers the probability, which is how we define hazard zones. 

5) Lidar precision of the new maps does not match the existing regulations that govern only whole 

lots.  Creating regulations to use the new precision could improve safety, while neglecting the 

difference will cause a regulatory mess.  In the status quo, a property is either in or out of a hazard 

zone.  But the new map boundaries are topographic, so only a few feet of a property or home might be 

in a zone.  That will bring up all kinds of new questions. 

For example, let’s say a corner of a bedroom is in a hazard zone, but most of the house isn’t.  In a city 

with housing shortage and landslide risks, our policy should encourage remodeling to build new 

bedrooms or dwelling areas outside of hazard area.  Yet our current regulations, in conjunction with 

these new maps, would probably prohibit any addition to that house.  There are innumerable similar 



examples that would affect double lots, duplexes, etc.  We should take the opportunity to use the maps’ 

precision for public benefit, and provide guidance before the maps are adopted.   

I think there’s a mistaken belief that these questions are simple and will be resolved later with common-

sense policy.  Certainly that ignores the immediate needs of people who want to renovate or sell their 

homes around the time when the maps are adopted.  But even more importantly, the back-and-forth of 

the Glory Hall’s building permit last year should be a stark reminder that there’s tremendous latitude to 

interpret ambiguous law or policy directions, and an agency can often do so in ways that seem counter 

to policy or even density in hazard areas. 

Take the example of a property where only a slice of yard is in a hazard area.  I’ve heard the department 

say the entire home on that property would be treated as in a hazard zone, and I’ve heard them say it 

would not.  While I do not believe they are trying to be evasive, I think this is the kind of thing that we 

should develop with a record and public participation before the maps are adopted.  Too easily, a front-

line staff member can give a quick, seemingly-simple answer to an issue, which then entrenches into ad-

hoc patchwork regulatory interpretation instead of well-made policy.   

 

Adopting new maps that can so fundamentally affect the sense of home and the finances of so many 

Juneau residents is going to create real questions. We have a responsibility to act deliberately 

addressing those issues before rushing to adopt maps.  Please contact me anytime if you’d like to 

further discuss any of these issues, and thank you for your volunteer time on important matters like this. 

Sincerely, 

 

Shawn Eisele 
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From: Barbara Sheinberg <barbarasheinberg@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 6, 2023 12:27 PM
To: PC_Comments
Subject: Comment on ordinance related to landslides and avalanche hazards

 

Dear Planning Commissioners,  

Section (2) (c) (2) reads: 
(2) Notwithstanding any other provision, no development or any part of a development,
which is within a severe landslide area shall, by the addition of bedrooms, conversions
of buildings, or otherwise increase the density of the lot or increase the occupancy of the
building; provided that a single-family dwelling may be constructed on a vacant lot.
Accessory dwelling units are not permissible on lots located in a severe landslide area.

The clause " or otherwise increase the density of the lot or increase the occupancy of the building" is 
problematic. Arguably, if a single family home owner with 2 occupants wants to sell their home to a family of 
4, they have "otherwise increased the occupancy of the building" from 2 to 4. Please clarify intent, and amend 
as needed to ensure the city is not stepping in to comment upon, raise questions about, scare financers, or 
otherwise regulate home sales in a manner like this. 

Thank you,  

Barbara Sheinberg 
--  
Barbara Sheinberg, FAICP 
Sheinberg Associates 
mobile: 907-209-2272 
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From: Colin Shanley <shanleycolin@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 6, 2023 5:00 PM
To: PC_Comments
Subject: Landslide assessment: Report error
Attachments: image002.jpg

Hello, 

I'd like to submit a few comments on the CBJ landslide assessment. In particular, there is a clear error 
that I would like to bring to your attention in "Technical Memo 3: Mapping Overview Starr Hill Subdivision 
and Additional Information". I brought it to the attention of city planners soon after the report came out 
but they said it couldn't be fixed, so I'd like to bring it to the attention of the planning commission as 
well.  

