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Anchorage Municipal Code 21.08.040D.  

D. Trails 

The platting authority shall require the dedication of access for trails designated on 
adopted municipal plans, unless an alternative access point within the subdivision is 
clearly agreed to be preferable for dedication.  For pedestrian access, a right-of-way 
dedication is the preferred method of providing access, but the platting authority may 
instead approve a public use easement dedication or an access tract where appropriate.  If 
the platting authority approves an alternate location for trail access as a substitute for an 
existing easement or right-of-way, the existing unused easement or right-of-way shall be 
vacated, unless the property owner agrees otherwise.  The platting authority may modify 
the alignment, width, and scope of trail access routes as necessary to integrate trail and 
subdivision design.     

1. Access to Chugach State Park, Community Use Areas, and Natural Resource 
Use Areas 

a. The platting authority shall require the dedication of public pedestrian 
access for a trail designated on adopted municipal plans, for connectivity 
with a trail or access point to a large Community Use Area or Natural 
Resource Use Area (as defined in the Anchorage Bowl Park, Natural 
Resource, and Recreation Facility Plan or the Chugiak-Eagle River 
Comprehensive Plan), and for connectivity with a trail or access point 
identified in the most current Chugach State Park Access Plan. The 
platting authority may modify the alignment, width, and scope of trail 
access routes as necessary to integrate trail and subdivision designs, so 
long as the resulting trails are of comparable gradient, directness, and 
utility, and reflect the general locations and patterns of existing or planned 
public access routes.  Acceptable pedestrian access shall be platted in 
accordance with relevant provisions of this code and be at least 20 feet 
wide, centered on an existing, recognized, new, or relocated trail. 

b. The platting authority shall require the dedication of a vehicular right-of-
way for public access to trails, parks, and other public lands as defined in 
subsection D.1. above that are identified in an adopted municipal plan or 
the Chugach State Park Access Plan.  Acceptable vehicular right-of-way 
shall be a public street that is platted and dedicated in accordance with 
relevant provisions of this code.   

Because the CAP will function in a municipal capacity similar to the Areawide Trails Plan and 
the Parks Plan, the Legal Department’s legal opinion is that it be adopted as a comprehensive 
plan element.   
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Public Participation Summary 

Following a February 2013 mail-out notification about this Plan and the re-hearing process, the 
Department took in additional public comment.   The Department received 29 sets of written 
comments via letters or emails and approximately 41 phone calls and public counter visits.  An 
issue response to the written comments is included in this packet as Exhibit D, Summary of 
Public Comments from Continued Public Hearing.  Many of the phone call comments 
mirrored those outlined in the issue response.  The balance of the remaining phone calls and 
counter visits focused on the public’s general question of: “How does this plan affect my land?” 

Department Recommendation 

This Plan benefited from the extended public review processes.  The Department has 
summarized what the Commission is expected to consider for recommendation of this Plan in 
Exhibit A.  This exhibit represents an evolution of changes and final staff recommendations in 
response to the public and agency comments and to questions and ideas from the Commission 
from previous work sessions.   

The Department recommends approval of the 2010 Draft Chugach Access Plan with items 
specified for adoption in new Exhibit A from the April 1, 2013 packet. 

 

Attachments: Exhibit A—Chugach Access Plan Summary of Amendments  
Exhibit B—September 17, 2012 Summary of Public Comments 
Exhibit C—Watershed & Natural Resources Commission Resolution No. 2012-02 
          (from 9/17/12 Packet)        
Exhibit D—April 1, 2013 Summary of Public Comments (received since 2/15/13) 
Exhibit E—Public Comments Received since February 15, 2013 
Exhibit F—Final Title 21 Language for Dedications 
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EXHIBIT A. 
 

FINAL SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CHUGACH ACCESS PLAN 
AMENDMENTS 

 
Following is a complete summary of all items that the Planning and Zoning Commission 
is being asked to consider for adoption of the Chugach Access Plan.  Most of the 
following elements were summarized and provided to the Commission in the December 
10. 2012 packet. Some of these changes were initially presented as staff 
recommendations in Exhibit A in the September 17, 2012 staff memo packet.  After 
further direction from the Commission, several original Exhibit A recommendations 
from the September 17, 2012 packet have been revised and/or replaced and are presented 
herein as new or modified amendments.  
 
Additional changes herein came from recommendations presented in the December 10, 
2012 packet and from items included in Exhibit F from the February 4, 2013 packet. All 
recommended changes to the Plan are underlined and summarized below.   
 
1. The original Chugach Access Plan document dated January 2010. 
 
2. Recommended amendments as underlined in Exhibit B, Summary of Public 

Comments, from the September 17, 2012 staff packet.  
 
3. Recommended amendments as underlined in Exhibit C, the Watershed & Natural 

Resources Advisory Commission Resolution No. 2012-02, from the September 
17, 2012 staff packet. 

 
4. Recommended amendments as underlined in Exhibit D, Summary of Public 

Comments from Continued Public Hearing, from the April 1, 2013 staff packet. 
 
5. For clarity, change the formal Plan title to Chugach State Park Access Plan. 
 
6. To clarify the Plan’s coverage, revise Objective 2 on page 2 of the Plan to: 
 

Disperse park use throughout the municipality/park interface by 
identifying and securing various types of public access. approximately 
every ¼ mile. 

 
7. To better describe the relationship between this Plan and municipal processes, 

modify Objective #4 on page 2 in the Plan’s INTRODUCTION to: 
 

#4. Ensure that the need for reserved access and trail 
connectivity to Chugach State Park is addressed through 
state and municipal planning processes, budgeting, 
municipal staff analysis of zoning and platting requests, 
and periodic training for state and municipal staff and 
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CHUGACH ACCESS PLAN 
SUMMARY OF AMENDMENTS 
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board and commission members who have the opportunity 
to identify or procure access and connectivity to Chugach 
State Park.   

 
8. To clarify the role of this Plan in context with municipal actions, replace the 

original single paragraph in the draft Plan at page 5 with the following new 
paragraphs under the item heading How This Plan Relates to Other Plans or 
Regulatory Systems. The following modifies text previously recommended in 
Exhibit A: 

 
The State will use the CAP as a tool to guide access acquisition 
and development on lands owned or managed by the park. Like the 
MOA District Plans, the Chugach State Park Management Plan is 
the basis for management and development within the park.  The 
Chugach State Park Trail Management Plan provides management 
objectives and specific guidelines for the future use, design, 
development & maintenance of trails within the park. The park 
management plan and trail plan are closely linked documents that 
inter-relate to each other. The CAP is a stand-alone document that 
is related to the main park plans but is specific in its intent to 
provide guidance for securing access to the park. Both the park 
management plan and trail plan defer to the CAP for access-related 
decision making. 

 
With adoption of this Plan, the Municipality plans to use the Plan’s 
identified access points and related recommendations for 
dedications, future planning activities, and relevant opportunistic 
land use actions only in the areas within the Municipality covered 
by this Plan.  These areas are almost exclusively where private and 
municipal lands interface with the Chugach State Park boundary. 
This Plan will serve as the basis for platting requirements to 
reserve public access to CSP through dedications only at sites 
identified in the Plan and only for public access to the state park.  
These points will also serve to modify or otherwise guide public 
access in other municipal functional plans.  This Plan is a 
comprehensive plan element that allows for dedications for trails, 
roads, and access to CSP.  The Plan provides the basis for access 
dedications directly tied to the new section of Title 21, 21.08.040 
D.  Specific Park access points and future public improvements 
recommended in this Plan serve to augment and in some cases 
replace specific public access sites presented in other Municipal 
plans, including the Hillside District Plan.  This Plan also serves as 
the essential access reference for all State Park interface areas of 
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the Municipality and for all relevant current or future district plans 
and functional plans.   
 
The access areas identified in this Plan are based on considerable 
analysis of terrain and other conditions.  These represent the most 
detailed findings and specific recommendations about access to the 
Park.  Where appropriate, access locations in this Plan amend those 
of previous municipal functional or district plans.  In the event that 
the identified sites have changed or are deemed infeasible in the 
future or that new sites are identified or locations not shown in this 
Plan are presented in a new planning document, that new plan 
could amend this document.   

 
The Municipality’s Anchorage 2020: Anchorage Bowl 
Comprehensive Plan (Anchorage 2020) and the 2006 Anchorage 
Bowl Park, Natural Resource, and Recreation Facility Plan (Parks 
Plan) stress the values and importance of maintaining existing and 
establishing new pedestrian/public connections to Chugach State 
Park across the MOA-Park interface.  
 
The following polices and elements from these highlight the 
MOA’s approach to coordinating CSP access,  Chugach State Park 
access and management issues and relationships with the 
Municipality are otherwise described and referenced in other 
Comprehensive Plan elements including the Potter Valley Land 
Use Analysis, the Turnagain Arm Comprehensive Plan, and the 
Chugiak-Eagle River Comprehensive Plan.  
  
ANCHORAGE 2020 & PARKS PLAN 
 
Anchorage 2020 Chapter 5, Policy #65, and Parks Plan Chapter 6, 
Park Strategy 7: 

• Promote and encourage the identification and conservation 
of open spaces, including access to greenbelts, Chugach 
State Park, Anchorage Coastal Refuge and Far North 
Bicentennial Park.  
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HILLSIDE DISTRICT PLAN (HDP) 
 
In addition, the municipal HDP provides significant reference to 
Chugach State Park access with the following: 
 

 HDP Policy 10-A 
• Identify proposed trails and trailheads to improve the 

system of trails with the Hillside District and access to 
Chugach State Park. 

 HDP Policy 10-B 
• Provide a range of trailheads and parking areas to Chugach 

State Park, including neighborhood and auto-access 
trailheads. 

The HDP further identifies several elements that should be 
considered when improving access to Chugach State Park. 

 
• Improved Access Points:  Identify, reserve, and improve multiple 

pedestrian and small trailhead parking access points to Chugach 
State Park to diffuse and spread uses and to reduce crowding at any 
one location. 

 
• Alpine Access Priority Trailhead Improvements:  Provide one or 

more, larger-capacity trailheads at points that can handle crowds 
and more traffic without adverse effects on adjoining 
neighborhoods; this may require new land acquisitions and/or 
Heritage Land Bank land trades. 

 
• Improved Funding and Management:  Develop significantly 

improved new ways to pay for capital improvements and 
operations and maintenance. This must include law enforcement, 
collection of park access fees, and trail (and road) maintenance. 

 
The Provisionally Adopted Title 21 Revision and subsequent 
proposed amendments codified this relationship between the 
Municipality and Chugach State Park access with references in the 
code section governing Dedications.  The final language in Title 21 
for (original) section 21.08.040 – Dedications, is still under 
consideration at the time of this publication.  Regardless of final 
code changes, a reference to the CAP in the forthcoming new Title 
21 revision establishes the authority of the Municipality to dedicate 
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access in new subdivisions.  The new code will reflects the 
Municipality’s intent to evaluate, require, and locate future public 
access points only at sites identified in the CAP.    

 
9. In order to put this Plan in context with specific recommended changes to Title 

21, the AREA-WIDE RECOMMENDATIONS section of the final plan will 
include a reference to: 

 
a. The updated or new standards of Title 21, and  
 
b. Relevant policies and implementation actions from municipal plans 

(Hillside District Plan; Anchorage Bowl Park, Natural Resource, and 
Recreational Facility Plan; and others) that provide guidance in securing 
access to Chugach State Park.   

 
c. Specific items will be listed as additional tools that are used to implement 

and guide this plan and added in @ page 17. 
 
10. All the final plan MAPS will reflect the most current land status.  Additional 

feature names will be added to better orient users. (@ pages 75-94)  
 
11. In order to clarify priorities and avoid redundancy or confusion, especially at 

locations with several potential access possibilities and/or with several access 
locations, the final Plan’s ACCESS-SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS table 
shall include the following additional elements.  (@ pages 20-74): 

 
• Where applicable, access locations will be prioritized. 

• Site descriptions will include more detail, as needed, and 
location information and level and types of public uses will be 
further detailed. 

• Locations identified in the Draft Plan as “problematic” will 
have enhanced descriptions to clarify why the label was 
applied. 

 New Access Entries 
 

Based on public comment and additional analysis, the final plan will include the 
unimproved, secured access at the following sites:   
 

1. The Eklutna Canyon site off Eklutna Lake Road;  
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2. An alternative access to Ram Valley from approximately 
Mile 11.5 of the Eagle River Road;  

3. A winter access on Hesterberg Road leading to the Eagle 
River Campground;  

4. A pedestrian trail off Yosemite Drive in Eagle River; 

5. The platted walkways off Yellowstone Circle in the Eagle 
Pointe Subdivision and Wolf Drive in the Hundred Hill 
Subdivision in Eagle River; and  

6. The platted easements in the Parkview Terrace East 
Subdivision, the Eagle Crossing Subdivision, the River 
View Estates Subdivision, the Mountain Valley Estates 
Subdivision in Eagle River.  

The final plan will also include additional unimproved, unsecured access to the 
Eagle River Greenbelt at: 
 

1. Spring Street off West Lake Drive, Harmany Ranch Road, 
McIntyre Road, and from Stonehill Drive. 

Remove Access Entry 

The State recommended removal of the following. 
 

1. The access depicted at Midden Way (H5) in the Hillside 
Unit will be removed in the final plan. (page 56) 

Modify Access Entries 
 
Based on public comment and additional analysis, the following access entries 
will be modified:  
 

1. The Goat Creek (E7) access (page 23) and  the Upper 
Canyon Drive (ER15) access (page 37) will be relocated; 

2. The type recommendation for the Mile Hi (ER14) access 
(page 37) and Ship Creek (S3a) access (page 51) will 
change to a medium vehicular access;  
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3. The type recommendation for the Threebowls Alternative 
(ER51) access (page 47) and the Tulugak Circle (H4) 
access (page 55) will be modified to pedestrian. 

12. Add the following new paragraphs to follow the introductory paragraph in the 
IMPLEMENTATION section of the Plan @ page 95.  These are necessary to 
better clarify the Plan’s role, implementation, and authority in municipal actions. 
(What the Plan does and doesn’t do).  The following modifies earlier 
recommendations in Exhibit A and replaces language from September 17, 2012 
staff memo.  

 
Municipal adoption of the Chugach State Park Access Plan as a 
Comprehensive Plan element in no way obligates, or is intended to 
obligate the Municipality to acquire private land for Chugach State 
Park.  The State Park boundary is established by the state 
legislature and cannot be altered without action by that body.  The 
Plan is to be used by the Municipality as an aid and foundation for 
reserving public access to Chugach State Park in new subdivision 
actions as identified in this Plan.  Where appropriate, applicable, 
and feasible, these access sites may involve roads, trails, or other 
easements. The Plan may also be used opportunistically by the 
Municipality or the State for future acquisitions, trail extensions, or 
related Park access actions.   
 
This Plan identifies potential new access points that may be located 
on State Park, federal, municipal land and/or potentially on private 
land, through subdivision dedications. Each access location 
identified in the Plan may not be exact, and may require some 
latitude in actual placement and further consideration for 
applicability, feasibility, and safety with each proposed 
subdivision. The municipal authorities for Plan implementation 
and the future dedication of access to CSP are outlined in the 
rewrite of Anchorage Municipal Code, Title 21, Chapter 8 
subdivision standards.  New Section 21.08.040D. addresses 
dedications.  Under subsection D, the platting authority shall 
require the dedication of access for areas designated on adopted 
municipal plans and for connectivity with a trail or access point 
identified in the most current Chugach State Park Access Plan.  For 
pedestrian access, a right-of-way dedication is the preferred 
method of providing access.  However, in lieu of right-of-way, the 
platting authority may consider and approve a public use easement 
dedication or an access tract dedication to establish a public access 
corridor.    
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 The platting authority shall also require the dedication of a public 
right-of-way for vehicular access for public access to trails, parks, 
and other public lands as defined in AMC 21.08.040D.1. that are 
identified in an adopted municipal plan or the Chugach State Park 
Access Plan.  Acceptable rights-of-way for vehicular access shall 
be public streets in accordance with relevant Title 21 provisions.   
 
Where access locations are not within a recognized municipal road 
service area, the access would be from a section of privately 
maintained, but public roadway.  Where a vehicular access 
required to the park also provides access to new subdivision lots in 
addition to the park, and/or the road is necessary for another public 
purpose, the developer will be required to construct the public 
improvements to front the subdivision lots with a regulation 
turnaround, as applicable. If the vehicular access to the park does 
not provide access to new subdivision lots, the developer will not 
be required to construct the access corridor.  It is presumed that in 
the latter cases, the State will construct the vehicular access 
improvements when it initiates development of a new park access 
or trailhead at that location. The municipal pre-application, 
platting, and subdivision agreement processes will serve to clarify 
these requirements.  
 
