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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Port of Anchorage modernization – dock replacement – is critical Alaska economic challenge.Dock replacement is needed to support existing statewide economy and standard of living as well as new development.Anchorage dock failure will be mass disruption event.



Why care about the Port?
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Critical:  Alaska’s premier inbound 
cargo port
• Half of state’s inbound, marine freight
• Half of Port freight delivered outside of Anchorage
• DOD-designated National Strategic Defense Port
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
90 percent of all Alaska inbound freight is marine cargo (either ship or barge)Air and truck carriers each account for about five percent of statewide, inbound freightPoA handles about half of state’s inbound freight . . . about 3.5 million tons of fuel and freight annually (down from peak of 4.4 million tons in 2008)Half of this freight is delivered outside of AnchorageAnchorage has four scheduled container ship visits per week (two each for TOTE and Matson)Each ship carries about 600 containers – 2,400 inbound containers per week . . . PoA handles some 4,800 inbound and outbound containers per weekAlaska lives on a just-in-time delivery model . . . stores typically have 7-10 days worth of supplies in state at a time



Old: Time is 
running out

• Half-century old docks are 
failing due to corrosion

• Docks will start closing in 
about 10 years regardless of 
seismic activity or anything 
else
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Port is suffering a slow-motion disaster of corrosionDocks supported by 1,423 hollow-steel wharf piles that average 24-inches in diameter and originally averaged 7/16-inch thick.Aging piles have lost up to three-quarters of their original thickness and are unlikely to survive another significant earthquakeWharf-pile repair started in 2004 . . . jacketed 609 piles by end of this monthPile jackets are one-time ﬁx that lasts 10-15 years – docks losing load ratings and will close in about 10 years, regardless of seismic activity or anything elseDocks have exceeded their design life (35 years)Docks have exceeded their economic lifeJune 26 wake up call . . . Holland America’s cruise ship MS Amsterdam docking at 7:30 am. Vessel turbulence broke two severely corroded pin piles at the mud line, sheered mounting bolts . . . 57,000-lb dock fender broke off dock face and sunk into the adjacent ship berth. No vessel damage or injuries. Surveyors assessed situation and determined Amsterdam could safely remain in berth until scheduled departure at 11 that evening. Divers and surface workers successfully removed fender assembly from the berth at 2am, in time for Matson container ship at 7am.



Short of Funds
• First
replacement
facility is 100%
designed:
Petroleum /
Cement
Terminal
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In the beginning (pre-”Port Expansion”)

2004
Aerial Photo
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The Port of Anchorage Intermodal 
Expansion Project (PIEP) Vision
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Not standard “piles”
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1976 construction of Terminal 3
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“Open Cell Sheet Pile” Construction
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The Port of Anchorage Intermodal 
Expansion Project (PIEP) Construction
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Sheet Pile Failure
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The Port of Anchorage when PIEP was 
Stopped

2012
Aerial Photo
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Vision After 2013 Concept Design Study
(still partnered with MARAD, still trying to use the North Extension)
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2013 CH2MHill Concludes Design 
Not Suitable
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Dry Barge, Wet Barge, NE 1, NE 2
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2013 CH2MHill Concludes Design 
Not Suitable

• Dry barge berth can be used

• Wet barge berth has “major defects”
and its “factor of safety” for “static
global stability” is inadequate

• North Extension 1 has “even lower
[factor of safety] for static global
stability”

• North Extension 2 has “most
dramatic construction defects” and is
globally unstable
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Dry Barge, Wet Barge, NE 1, NE 2
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Dry Barge, Wet Barge, NE 1, NE 2
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Vision from the 2014 Concept 
Design Study

Modernization –
NOT Expansion

(Just replace what 
we have)
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PORT OF ALASKA MODERNIZATION PROGRAM

2014 Charrette Stakeholder Representation
• Municipality of Anchorage (MOA)

– Geotechnical Advisory Commission (GAC)
• Port of Alaska (POA)
• Totem Ocean Trailer Express (TOTE)
• Horizon Lines (Now Matson)
• ABI Cement
• Southwest Alaska Pilots Association
• Cook Inlet Tug & Barge
• US Army Corps of Engineers Alaska District (USACE)
• Alaska Railroad Corporation (ARRC)
• CH2M HILL/HDR Program Team
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Vision from the 2014 Concept 
Design Study