I live at 415 East Street downtown and I cleared the lot for construction in 2011. Attached below is what 
the lot looked like when I bought it with 50+ year old trees. The report incorrectly suggests there was a 
debris flow from an outdated Google Street view image (https://goo.gl/maps/i7hXeqw4BwCRonXe7). 
Here's is the incorrect statement from the report on Page 5: 

"However, Google Street View (July 2011 imagery), near the southeast end of the paved part of East 
Street, clearly shows the aftermath of a recent debris flow and/or erosion type event from upslope of the 
road at 415 East Street. The 2013 imagery also suggests disturbed ground between the house closest to 
the road and the next house located almost due east at 622 4th Street." 

It's very concerning that Google Street view is being using to make such a bold statement in what is 
supposed to be a scientific assessment. And then the assessment makes and even more concerning leap 
of faith on page 6: 

"Tetra Tech has mapped the slope in the vicinity of 415 East Street and 622 4th Street as being within a 
High landslide hazard designation zone. However, given the findings of an apparent debris flow feature at 
that location, the judgement of whether to upgrade the landslide hazard designation to Severe should be 
made after a site-specific investigation in that area. It does appear possible that the debris flow might be 
related to a cutline upslope (apparently a former powerline alignment), and the problem might be solved 
by remediating the surface water drainage at the cutline. However, if the feature is not related to water 
drainage problems originating at the cutline, this area should be mapped as Severe." 

Again, this is all incorrect and a wildly speculative assessment to make a from a Google Street view 
image. Therefore, there is no reason to list the property or any near it in a severe zone, and it honestly 
brings into question some of the speculative nature of the assessment. Given this clear error and clear 
overstatement, I hope the city sees this assessment for what it is - an contractor trying to point out as 
many potential hazards as possible to cover themselves.  

My family and I have talked about adding an addition to our small 1,200 sf house to accommodate our 
growing family with two kids. I would be very disappointed if we had to move from our house and 
neighborhood of 10-years if there were restrictions put on our ability to add a bedroom. 

Best, 
Colin   
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From: Andrew Heist <andrew.heist@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 7, 2023 9:45 AM
To: PC_Comments
Subject: Proposed Hazard Maps

Hello Planning Commission members, 

I sent a lengthy email in January that outlined my concerns with the proposed maps. I did not receive a 
response, but ahead of your April 11 meeting I wanted to reach out again. 

This is an extremely important and hugely impactful proposed action. In the several years this has been in 
discussion all parties have highlighted the need for a robust public process. This has not happened at all. At the 
April 11 meeting, again, no public testimony will be heard. 

Please slow down on this initiative and complete the much needed public outreach and conversations. This 
decision could have absolutely devastating consequences (that have not been fully investigated) for many 
homeowners' most valuable asset. 

Thank you. 

Andrew Heist 
314 Irwin St. 



From: Andrew Heist
To: PC_Comments
Subject: Proposed Hazard Maps
Date: Monday, January 23, 2023 10:41:23 AM

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

Hello Planning Commission members,

I sent the below to the CBJ Assembly, but I understand the issue is still in the Planning Commission.
Please consider my comments:

 

My name is Andrew Heist and I am the property owner of the adjacent properties at 310 & 314 Irwin
Street. If the proposed maps are adopted, the 4-plex at 310 Irwin St. will go from ‘moderate’ to
‘severe’ risk and the single family dwelling at 314 Irwin St. will go from 'no risk' level to ‘severe’ risk.
Both buildings are 103 years old and have no records or evidence of impact from an avalanche or
slide event.

 

I am requesting that you delay adoption of these maps until the following has occurred:

 

- extensive public outreach

- additional research/studies on potential mitigation strategies

- additional analysis of how existing structures mitigate risks outlined in new maps

- extensive research into factors involved in the City of Sitka’s recent adoption of new hazard maps
followed by nearly immediately rescinding their action.

- extensive research on the real-world consequences the new classifications will have on Juneau
property owners’ ability to borrow, buy, sell, develop, and insure their affected properties.