The authority outlined in municipal code provides for dedication 
for pedestrian access and vehicular rights-of-way for public access 
to trails in Chugach State Park.  In some cases, the vehicular ROW 
may both be used for a road and parking.  The R-6 and R-10 
zoning districts of the municipal code do not allow parking lots as 
principal uses.  New roads in the park interface area of the 
Municipality require 50- to 60-foot dedications.   When the access 
road is required to be constructed, the Platting Authority may 
require the developer to provide parking spaces in the new right-
of-way at the park interface, only if the Plan calls for vehicular 
access and the site is suitable. Flexibility with parking 
requirements is paramount and must include consideration of 
specific site conditions, engineering design, neighborhood context, 
and costs.  A parking requirement in the right-of-way may be 
applied to new access sites described as pullouts or small vehicular 
types in this Plan.  It is presumed that the State and the 
Municipality will also monitor the use of these parking areas.   
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The State and the Municipality both have a long-term goal of 
providing parking inside the Park’s boundary at those sites 
specifically identified for that use. The Plan does not require, nor is 
there provision for parking lots for the state park to be required of 
private landowners in new subdivisions.  Where the Plan calls for 
new formal parking lots, these are to be located within the park 
boundary and constructed with state funds, or on other public land.   

 
13. To provide more details on applicability of this Plan and how final new 

access sites will be determined, add the following as a new paragraph 
after the Plan’s first introductory paragraph on page 17 in the section 
entitled AREA-WIDE RECOMMENDATIONS: 

 
First and foremost, this Plan serves as an organized inventory of 
potentially suitable and strategically located access possibilities.  The Plan 
seeks to identify and activate tools, mechanisms, and funding sources to 
secure this access.  In the absence of these, and given the realities and 
conditions across the planning area, not each site represents a certain new 
access location.  The Plan has flexibility and feasibility written into it, as 
exemplified in the recommendations column in the tables.    Given the 
extent of parameters and site specific conditions at each of the access 
locations listed in this Plan, realities are such that not all of these sites will 
become future public access to the Park.  If future site analysis provides 
compelling data that a site isn’t appropriate for access, and there is no 
option for a modification that provides comparable access, then the 
platting board has justification not to require access at that site.   
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EXHIBIT B. 
 

CHUGACH ACCES PLAN 
Planning and Zoning Commission Review  

September 17, 2012 
 

Summary of Public Comments  
 

Notes:  New or altered text is underlined.   
 

 
 
 

Item # 

 
 

Page # or 
Section  

 
 

CHUGACH ACCESS PLAN 
Subject  or Issue 

 
 

Commenter/ 
Affiliation 

 
Draft Staff Response and/or Recommended Action  

[Underline sections indicate new language or modifications.] 
 

1 Page 2 The Plan specifies that various types 
of access should be secured approx., 
every ¼ mile may be problematic in 
the future and/or may conflict with 
JBER.  The Plan might instead 
describe where access is needed 
between two or more points and not 
specify by distance. 

Chugach State 
Park-Citizens 
Advisory Board 

The distance offered in the Plan serves as a reference only to 
reflect a desired frequency of access.   No Action.   

2 Page 6 The Board supports extending the 
MOA Parks Service Area Boundary, 
per the Hillside District Plan. 

Chugach State 
Park-Citizens 
Advisory Board 

This is a Hillside District Plan implementation consideration.  
No Action. 
 

3 General The Alaska Department of 
Transportation & Public Facilities 
offered four general comments related 
to future access development 
protocols and design standards that 
will make projects consistent with 
ADOT&PF policies. 

ADOT&PF These are mostly design and management items related to future 
development.  Where necessary and applicable, these standards 
will be implemented through State interagency consultation and 
permits if required.  
 
Staff recommends the following added to the end of the 
Trailhead Design, Management and Maintenance section @ 
page 19: 
 
Where appropriate, the ADNR and the MOA will consult with 
DOT on relevant design and maintenance issues 
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Item # 

 
 

Page # or 
Section  

 
 

CHUGACH ACCESS PLAN 
Subject  or Issue 

 
 

Commenter/ 
Affiliation 

 
Draft Staff Response and/or Recommended Action  

[Underline sections indicate new language or modifications.] 
 

4 Maps It appears that the MOA and Chugach 
State Park continue to demand access 
across private lands without 
acquisition, which results in a taking. 
The State and MOA continue to 
publish maps depicting illegal 
trespass trails on private lands. 

Joe Burnham This is an ongoing concern for all parks and trails plans 
especially when those depict future park sites and trails on 
private land.  This Plan is a tool to be used to identify potential 
suitable future sites and opportunities.  It does not require that if 
shown as a future trail or park access that it automatically 
becomes a trail or access site.  The Plan states that such future 
sites can only be secured if these are acquired by the State or 
MOA.  The Plan maps do depict all known public trails, social 
trails, and traditional trails in an attempt for the first time to 
distinguish between these types so that illegal trespass might not 
continue.   
 
Staff recommends the following map legend additions: 
 
 ---- Route or Trail Outside of CSP [Use May be Trespass 
Where on Private Land) 
 
Not all access represented on this map is reserved public access; 
many routes depicted herein are on private land.  (At bottom) 

5 Page 58 
Map 6.6 

Opposed adding a new road into the 
park at Glen Alps, but otherwise 
supports the Plan. 

Gary Snyder The State identifies this new road as essential to distributing 
public access and ultimately offsetting existing parking 
problems and conflicts at Glen Alps.  No Action.  

6 Page 58 Has concern that the new Glen Alps 
parking lot will impact winter ski 
access and trail uses.  Recommends 
changing plowing techniques to 
mitigate. 

Ben Arians This is a State park maintenance detail that can be addressed 
with the LRRSA and the public when appropriate.  No Action. 
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Item # 

 
 

Page # or 
Section  

 
 

CHUGACH ACCESS PLAN 
Subject  or Issue 

 
 

Commenter/ 
Affiliation 

 
Draft Staff Response and/or Recommended Action  

[Underline sections indicate new language or modifications.] 
 

7 General Supports the Plan and securing new 
access points. 

James Sowerwine No Action. 

8 General Glen Alps should be area of high 
priority. MOA should participate in 
funding solutions for new access. 
MOA and State should consider other 
temporary alternatives (road paving, 
shuttle buses).  Priority given to long 
term projects. 

Doug Robbins These are good points that are either addressed in general Plan 
language (e.g @ page 9), or are best addressed via ADNR 
management policies and CIP projects. No Action.  

9 General Photos or links to existing conditions 
at both current and new access points 
to help convey  the decision making 
process. Also a link to public 
involvement documents would 
convey the public’s desires. 

MOA-
Transportation  
Planning 

These are good ideas that ADNR will add to their web links as 
possible. 

10 General 
Edits; 
Page 5 

Recommend checking for general 
edits (Exhibit A spelled wrong).  If 
access points and public 
improvements in the Park augment or 
replace specific items from the 
Hillside District Plan, will that Plan 
be amended.  Page 5, 4th sentence 
should be expanded to include other 
options. 

MOA-Private 
Development 

Plan will include final edits and updates.  The specific and 
general sites identified in this Plan either reiterate, fine-tune, or 
in some cases replace those in the Hillside District Plan.  Both 
documents will serve as planning tools; for new sites, this Plan 
takes precedence.    
 
Staff recommends the following change to the 4th sentence @ 
page 5 of the Implementation Section in Exhibit A: 
 
The Plan is to be used by the Municipality solely as an aid and 
foundation for consideration and where appropriate and 
applicable, requirement for public access easements, public 
walkway or access tracts, or right-of-way dedications in new 
subdivision actions. 
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Item # 

 
 

Page # or 
Section  

 
 

CHUGACH ACCESS PLAN 
Subject  or Issue 

 
 

Commenter/ 
Affiliation 

 
Draft Staff Response and/or Recommended Action  

[Underline sections indicate new language or modifications.] 
 

11 Page 58 
 H12 

Concerned that the new road 
connecting Glen Alps parking areas 
will be too disruptive; focus on 
adding new parking. 

Clint Lentfer See #s 5 & 6 above.  No Action. 

12 General 
 and H12 

Concurs with #8 comments. Sylvia Maiellaro See #8 above.  No Action. 

13 Exhibit A, 
Items 4 & 5 

Concerns about specific access sites 
in the South Fork of ER areas. Where 
on Yosemite Dr would new access 
start; would new trail function as ski 
trail?  Yellowstone Circle walkway 
does not connect to CSP. 

South Fork 
Community 
Council Board  

These are specific management or park recommendations that 
are yet to be addressed by the MOA and ADNR.  Both sites 
have potential to cross a future MOA park; the Yosemite site 
leads to ski trails to the Park.  MOA-Parks to address specifics 
in park planning actions; these areas are important for access, 
already secured, and future planning actions will determine 
ultimate details of land use.    
No Action.  

14 Page 68 
Map 6.9 

Upper Indian Creek access (T15, 
T16) comments.  Access to trail goes 
through residential area on 
unmaintained road.  ADNR should 
assist with road maintenance. Possible 
alternative to promote access via 
powerline easement. 

Vicky Musgrave This is a possible alternative that ADNR will evaluate.  If 
possible it would be pursued.  No Action.   
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Item # 

 
 

Page # or 
Section  

 
 

CHUGACH ACCESS PLAN 
Subject  or Issue 

 
 

Commenter/ 
Affiliation 

 
Draft Staff Response and/or Recommended Action  

[Underline sections indicate new language or modifications.] 
 

15 Stuckagain 
Heights 

comments; 
H1a/b, 
H2a/b,  

&  
H3–6 

H1a/b – Parking area is located in 
ROW-Plan should show it as secured.  
H2a/b – Aletha’s Mountain Way 
could support a small 2-6 car lot. 
H3 – Opposes parking lot at this site. 
H4 – Should include a small lot 
nearby. 
H5 – Midden Way should include 
small parking lot. 
H6 – Basher Dr trailhead should be 
retained as medium size trailhead. 

Campbell 
Canyon 
Homeowners 
Assn. 

This area has received considerable attention, discussion, and 
mediation.  ADNR continues to recommend what is the most 
realistic approach to adding new access improvements in the 
Stuckagain area.  The Campbell Canyon area is complicated 
since ADNR does not yet own the land that will be conveyed to 
the State by the Conservation Fund.  ADNR has retained H1a as 
unsecured since the edge of the parking area and the connecting 
trail from it are immediately adjacent to and then on JBER land.  
It is not fully secured.  H2a is already secured access located in a 
partly disturbed area at the beginning of what is supposed to 
become State park land.  It currently offers pedestrian access and 
a limited vehicular pullout; the ideal location for parking is 
farther away from homes at H3.   A recent platting action has 
made H4 a pedestrian access only.   H5 has been totally dropped 
because research showed that due to deed restrictions, it is not 
feasible to establish access of any kind there. MOA will attempt 
to work with ADNR and the Community Council to reserve any 
outstanding access issues in Stuckagain.  H6 needs to be 
expanded since it offers best possibility for such and that would 
capture the majority of the traffic before it enters the Stuckagain 
neighborhood.  No Action.  
 

16 Page 45 # ER43, South Fork Waterfalls, 
Lower South Fork Eagle River calls 
for adequate parking and visitor use 
facilities and an access trail to the 
scenic falls.  Parking, facilities and 
access trail ALREADY EXIST, and 
therefore funds wasted on redundancy 
would be better used elsewhere. This 
project is not supported by the 
majority of the South Fork 

Michael Adams Existing facilities are not adequate for current and future 
pedestrian access.  This is an ideal sight for expansion on State 
land. No Action. 
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Community, as evidenced by 
feedback given at the last Planning 
presentation in Eagle River.  

17 General Supports concepts/recommendations 
in the Plan. New parking areas should 
be within the Park to avoid residential 
conflicts. MOA & ADNR should 
pursue new types of access, e.g 
shuttles.  New pedestrian access 
points should be a minimum of 20’. 

Alaska Quiet 
Rights Coalition 

Good points.  No Action.   

18 Map 6.6 Safety concerns with the location of 
H6 on Basher Rd. Site is at blind spot 
for Stuckagain traffic. Suggests 
relocating parking area down the hill. 

Kenneth 
Privratsky 

The State will address the suggestion when it goes to improve 
this trailhead.  The trailhead is on a narrow strip of suitable state 
land so it will likely not be able to accommodate much more 
parking.  The Plan says enlarge to as big as can be 
accommodated in this area to capture the majority of the traffic 
before it enters the neighborhood. 
No Action. 
 

19 Map 6.6 Similar concerns with Map 6.6 area as 
#15 above. H3 should not become a 
parking access site; H1a is secured; 
H2a should be the parking area, etc.  

Landowners in 
Camp Canyon 
and Near Point 
Knoll 

See comments for #15 above.  

20 General; 
Map 6.6; 

Misc  
& page 50-54 

Do global edit—change all references 
to the military bases to JBER.  Plan 
needs specific recommendation that 
all public access to JBER lands 
requires an access permit, which can 
be obtained via the iSportsman web 
link.  Note should be added that the 
areas S5, S6, H1a are near live fire 

Mary Dougan, 
for JBER 

These are important issues and distinction should be made in the 
Plan.  Staff recommends the following items: 
 
All references in the Plan to the military, the Air Force,  or the 
Army shall be changed to JBER. 
 
Replace the last sentence in the Current Conditions text for site 
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military training areas -- safety is a 
major concern, access permit via 
isportsman is critical. Appendix B 
needs updating.  
 

# H1a: 
 
Access to the Park at H1a crosses JBER land—trail users must 
secure a JBER use permit due to proximity to training areas. 
 
Add the following note to the bottom of maps that abut JBER 
land: 
 
Note, access onto or through JBER requires a permit and use of 
the automated access system for authorization. Some of these 
areas include live fire training. 
 
Add a definition of JBER to Appendix A. 
 
Rework Appendix B to: 
 
Regulations for Recreation on Joint Base Elmendorf-
Richardson (JBER) Lands 
 
Recreation is allowed on JBER lands. Three requirements must 
be met before entering the JBER training lands: 

1. All persons entering JBER training lands that do not 
already have access to the base (non-DoD cardholders) 
must first visit either the Richardson or the Boniface 
Main Gate Visitor Center and obtain an AF Form 75 for 
the day. 

2. All persons must then obtain a JBER iSportsman 
Recreation Access Permit. Permits are free of charge 
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and available online at 
www.jber.isportsman.net/registration or at the self 
service kiosks located in both of the JBER Visitor 
Centers. Permits are good through the end of the 
calendar year and are renewable online. 

3. After obtaining the iSportsman Recreation Access 
Permit, you must check-into the iSportsman automated 
access system. This system has been designed to 
increase public safety and minimize conflict between 
military training and recreation. It is intended to inform 
recreation users of areas open or closed to access and 
recreational activities per a given time period. 

To use the access system, you must either: 
• To Sign in, call 855-703-9176 or go to 

www.jber.isportsman.net/sign-in-sign-out 

• Enter your Recreation Access Permit Number and PIN 

• If you see the area you want to recreate, it is open for 
sign in 

• To Sign out, call 855-703-9176 or go to 
www.jber.isportsman.net/sign-in-sign-out 

• Answer remaining questions about activity and location. 
A link to 673D Air Base Wing Instruction 32-7001, can be 
found at: http://jber.isportsman.net/docs/reference/673abwi32-
7001.pdf?sfvrsn=2  
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21 Eagle River At least 13 bears that have been 
documented as using this area. There 
can be signs up to stay away from an 
area, and these will be ignored. We do 
not want or need a large parking area 
with all the problems associated 
(food, trash, etc) with having another 
one in this area. This area is already 
accessible for anyone to use. We do 
not need to have another bridge built 
and paid for by taxpayers to help open 
a new sub-division. 
 

Roger Van 
Ornum 

It appears that this refers to the South Fork Waterfalls.   ADNR 
consults with ADFG on locating and development plans for new 
access and trails.  Refer to the Watershed Commission’s 
resolution for wildlife issues.  See #16 above. No Action. 

22 Ram Valley 
#s ER 27-30 

Questions the need to expand access 
points in subdivisions; public can 
access Ram Valley via ER Nature 
Center 

Kneeland Taylor Ram Valley access is complicated by terrain, existing roads, and 
land ownership.  It remains a priority since Ram Valley access 
came up at every meeting.  See the specific addition in Exhibit A 
for a Ram Valley access route that is similar to commenters 
suggestion.  ADNR does not think it practical to simply rely on 
the Nature Center.  No Action  

23 Site #ER43 Against development of day use area/ 
parking lot at South Fork Waterfalls. 
Concerns with policing, safety, bear 
conflicts, increased traffic.  

Sara Pullen This area has been in several planning documents as a highlight 
area in the ER Greenbelt.  It provides good possibilities for 
public access.  No Action.   