Modernization –
NOT Expansion

(Just replace what 
we have)
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Post-2015 Direction and Changes

• Begin with design and
$128 million

• Prioritize construction of useful
facilities – deferring second
portion of North Extension
Stabilization

• Advance Design

• Secure Funding
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The Path We Are On Now
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PORT OF ALASKA MODERNIZATION PROGRAM

Two Seasons: PCT 2020 Construction Scope 

Access trestle up to top of deck, no piping or utilities
Platform piles
Temporary bracing of platform piles
Temporary impressed current cathodic protection
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PORT OF ALASKA MODERNIZATION PROGRAM

Season 2: PCT 2021 Construction Scope

Complete platform
Mooring and breasting dolphins
Petroleum piping and utilities
Hose tower and control building
Impressed current cathodic protection
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Short of Funds
• First
replacement
facility is 100%
designed:
Petroleum /
Cement
Terminal

29

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Port is suffering a slow-motion disaster of corrosionDocks supported by 1,423 hollow-steel wharf piles that average 24-inches in diameter and originally averaged 7/16-inch thick.Aging piles have lost up to three-quarters of their original thickness and are unlikely to survive another significant earthquakeWharf-pile repair started in 2004 . . . jacketed 609 piles by end of this monthPile jackets are one-time ﬁx that lasts 10-15 years – docks losing load ratings and will close in about 10 years, regardless of seismic activity or anything elseDocks have exceeded their design life (35 years)Docks have exceeded their economic lifeJune 26 wake up call . . . Holland America’s cruise ship MS Amsterdam docking at 7:30 am. Vessel turbulence broke two severely corroded pin piles at the mud line, sheered mounting bolts . . . 57,000-lb dock fender broke off dock face and sunk into the adjacent ship berth. No vessel damage or injuries. Surveyors assessed situation and determined Amsterdam could safely remain in berth until scheduled departure at 11 that evening. Divers and surface workers successfully removed fender assembly from the berth at 2am, in time for Matson container ship at 7am.



Municipalliity of Anchoralge 

201,6 State Legislative Program 

(State Fis:atl Year 2017) 

Ethan Berko,vitz Mayor 

Assembly 

Dick Trai:ru, Chair 

Elvi Gray-Jackson, Vice Chair 
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Priority Capital Request 

Note: Tbe Municipality of Anchorage is not submitting any State Capital Budget request in 2016. h1. tead 
it asks the Legislature to include the Port of Anchornge Modernization Project as a 2016 State General 

Obligation (GO) Bond pioposition. 

Port of Anchorage 1\1:odernization Project bond request ........ $290 million 

Funding is requested for design and 1nodenlizatio11 of facilitie at Alaska s largest poJt, v.llich handle· 

three-quarters of all Southcentral Alaska /Railbelt-bound, v.aterborne non-fud, freight and 95 percent of

all refined petJolemn products. The Port of Anchorage is Ala. ka s port. It directly serve - g__- percent of the 

sta .e's popufation li\ ing amd working in more than 250 cities village and connnunitie ·. The Por is 

critical infras ructure for indi, iduals, fa1ni ies and bu. iness,es across the state and is necessary to ensure 

Alaska s continued economic viability. The Port alliso serves the nation a. one of 23 Deparbnent of 

Defense design.a ed strategic seapor stied. to deploy U.S. warfigh.teIS equip1nent and supplies 

in ernationa11.ly .. Ho� ever, the PoJt is 1nore than ha fa centu1y old and 1nuch of its critical infra1stl 11ctt1Je 

has exceeded its econmnic and design life. The Pmt needs 1nodernization to afely and efficiently 1neet 

current and projected statev, ide shipping needs and to restore its re. iliency to sun ive Alaska's harsh 

clitnate and seismic en iro111ne-nt. 

Tenninal 1 (genernl cargo) 54 

Tenninal 2 (c, rgo containeJ ") 46 

Tennina1 3 (cargo containeJ ·) 40 

50 

POL Tenninal 2 (cen1ent petJolemn, oi I and lubricants) 20 
31



DEPARTMENT OF COI'itfMERCE, COMMUNITY,. AND ECONOMIC DE'vELOPMENT 
DIVISION ·DF ·C0�1MUNITY AND REGIONAL A.Pr; AIRS 

--
Nam,e 
Munid ali . of Ancbo.c -· : 1e 
Street/PO Box 
PO Box 196650 

, City/State/Zip 
' i\n ch9J:!l- · , 1i _.t\J-; '9�_S 1 ��650
Conu1c1 P,erson 

-

Vendor Ntun.bc.
. ,,. -ru· 'i. 