- clearly outline and communicate to the public the restrictions/ramifications these classifications
will have on affected properties.

 

I know that assembly members are aware that this is a very complicated issue with huge potential
consequences (many of which are not known), and I’ll try to be brief in my comments and close with
how the proposed changes will directly affect me.

 

The work of TetraTech was going on without much public awareness until the proposed maps were
published, showing some 220 additional properties now included in hazard areas. This resulted in
very justifiable concern from many affected residents. Through several meetings and information
sessions, one large takeaway agreed upon by all parties was that a great deal of public outreach was
necessary before moving ahead with anything. After the initial flurry of activity, possibly due to the
depth and complexity of the issue, it seemed to be stalled in committee without much public
outreach, or anything else, happening.

 

In September 2022, a slide occurred on Gastineau Ave resulting in severe damage to several
properties. This event seemed to jump-start the process to adopt the maps despite the fact that

mailto:andrew.heist@gmail.com
mailto:PC_Comments@juneau.org


little additional work, research, or public involvement had occurred.

 

The Gastineau slide was very unfortunate, and thankfully no individuals were injured. This slide
would have occurred whether or not the maps had been adopted and the maps would not have
prevented any of the damage. While it’s understandable that this brings the issue back to the fore,
rushing ahead to adopt these maps despite the fact that very little additional work, study, research,
and outreach has occurred feels extremely reactionary, and that is not at all a sound methodology
for effective policy making. There is so much more work to be done before this decision can be
responsibly enacted— please do not let the Gastineau slide push you to rush this monumental
decision that will hugely affect some 220 property owners.

 

Please complete the following additional work before coming to a decision:

 

- Communicate with your peers in Sitka to see how their new maps affected property owners. Talk to
members of the Real Estate, Banking, and Insurance communities to learn how the maps affected
them. Research why the maps were quickly rescinded. And -most importantly- proactively share this
information with your constituents. With such a recent and nearby event and subsequent map and
policy change in Sitka, that was rather quickly undone, CBJ should be learning everything they can
from that and sharing it with the public here in Juneau.

 

- Embark on further studies to assess risk mitigation strategies. How and where are they possible?

 

- Do further study on how existing structures affect or mitigate risk of other structures. My 4-plex
sits directly below a massive condominium complex. There is no consideration given to this massive
barrier when my property is assigned a new risk level. A decision with these important impacts on
property owners needs to be fully researched before enacting.

 

- Communicate to the public about your plans to re-map other areas of Juneau. This project only
covers a small section of Juneau and has huge potential negative impacts for affected property
owners. There are areas of Juneau that have topography much more similar than downtown is to
where the massive Haines slide occurred, yet they are not changing risk levels. Is this a fair way to
make policy?

 

- Do extensive research with lenders, insurers, real estate agents and developers to learn the actual
consequences these new maps will have on property owners. This must be done prior to the
adoption of new maps to avoid potential serious implications for many peoples’ most valuable and
substantial investment.

 

In closing I’d like to share how these proposed changes will affect me and my specific situation.

 

After several seasons working at Allen Marine Tours and saving up barely enough for a down
payment, I purchased my first home in 2008. It is the big yellow 1920 4-plex at 310 Irwin St. I lived in
it for eight years and unlike many other Juneau landlords, I devised a business plan that I could be
proud of. I would work hard to keep up with all necessary maintenance, while working on a long
range plan to upgrade the aging plumbing and heating systems. I would keep rents more reasonable



than most, opting for longer term residents who would be part of the community of our
neighborhood. I would make the apartments great places to live, keep the building in excellent
condition and when the time came to sell the property, I would have a very valuable asset.