24 General Intro 
Text Change 

Requests 

Makes 5 specific text changes (@ 
pages 17, 18, 19, 63, 65) for 
clarification, accuracy, or to adjust 
recommendations.  

HALO Page 17 – HALO requests that the Plan offer specific widths for 
new easements, to 20”+. Staff recommends: 
Add as new last sentence in first paragraph of “Rights-of-Way 
and Easements” (p.17): 
 
Flexibility should be applied to the widths of new access 
requirements in new subdivisions to provide for safe trails that 
are wide enough to buffer neighboring residences; where 
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practical, new trail rights-of-way, pedestrian easement, 
conservation easement or tracts should be a minimum 20’ wide.  
Page 18 – HALO recommends updating the Education and 
Etiquette section (p.18) with other tools for handling the crowds.  
Staff recommends: 
Add a new last sentence to the Education and Etiquette section: 
 
The State should explore and evaluate other access options to 
address crowding and offer amenities for visitors and expand 
trailhead trash cans and service.  
 
Page 19 – HALO recommends clarification about future land 
purchases.  Staff recommends: 
 
Add a new last sentence to the Acquisitions section @ page 19: 
 
While access to the park is a significant public benefit and 
highlighted in municipal plans, private land owners will not be 
required to provide land for parking and other trailhead facilities 
without fair payment.  Most future trailhead and parking areas 
are to be located within the park boundary or municipal land.   
 
Page 61 & 63 – HALO asked that references to the Areawide 
Trails Plan refer instead to the Hillside District Plan in the 
discussions of H18 and H21a.  Staff recommends: 
 
Change the first sentences of the recommendations column for 
sites# H18 & H21a to: 
 
Work to implement the MOA’s Areawide Trails Plan and the 
Hillside District Plan’s recommendations for the…. 
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Page 65 – HALO recommends changing the proposed new 
access road to Glenn Alps to low priority. 
While this is a growing concern, it nevertheless already 
addresses a problem area of the Park.  This is more of a Park 
development issue.  The State has offered this long range 
development vision to address crowding at the Glen Alps 
trailhead. 
 No Action.    

25 Eagle River 
Greenbelt 

Sites  

AK Dept. of Fish and Game has 
concerns about bear-human impacts 
and conflicts with all the sites 
identified in the Eagle River 
Greenbelt 

ADFG ADFG offered detailed concerns about potential bear conflicts at 
several sites in and adjacent to the greenbelt.  This issue has the 
potential for concern at nearly all the sites at the park interface.  
ADNR often has to balance its park access plans with wildlife 
conflict issues.  ADNR has and will continue to work with 
ADFG on location and development plans for all access sites.   

26 Stuckagain 
Area; H6 

Specific concerns about increased 
traffic to parking areas that the Plan 
receommends in Stuckagain @ H6.  
Should be modified to a medium 
parking lot because of terrain and 
road safety.  It is one of few 
equestrian access points to the park 
also. 

Ann Gabler & 
Hugh McPeck 

The Stuckagain area received considerable attention.  Since H6 
represents the best place to provide more parking for Park 
access, the State wishes to maximize options here. Issues and 
policies about horse uses and access points are addressed in the 
CSP management and trails plans. See Item #15. No Action.  
(Note that terrain will likely limit parking to some degree.)  
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27 Stuckagain 
Area 

Basher Comm Council reiterated their 
concerns about the Plan’s 
recommendations in Stuckagain (see 
Items 15, 18, 26 

Basher Comm 
Council 

See #s 15, 18, 26.  The Plan reflects the State’s public process.  
Responses for items 15, 18 offer the logic behind their decisions.  
Stuckagain provides an important and strategic public access 
location for northeast Anchorage since most of the Muldoon 
interface with the park crosses or abuts JBER land.  Details of 
how each of the Stuckagain area sites are to develop are subject 
to process and policies in the State’s Park Mgmt Plan and the 
Park Trails Plan.  The CAP identifies access locations in this 
area.  H3 is to become State Park land and offers ideal access.  It 
follows a plat recommendation (Camp Canyon), which included 
a recommended public access parking lot.    
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1 Upper Potter 
Valley 

Owns property above Upper Potter 
and owns access road above 
Steamboat.  Offered to negotiate. 

Donald Waddell Forwarded comment to Alaska Dept. of Natural Resources 
(ADNR) 

2 ER5 Opposed to access at Chardonnay 
Circle (ER5, Brandywine Sub). 
Concerns with more public access 
and safety. (eight separate 
commenters) 

Heidi Tsukada, 
Lavonne Taylor, 
Marie Lozano, 
Brooke 
Merrell/Nathan 
Lagerway, 
Sharolyn Lange, 
Dustin & Rachel 

Plan references retaining section line easement for continued 
pedestrian easement thru HLB park use areas to CSP.  Main 
intent is for neighborhood access.  This is a fairly common 
theme noted in comments—local neighborhoods are 
concerned that formalizing public access will impact local 
streets and neighborhood safety etc.  The Plan’s intent at 
these types of sites is to simply formalize and retain local 
public access for neighborhoods since many of these areas 
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Graumenz, 
Melissa & Aaron 
Frost,  

can be lost with future developments.  By scattering 
pedestrian access points, the Plan hopes to reduce public 
access conflicts by spreading out use and mostly at existing 
sites.  In this case the HLB plan calls for a greenbelt area that 
this access could connect to.  No Action. 
 

3 Site ER2 
(presumed) 

Concerned with new public access 
due to terrain issues, too many 
people, and impacts to private water 
source. 

Charles & Elaine 
Cody 

This area provides a logical potential future pedestrian access 
for local neighborhood off platted ROW.  Plan only 
recommends keeping access open to public-no improvements 
or parking. No Action.  

4 South side 
Eagle River 

below Hiland 
Road; ER38 

Homestead owner has longstanding 
concern about unimproved road and 
trail access to and across his land. 
Wants road to be shown as formal 
ROW, as it is platted; wants trail to 
be shown accurately where it goes 
around perimeter of 40-acre parcel 

Joe Bear The roadway issue should get resolved during some future 
platting action—it is beyond the scope of this Plan. There is 
some conflict about this ROW between existing plats.  This 
type of issue was addressed in original Exhibit B, Item #4, 
which amended the map legend. 

5 End of Sue 
Tawn Drive 

access (E21). 

This area is surrounded by private 
land.  Concerned that access here 
and @ E22 & E23 will impact 
private land and increase trespass. 
New park access will impacts 
driveways; park is steep here; 
concerned with trespass liability. 
Remove site E21. Public access is 
provided at other sites (e.g., E24a & 
24B) 

Charles & 
Melissa Beck, 
Holly Hobby & 
John Herron; 
Robert & Sandra 
Gold 

The Plan outlines how this access site could be retained and 
expanded to continue feasible, physical access to the park via 
a platted ROW.  If built as designed, (with parking in or at the 
park boundary in a future subdivision) existing impacts and 
trespass would go away since public use would be further 
away from homes—that is ADNR’s intent here. This area 
would provide formal access to unused/new alpine areas.  
The Plan notes that the other two sites are more problematic, 
so there is more attention to secure E21.  Terrain and public 
safety issues among other items relative to this area will be 
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(three commenters)  evaluated and accounted for in a future platting action.  Note 

that the map 6.2’s annotation at E21 is meant to be a concept 
location for the large parcel at the end of the platted ROW—
future platting should account for the possibility of 
accommodating extended ROW through the private land to 
serve the Park as well as new homes. Any future parking 
would be best served if located in the Park.  If parking is 
provided for outside the Park, MOA Police and Fire will 
participate in the locating and design.  No Action. 

6 End of 
Ammonson 

Rd/Site E25 & 
E26 

Formal access here does not make 
sense; terrain dictates public access 
will trespass north edge of private 
land.  Rocky cliff and pond already 
an “attractive nuisance”; concerns 
with liability; trespass/noise already 
causes 911 calls; trash etc. Remove 
Ammonson Rd sites. 

Stacee & John 
Kleinsmith 

The Plan calls for simple consideration of retaining a future 
formal pedestrian easement from neighborhood and new 
subdivision into the Park-this would provide mainly for 
neighborhood use.  E25 is located where the existing ROW 
touches the park so it offers a logical, feasible site where 
access could be enhanced inside the Park boundary.  It would 
serve to reduce the existing trespass issue at the lots nearby.  
No Action. 

7 Hamann Road, 
Eagle River 
Road, Site 

ER18 

Opposes public access at this site in 
existing small residential 
subdivision 

Jean Labonte The Plan recommends retention of the existing section line 
easement to provide for continued pedestrian public access to 
the greenbelt here.  Doing so won’t change the current 
conditions nor greatly impact the neighborhood.   No Action.  

8 Steeple Drive 
& sites ER10, 
ER11, ER12b 

Opposed to these three sites in the 
Plan.  Concerns with increased 
traffic, reduction of property values, 
poor road conditions, and public 
safety anticipated with expanded 
public access.   

Roy & Melissa 
LeBlanc 

These are common concerns heard from landowners adjacent 
to and along access points to the Park.  Steeple Dr is platted 
and ends at large private parcels.  Future development uphill 
and beyond the current end of the platted ROW will likely 
require an extension of this ROW.  The Plan calls for 
retention of section line easement and the need to potentially 
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provide roadway access towards the Park through private 
land.  It has to be understood that the Park retains the right to 
attempt to secure public access across private land to into the 
Park, especially at sites where future public uses are planned.  
This right is similar to the rights of private entities who own 
land “uphill” of existing development—ROWs and utilities 
require extension to provide future uses and access to new 
private parcels.  Once platting is complete, unless provision is 
made for some sort of public access, it is gone as a 
possibility.   No Action. 

9 Top of Steeple 
Drive; Site 

ER10 

Commenter owns land at end of 
current platted Steeple Dr ROW; 
homes and secondary structures 
built next to ROW; concerns with 
home impacts, additional trespass, 
traffic, etc.  Considers the Plan 
maps as “taking” private land.  
Existing development can not be 
sustained if Plan followed.  

Dr. Peters The Peters development is constructed very close to the 
existing ROW.  The family owns land uphill of the end of the 
road and any future development in this adjacent parcel, or 
uphill at the HLB parcel, would require extension of ROW 
and utilities, regardless of this Plan.  As with other similar 
sites, future private developments uphill of this area should 
provide for continuing physical pedestrian access through to 
the Park edge. The Plan notes that this area is a low priority, 
in part because of roadway issues.  If roads are extended 
beyond the current end of Steeple, consideration will be given 
to extending a ROW to the next “developable” parcel (here 
that is HLB land).  The Plan calls for consideration of a future 
small parking site either in the park itself or on HLB land 
should that be successfully negotiated.  No Action.   

10 RAM Valley 
Access Points; 

Sites ER25-
ER30 

All the proposed access sites and 
recommendations for the RAM 
Valley are should be deleted. Keep 
public access away from private 

Theresa Puhr Collectively, these access sites and recommendations are 
intended to resolve and stop trespass issues into RAM Valley.  
Access to RAM Valley was the number one area of public 
interest during the State’s planning process.  The area 
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development and stop trespass. receives considerable public use, much of which is across 

private land.  The Plan calls for using future subdivision 
actions in large private parcels to attempt to secure ROW 
and/or pedestrian easements to better formalize and locate 
public access.  The State struggled with this area because of 
ownership and terrain conflicts and the recommendations 
reflect a lot of analysis and consideration to minimize 
property owner conflicts while providing for the best 
organized public access.  This was one of the Plan’s more 
active approaches to resolving longstanding land ownership 
and terrain conflicts and constraints.  To do nothing here 
would not solve anything.  No Action.  

11 Ammonson 
Rd; Site E25. 

Concerns with new formal access 
and conflicts with residential 
neighborhood; trespass issues; trash 
from partiers; unsuitable and 
restricted terrain and narrow trail 
not conducive to new access. 
Alternative Ptarmigan Trailhead is 
better public access. ADNR had 
previously deterred public access up 
Ammonson. 

Teresa Semmler (See Item #6)  As a long term vision for park access, the Plan 
recognizes that this area already is used and has formal access 
where the platted ROW abuts the Park.  In order to end 
trespass and formalize access to this area of the Park and for a 
neighborhood connection to the Ptarmigan Trail, this site is 
logical and if conditions are right, as per the Plan, this site 
should be secured.  No Action.  

12 Laughlin St. 
Site E28 

Possible concerns with road 
upgrades and role of CBERRRSA 

Mark Littlefield, 
ER Street Maint. 

This is another standard site where future platting actions for 
large parcels between the Park and existing development 
should consider ROW extensions to the Park boundary.  No 
plans at this time.  ROW would only be required and built 
once new lots and subdivision agreements are finalized.  No 
Action.   
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13 General Concurs; Recommends adoption.  Rebecca King No Action. 

14 South Fork 
Eagle River, 
Site ER54 

Landowner notes that the trail 
shown on map 6.5 across his land to 
the Park does not exist/is not used.  
Wants this trail removed. His land 
includes a conservation easement 
and all access plans must be 
consistent with this easement.  Plan 
should acknowledge that under ER 
54. 

Ken Moon This issue was addressed to some degree in Item #4 of 
original Exhibit B.  Because the Conservation Easement is a 
binding legal agreement, staff recommends the following two 
additions to the table on page 48 under ER 54.  In the Current 
Condition column, add: 
The trail depicted near ER54 crossed this parcel years ago 
before it was posted No Trespassing at which time the main 
trail was rerouted to its current location on state land.  Some 
residents may gain permission from the landowner to traverse 
the property in order to reach the park. This private parcel 
includes a conservation easement with certain preservation 
mandates. 
 
In the Justification/Actions column, add: 
Any future access plans and locations for this area must be 
consistent with terms and conditions of the Conservation 
Easement for this homestead. Vehicular access plans may not 
be feasible given the Conservation Easement. 
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Tobish, Thede G. 
From: Cody [codyce76@hotmail.com]  
Sent:  Wednesday, February 20, 2013 8:43 AM 
To:  Tobish, Thede G. 
Subject:  planning 
 
February 20, 2013 
  
Community Development Department 
Planning Division 
P. O. Box 196650 
Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6650 
  
Attention:  Jerry Weaver, Director 
  
Dear Mr. Weaver, 
  
Good morning, I received your letter informing me of an access plan that you identify 
"as a parcel of opportunity" (copy attached).  
  
 After reading your letter and some thought, and also speaking to my neighbors, I feel 
that my property and the other surrounding properties in the aforementioned areas 
already have plenty of access roads and that any further development would be too 
excessive and really unworkable because of the steep rock mountains between our 
property and your proposed park.  What are you thinking?   
  
I also feel there is already enough access to the park.  
  
My other concern is that my water and seven other homes come from Carol Creek 
and that any further development would contaminate the water.   I have grandfather 
rights to that water. What is and what would the borough do to protect it?  
  
Please take these concerns under consideration and please keep us posted.  Thank 
you. 
  
  
Sincerely Charles and Elaine Cody 
  
cc: Mayor Dan Sullivan 
      Thebe Tobish 
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Tobish, Thede G. 
From:  Heidi Tsukada [bhaeagleriver@gmail.com]  
Sent:  Wednesday, February 20, 2013 1:33 PM 
To:  Tobish, Thede G. 
Subject:  Chardonnay Cir. Eagle River Chugach Access plan 
 
Dear Mr. Tobish, 

I am writing to you regarding the proposed access to Chugach Park through Chardonnay Circle 
in Eagle River.  I am adamantly opposed to this for the reasons listed below: 

- The access would greatly increase traffic through an established neighborhood. 
- The additional traffic would be a threat to the safety of our children. 
- There is no parking available. 
- The proposed access would be through a greenbelt area that is owned and maintained by the 
Brandywine Subdivision for residents of the neighborhood.  Higher foot traffic will damage the 
subdivision's property. 
- The above mentioned greenbelt is an area where neighborhood children play frequently.  
Having strangers in the area puts them at a  much higher risk of abduction/abuse. 
- There is an extremely high likelihood that garbage would be left behind and that the 
surrounding woods would be used as "restroom facilities." 

The other proposed access point off the road leading to the Harry J. MacDonald center makes 
much more sense. There is parking available and it is not an area where children play.  Therefore 
the increased traffic will not put anyone at risk.  There is also space for restroom facilities and 
garbage cans to keep the area clean. 

I support having increased access to public lands, but not at the sacrifice of the safety of children 
and private property .  I sincerely hope you will eliminate Chardonnay Circle from your options.   
 