0 4 6' J} -' iv, 1:_ lw :·,,.:.,!)

·Courtnc ,. Pct,erscn
> 
Bud-. t Anal . · t II

PJ1one .Fi-ax 
07 1 34.3--4479 907, 343-6998

-- - - - - - - -

En1rul 
I�eters eg:CL . uni. o.r _, __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ -··�----·--·- - . 

Designated Le·gislative· Grant Pto1gram 
1Grant 1\greement 

-

Amoun1 of State Funds. · ··2-·o· · oo•o -o··o·,o:_. o• .  ' I . ·, ,- ' ." '·. . ' 

N-;nne 
_ i JiJl furb_i_sh _ __ _ __

Tide 
1G tan ts A.drninis tra tor Ir -· -- - - --

, ; Sucer/PO Box

, 5.59 w_ 7th 4 Y•cnue_, Sui!c· 1640
- - - . --- - -- -- - - - - -

. City /Star,e/Zip

1• Aucho�a et A.I'_(: 995.0\-3569 
i' Phone. 
_· 90 · · 2.�9-4537 _ 

F-ax' , 9-07 269' .. 4066 
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or F,· -era1I Ass�= tance SF�-24l 

"' . YtP - 5 bmlssron: 

D frea;ppliea•t .

r::::,11 A.-. I ea ·onICll .r-wP 

D Changed/Corr,eetet!I Ap- i .. ti�n

.. :2. Type u App lia ; 

·_.·.·•• N·w

1 

Cii:11nU 

□ RV,SO�

I 

M1t1gat1on 

Point of Contact: 

Sharen Walsh P.E., 
Deputy Director 
Walshsa@muni.org 
(907) 343-6203
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Public/Private Partnership?:  RFP
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Port 01f Alaska Mod,ernization Program 
Financial Adv·sory Services 
hnaJ Report 

November 8, 2018 

Pmpared o:r the Municipality of Anchorage and the Port of Alaska 

Prepamd by Capstan Consulting LLC and 
Davenport & Companr, LLC 

CAPSTAN 
C O N ,; IJ L I 

�VENPORT & 'OMPANY 

i\ __ 
. u1'---

ALASKA! 

FINAL - FOR PUBLIC DISlRIIIBUlilON 35



Publiic,-Private Partnerships (P3) 
•1 ILJse of ,one or more P3's, likely combined with some public sector capital, is an 

alternative financing strategy tg consider dependin,g on the MO1A's rislk preferences 
and priorities 

•1 ILJnless ",guarantees" can be secured to, support use of public finance: pursuin,g a P3 
strategy may got gecessarjly impact the timeline ,of the PAMP or cost tip end users 
any m,ore than usin,g revenue bonds to fund o,ne or more phases of the program 

STA 
C O S U 

Final - For Pub I ic Distribution Page I 33 
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TOTE 
Mla.ritiime

MARATHON andeavor 
�--.,,,,.,® 

ENZIES 
AVIATION p ET RC INC.® 
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Tariff Update 
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Goals For Setting Tariff Rates for Port
Rates set to achieve revenue requirement, meaning…
1. meet its debt service coverage ratio of 1.3 or the ratio 

set by lender.
2. meet its fiscal policy for operating reserves set at a 

minimum of 60 and maximum of 90 days coverage of 
operating expenses following GFOA best practices.

3. meet its fiscal policy for capital reserves set a 2% of 
plant in service for coverage of unexpected events 
(earthquake, fire or catastrophic failure of facilities). 

4. meet is fiscal policy for debt reserves when revenue 
bonds are issued for capital improvements consistent 
with bond covenants.