 

While the exact consequences of these new maps are not yet known, they will dramatically alter this
plan. The uncertainty around buying, selling, borrowing and insurance brought up by these changes
mean that my most significant, important investment, and the keystone to my lifelong business plan
may not actually be a valuable investment at all. Now, instead of looking ahead to the day my
investment bears fruit when I sell it, I am inclined to shift gears into the much more common
mindset of: invest as little as possible in the property while reaping the maximum profit. Make the
money now, and it doesn’t matter if the deferred maintenance and poor upkeep result in a lower
sale price. In my case, though I have resisted it at all costs, I am inclined to convert my four 2-
bedroom apartments to short term vacation rentals to maximize profit. I have loved being a part of
the community by providing nice, affordable, stable rentals for a very long list of fantastic Juneau
community members. If these maps move forward as proposed, with none of the additional work
and research needed to make this decision responsibly, that’s the decision I will be forced to make
to protect my most important investment.

 

Both of my affected properties are in D-18 multi family areas. With the restrictions on increasing
density in hazard areas, these new classifications nullify this valuable zoning classification. I have
plans to add a rear dormer on the 4-plex to add two additional 1-bedroom apartments as well as
expanding the neighboring single family home to a 3-bedroom, 2-bathroom home with an attached
accessory apartment. If these maps go forward, those plans become impossible. Does CBJ plan to
compensate property owners for these extremely substantial changes to their properties’ potential?

 

It’s worth noting again that both of these properties have been standing for 103 years and neither
have been affected by any slide or avalanche damage. An event of the magnitude needed to destroy
the gigantic condominium complex above my properties and hit mine would be a 500 or 1,000 year
event. Is this the scope of planning the assembly is undertaking?

 

Please— do a great deal more work, learning, research, strategizing and communicating with the
public before making this decision that will potentially decimate the small business I have built from
the ground up here in my beloved Juneau and hugely impact hundreds of other members of our
community.

 

Respectfully,

 

Andrew Heist
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From: Eve S <bering.sea.kayaker@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 7, 2023 10:27 AM
To: PC_Comments
Cc: Paul Korchin
Subject: New Hazard Mapping - Comments

Planning Commission, 
My name is Yvette Soutiere and I live at 634 6th St in Juneau and am one of the homeowners affected by the 
proposed changes in the hazard mapping.  I am dismayed by the process, though not surprised.  First, at the 
August 2021 Planning Commission meeting, the Commission itself called for a more public process and input, 
though input has not been allowed to occur.  THere have been five meetings since that time and a sum-total of 
zero opportunities for public testimony.  Through this process, changes have occurred to what was initially 
proposed. These changes severely and detrimentally affect homeowners, property values, and completely 
restrict the ability for an owner to sell to anyone but those able to pay full cash value for the home.  What the 
Commission has done by considering entire lots within a hazard zone if any portion touches the hazard zone is 
to effectively reduce our property values to zero.  It is also ridiculous that the proposed regulations discourage 
hazard mitigation.  My neighbors and I would likely engage in hazard mitigation if it were something that 
would be available to us as an option, yet, again, the Commission seems determined to reduce our property 
resale values to zero.  In tandem with discouraging hazard mitigation, the Commission provides no easy path 
for site-specific analysis.  The Commission makes no distinction between mass wasting zones and debris fall 
zones.  Honestly, this also affects home values as it restricts our ability to purchase insurance covering our 
homes, and, in turn, affects our ability to sell our homes to all but the most cash-flush buyer.   

Honestly, The City and Borough of Juneau appears to be working hard to encourage people to abandon their 
homes by selling to corporations that are able to financially accept the risk.  This attitude destroys 
neighborhoods and turns them into the worst of the worst.  I am from Colorado.  This is exactly what is 
occurring in many formerly-small, close-knit communities there.  Once it happens, those who work in industries 
such as tourism have nowhere to live.  The teenagers who once were able to work in the industry in the 
commensurate relationship that is a summer job (trading low pay for experience) will no longer be available as 
their families will no longer be able to afford to live here.  Unlike Colorado, there are no roads to "bedroom 
communities".   

Yvette Soutiere 

--  
Live as if you were living a second time, and as though you had acted wrongly the first time. 