Thank you for your time, 
Heidi Tsukada 
Eagle River, Alaska 
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Tobish, Thede G. 
From:  Terri Semmler [terri.semmler@gmail.com]  
Sent:  Wednesday, February 20, 2013 9:35 PM 
To:  Tobish, Thede G. 
Subject:  Chugach Access Plan--Long Range Planning 
 
Thede Tobish, Sr. Planner 
Long-Range Planning  
Community Development Dept. 
P.O. Box 196650 
Anchorage, AK  99519 
 
Dear Thede Tobish, 
 
I recently received a notice from Jerry Weaver regarding the Chugach Access Plan 
(CAP) as part of the Munincipality of Anchorage's Comprehensive Plan.  I would like 
to provide some information regarding page 29 of the Public Review Draft, ID# E25 
Amonson Road.  I believe I am a co-owner of this "unsecured access" of the Chugach 
Park.  
 
Several years ago, the Chugiak Community Council was involved in discussions with 
The Park Service to establish the Ptarmigan Valley Trail Head off the Old Glenn Hwy 
as an access for hikers, horses, skiers and snow machines.  During those discussions, 
the Park officials agreed to discourage park-users from accessing the Chugach Park 
from Amonson Road.  A "No Park Access" sign was placed at the base of Amonson 
Road and a large rock barrier was also placed near the edge of the road at the E25 site, 
to discourage people from accessing the park there. The sign was knocked over during 
the reconstruction of the Old Glenn Highway last summer, but was later posted on the 
Amonson Road/Canyon Drive sign at the CAP's E25 proposed entrance.  The rocks, 
over time, have slid down the steep slope.  To further discourage entrance at this site, 
last fall's wind storm created an obstacle course of fallen trees and debris to the lake. 
 
The CAP review draft reported that the current use of the Amonson Rd. entrance is 
unknown.  There is minimal use of this access, in spite of the "no access" signage. 
 However, until the wind storms last fall, there was a footpath that some people did 
use to access the hidden lake.  The lake is a magnet for the wrong kind of park users. 
 It is an easy access for teenagers who trespass across private property to a cliff (for 
diving).  The Park Rangers often have to tear down rope swings that the trespassers 
have used to swing and drop into the lake.  Private fences are knocked down and 
barriers and signs are ignored.  Periodically, groups of people will meet at the lake for 
out-of-the-way drinking parties, including bonfires which puts not only the park, but 
private property in jeopardy.  When local residents try to intervene, they are often met 
with beligerence and threats.  Local residents also bear the burden of cleaning up after 
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these groups--bottles and cans, discarded clothing, plastic air mattresses, etc. The Park 
Service is understaffed as the Chugach Park is huge.  Often, there is no one in the area 
to respond and residents have been instructed to call 911. This adds to the burden of 
the fire department and police departments. On the other hand, those who enjoy and 
respect the park, have found that the hidden lake is easily accessable from the 
Ptarmigan Valley Trail Head with a short 20 minute walk. 
 
The lake, itself, is a fickle attraction.  It seems to have a slow seepage.  During dry 
summers, it has completely dried up.  During rainy years, it floods over the narrow 
trail around it and blocks access to the park altogether.  This lake trail is the only  way 
around the lake that is not on private land.  The lake bed itself is a breeding place for 
mosquitoes.   
 
The "trail" that connects the lake to the Ptarmigan Valley Trail is a narrow footpath, at 
best.  It is steep and ungroomed by the Park Service.  
 
When driving on the Old Glenn Hiway, the Ptarmigan Trailhead is a matter of yards 
past Amonson Road where there is ample parking.  To access the Park at E25, one 
must drive a full mile up a narrow residential road, full of curves and switchbacks, 
and dotted with "children playing" signs. Neighbors are often seen walking along the 
sides of the road, including kids and/or dogs.  Local folks are aware of each other and 
drive in a neighborly manner.  In the summer, it is not rare for unfamiliar vehicles to 
race up and down the road with little regard to the residents' safety in their hurry to 
find the lake.  Trash is tossed out the windows on their way out of the neighborhood. 
 
Providing improved public access to the park off Amonson Road will really only 
provide easier access to the lake for partying.  (Trail users already have excellent 
access from the established Ptarmigan Valley Trail Head). It will also violate the 
agreement made by the Chugach park representatives with concerned residents during 
establishment of the Ptarmigan Valley Trail Head. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
Teresa Semmler 
PO Box 670297 
Chugiak, AK  99567 
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Tobish, Thede G. 
From:  Don w. [pendellog@comcast.net]  
Sent:  Thursday, February 21, 2013 3:17 PM 
To:  Tobish, Thede G. 
Subject:  Chugach access plan 
 
I own property on the hillside upper Potter View A & B parcel 020‐271‐08‐000 & parcel 020‐
271‐09‐00 about 160 @ 
  
We built the road back to my property and we have the only access to the end of the road we 
have the only easements to 
  
all of the road from steamboat to the end. If the city is would like to have access call us. office 
253 863‐4950 cell 2532299297 
  
Thanks Donald Waddell 
 

5 41



Tobish, Thede G. 
From:   Taylor, Lavonne D CIV USARMY ASA (US) [lavonne.d.taylor.civ@mail.mil] 
Sent:   Tuesday, February 26, 2013 11:41 AM 
To:   Tobish, Thede G. 
Cc:   lhtaylor@mtaonline.net 
Subject:   Case Number 2012‐104 (UNCLASSIFIED) 
Importance:  High 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 
Caveats: NONE 
 
Mr. Tobish, 
 
I would like to comment on the possibility of the municipality putting an access point 
to Chugach Park in the Brandywine Subdivision or Eagle River, off Chardonnay Circle.  
I would prefer to make my objection in person, however I will be out of town during 
the public hearing scheduled for March 11th at 6:30 pm.   
 
Access to the park from this location is highly problematic for a number of reasons 
and I request the municipality remove this option from the Chugach Access Plan.  The 
draft description of the plan states that "Current use of this area to access the park 
in unknown."  I can tell you that current use of this area to access the park does not 
exist.  It does not exist because it is not feasible in any way.  This site could NOT 
provide good pedestrian access or trail connectivity to the park.  There is inadequate 
parking in the neighborhood to sustain ANY amount of additional traffic and would 
leave park goers with either nowhere to park or displacing residents' parking. 
There is barely enough parking for the residents who live in the subdivision and it is 
even worse in the winter.   
 
For these reasons alone this option should be removed from the access plan. 
However, I, as well as many of my neighbors, have additional concerns about access 
through our subdivision.  Access would be through a greenbelt that each and every 
household in our subdivision own and pay to maintain.  It is maintained at our expense 
as a place for us and our children to play and recreate.  A trailhead through our 
greenbelt would likely result in damage to our property, increased litter, reduced 
safety for our children, and general nuisance for all residents.  Personal property 
damage is also an increased risk in such a tight neighborhood.  The area is extremely 
steep and avalanche should also be noted as a factor in this area. 
 
Please remove the option of access to Chugach Park at ER5, Map # 6.3, Chardonnay 
Circle, section line T14N, R2W, Section 1, from the Chugach Park 
Access plan.        
 
Thank you, 
 
 
Lavonne Taylor 
17930 Chablis Circle 
Eagle River, AK  99577 
 
 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 
Caveats: NONE 
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Tobish, Thede G. 
From:  Roy LeBlanc [mailto:leblanc@mtaonline.net]  
Sent:  Tuesday, February 26, 2013 12:45 PM 
To:  Tobish, Thede G. 
Subject:  2012-104 
 
RE:         Chugach Access Plan 
                Attn: Thede Tobish 
                Long-Range Planning Section 
                MOA Community Development Department 
                P.O. Box 196650 
                Anchorage, AK 99519-6650 
 
 
Greetings, 
 
My name is Roy Leblanc, I am a Police Sergeant with the Anchorage Police Department and 
I live with my wife Melissa Leblanc who is a Business Manager for CH2MHILL at 11330 
Steeple Drive in Eagle River.  The purpose of this email is to comment on 
the proposed Chugach Access Plan, please note that the opinions express are our personal 
opinions not those of APD or CH2MHILL. 
 
In reference to the proposed access on map 6.3, we are opposed to development of ER10, 
ER11, and ER12b.   
 
We purchased our property and owner-built our house on Steeple Drive because it was a 
dead end road to nowhere that provided a rural feeling while only minutes from society.  The 
large lots and stunning views have secured solid equity and value.  Development of these 
access sites will increase traffic, disrupt the natural setting and reduce our property values, 
not only in actual dollars but also the intangible value of our neighborhood. 
 
Steeple Drive is a narrow road which is used for walking by many, in the winter at times it 
narrows down in places to one lane, increased vehicle traffic would be an increased hazard. 
 Unfortunately with any park development there will be an increased need for public 
services, specifically police and fire.  Steeple Road can be very difficult to navigate in the 
winter and for most requires at minimum four wheel drive but often tire chains.  I have 
on many occasion had to chain up my Police Car just to get home.  Steeple Drive 
is secluded and even with no trailhead I am occasionally encountering crime in progress.  I 
have personally intervened / arrested multiple subjects engaging in illegal / immoral behavior. 
Trail head development will increase this criminal activity and our neighborhood will 
deteriorate.  The three police officers working the area from Ft Richardson to Knik River 
Bridges will be further tasked.   
 
I understand the need to provide the community access to Park Land, however the access 
should not impact the quality of life of others.  If this area had previously been developed as a 
trailhead we would not have purchased our land and build our custom home here. 
 
Thank you for the mailed notice and the opportunity to comment on this proposal. 
 
 
Roy and Melissa LeBlanc 
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Tobish, Thede G. 
From:  Dustin G [dgraum@hotmail.com]  
Sent:  Tuesday, February 26, 2013 8:23 PM 
To:  Tobish, Thede G. 
Subject:  Chugach Access Plan (CAP) Case No. 2012-104 
 
Dustin and Rachel Graumenz 
17933 Chardonnay Circle 
Eagle River, AK 99577 
  
February 26, 2013 
  
Thede Tobish 
Senior Planner 
  
  
Dear Thede Tobish, 
  
Subject: Chugach Access Plan (CAP) Case No. 2012-104 
  
My wife Rachel and I have been informed that the Municipality of Anchorage has determined that 
the property adjacent to ours is an area that has been identified on CAP maps as a "parcel of 
opportunity" and an "unsecured" access site (ER5). 
  
After thoroughly studying the Chugach Access Plan Public Hearing Draft July 2012 with Exhibit A 
we have determined that this would NOT be in the best interest of ourselves or the 
neighborhood.  This access would greatly increase traffic through an established neighborhood, 
disturbing the current atmosphere and reason why we purchased property in Brandywine 
Subdivision.  It also creates the high likelihood of property damage, garbage, and abuse. 
  
Furthermore, there are no facilities or parking to support an access site at ER5.  We encourage 
you to dismiss ER5 as an access site.  If an access site is required near this location we 
encourage the use of access site ER4 as this location already has a large parking lot nearby. 
  
Access site ER5 would directly impact Rachel and I the most as we share a property line with the 
access site.  A large deck was added as an addition to our house to enjoy the greenbelt property 
adjacent to our house.  Developing this access point would severely destroy the purpose of this 
addition thus severely diminishing the property value. 
  
Again, we do not support the development of ER5 as an access site and highly encourage you 
to NOT recommend ER5 to the Assembly as a potiential access site for development.  
  
Sincerely, 
  
Dustin and Rachel Graumenz 
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From: Robert and Sandra Gold
Box 6714A2
18415 Sue Tawn Dr.
Chugiak, AK 99567
(907) 688-4 s4s (home)

Subject: Chugach Access Plan Comments

February 26,2AI3

To: Mr Thede Tobish, Senior Planner

Dear Mr. Tobish,

We received a letter from Mr Jerry Weaver, Jr, dated Feb 15, 2013, concerning a review of the Chugach
Access Plan. We have reviewed the letter, andAccess Plan, and have the following comments (we will
be unable to attend the public hearing on March 11, 2013):

1. We live at the end of Sue Tawn Drive in Chugiak, where the access plan indicates there is a
proposed access location area of "high suitability." This access area is listed as"E-21" on the
Chugach State ParkAccess Plan, Eklutna-Peters Creek Unit, Map 6.2.

2. In the Fall of 2010, a home was constructed on the properly marked as E-21.
3. Sue Tawn Drive is a narrow, moderately steep road, with a'tum-a-bout" at it's end, which

serves as an access to my driveway, and the Stone's driveway as well as to anyone needing to
turn around to get back down the Sue Tawn Dr.

4. If vehicles park on both sides of Sue Tawn Dr, fire response vehicles will have a diffrcult time
accessing the homes along Sue Tawn Dr.

5. Sue Tawn Dr. gets dangerously icy in the winter. Vehicles parking along the sides of the road in
the winter be ahazardto residents needing to drive the road.

6. Access to the Chugach State park is currently available at two other locations close to Sue Tawn
Dr: The first is at the intersection of Malcom Drive, and Sierra Mesa Circle (4.6 miles from our
home). The second is along the Old Glenn Highway (1.4 miles from our home). Both of these
access areas have good parking, and are clear of homes.

For the above reasons, we would discourage the Planning and Zoning Commission from placing an
access point to the Chugach State Park at the end of Sue Tawn Drive.

Sincerely,

$-****T W
l, "L"ni-" L' ''"

Robert P.

Sandra S. Gold
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Tobish, Thede G. 
From:  Littlefield, Mark H.  
Sent:  Thursday, February 28, 2013 12:54 PM 
To:  Tobish, Thede G. 
Subject: Laughlin Drive  
 
Thede, 
 
I had a meeting with the residents out in Birchwood last night in relation to a possible road 
upgrade “By CBERRRSA” on Laughlin Street. I was hit up with a letter that the muni also sent out 
in relation to Chugach State Park access and that specific road. I did not have any answers for 
them on the CSP proposal and the residents of Laughlin are planning to attend the Mach 11 
meeting. 
 
Where I am going with this is, are there any other roads in the CBERRRSA area that are in the 
same situation that Laughlin is? i.e. upgrades and road improvements and what is the tentative 
schedule for any of these roads. 
 
Any info would be a help. 
 
Thanks 
 
Mark 
 
Mark H. Littlefield 
General Foreman 
Eagle River Street Maintenance  
Public Works, Administration, M.O.A. 
12001 Business Park Boulevard 
Eagle River, Alaska   99577 
Office: 343-1512 
Fax: 694-1540 
littlefieldmh. muni.org 
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Tobish, Thede G. 
From:  lozano [akloz@gci.net]  
Sent:  Thursday, February 28, 2013 2:37 PM 
To:  Tobish, Thede G. 
Subject:  Case No 2012-104 CAP 
 
Myself and neighbors do not support access to Chugach Park in our neighborhood.  The increase 
in traffic  is a threat to our safety.  With houses in Brandywine and adjoining areas confined to 
small lots, street parking is not a viable option.  Allowing public parking for Park access would 
negatively affect accessing parking to one’s own home.  As access is also available from the road 
leading to the  Harry McDonald Center, this makes more sense, as there is already public parking 
available and would not interfere with private residences.  When the Brandywine subdivision 
was proposed and approved many years  ago, the effected neighbors were assured that a 
greenbelt area would exist and be maintained.  High volume of public access would have a 
severe impact on this greenbelt area.  Please reconsider this poorly designed plan.  Thank you, 
Marie Lozano 
17724 Juanita Loop Rd 
Eagle River, AK  99577 
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Page 1 of 2 

Charles A. and Melissa S. Beck                 February 28, 2013 
PO Box 672565 
(18300 Mountain Road) 
Chugiak, AK 99567 
 
To: Thede Tobish, Senior Planner 

Long-Range Planning 
Community Development Dept 
PO Box 196650 
Anchorage, AK 99519 

 
Re: Chugach Access Plan 
 
Dear Mr. Tobish: 
 
We are responding to the letter of February 15, 2013 we received from the Municipality of 
Anchorage and Jerry T. Weaver, Jr. regarding the Chugach Access Plan review. We were 
surprised to learn that our property has been designated as a “Parcel of Opportunity” in the 
current plan.  
 
After reviewing the online plan documents and maps, we found that Map 6.2 – Eklutna-Peters 
Creek Unit shows designated point E21 on our property as an “Area of High Suitability”. We own 
the square parcel at the end of Sue Tawn Drive in Chugiak that borders Chugach State Park to 
the east and south, with Little Peters Creek running through the southwest corner.  
 
We strongly disagree with this assessment and cannot understand why such a designation exists. 
Please know that we have no desire or intention to allow any pedestrian easement or right of way 
on our property to provide access to Chugach State Park. 
 
We contacted your office to ask questions and we were directed to Monica Alvarez with the State 
of Alaska. We spoke with Ms. Alvarez and learned that this plan has been in progress since 2008, 
and the current maps were developed in 2010 based on areas identified as having “traditional use 
or access”. It seems obvious to us that those who are making these decisions are using old maps 
and information and have not updated the maps based on current conditions.  
 