5. each project pays for itself. 
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PORT OF ALASKA MODERNIZATION PROGRAM

The “All In” PCT Price Tag
(95% Design)

Project Preliminary Cost 
Estimate

Revised Cost Estimate

Petroleum and Cement Terminal $124,367,280 $223,117,951
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Note:  Estimated market price for cement is approx. $155/ton (FOB Port of Alaska); or approx. $0.08/lb
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Study: Much higher import fees needed to pay 
for Anchorage port work 
, Author: Elwood Brehmer,Alaska Journal of Commerce 0 Updated: February 18 Published February :17 

Tankers Atalanta T and Atlantic Frontier offload a combined 525,000 barrels of jet fuel at the Port of Alaska 
on Frida;� Nov. 16, 2018. The port has a total liquid fuel storage capacity of 3.4 million barrels, or over 140 

million gaUons. (Loren Holmes J ADN) 

Buy This Photo 

Import charges levied on basic commodities at the Anchorage port could increase fivefold or more if the 

municipality is forced to rebuild decrepit shoreside infrastructme on its own dime, according to an 

an lvsis re e sect last week. 
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Note:  Estimated market price for cement is approx. $155/ton (FOB Port of Alaska); or approx. $0.08/lb
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L SK I J ourna ofCommerce
Users say fuel tariff hikes would impact 
cargo operations at a·rport 
By: Elwood Brehmer 

Alaska Journal of Commerce 

Post date: Mon. 03/18/2019- 4:23pm 

Cargo aircraft are seen at Ted Stevens Anchorage International Airport in this 2015 photo. Possible tariff 

hikes for fuel offloaded at the Port of Alaska may impact the decisions of operators who now stop to 

refuel in Anchorage, company officials said at a March 15 Assembly meeting. (Photo/Rob 

Stapleton/Anchorage Chamber of Commerce) 
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PORT OF ALASKA MODERNIZATION PROGRAM

PCT Cost Extrapolation across the Program
Analogous Method
• Apply percentage increase of PCT to all remaining projects
• Least precise method due to variations between project components

Selective Parametric Method
• Adjust major cost driving elements based on PCT unit costs
• Provides a reasonable “order of magnitude” estimate with limited effort

and information

Deterministic Method
• Requires updates to the preliminary designs based on lessons learned

from PCT
• Most precise method to determine costs
• Quantify the revised design and estimate using cost information learned

from PCT construction
All estimates are highly sensitive to funding availability 
(escalation) and marine mammal restrictions or requirements
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PORT OF ALASKA MODERNIZATION PROGRAM

Total Program Costs Extrapolated from 
65% PCT Construction Cost Estimate

Project Preliminary Cost 
Estimate

Revised Cost 
Estimate

South Backlands Stabilization $15,012,914 $16,706,096

Petroleum and Cement Terminal $124,367,280 $223,117,951

Landside Buildings $20,327,727 $15,496,126

NES Step 1 $78,067,277 $120,606,001

Terminal 1 $455,688,005 $747,213,621

Terminal 2 $214,624,691 $448,108,832

Petroleum Terminal $84,169,834 $176,580,322

NES Step 2 $51,857,198 $132,680,757

Terminal 3 Demolition $35,698,496 $48,016,808

Total Program $1,079,813,422 $1,928,526,515
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PORT OF ALASKA MODERNIZATION PROGRAM

Major Cost Drivers
1. Risk Contingency

• $298M included in the cost estimate (15% of total program cost)
• Marine Mammal Impacts – construction means and methods

2. Escalation
• $202M included in the cost estimate (10% of total program cost)
• 3% annual rate used in the cost estimate
• Directly influenced by funding availability

3. Design requirements
• Seismic design criteria
• 75-year Design Life
• Tenant Requests
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PORT OF ALASKA MODERNIZATION PROGRAM
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PORT CF ALASKA IVIODIERNIZATION PROGRAIVI CPAMP,:J

-----

Details 

Pro,jected 
Cost 

I 

Percentage 
Of lotal 
PAMP 

Port lntermodal 
Expansion Project 

(PIEP) 

■ U.S. Maritime
Adm i 11 istration-led
project to replace
and expand port was
cancelled in 2012

Necessary PIEP
caused damage repairs 

$253 
million 

13 

percent 

Proposed 
Replacement 

Docks 

Petroleum-Cement 
Terminal 

Petroleum Terminal 

Two commercial-level 
conta·ner terminals 
(approximately t 700 
feet of cargo dock face) 

$1.,210, 
million 

63 
percent 

Resiliency Department of Defense lotal Department Strategic Port Pr,emium PAMP Premium 

■ Cost to construct ■ To comply with
facilities designed to commercial strategic
survive extreme seismic seaport requirements
events and Cook (approximately 500
ll11let's harsh marine add'itional feet of container
environment for at least dock face)
75 years 

$162 $303 $1,928 
million million milli,on 

8 16 100 
percent percent percent 
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