Viktor Frankl 
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From: Sandy Harbanuk <sandyharbanuk@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 7, 2023 10:43 AM
To: PC_Comments
Subject: CBJ Proposed Landslide/Avalanche Maps/Regulations

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

Dear CBJ:  

I’m writing to you today out of concern for the limited opportunity to date for public input into the decision‐making 
process around the new landslide/avalanche risk maps. When the opportunity for public comment is delayed until after 
all of the staff and committee work is complete, the public is commenting on a done deal that severely restricts 
residents’ ability to effect improvements. There have been multiple Planning Commission meetings about the issues in 
the past 18 months, but none have allowed public testimony. 

The maps are broad brush, and the lack of site‐specific detail will create uncertainties for homeowners, sellers, and 
prospective buyers regarding actual property values, insurance eligibility, improvements such as additions to structures, 
level of actual risk, and potential mitigations to any risks. Additionally, the CBJ has recently raised assessments across 
the board, while the adoption of the maps as they are currently configured may seriously affect property values when a 
homeowner renews insurance or tries to sell. 

The unintended consequences that will emerge over time will likely be addressed as they occur, but that means waiting 
until one or more homeowners are harmed by the decisions you are making now. My property appears to be on a 
dividing line, I believe as a debris fall area, but pretty low risk for that, yet it’s lumped in with mass wasting. That is flatly 
wrong. There needs to be a mechanism for site‐specific analysis that will reliably be accepted by CBJ and that 
homeowners can access without ruinous costs. I am retired, on a fixed income; the recent increase in my assessment 
coupled with the uncertain financial impacts of your project suggests I can expect some level of financial harm at a point 
in my life when I cannot afford it. 

Please open up the public process to Juneau homeowners now, not after the deal has been sealed. 

Thank you, 

Sandra Harbanuk 
604 Fourth St 
Juneau, AK 99801 

Starr Hill resident/homeowner since 1984. 
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From: Shawn Eisele <shawneisele@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 7, 2023 11:22 AM
To: PC_Comments
Subject: input for Planning Commission Committee of the Whole 4/11/23
Attachments: PC COW input 2023-04-07 Eisele.pdf

Attached is input for the PC COW 4/11/23. It can be included in the meeting packet in addition to my 
comments from last month.  Please let me know if you have questions, and thank you very much. 

-- 
Shawn Eisele 
shawneisele@gmail.com 
(907) 723-9066
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Shawn Eisele      
606 6th St. 

Juneau, AK  99801 
 (907) 723-9066 

shawneisele@gmail.com 
 

April 7, 2023 
 
Updated comments on hazard regulations and maps 
 
Dear Planning Commission, 
 
Thank you for your volunteer time on this.  My March 12, 2023 letter is included in your 
meeting packet, and here are updates based on the proposed regulations that came out since 
then.  
 
It seems wrong to not allow conditional use permits in landslide areas, but allow them in 
avalanche areas.  Realistically, the only way you’d want a conditional use permit for adding 
density in either area is if the applicant can demonstrate the action they’re taking actually 
reduces or avoids the risk.   Why not spell that out, and allow it in either case—reducing risk 
would be a positive result.  The goal here should be to increase safety, while secondarily 
maintaining the housing stock if possible.  Also, please remember that much of the new 
landslide areas are actually debris fall areas, not earth movement.  (While there are probably 
ways to mitigate the impact of earth movement, protecting from debris fall is easier to think 
about.) 
 
The use of “should” when discussing disclosures seems like a poor choice.  Transparency is 
important and a path to safety and personal responsibility.  Changing the language from “shall” 
to “should” just makes this regulation toothless.  Obviously ask your attorney, but mandating 
an action generally doesn’t create an excessive obligation for the city to police every 
transaction.  Property disclosures are part of almost every real estate transaction, and the city 
isn’t forced to review each one.  
 