The area marked E21 is at the dead-end of Sue Tawn Drive and is surrounded by private 
property. Each parcel has a year-round private residence. Our house overlooks Sue Tawn Drive 
and four other houses at the end of Sue Tawn. A new house was built at the very end of Sue 
Tawn in 2010 on the 3-acre parcel that lies between our property and Little Peters Creek. All of 
these parcels are clearly marked as private property, with no trespassing allowed. 
 
Although years ago, before our houses were built, a few people may have trespassed across that 
parcel and our property to attempt to get into the park, we assure you that this has not been the 
case for several years. We have spoken with our neighbors at the end of Sue Tawn, and they are 
not aware of anyone coming onto their property to try to get into the park. 
 
Also, the points marked E22 and E23 are on private property that includes a large house and 
outbuildings. This property was sold or traded by the Municipality over 15 years ago. The 
driveway is gated with No Trespassing signs, and the old trail is completely overgrown. When that 
was a legal trail on Municipality property, we had a few instances of people leaving the trail and 
trespassing on our property. We do not want to see that trail re-opened. 
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Page 2 of 2 

 
Please consider our specific concerns: 
 

1. Sue Tawn Drive is a narrow road with four private driveways at this end of the road. If people 
come here for park access, they will have to block private driveways or the road itself when 
parking their vehicles. In the winter, there is no room for parking along the road. Emergency 
vehicles, in particular, would not be able to reach these homes adequately or turn around. 

2. With the exception of the private driveways and landscaping, the terrain on these parcels is 
not suitable for hiking. There are very steep grades on either side of the creek, with terrain 
that is very uneven and rocky. The creek is fast-flowing and very difficult to cross, and this 
area is thick with alders, fallen trees, and devil’s club. We have attempted to hike along the 
creek on our own property into the park only once, and it was so difficult and dangerous that 
we abandoned the idea. 

3. Because of the treacherous terrain and the fast-flowing creek, the issue of liability for the 
property owners is of great concern. We don’t even allow our own visitors to hike in that area, 
and we certainly don’t want to bear the risk of weekend hikers being injured on our property. 

4. The current Ptarmigan Valley Trailhead (noted as E24a on the map) is a trailhead with a 
parking lot on the Old Glenn Highway. It is only 1.5 miles from point E21. We have driven past 
that trailhead almost daily for over 11 years, and there is very rarely even one car parked in 
that parking lot.  

5. The Peters Creek Trailhead (noted as E20a on the map) is another established trailhead 
located less than 5 miles from E21. Why then is it necessary to add another access point at 
E21 or E23 when E24 is rarely used and E20 is so close? 

 
We sincerely ask the State of Alaska and Municipality of Anchorage to carefully consider our 
concerns and objections regarding putting an access point at the end of Sue Tawn Road (E21). 
 
We respectfully request that the tentative access p oint E21 be removed from the Chugach 
Access Plan.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
Charles A. Beck and Melissa S. Beck 
Chugiak 
907-688-8438 
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Tobish, Thede G. 
From:  Joe B [jbea06@gmail.com]  
Sent:  Monday, March 04, 2013 7:56 AM 
To:  Tobish, Thede G. 
Subject:  CAP 
 
This is in regard to the plan to create more access points to Chugach State Park. Looking 
at the Eagle River map (the section from Briggs Bridge to the South Fork-south side of 
Eagle River), an unsecured access is shown in red from Stonehill. There is also an 
existing access that follows what is shown on the map as the " Greenbelt Pathway". If 
you look at the attached plat (containing 7 pages), you will see that there is a 100' 
ROW/easement along this "Pathway". This ROW/easement was dedicated to and 
accepted by the Municipality of Anchorage as noted on the last page of the plat noted 
above. As you continue up Eagle River valley (heading east from the South Fork), an 
easement continues. This is a 60' BLM 17b easement designated 1D9 which was 
established when Eklutna Inc. gained their patent for the land. Previous to the patent, this 
was a "Homesteaders" road established prior to Alaska statehood. There is also another 
17b easement that forks off the 1D9 easement near the waterfall. This easement is 
designated 1aD9 and continues south up the South Fork Valley toward upper Hiland. 
This right of way (the municipal easement/row in combination with the BLM 17b 
easement) was an active public access that included a bridge across the South Fork of 
Eagle River.  
  
In the mid 80’s, the municipality (under then Mayor Knowles) created an Eagle River 
Greenbelt Study in coordination with BLM and the State of Alaska. This study shows the 
above access with plans for parks and usage. In the mid 90’s, Chugach State Parks gated 
this same access to the public (still allowing motorized access to homesteaders). Over the 
past 20 years, the access has deteriorated and the bridge over the South Fork has 
collapsed. With the exception of our use to reach our homestead, motorized vehicle 
traffic has ended and it appears development of the area has been forgotten.  
 
Over the past 10 years, I have spoken to many people within the Municipality Planning 
department with regard to this access and on each occasion, I find that the individuals 
involved have no idea that the above access exists. I would like to see this 
ROW/easement accurately depicted and recognized on this map for the record. I would 
also like to see this information shared throughout the municipality departments. Even 
though this access may not be used at this time, I believe that this access may be 
important in future planning with regard to projects like the Eagle River Trail Plan and 
the Alternative Access to Hiland Study, especially since this is an area that needs access 
to both public and private lands. 
  
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. 
  
  
Joe Bear 
jbea06@gmail.com 
907-317-9626 
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Tobish, Thede G.

From: Weaver Jr., Jerry T.
Sent: Tuesday, March 05, 2013 8:41 AM
To: Tobish, Thede G.
Cc: Wong, Carol C.
Subject: Fwd: Title 21 Chugach Assess Plan will affect his Chugiak property
Attachments: 36092 - Dr. Peters, 52 acres, Chugacj Access Plan .pdf; ATT00001.htm

Please draft letter in response. 
 
Thanks  
 
Jerry  
 
Jerry Weaver Jr. 
Weaverjt@muni.org 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Vakalis, George J." <VakalisGJ@ci.anchorage.ak.us> 
To: "Weaver Jr., Jerry T." <WeaverJT@ci.anchorage.ak.us> 
Cc: "Rodda, John H." <RoddaJH@ci.anchorage.ak.us> 
Subject: FW: Title 21 Chugach Assess Plan will affect his Chugiak property 

Pls provide a response and copy Tawny/me 
 
________________________________ 
From: Croxton, Mary 
Sent: Monday, March 04, 2013 2:38 PM 
To: Kendall, Dan W.; Vakalis, George J. 
Subject: Title 21 Chugach Assess Plan will affect his Chugiak property 
 
Mayor has hardcopy 
 
Mary Croxton 
Executive Assistant 
Office of Mayor Dan Sullivan 
Municipality of Anchorage 
Phone:  (907)343-7100 
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Tobish, Thede G. 
From:  john herron [hsquared@mtaonline.net]  
Sent:  Friday, March 08, 2013 5:16 PM 
To:  Tobish, Thede G.; hsquared 
Subject:  Chugach Access Plan for Sue Tawn Dr. 
 
Mr. Tobish, 
  
My husband, John C. Herron, and I, Holly A. Hobby, are the owners of 18416 Sue Tawn Dr., 
Chugiak.  We received the notice from Jerry T. Weaver informing us of the interest the MOA has in 
creating access to Chugach State Park at the end of our road.   
  
We have owned this property, where we built our home, for 32 years.  We have hiked in the Chugach 
and enjoy the wilderness that it provides, both for our home setting, and recreation.  Having been born 
in Alaska before it became a state, I know the pull of the park.   
  
When John and I bought this property the original road that was used to access the mines in Ptarmigan 
Valley was the trail access for the park, E22, from the end of Jasmine Rd, E23.  Several years ago, the 
property that the road ran through was sold to a private buyer.  At that time the trail was diverted, and 
the lower portion is no longer open to the public. 
  
Who ever was given the task of moving the lower portion of the trail did a great job.  It has access 
from the Old Glenn, E24a, so it does not affect any residential areas, has plenty of parking, and the 
trail, E24b, is moderate, quite nice to hike.  As I drive past the trail head at least twice daily, I have had 
the opportunity to notice that it is extremely under used.  Seldom are there more than two or three 
cars.  I am not sure that making more access is the answer.   
  
That being said, we are at a loss as to why you would feel it necessary to open another public access so 
close to one already available.  The end of Sue Tawn Dr. sits about 50 yards further up the road from 
our home, and has developed properties surrounding it.  We would need a designated parking area, 
which I am at a loss as to where that would be, a wider road, as the road is far too narrow for side street 
parking, better road maintenance (as we are the last to be graded or plowed), and surveillance, because 
unfortunately trail head parking can become a place for vandalism.  One of the areas designated as a 
“parcel of opportunity” is privately owned, E21. 
  
Please accept this letter in the manner it is intended.  We are all for access to the park, but feel that for 
these parcels, adequate access has already been provided, and we would like you to take our letter in 
advisement upon making your decisions. 
  
Thank you- 
  
Holly A. Hobby 
John C. Herron 
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Tobish, Thede G. 
From:  Kurt and Jean Labonte [labontej@mtaonline.net] 
Sent:  Saturday, March 09, 2013 6:26 AM 
To:  Tobish, Thede G. 
Subject:  CAP on Hamann Rd 
 
Dear Mr. Tobish, 
 
Since March 11th is my birthday, I may not be able to attend the meeting at 6:30 at 
the library. I would still like to express my opposition to the long‐range planning in 
the area. This is a established residential neighborhood with no room for what is 
being proposed from the Community Development Department Planning Division.   
Please do not proceed with the Chugach Access Plan in this area due to the negative 
impact in our nice quiet neighborhood. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Jean Labonte 
24910 Hamann Rd 
Eagle River, AK 
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Tobish, Thede G. 
From:  Greg & Terry Puhr [puhr@mtaonline.net]  
Sent:  Sunday, March 10, 2013 7:22 PM 
To:  Tobish, Thede G. 
Subject:  Chugach Access Plan 
 
Dear Thede, 
  
After reviewing the Municipality of Anchorage's Chugach Access Plan, I request that you cease and desist any 
future planning for areas ER26, ER27, ER28, ER29 and ER30. 
  
One of the reasons my husband and I live up here is to get away from the urban influence. We like the peace 
and quiet of the woods surrounding us, but do enjoy the plethora of singing birds, yipping coyotes, and the 
hooting of owls. 
  
We don't like unfamiliar vehicles lurking through our neighborhoods - uncertain as to their motives, or people 
parking on private property thinking it's okay since they're just going for a hike. We don't like non-residents 
exceeding speed limits, littering our land and shooting firearms without regard as to what they're shooting at. 
  
The ER26 site is stated as being "secure", however, is it really since you don't know "whether the road is 
actually located where it is platted"? 
  
ER27 - goes through private property, and private property to get to it. 
  
ER28 - still going through private property. Vehicles park up there in an obtrusive fashion frustrating the owners 
of nearby private property. Sometimes these vehicles partially block driveways or make it difficult for residents to 
maneuver out of their driveway safely. 
  
ER29 - private property and gated - no public road access. 
  
ER30 - private property again. May be potential in your book, but it's private property so no potential in my book. 
  
Why not stick with what's legal instead of trying to squeeze blood out of a turnip?  Leave the residents up here 
alone to enjoy what we all live up here to enjoy. 
  
We're concerned about excess traffic, degrading of roadways due to excess traffic, irresponsible humans 
littering, partying and other activities causing safety hazards with campfires, firearms, etc. 
  
Please go with what you already have and don't infringe on causing undue anguish on property owners who 
simply want to enjoy what they/we have. 
  
Thank you for your consideration. 
  
Theresa Puhr 
4050 Mariah Drive 
Eagle River, AK  99577 
907-696-3627 
puhr@mtaonline.net 
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Tobish, Thede G. 
From:  Sharolyn Lange [sharolyn.lange@gmail.com]  
Sent:  Sunday, March 10, 2013 10:23 PM 
To:  Tobish, Thede G. 
Subject:  Access point to Chugach Park Case No. 2012-104 
 
Thede Tobish, Senior Planner, 
 
I have lived in the Brandywine Subdivision since 1996, and I walk the Carrol Creek trail daily with my 
dog. I have witnessed many changes to the neighborhood and I would like to voice my objection to the 
use of the Brandywine subdivision as an access point to Chugach Park. I have three reasons for this 
objection, they are as follows: 
 
1. Traffic. The traffic pattern in and out of our neighborhood is very difficult with the light and Fred 
Meyer in such close proximity to our main entrance and exit. This would add additional traffic to an 
already congested area. When Fred Meyer was originally being considered I voiced my concern over 
the density of the neighborhood, and the bottleneck at our main exit, Rachel , during peak times. As I 
have already stated this is already our reality without adding the tourist/hikers.  
 
2. Trash. Where ever there are trails, or unattended parking areas in this city, there is a trash problem. 
When Fred Meyer originally opened the landscaping opened a hiking area along the backside of their 
fence. I routinely picked -up bags of trash every day. One summer night someone drove -up and 
dropped off all their old carpet. I called around, found who owned the land (the city), organized a clean 
-up and the placement of cement barricades  to prevent further "dumping". This has successfully 
limited the trash to small, easily hauled out trash. The proposal of access in our neighborhood would 
create a trash management problem.  
 
3. Safety. The use of a neighborhood to house a trail entrance has already witnessed difficulties at 
other trail heads such as the one to Symphony Lake up Highland Road. The homeowners have had all 
the difficulties listed above to include the parking issue and their neighborhoods are not dense with 
zero lot lines, and young children playing in the neighborhood. It cannot be overlooked that we are 
already a very congested neighborhood with the minimal space between homes. 
 
The Mack Center is one potential Solution for the following reasons: 
 
1. Trail Entrance. I walk the trail daily and there is already an entrance to the trail off of their parking 
lot.  
 
2. Trash. There are bathrooms, and trashcans already provided on the property. The property is 
maintained and managed by city funds/tax dollars.  
 
3. Traffic. There is a large parking lot and a wide open field to accommodate overflow parking on 
beautiful days. The exit/entrance for the center is spaced beyond the neighborhood and Fred Meyer, 
and therefore will not create more congestion. The road is shared with Fire Lake Elementary which is 
not open in the Summer.  
 
4. Safety. It is not a neighborhood with active children playing in the streets and yards. Our 
neighborhood is special, and tight, and children still play outside in large numbers all year round.  
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I am a night shift worker and am unable to attend the meeting tomorrow night. Please read aloud my 
concerns. I repeat emphatically my objections and state that I have already experienced the trash 
problems along the trail without having and established and known entrance.  
 
Please acknowledge my email with a response. I have included my contact information below.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Sharolyn Lange 
17470 Beaujolais Cir 
Eagle River, AK. 99577 
907-230-0282 
sharolyn.lange@gmail.com 
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Tobish, Thede G. 
From:  Melissa & Aaron Frost [aarmelfrost@googlemail.com]  
Sent:  Wednesday, March 13, 2013 10:28 AM 
To:  Tobish, Thede G. 
Subject:  Chugach Access Plan/Case No. 2012-104 
 
Dear Thede Tobish, 
 
I am writing in regard to the proposed access point to the Chugach Park through our neighborhood, 
Brandywine.  We have many concerns regarding this proposed action including, but not limited to, the 
following: 
 
~ This would cause a significant increase of traffic through our established neighborhood – we don’t 

need to endanger our residents by creating a thoroughfare; 
~ There is no proposed parking so our streets would be lined with vehicles of non-residents (which will 

also cause unnecessary blind spots); 
~ The proposed access would destroy a greenbelt owned by our Homeowners Association which is one 

of the reasons we chose to live here; 
~ This access would encourage a significant increase in litter; 
~ Foot traffic would damage the beautiful property we residents pay to enjoy; 
~ We would have an increase in “strangers” in the area which could potentially bring in a criminal 

element. 
 
I see no reason to pursue this, especially because the other proposed access point is already in an 
established business area, not where children play and residents enjoy the beauty of our neighborhood.  
There is parking available as well. 
 
Please make the right decision to leave our neighborhood a strictly residential area, especially when 
you have a much better option. 
 
Thank you for your time and I look forward to hearing from you. 
 
Sincerely, 
Melissa and Aaron Frost 
Brandywine residents 
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Tobish, Thede G. 
From:  Brooke Merrell [merrell.brooke@gmail.com]  
Sent:  Thursday, March 14, 2013 8:27 PM 
To:  Tobish, Thede G. 
Subject:  Chugach Access Plan, Eagle River access points comment 
 
Dear Mr. Tobish, 
 
Thank you for accepting comments on the Chugach Access Plan.  We live in the Brandywine 
subdivision of North Eagle River.  We also enjoy they Chugach State Park and often access it via 
trailheads located in neighborhoods.  We live very close to proposed access point E5, and not far from 
E4.  We would welcome either access point.  However, we believe that access from E4 makes more 
sense as it has adequate parking.  In either scenario, we encourage the municipality to work with the 
state to ensure a garbage receptacle and monitor for the need for restroom facilities.   
 
Thank you for accommodating more recreational access to the front range, 
 
Brooke Merrell and Nathan Lagerwey 
 
 

42 78



 
View Case Comments Submit a Comment 
** These comments were submitted by citizens and are part of the public record for the cases ** 

Questions? If you have questions regarding a case, please contact Zoning at 907-343-7943 
or Platting & Variances at 907-343-7942. 

1. Select a Case: 62012-104  View Comments

2. View Comments:

Case Num: 2012-104 
Element of the Comprehensive Plan for Chugach Access Plan 
 
Site Address:  N/A
Location:  Chugach State Park Access Plan, an element of the Comprehensive Plan under Anchorage 
Municipal Code 21.05.030F., covering the geographic area as defined by State of Alaska legislation and 
generally described as including State Park lands east/inland of the lower hillsides from Eklutna and 
Chugiak-Eagle River in the north, the Anchorage Bowl, and the Turnagain Arm to Girdwood in the south. 
*POSTPONED FROM 3/11/13* *THE PUBLIC HEARING IS TO BE REOPENED*

Details | Staff Report | submit a comment 

Public Comments 

3/18/13    
Rebecca King  
Eagle River AK 99577  
As a park user, citizen of Anchorage/Eagle River, & a former member of the 
Chugach State Park Citizen's Advisory Board (CSPAB), I strongly support 
adoption of the CSP Access Plan by the Planning & Zoning Commission. The 
current draft incorporates the proven method of having a large number of 
smaller access points to the Park rather than having a smaller number of huge 
parking lots. This provides more access within neighborhoods which, when they 
are small trailheads, is attractive to most local residents. Additionally, it 
decreases the risk of vandalism as larger parking lots have historically been the 
target of attacks. It seems that the majority of resistance to a plan incorporating 
multiple access points comes from developers & a few property owners, not the 
collective will of the majority of Anchorage's citizens. The draft plan was initiated 
in 2008 & has gone through multiple rounds of public, stakeholder, & agency 
input to ensure the public's concerns were addressed & incorporated. 
Overwhelming public support for adoption of the plan is evidenced by the public 
response during CSP's public review process. The Municipal Parks & Recreation 
Advisory Commission, Watershed & Natural Resources Advisory Commission, & 
the CSPAB all support adoption of the plan. As a citizen, I request that the 
Municipality, specifically the Planning & Zoning Commission, respect its 
constituents, its citizens, & adopt the CSP Access Plan as an implementation 
element of the Municipality of Anchorage’s Comprehensive Plan. This is the only 
way we can ensure a concerted effort & quality planning for the future of 
Anchorage & CSP.  
 

Page 1 of 1View Comments

3/18/2013http://munimaps.muni.org/planning/allcomments.cfm?caseNum=2012-104
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21.08.010 DEDICATION 
… 
D. Trails 

The platting authority shall require the dedication of access for trails 
designated on adopted municipal plans, unless an alternative access point 
within the subdivision is clearly agreed to be preferable for dedication.  For 
pedestrian access, a right-of-way dedication is the preferred method of 
providing access, but the platting authority may instead approve a public 
use easement dedication or an access tract where appropriate.  If the 
platting authority approves an alternate location for trail access as a 
substitute for an existing easement or right-of-way, the existing unused 
easement or right-of-way shall be vacated, unless the property owner 
agrees otherwise.  The platting authority may modify the alignment, width, 
and scope of trail access routes as necessary to integrate trail and 
subdivision design.     

1. Access to Chugach State Park, Community Use Areas, and 
Natural Resource Use Areas 
a. The platting authority shall require the dedication of public 

pedestrian access for a trail designated on adopted 
municipal plans, for connectivity with a trail or access point 
to a large Community Use Area or Natural Resource Use 
Area (as defined in the Anchorage Bowl Park, Natural 
Resource, and Recreation Facility Plan or the Chugiak-Eagle 
River Comprehensive Plan), and for connectivity with a trail 
or access point identified in the most current Chugach State 
Park Access Plan. The platting authority may modify the 
alignment, width, and scope of trail access routes as 
necessary to integrate trail and subdivision designs, so long 
as the resulting trails are of comparable gradient, directness, 
and utility, and reflect the general locations and patterns of 
existing or planned public access routes.  Acceptable 
pedestrian access shall be platted in accordance with 
relevant provisions of this code and be at least 20 feet wide, 
centered on an existing, recognized, new, or relocated trail. 

b. The platting authority shall require the dedication of a 
vehicular right-of-way for public access to trails, parks, and 
other public lands as defined in subsection D.1. above that 
are identified in an adopted municipal plan or the Chugach 
State Park Access Plan.  Acceptable vehicular right-of-way 
shall be a public street that is platted and dedicated in 
accordance with relevant provisions of this code.   

 

EXHIBIT F.
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Planning and Zoning Commission 
Case No. 2012-104, Chugach Access Plan 
December 10, 2012 
Page 2 
 
5. To better describe the relationship between this Plan and municipal processes, modify 

Objective #4 on page 2 in the Plan’s INTRODUCTION to: 
 

#4. Ensure that the need for reserved access and trail connectivity to 
Chugach State Park is addressed through state and municipal 
planning processes, budgeting, municipal staff analysis of zoning 
and platting requests, and periodic training for state and municipal 
staff and board and commission members who have the 
opportunity to identify or procure access and connectivity to 
Chugach State Park.   

 
6. To clarify the role of this Plan in context with municipal actions, replace the original 

single paragraph in the draft Plan at page 5 with the following new paragraphs under the 
item heading How This Plan Relates to Other Plans or Regulatory Systems. The 
following modifies text previously recommended in Exhibit A: 

 
The State will use the CAP as a tool to guide access acquisition and 
development on lands owned or managed by the park. Like the MOA 
District Plans, the Chugach State Park Management Plan is the basis for 
management and development within the park.  The Chugach State Park 
Trail Management Plan provides management objectives and specific 
guidelines for the future use, design, development & maintenance of trails 
within the park. The park management plan and trail plan are closely 
linked documents that inter-relate to each other. The CAP is a stand-alone 
document that is related to the main park plans but is specific in its intent 
to provide guidance for securing access to the park. Both the park 
management plan and trail plan defer to the CAP for access-related 
decision making. 

 
With adoption of this Plan, the Municipality plans to use the Plan’s 
identified access points and related recommendations for dedications, 
future planning activities, and relevant opportunistic land use actions only 
in the areas within the Municipality covered by this Plan.  These areas are 
almost exclusively where private and municipal lands interface with the 
Chugach State Park boundary. This Plan will serve as the basis for platting 
requirements to reserve public access to CSP through new subdivisions.  
These points will also serve to modify or otherwise guide public access in 
other municipal functional plans.  This Plan therefore serves as the direct 
nexus between public access easement dedications under actions from 
Anchorage Municipal Code per relevant sections of 21.80.  Specific Park 
access points and future public improvements recommended in this Plan 
serve to augment and in some cases replace specific public access sites 
presented in other Municipal plans, including the Hillside District Plan.  
This Plan also serves as the essential access reference for all State Park 
interface areas of the Municipality and for all relevant current or future 
district plans and functional plans.   
 2



Planning and Zoning Commission 
Case No. 2012-104, Chugach Access Plan 
December 10, 2012 
Page 3 
 

The access areas identified in this Plan are based on considerable analysis 
of terrain and other conditions.  These represent the most detailed findings 
and specific recommendations about access to the Park.  Where 
appropriate, access locations in this Plan amend those of previous 
municipal functional or district plans.  In the event that the identified sites 
have changed or are deemed infeasible in the future or that new sites are 
identified or locations not shown in this Plan are presented in a new 
planning document, that new plan could amend this document.   

 
The Municipality’s Anchorage 2020: Anchorage Bowl Comprehensive 
Plan (Anchorage 2020) and the 2006 Anchorage Bowl Park, Natural 
Resource, and Recreation Facility Plan (Parks Plan) stress the values and 
importance of maintaining existing and establishing new pedestrian/public 
connections to Chugach State Park across the MOA-Park interface. The 
following polices and elements from these highlight the MOA’s approach 
to coordinating CSP access,  Chugach State Park access and management 
issues and relationships with the Municipality are otherwise described and 
referenced in other Comprehensive Plan elements including the Potter 
Valley Land Use Analysis, the Turnagain Arm Comprehensive Plan, and 
the Chugiak-Eagle River Comprehensive Plan.  
  
ANCHORAGE 2020 & PARKS PLAN 
 
Anchorage 2020 Chapter 5, Policy #65, and Parks Plan Chapter 6, Park 
Strategy 7: 

• Promote and encourage the identification and conservation of open 
spaces, including access to greenbelts, Chugach State Park, 
Anchorage Coastal Refuge and Far North Bicentennial Park.  

 
HILLSIDE DISTRICT PLAN (HDP) 
 
In addition, the municipal HDP provides significant reference to Chugach 
State Park access with the following: 
 

 HDP Policy 10-A 
• Identify proposed trails and trailheads to improve the system of 

trails with the Hillside District and access to Chugach State Park. 

 HDP Policy 10-B 
• Provide a range of trailheads and parking areas to Chugach State 

Park, including neighborhood and auto-access trailheads. 

The HDP further identifies several elements that should be considered 
when improving access to Chugach State Park. 
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Planning and Zoning Commission 
Case No. 2012-104, Chugach Access Plan 
December 10, 2012 
Page 4 
 

Improved Access Points:  Identify, reserve, and improve multiple 
pedestrian and small trailhead parking access points to Chugach State Park 
to diffuse and spread uses and to reduce crowding at any one location. 

 
Alpine Access Priority Trailhead Improvements:  Provide one or more, 
larger-capacity trailheads at points that can handle crowds and more traffic 
without adverse effects on adjoining neighborhoods; this may require new 
land acquisitions and/or Heritage Land Bank land trades. 

 
Improved Funding and Management:  Develop significantly improved 
new ways to pay for capital improvements and operations and 
maintenance. This must include law enforcement, collection of park 
access fees, and trail (and road) maintenance. 

 
The Provisionally Adopted Title 21 Revision and subsequent proposed 
amendments codified this relationship between the Municipality and 
Chugach State Park access with references in the code section governing 
Dedications.  The final language in Title 21 for (original) section 
21.08.040 – Dedications, is still under consideration at the time of this 
publication.  Regardless of final code changes, a reference to the Chugach 
Access Plan in the forthcoming new Title 21 revision will create a link for 
access dedications in new subdivisions.  The new code will clearly reflect 
the Municipality’s intent to require and locate future public access points 
to sites identified in the State’s CAP.    

 
7. In order to put this Plan in context with specific recommended changes to Title 21, the 

AREA-WIDE RECOMMENDATIONS section of the final plan will include a 
reference to: 

 
a. The updated or new standards of Title 21, and  
 
b. Relevant policies and implementation actions from municipal plans (Hillside District 

Plan; Anchorage Bowl Park, Natural Resource, and Recreational Facility Plan; and 
others) that provide guidance in securing access to Chugach State Park.   

 
Specific items will be listed as additional tools that are used to implement and guide this 
plan and added in @ page 17. 

 
8. All the final plan MAPS will reflect the most current land status.  Additional feature 

names will be added to better orient users. (@ pages 75-94)  
 

4



Planning and Zoning Commission 
Case No. 2012-104, Chugach Access Plan 
December 10, 2012 
Page 5 
 
9. In order to clarify priorities and avoid redundancy or confusion, especially at locations 

with several potential access possibilities and/or with several access locations, the final 
Plan’s ACCESS-SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS table shall include the following 
additional elements.  (@ pages 20-74): 

 
• Where applicable, access locations will be prioritized. 

• Site descriptions will include more detail, as needed, and location 
information and level and types of public uses will be further detailed. 

• Locations identified in the Draft Plan as “problematic” will have 
enhanced descriptions to clarify why the label was applied. 

 New Access Entries 
 

Based on public comment and additional analysis, the final plan will include the 
unimproved, secured access at the following sites:   
 

1. The Eklutna Canyon site off Eklutna Lake Road;  

2. An alternative access to Ram Valley from approximately Mile 11.5 
of the Eagle River Road;  

3. A winter access on Hesterberg Road leading to the Eagle River 
Campground;  

4. A pedestrian trail off Yosemite Drive in Eagle River; 

5. The platted walkways off Yellowstone Circle in the Eagle Pointe 
Subdivision and Wolf Drive in the Hundred Hill Subdivision in 
Eagle River; and  

6. The platted easements in the Parkview Terrace East Subdivision, 
the Eagle Crossing Subdivision, the River View Estates 
Subdivision, the Mountain Valley Estates Subdivision in Eagle 
River.  

The final plan will also include additional unimproved, unsecured access to the Eagle 
River Greenbelt at: 
 

1. Spring Street off West Lake Drive, Harmany Ranch Road, 
McIntyre Road, and from Stonehill Drive. 
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Planning and Zoning Commission 
Case No. 2012-104, Chugach Access Plan 
December 10, 2012 
Page 6 
 

Remove Access Entry 
 
The State recommended removal of the following. 
 

1. The access depicted at Midden Way (H5) in the Hillside Unit will 
be removed in the final plan. (page 56) 

Modify Access Entries 
 
Based on public comment and additional analysis, the following access entries will be 
modified:  
 

1. The Goat Creek (E7) access (page 23) and  the Upper Canyon Drive 
(ER15) access (page 37) will be relocated; 

2. The type recommendation for the Mile Hi (ER14) access (page 37) 
and Ship Creek (S3a) access (page 51) will change to a medium 
vehicular access;  

3. The type recommendation for the Threebowls Alternative (ER51) 
access (page 47) and the Tulugak Circle (H4) access (page 55) will be 
modified to pedestrian. 

 
10. Add the following new paragraphs to follow the introductory paragraph in the 

IMPLEMENTATION section of the Plan @ page 95.  These are necessary to better 
clarify the Plan’s role, implementation, and authority in municipal actions. (What the 
Plan does and doesn’t do).  The following modifies earlier recommendations in 
Exhibit A and replaces language from September 17, 2012 staff memo.  

 
Municipal adoption of the Chugach State Park Access Plan as a 
Comprehensive Plan element in no way obligates, or is intended to 
obligate the Municipality to acquire private land for Chugach State Park.  
The State Park boundary is established by the State legislature and cannot 
be altered without action by that body.  The Plan is to be used by the 
Municipality as an aid and foundation for reserving public access to 
Chugach State Park in new subdivision actions as identified in this Plan.  
Where appropriate, applicable, and feasible, these access sites may involve 
roads, trails, or other easements. The Plan may also be used 
opportunistically by the Municipality or the State for future acquisitions, 
trail extensions, or related Park access actions.   
 
This Plan identifies potential new access points that may be located on 
State Park land and/or potentially on private land, through subdivision 
dedications. The municipal authorities for Plan implementation and  the 
future dedication of access to Chugach State Park are outlined in the 6



Planning and Zoning Commission 
Case No. 2012-104, Chugach Access Plan 
December 10, 2012 
Page 7 
 

rewrite of Anchorage Municipal Code, Title 21, Chapter 8 subdivision 
standards.  New Section 21.08.040D. addresses dedications.  Under 
subsection D, the platting authority shall require the dedication of access 
for trails designated on adopted municipal plans and for connectivity with 
a trail or access point identified in the most current Chugach State Park 
Access Plan.  For pedestrian access, a right-of-way dedication is the 
preferred method of providing access, but the platting authority may 
approve a public use easement dedication or an access tract as a substitute.  
The platting authority shall also require the dedication of a vehicular right-
of-way, where appropriate, for public access to trails, parks, and other 
public lands as defined in AMC 21.08.040D.1. that are identified in an 
adopted municipal plan or the Chugach State Park Access Plan.  
Acceptable vehicular rights-of-way shall be public streets in accordance 
with relevant Title 21 provisions.   
 
Where a vehicular access is required to the park, if the same vehicle access 
provides access to new subdivision lots in addition to the park, and/or the 
road is necessary for another public purpose, the developer will be 
required to construct the public improvements.  If the vehicular access to 
the park does not provide access to new subdivision lots, the developer 
will not be required to construct the access corridor.  It is presumed that in 
the latter cases, the State will construct the vehicular access improvements 
when it initiates development of a new park access or trailhead at that 
location. The municipal pre-application, platting, and subdivision 
agreement processes will serve to clarify these requirements.  
 