Staff are proceeding on the assumption that landslide zones are more dangerous than 
avalanche zones, but you should ask for professional support for that opinion.  The consultants 
drew maps based on degree of risk, and it seems like the randomness and different risk 
thresholds were already taken into account in their designations.  Further, I don’t imagine it’s 
true that avalanches are predicted and landslides aren’t—that’s a conclusion that should be 
supported by professional opinion.  The landslides I’m aware of have occurred during significant 
precipitation events, just like avalanches, and subject to national weather service warnings.  A 
difference, though, is that avalanche snowpack can have a persistent weak layer that lurks for 
months, whereas that same risk isn’t present with landslides.  Whatever choice you make on 
this, it should be informed by science not lay opinion. 
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The regulations should cover only the identified hazard area, not an entire lot or home touched 
by a hazard area.  At the 2021 Planning Commission meetings I believe the Department 
responded to public questions by saying that only the portion of a lot in the hazard zone would 
be affected.  But the last Committee of the Whole meeting seemed to propose the opposite.  
Maybe I’m totally wrong here, but if that’s true, it’s a bad look to publicly say one thing and do 
the opposite, and in this case it’s also bad policy.  The point of the new maps is that they are 
precise topographically, and show what portion of a lot is out of a zone. We should make use of 
that by allowing, and even promoting, development in parts of a lot that are clearly outside of 
the hazard area.  That's a no-brainer increasing public safety (it encourages living outside 
hazard areas) and it's particularly true in light of the city's housing crisis.  If you as 
Commissioners feel that a debris fall or traditional landslide will have an impact beyond the 
severe zone, then adopt the high zone or the moderate zone, but don’t randomly burden lots 
and homes that are predominately out of any hazard zone. 
 
We should embrace paths to safety like mitigation measures and support site specific analysis.  
I was surprised to hear resistance at the last COW meeting to engineering buildings.  Hazard 
regulations should be aimed at making us safer.  Promoting mitigation measures such as 
drainage, barriers, and structural engineering are great way to do that and should obviously be 
promoted by the regulations.  That’s particularly true in a town with a housing crisis.  Similarly 
the consultants noted the importance of further site specific studies.  Our regulations should 
promote homeowner doing these, since they are an identified need and not being taken by the 
city.  We could even develop a fund to support homeowners with site-specific analysis. 
 
Consider closing the loophole allowing new buildings in severe hazard areas.  Generally with 
this hazard assessment the department’s goal seems to be limiting any increase in density, but 
the biggest increase will come from building on undeveloped lots. This loophole presumably 
exists because prohibiting a new home will constitute a “regulatory taking,” meaning the city is 
required to compensate the owner as if it were eminent domain.  But it’s fine to create a 
regulatory taking.  If safety is really our goal, and we continue to restrict increased density in 
hazard areas, then we should obviously also prohibit new dwellings. Hundreds of Juneau 
homeowners are going to experience a significant devaluation in their property the second 
these maps are adopted, and there’s no reason the city shouldn’t bear its responsibility too if 
we really want safety and the limitation of density sought by this hazard assessment. 
 
The Department should seek answers from the insurance and lending community about the 
implications of these regulatory choices.   Insurance often covers debris fall, but not mass earth 
movement, and we should expect the department to report the lending and insurance impacts 
of lumping those two hazards together in this assessment.  Similarly, the proposed regulations 
would take homes that are not in any hazard area even on the new maps, and regulate them as 
if they were in a hazard zone.  (That’s because any lot touched by a hazard area would be 
regulated as if the entire lot were in a hazard area.)  Instead of staff opinions about how lending 
and insurance would be affected, you should expect staff to have consulted industry experts, 
and have that information documented in the record you weigh. 
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In closing, I feel like a well-intentioned push to adopt maps has gotten away from our basic 
goal, safety.  If I understand them right, the regulations currently proposed would make 
disclosures optional, would restrict development on the safe parts of a lot, would allow brand 
new development in severe hazard areas, and would not seem to recognize engineering 
solutions in landslide zones, and would fail to take into account existing structures that actually 
protect many homes.  That’s very little public benefit for a lot of public hassle.  We should step 
back and ask bigger questions.  If these hazards exist, what do we want our city to look like in 
25 years, and how to we provide guiderails that promote homeowners in making the changes 
we need.  The place to have those conversations should be a public format, yet since the 
Planning Commission called for better public engagement in August of 2021, there’s been no 
outreach and instead five Assembly COW or PC COW meetings where public testimony isn’t 
allowed.  As a result, this process is moving forward with maps the public hasn’t fully weighed 
in on and taking directions that don’t provide the solutions sought by our community.  
 