The authority outlined in municipal code provides for dedication for 
pedestrian access and vehicular rights-of-way for public access to trails in 
Chugach State Park.  In some cases, the vehicular ROW may both be used 
for a road and parking.  The R-6 and R-10 zoning districts of the 
municipal code do not allow parking lots as principal uses.  New roads in 
the park interface area of the Municipality require 50- to 60-foot 
dedications.   When the access road is required to be constructed, the 
Platting Authority may require the developer to provide parking spaces in 
the new right-of-way at the park interface, only if the Plan calls for 
vehicular access and the site is suitable. Flexibility with parking 
requirements is paramount and must include consideration of specific site 
conditions, engineering design, neighborhood context, and costs.  A 
parking requirement in the right-of-way may be applied to new access 
sites described as pullouts or small vehicular types in this Plan.  It is 
presumed that the State will also monitor the use of these parking areas.  
The State and the Municipality both have a long-term goal of providing 
parking inside the Park’s boundary at those sites specifically identified for 
that use. 
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11. To provide more details on applicability of this Plan and how final new access sites will 

be determined, add the following as a new paragraph after the Plan’s first introductory 
paragraph on page 17 in the section entitled AREA-WIDE RECOMMENDATIONS: 

 
First and foremost, this Plan serves as an organized inventory of 
potentially suitable and strategically located access possibilities.  The Plan 
seeks to identify and activate tools, mechanisms, and funding sources to 
secure this access.  In the absence of these, and given the realities and 
conditions across the planning area, not each site represents a certain new 
access location.  The Plan has flexibility and feasibility written into it, as 
exemplified in the recommendations column in the tables.    Given the 
extent of parameters and site specific conditions at each of the access 
locations listed in this Plan, realities are such that not all of these sites will 
become future public access to the Park.  If future site analysis provides 
compelling data that a site isn’t appropriate for access, and there is no 
option for a modification that provides comparable access, then the 
platting board has justification not to require access at that site.   

 
Exhibits A, B, and C from the September 17 public hearing packet are attached for reference, 
Attachment D contains new comments received since the public hearing.   
 
 
 
Attachments: Exhibit A—Chugach Access Plan Amendments (from 9/17/12 Packet) 

Exhibit B—Summary of Public Comments (from 9/17/12 Packet) 
Exhibit C—Watershed & Natural Resources Commission Resolution 2012-02 
          (from 9/17/12 Packet) 
Exhibit D—Supplemental Comments Received 
Exhibit E—Issue-Response 
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 Chugach Access Plan Amendments 

 

 1 

CHUGACH ACCESS PLAN 

Public Hearing Draft – Plan Amendments recommended by the State & the Municipality  

July 2012 

Below is a list of the substantive amendments to be made to the Chugach Access Plan (CAP) based on 
input received during the State’s public review of the Draft Plan.  These amendments consist of a change 
in policy or a deletion or new recommendation that will be added that has not yet received public input. 
Changes to the document that are editorial or are to be made for clarity but do not change a 
recommendation or policy are not included below.  Some of these amendments have been proposed for 
inclusion in the Plan by the Municipality as a means of bringing this State Plan into conformity and 
agreement with the Anchorage Comprehensive Plan, its relevant elements, and Anchorage Municipal 
Code. 

[Note: New language to the text and/or changes to Plan format are underlined] 

INTRODUCTION 

Objective #4 will be modified to the following: 

4. Ensure that the need for reserved access and trail connectivity to Chugach State Park is 
addressed through state and municipal planning processes, budgeting, municipal staff analysis 
of zoning and platting requests, and periodic training for state and municipal staff and board 
and commission members who have the opportunity to identify or procure access and 
connectivity to Chugach State Park.  (@ page 2) 

PLANNING EFFORT AND PROCESS  

The following new paragraphs will be added to the Planning Effort and Process Section under the item 
heading How This Plan Relates to Other Plans or Regulatory Systems (at page 5): 

The Chugach Access Plan (CAP) is a companion document to the Chugach State Park Trail and 
Management Plans. The State will use the CAP as a tool to guide access acquisition and development on 
lands owned or managed by the park. Like the MOA District Plans, the Chugach State Park Management 
Plan is the basis for management and development within the park.  The Chugach State Park Trail 
Management Plan provides management objectives and specific guidelines for the future use, design, 
development & maintenance of trails within the park. The park management plan and trail plan are 
closely linked documents that inter-relate to each other. The CAP is a stand-alone document that is 
related to the main park plans but is specific in its intent to provide guidance for securing access to the 
park. Both the park management plan and trail plan defer to the CAP for access-related decision making. 
 

PZC 2012-104 EXHIBIT A
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 2 

With adoption of this Plan, the Municipality plans to use its access points and related recommendations 
in future planning activities and relevant land use actions in the areas where private and Municipal lands 
interface with the park boundary.  This Plan will serve as the basis for platting requirements to reserve 
public access to CSP through new subdivisions.  These points will also serve to modify or otherwise guide 
public access in other Municipal functional plans.  This Plan therefore serves as the direct nexus 
between public access easement dedications under actions from Anchorage Municipal Code per 
relevant sections of 21.80.  Specific Park access points and future public improvements recommended in 
this Plan serve to augment and in some cases replace specific public access sites presented in the 
Hillside District Plan.  This Plan also serves as the essential access reference for all State Park interface 
areas of the Municipality and for all relevant current or future district plans and functional plans.   
 
The CAP is a joint effort between the DNR and the Municipality of Anchorage.   The Municipality’s 
Anchorage 2020: Anchorage Bowl Comprehensive Plan (Anchorage 2020) and the 2006 Anchorage Bowl 
Park, Natural Resource, and Recreation Facility Plan (Parks Plan) stress the values and importance of 
maintaining existing and establishing new pedestrian/public connections to Chugach State Park across 
the MOA-Park interface. The following polices and elements from these highlight the MOA’s approach 
to coordinating CSP access,  Chugach State Park access and management issues and relationships with 
the Municipality are otherwise described and referenced in other Comprehensive Plan elements 
including the Potter Valley Land Use Analysis, the Turnagain Arm Comprehensive Plan, and the Chugiak-
Eagle River Comprehensive Plan.   

ANCHORAGE 2020 & PARKS PLAN 

Chapter 5, Policy #65 and Parks Plan Chapter 6, Park Strategy 7: 

• Promote and encourage the identification and conservation of open spaces, including 
access to greenbelts, Chugach State Park, Anchorage Coastal Refuge and Far North 
Bicentennial Park.  

In addition, the Municipal Hillside District Plan (HDP) provides significant reference to Chugach 
State Park access with the following: 

 HDP Policy 10-A 

• Identify proposed trails and trailheads to improve the system of trails with the Hillside 
District and access to Chugach State Park. 

 HDP Policy 10-b 

• Provide a range of trailheads and parking areas to Chugach State Park, including 
neighborhood and auto-access trailheads. 
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The HDP further identifies several elements that should be considered when improving access to 
Chugach State Park. 

 Improved Access Points:  Identify, reserve, and improve multiple pedestrian and small trailhead 
 parking access points to Chugach State Park to diffuse and spread uses and to reduce crowding 
 at any one location. 

 Alpine Access Priority Trailhead Improvements:  Provide one or more, larger-capacity trailheads 
 at points that can handle crowds and more traffic without adverse effects on adjoining 
 neighborhoods; this may require new land acquisitions and/or Heritage Land Bank land trades. 

 Improved Funding and Management:  Develop significantly improved new ways to pay for 
 capital improvements and operations and maintenance. This must include law enforcement, 
 collection of park access fees, and trail (and road) maintenance. 

The Provisionally Adopted Title 21 Revision and subsequent proposed amendments codified this 
relationship between the Municipality and Chugach State Park access with references in the code 
section governing Dedications.  The final language in Title 21 for (original) section 21.08.040 – 
Dedications, is still under consideration the time of this publication.  Regardless of final code changes, a 
reference to the Chugach Access Plan in the forthcoming new Title 21 revision will create a link for 
access dedications in new subdivisions.  The new code will clearly reflect the Municipality’s intent to 
require and locate future public access points to sites identified in the State’s CAP.    

AREA-WIDE RECOMMENDATIONS  

The final plan will include a reference to the updated or new standards of Title 21, and relevant policies 
and implementation actions from Municipal plans (Hillside District Plan; Anchorage Bowl Park, Natural 
Resource, and Recreational Facility Plan; and others) that provide guidance in securing access to 
Chugach State Park.  Specific portions will be listed as added tools that are used to implement and guide 
this plan. (@ page 17) 

MAPPING 

All the final plan maps will be updated to reflect the most current land status, and additional feature 
names will be added to better orient users. (@ pages 75-94) 

AREA SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS 

In order to clarify priorities and avoid redundancy or confusion, especially at locations with several 
potential access possibilities and/or with several access locations, the final Plan shall include the 
following additional elements.  (@ pages 20-174): 
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• Where applicable, access locations will be prioritized. 

• Site descriptions will include more detail, as needed, and location information and level and 
types of public uses will be further detailed. 

• Locations identified in the Draft Plan as “problematic” will have enhanced descriptions to clarify 
why the label was applied. 

 New Access Entries 

Based on public comment and additional analysis, the final plan will be modified to include the 
unimproved, secured access at the following sites:   

1. The Eklutna Canyon site off Eklutna Lake Road;  

2. An alternative access to Ram Valley from approximately Mile 11.5 of the Eagle River Road;  

3. A winter access on Hesterberg Road leading to the Eagle River Campground;  

4. A pedestrian trail off Yosemite Drive in Eagle River; 

5. The platted walkways off Yellowstone Circle in the Eagle Pointe Subdivision and Wolf Drive 
in the Hundred Hill Subdivision in Eagle River;  

6. The platted easements in the Parkview Terrace East Subdivision, the Eagle Crossing 
Subdivision, the River View Estates Subdivision, the Mountain Valley Estates Subdivision in 
Eagle River.  

The final plan will also include additional unimproved, unsecured access to the Eagle River 
Greenbelt at: 

1. Spring Street off West Lake Drive, Harmany Ranch Road, McIntyre Road, and from Stonehill 
Drive. 

Remove Access Entry 

1. The access depicted at Midden Way (H5) in the Hillside Unit will be removed in the final 
plan. (page 56) 

Modify Access Entries 

Based on public comment and additional analysis, the following access entries will be modified:  
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1. The Goat Creek (E7) access (page 23) and  the Upper Canyon Drive (ER15) access (page 
37)will be relocated; 

2. The type recommendation for the Mile Hi (ER14) access (page 37) and Ship Creek (S3a) 
access (page 51) will change to a medium vehicular access;  

3. The type recommendation for the Threebowls Alternative (ER51) access (page 47)and the 
Tulugak Circle (H4) access (page 55) will be modified to pedestrian. 

IMPLEMENTATION SECTION 

The following will be added to the Implementation section for clarification purposes (@ page 95): 

Municipal adoption of the CAP as a Comprehensive Plan element in no way obligates or is otherwise 
intended to obligate the Municipality to acquire private land for the Chugach State Park.  The State Park 
boundary is dedicated  through State statute.  It cannot be expanded without legislative action.  The 
Plan is to be used by the Municipality solely as an aid and foundation for consideration and where 
appropriate and applicable, requirement for public access easements in new subdivision actions.  In that 
sense, this Plan serves a similar function to the Long Range Transportation Plan, the Areawide Trails 
Plan, etc., which enable the Municipality to extend relevant roads, trails, utlities, parks, etc, during 
subdivision reviews, new trail development, and/or Municipal park dedications and upgrades. 
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EXHIBIT B

CHUGACH ACCES PLAN 
Planning and Zoning Commission Review

September 17, 2012 

Summary of Public Comments

Notes:  New or altered text is underlined.   

Item # 
Page # or 
Section

CHUGACH ACCESS PLAN 
Subject  or Issue 

Commenter/ 
Affiliation

Draft Staff Response and/or Recommended Action  
[Underline sections indicate new language or modifications.]

1 Page 2 The Plan specifies that various types 
of access should be secured approx., 
every ¼ mile may be problematic in 
the future and/or may conflict with 
JBER.  The Plan might instead 
describe where access is needed 
between two or more points and not 
specify by distance. 

Chugach State 
Park-Citizens
Advisory Board 

The distance offered in the Plan serves as a reference only to 
reflect a desired frequency of access.   No Action.   

2 Page 6 The Board supports extending the 
MOA Parks Service Area Boundary, 
per the Hillside District Plan.

Chugach State 
Park-Citizens
Advisory Board 

This is a Hillside District Plan implementation consideration.  
No Action. 

3 General The Alaska Department of 
Transportation & Public Facilities 
offered four general comments related 
to future access development 
protocols and design standards that 
will make projects consistent with 
ADOT&PF policies. 

ADOT&PF These are mostly design and management items related to future 
development.  Where necessary and applicable, these standards 
will be implemented through State interagency consultation and 
permits if required.  

Staff recommends the following added to the end of the 
Trailhead Design, Management and Maintenance section @ 
page 19: 

Where appropriate, the ADNR and the MOA will consult with 
DOT on relevant design and maintenance issues

E
X

H
IB

IT
 B
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Item # 
Page # or 
Section

CHUGACH ACCESS PLAN 
Subject  or Issue 

Commenter/ 
Affiliation

Draft Staff Response and/or Recommended Action  
[Underline sections indicate new language or modifications.]

4 Maps It appears that the MOA and Chugach 
State Park continue to demand access 
across private lands without 
acquisition, which results in a taking. 
The State and MOA continue to 
publish maps depicting illegal 
trespass trails on private lands. 

Joe Burnham This is an ongoing concern for all parks and trails plans 
especially when those depict future park sites and trails on 
private land.  This Plan is a tool to be used to identify potential 
suitable future sites and opportunities.  It does not require that if 
shown as a future trail or park access that it automatically 
becomes a trail or access site.  The Plan states that such future 
sites can only be secured if these are acquired by the State or 
MOA.  The Plan maps do depict all known public trails, social 
trails, and traditional trails in an attempt for the first time to 
distinguish between these types so that illegal trespass might not 
continue.   

Staff recommends the following map legend additions:

 ---- Route or Trail Outside of CSP [Use May be Trespass 
Where on Private Land)

Not all access represented on this map is reserved public access; 
many routes depicted herein are on private land.  (At bottom)

5 Page 58 
Map 6.6 

Opposed adding a new road into the 
park at Glen Alps, but otherwise 
supports the Plan. 

Gary Snyder The State identifies this new road as essential to distributing 
public access and ultimately offsetting existing parking 
problems and conflicts at Glen Alps.  No Action.  

6 Page 58 Has concern that the new Glen Alps 
parking lot will impact winter ski 
access and trail uses.  Recommends 
changing plowing techniques to 
mitigate. 

Ben Arians This is a State park maintenance detail that can be addressed 
with the LRRSA and the public when appropriate.  No Action. 
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Item # 
Page # or 
Section

CHUGACH ACCESS PLAN 
Subject  or Issue 

Commenter/ 
Affiliation

Draft Staff Response and/or Recommended Action  
[Underline sections indicate new language or modifications.]

7 General Supports the Plan and securing new 
access points. 

James Sowerwine No Action. 

8 General Glen Alps should be area of high 
priority. MOA should participate in 
funding solutions for new access. 
MOA and State should consider other 
temporary alternatives (road paving, 
shuttle buses).  Priority given to long 
term projects. 

Doug Robbins These are good points that are either addressed in general Plan 
language (e.g @ page 9), or are best addressed via ADNR 
management policies and CIP projects. No Action.

9 General Photos or links to existing conditions 
at both current and new access points 
to help convey  the decision making 
process. Also a link to public 
involvement documents would 
convey the public’s desires. 

MOA-
Transportation
Planning

These are good ideas that ADNR will add to their web links as 
possible.

10 General 
Edits;
Page 5 

Recommend checking for general 
edits (Exhibit A spelled wrong).  If 
access points and public 
improvements in the Park augment or 
replace specific items from the 
Hillside District Plan, will that Plan 
be amended.  Page 5, 4th sentence 
should be expanded to include other 
options. 

MOA-Private
Development 

Plan will include final edits and updates.  The specific and 
general sites identified in this Plan either reiterate, fine-tune, or 
in some cases replace those in the Hillside District Plan.  Both 
documents will serve as planning tools; for new sites, this Plan 
takes precedence.

Staff recommends the following change to the 4th sentence @ 
page 5 of the Implementation Section in Exhibit A:

The Plan is to be used by the Municipality solely as an aid and 
foundation for consideration and where appropriate and 
applicable, requirement for public access easements, public 
walkway or access tracts, or right-of-way dedications in new 
subdivision actions. 
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Item # 
Page # or 
Section

CHUGACH ACCESS PLAN 
Subject  or Issue 

Commenter/ 
Affiliation

Draft Staff Response and/or Recommended Action  
[Underline sections indicate new language or modifications.]

11 Page 58 
 H12 

Concerned that the new road 
connecting Glen Alps parking areas 
will be too disruptive; focus on 
adding new parking. 

Clint Lentfer See #s 5 & 6 above.  No Action. 

12 General 
 and H12 

Concurs with #8 comments. Sylvia Maiellaro See #8 above.  No Action. 