I also understand Commissioners and city staff are working on this matter to address true 
hazards, and while I disagree with many of the steps that are being taken, I want to be clear 
that I sincerely appreciate everyone’s dedication to this matter. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Shawn Eisele 
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From: Olivia Salisbury Sinaiko <osinaiko@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 7, 2023 11:57 AM
To: PC_Comments
Cc: Kiel Renick
Subject: Landslide Maps

Dear Planning Commission, 

I have a few issues with the new landslide maps and regulations that I don't feel have received sufficient public 
process or discourse, which I'd like to bring to your attention at this time. 

The first issue concerns the overly broad language utilized in the maps and regulations. The label “severe 
landslide zone” conjures images of massive and catastrophic slides, like the slides that Haines recently 
experienced.  But from the report and verbal explanations of the consultants, it is clear that “Severe Landslide 
Zone” in this context does not necessarily mean anything of the sort. To take the example of our property at 
615 Basin Rd., the consultants have clarified that what they mean by “Severe Landslide Zone” in the case of 
our region of Starr Hill is a risk of rockslide/rockfall; although rockslides and rockfall can have serious impacts 
on property, this is almost certainly not what potential home-buyers would imagine when they see the “Severe 
Landslide Zone” designation, not to mention insurers and banks.  If these maps are adopted, our house would 
be designated in the “Severe Landslide Zone,” conjuring catastrophic images of total destruction, when in fact, 
due to true risk posed being one of rockfall and the current existence of protective uphill structures, the actual 
risk of landslide-related damage to our property may actually be quite low.  

Prospective buyers, insurers, and banks will likely see the “Severe Landslide Zone” designation and assume 
the worst, when in fact, the actual current risk may be quite low to non-existent. We know many other 
properties are in a similar situation.   It is crucial that the labels used in the new maps accurately represent to 
the public the kind of risk at issue, and the blanket inclusion of rockfall/rockslide risk and potential debris flows 
under the same broad label of “landslide zone” does not do that -- especially when combined with the total lack 
of accounting for extant uphill structures. The insurance and financial implications to homeowners could be 
tremendous, when there is actually little to no current risk of severe landslide-related damage to their property. 
The consultants have already done the work of distinguishing between these two types of landslide risks in 
their report -- it is clear from the report which areas are subject to rockfall, and which are subject to debris flow. 
Why can't we take it a step further by distinguishing between these two types of landslide risks in the official 
maps and regulations, much as we already distinguish between "avalanche" and "landslide" zones? 

Relatedly, the maps currently do not account for extant uphill structures. In response to a question on this 
topic, the consultants cursorily responded that uphill structures don't necessarily protect downhill structures 
from landslides, pointing to a historical debris flow event in the Gastineau area when uphill structures were 
swept into the slide, exacerbating damage to downhill property. While that example may make the case that 
uphill structures should not be considered a mitigating factor in debris flow zones like Gastineau, it does not 
speak to the very different kind of risk that the consultants identified in the rockfall zones, where an uphill 
structure with a solid foundation is likely to impede any damage caused by rockfall to downhill properties. 
Because the limited public process at that time did not allow for follow-up questions, this distinction was never 
addressed. 

Finally, the consultants made it clear that site-specific designations, including the consideration of extant uphill 
structures, were beyond the scope of their project. But given the unique considerations that determine the risk 
level for each individual site, there should be a clear path forward for homeowners seeking a site-specific risk 
determination for their property. This process would also incentivize property owners to take mitigation 
measures in order to increase safety, which at this time are not part of the policy framework. 
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Thank you all for the time and energy you are dedicating to careful consideration of these questions. 
 
Olivia Sinaiko 
615 Basin Rd. 
 
 
 