13 Exhibit A, 
Items 4 & 5 

Concerns about specific access sites 
in the South Fork of ER areas. Where 
on Yosemite Dr would new access 
start; would new trail function as ski 
trail?  Yellowstone Circle walkway 
does not connect to CSP. 

South Fork 
Community 
Council Board  

These are specific management or park recommendations that 
are yet to be addressed by the MOA and ADNR.  Both sites 
have potential to cross a future MOA park; the Yosemite site 
leads to ski trails to the Park.  MOA-Parks to address specifics 
in park planning actions; these areas are important for access, 
already secured, and future planning actions will determine 
ultimate details of land use.    
No Action.

14 Page 68 
Map 6.9 

Upper Indian Creek access (T15, 
T16) comments.  Access to trail goes 
through residential area on 
unmaintained road.  ADNR should 
assist with road maintenance. Possible 
alternative to promote access via 
powerline easement. 

Vicky Musgrave This is a possible alternative that ADNR will evaluate.  If 
possible it would be pursued.  No Action.   
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Item # 
Page # or 
Section

CHUGACH ACCESS PLAN 
Subject  or Issue 

Commenter/ 
Affiliation

Draft Staff Response and/or Recommended Action  
[Underline sections indicate new language or modifications.]

15 Stuckagain 
Heights

comments; 
H1a/b,
H2a/b,

&
H3–6

H1a/b – Parking area is located in 
ROW-Plan should show it as secured.
H2a/b – Aletha’s Mountain Way 
could support a small 2-6 car lot. 
H3 – Opposes parking lot at this site. 
H4 – Should include a small lot 
nearby. 
H5 – Midden Way should include 
small parking lot. 
H6 – Basher Dr trailhead should be 
retained as medium size trailhead. 

Campbell 
Canyon 
Homeowners 
Assn. 

This area has received considerable attention, discussion, and 
mediation.  ADNR continues to recommend what is the most 
realistic approach to adding new access improvements in the 
Stuckagain area.  The Campbell Canyon area is complicated 
since ADNR does not yet own the land that will be conveyed to 
the State by the Conservation Fund.  ADNR has retained H1a as 
unsecured since the edge of the parking area and the connecting 
trail from it are immediately adjacent to and then on JBER land.  
It is not fully secured.  H2a is already secured access located in a 
partly disturbed area at the beginning of what is supposed to 
become State park land.  It currently offers pedestrian access and 
a limited vehicular pullout; the ideal location for parking is 
farther away from homes at H3.   A recent platting action has 
made H4 a pedestrian access only.   H5 has been totally dropped 
because research showed that due to deed restrictions, it is not 
feasible to establish access of any kind there. MOA will attempt 
to work with ADNR and the Community Council to reserve any 
outstanding access issues in Stuckagain.  H6 needs to be 
expanded since it offers best possibility for such and that would 
capture the majority of the traffic before it enters the Stuckagain 
neighborhood.  No Action.  

16 Page 45 # ER43, South Fork Waterfalls, 
Lower South Fork Eagle River calls 
for adequate parking and visitor use 
facilities and an access trail to the 
scenic falls.  Parking, facilities and 
access trail ALREADY EXIST, and 
therefore funds wasted on redundancy 
would be better used elsewhere. This 
project is not supported by the 
majority of the South Fork 

Michael Adams Existing facilities are not adequate for current and future 
pedestrian access.  This is an ideal sight for expansion on State 
land. No Action. 
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Item # 
Page # or 
Section

CHUGACH ACCESS PLAN 
Subject  or Issue 

Commenter/ 
Affiliation

Draft Staff Response and/or Recommended Action  
[Underline sections indicate new language or modifications.]

Community, as evidenced by 
feedback given at the last Planning 
presentation in Eagle River.

17 General Supports concepts/recommendations 
in the Plan. New parking areas should 
be within the Park to avoid residential 
conflicts. MOA & ADNR should 
pursue new types of access, e.g 
shuttles.  New pedestrian access 
points should be a minimum of 20’. 

Alaska Quiet 
Rights Coalition 

Good points.  No Action.   

18 Map 6.6 Safety concerns with the location of 
H6 on Basher Rd. Site is at blind spot 
for Stuckagain traffic. Suggests 
relocating parking area down the hill. 

Kenneth
Privratsky

The State will address the suggestion when it goes to improve 
this trailhead.  The trailhead is on a narrow strip of suitable state 
land so it will likely not be able to accommodate much more 
parking.  The Plan says enlarge to as big as can be 
accommodated in this area to capture the majority of the traffic 
before it enters the neighborhood. 
No Action.

19 Map 6.6 Similar concerns with Map 6.6 area as 
#15 above. H3 should not become a 
parking access site; H1a is secured; 
H2a should be the parking area, etc.  

Landowners in 
Camp Canyon 
and Near Point 
Knoll

See comments for #15 above.  

20 General; 
Map 6.6; 

Misc
& page 50-54 

Do global edit—change all references 
to the military bases to JBER.  Plan 
needs specific recommendation that 
all public access to JBER lands 
requires an access permit, which can 
be obtained via the iSportsman web 
link.  Note should be added that the 
areas S5, S6, H1a are near live fire 

Mary Dougan, 
for JBER 

These are important issues and distinction should be made in the 
Plan.  Staff recommends the following items: 

All references in the Plan to the military, the Air Force,  or the 
Army shall be changed to JBER.

Replace the last sentence in the Current Conditions text for site 
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Item # 
Page # or 
Section

CHUGACH ACCESS PLAN 
Subject  or Issue 

Commenter/ 
Affiliation

Draft Staff Response and/or Recommended Action  
[Underline sections indicate new language or modifications.]

military training areas -- safety is a 
major concern, access permit via 
isportsman is critical. Appendix B 
needs updating.  

# H1a: 

Access to the Park at H1a crosses JBER land—trail users must 
secure a JBER use permit due to proximity to training areas.

Add the following note to the bottom of maps that abut JBER 
land:

Note, access onto or through JBER requires a permit and use of 
the automated access system for authorization. Some of these 
areas include live fire training.

Add a definition of JBER to Appendix A.

Rework Appendix B to: 

Regulations for Recreation on Joint Base Elmendorf-
Richardson (JBER) Lands

Recreation is allowed on JBER lands. Three requirements must 
be met before entering the JBER training lands:

1. All persons entering JBER training lands that do not 
already have access to the base (non-DoD cardholders) 
must first visit either the Richardson or the Boniface 
Main Gate Visitor Center and obtain an AF Form 75 for 
the day.

2. All persons must then obtain a JBER iSportsman 
Recreation Access Permit. Permits are free of charge 
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Item # 
Page # or 
Section

CHUGACH ACCESS PLAN 
Subject  or Issue 

Commenter/ 
Affiliation

Draft Staff Response and/or Recommended Action  
[Underline sections indicate new language or modifications.]

and available online at 
www.jber.isportsman.net/registration or at the self 
service kiosks located in both of the JBER Visitor 
Centers. Permits are good through the end of the 
calendar year and are renewable online.

3. After obtaining the iSportsman Recreation Access 
Permit, you must check-into the iSportsman automated 
access system. This system has been designed to 
increase public safety and minimize conflict between 
military training and recreation. It is intended to inform 
recreation users of areas open or closed to access and 
recreational activities per a given time period.

To use the access system, you must either:
To Sign in, call 855-703-9176 or go to 
www.jber.isportsman.net/sign-in-sign-out

Enter your Recreation Access Permit Number and PIN

If you see the area you want to recreate, it is open for 
sign in

To Sign out, call 855-703-9176 or go to 
www.jber.isportsman.net/sign-in-sign-out

Answer remaining questions about activity and location.
A link to 673D Air Base Wing Instruction 32-7001, can be 
found at: http://jber.isportsman.net/docs/reference/673abwi32-
7001.pdf?sfvrsn=2
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Item # 
Page # or 
Section

CHUGACH ACCESS PLAN 
Subject  or Issue 

Commenter/ 
Affiliation

Draft Staff Response and/or Recommended Action  
[Underline sections indicate new language or modifications.]

21 Eagle River At least 13 bears that have been 
documented as using this area. There 
can be signs up to stay away from an 
area, and these will be ignored. We do 
not want or need a large parking area 
with all the problems associated 
(food, trash, etc) with having another 
one in this area. This area is already 
accessible for anyone to use. We do 
not need to have another bridge built 
and paid for by taxpayers to help open 
a new sub-division. 

Roger Van 
Ornum

It appears that this refers to the South Fork Waterfalls.   ADNR 
consults with ADFG on locating and development plans for new 
access and trails.  Refer to the Watershed Commission’s 
resolution for wildlife issues.  See #16 above. No Action. 

22 Ram Valley 
#s ER 27-30 

Questions the need to expand access 
points in subdivisions; public can 
access Ram Valley via ER Nature 
Center 

Kneeland Taylor Ram Valley access is complicated by terrain, existing roads, and 
land ownership. It remains a priority since Ram Valley access 
came up at every meeting.  See the specific addition in Exhibit A 
for a Ram Valley access route that is similar to commenters 
suggestion.  ADNR does not think it practical to simply rely on 
the Nature Center.  No Action  

23 Site #ER43 Against development of day use area/ 
parking lot at South Fork Waterfalls. 
Concerns with policing, safety, bear 
conflicts, increased traffic.  

Sara Pullen This area has been in several planning documents as a highlight 
area in the ER Greenbelt.  It provides good possibilities for 
public access.  No Action.   

24 General Intro 
Text Change 

Requests

Makes 5 specific text changes (@ 
pages 17, 18, 19, 63, 65) for 
clarification, accuracy, or to adjust 
recommendations.  

HALO Page 17 – HALO requests that the Plan offer specific widths for 
new easements, to 20”+. Staff recommends: 
Add as new last sentence in first paragraph of “Rights-of-Way 
and Easements” (p.17): 

Flexibility should be applied to the widths of new access 
requirements in new subdivisions to provide for safe trails that 
are wide enough to buffer neighboring residences; where 
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Item # 
Page # or 
Section

CHUGACH ACCESS PLAN 
Subject  or Issue 

Commenter/ 
Affiliation

Draft Staff Response and/or Recommended Action  
[Underline sections indicate new language or modifications.]

practical, new trail rights-of-way, pedestrian easement, 
conservation easement or tracts should be a minimum 20’ wide.
Page 18 – HALO recommends updating the Education and 
Etiquette section (p.18) with other tools for handling the crowds.
Staff recommends:
Add a new last sentence to the Education and Etiquette section: 

The State should explore and evaluate other access options to 
address crowding and offer amenities for visitors and expand 
trailhead trash cans and service.

Page 19 – HALO recommends clarification about future land 
purchases.  Staff recommends: 

Add a new last sentence to the Acquisitions section @ page 19: 

While access to the park is a significant public benefit and 
highlighted in municipal plans, private land owners will not be 
required to provide land for parking and other trailhead facilities 
without fair payment.  Most future trailhead and parking areas 
are to be located within the park boundary or municipal land.   

Page 61 & 63 – HALO asked that references to the Areawide
Trails Plan refer instead to the Hillside District Plan in the 
discussions of H18 and H21a.  Staff recommends: 

Change the first sentences of the recommendations column for 
sites# H18 & H21a to: 

Work to implement the MOA’s Areawide Trails Plan and the 
Hillside District Plan’s recommendations for the…. 
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Page 65 – HALO recommends changing the proposed new 
access road to Glenn Alps to low priority. 
While this is a growing concern, it nevertheless already 
addresses a problem area of the Park.  This is more of a Park 
development issue.  The State has offered this long range 
development vision to address crowding at the Glen Alps 
trailhead.
 No Action.    

25 Eagle River 
Greenbelt

Sites

AK Dept. of Fish and Game has 
concerns about bear-human impacts 
and conflicts with all the sites 
identified in the Eagle River 
Greenbelt

ADFG ADFG offered detailed concerns about potential bear conflicts at 
several sites in and adjacent to the greenbelt.  This issue has the 
potential for concern at nearly all the sites at the park interface.
ADNR often has to balance its park access plans with wildlife 
conflict issues.  ADNR has and will continue to work with 
ADFG on location and development plans for all access sites.   

26 Stuckagain 
Area; H6 

Specific concerns about increased 
traffic to parking areas that the Plan 
receommends in Stuckagain @ H6.  
Should be modified to a medium 
parking lot because of terrain and 
road safety.  It is one of few 
equestrian access points to the park 
also.

Ann Gabler & 
Hugh McPeck 

The Stuckagain area received considerable attention.  Since H6 
represents the best place to provide more parking for Park 
access, the State wishes to maximize options here. Issues and 
policies about horse uses and access points are addressed in the 
CSP management and trails plans. See Item #15. No Action.  
(Note that terrain will likely limit parking to some degree.)  
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27 Stuckagain 
Area

Basher Comm Council reiterated their 
concerns about the Plan’s 
recommendations in Stuckagain (see 
Items 15, 18, 26 

Basher Comm 
Council

See #s 15, 18, 26.  The Plan reflects the State’s public process.  
Responses for items 15, 18 offer the logic behind their decisions.  
Stuckagain provides an important and strategic public access 
location for northeast Anchorage since most of the Muldoon 
interface with the park crosses or abuts JBER land.  Details of 
how each of the Stuckagain area sites are to develop are subject 
to process and policies in the State’s Park Mgmt Plan and the 
Park Trails Plan.  The CAP identifies access locations in this 
area.  H3 is to become State Park land and offers ideal access.  It 
follows a plat recommendation (Camp Canyon), which included 
a recommended public access parking lot.    
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View Case Comments Submit a Comment
** These comments were submitted by citizens and are part of the public record for the cases ** 

Questions? If you have questions regarding a case, please contact Zoning at 907-343-7943
or Platting & Variances at 907-343-7942.

1. Select a Case: 2012-104 View Comments

2. View Comments:

Case Num: 2012-104
Element of the Comprehensive Plan for Chugach Access Plan 

Site Address:  N/A 
Location:  Chugach State Park Access Plan, an element of the Comprehensive Plan under Anchorage 
Municipal Code 21.05.030F., covering the geographic area as defined by State of Alaska legislation and 
generally described as including State Park lands east/inland of the lower hillsides from Eklutna and 
Chugiak-Eagle River in the north, the Anchorage Bowl, and the Turnagain Arm to Girdwood in the south. 
*THE PUBLIC HEARING IS CLOSED* *POSTPONED FROM 10/8/12, 11/19/12 and 12/3/12* 

Details | Staff Report | submit a comment

Public Comments 

10/3/12    
Phil Nuechterlein  
18920 Elnora
Eagle River AK 99577
I applaud the efforts to provide parking and improve access for hiking on State 
Park public lands. We should be encouraging the public (and especially youth) to 
partake in healthy outdoor activities. As for people that live near park access 
locations and want to minimize or block public access(for example, the comments 
I see regarding the South Fork Eagle River waterfalls in Riverview Estates) I 
would like to point out that the public access was there before they bought their 
1 or 2 acre parcel.....and they knew that the public access was there at that 
time ......or at least should have known it. The people that don't want public 
access near their homes are often the same people that buy remote land and 
then demand public services. When I used the South Fork access for hiking to the 
water falls over 30 years ago, parking was not a problem. At the time, there was 
a public right of way (and there still is). The difference back then was that 
parking was available along the shoulder of the right of way. Nowadays certain 
residents have gone so far as to make "homemade" signs that say "no parking" 
within the right of way and in an apparent effort to extend the official fire truck 
turnaround area. Local residents have even gone so far as to let the air out of my 
tires. There will always be "NIMBY'S" (not in my back yard)landowners. Generally 
speaking, my impression of the South Fork Community Council over the last 30 
years has been one of leading an agenda to block public access to the park. Two 
past community council presidents come to mind....presidents that each served 
for many years.....led such an agenda. Since I have lived in the South Fork area 
during all of that time, this has been an embarrassment to me. Years ago,one of 
these SFCC presidents led a motion to ban bicycles from using Hiland drive. I 
point this out as another example of the mentality that seems to prevail here. 
Generally speaking, riding a bicycle on a public road is a right in every state in 
the USA and virtually every country in the world. Driving a motor vehicle is a 
privilege. It has been that way since before motor vehicles were invented. The 
taxpaying public has a right to ride a bicycle on Hiland Drive and they have a 
right to use traditional access points for hiking as long as they are not 
trespassing. And the public needs parking facilities as a priority use of the limited 
public funds that we have. It is unrealistic for residents to demand bathrooms at 
every parking facility. As others have already mentioned, I would also endorse 
anything that can be done to provide hiking access to Ram Valley in Eagle River. 
The access at Ram Valley is pretty much gone for the average person. I had no 
problems with access to Ram Valley 30 years ago. Don't let the selfish minority of 
local landowners block access or prevent improvements to these traditional 
access points. And please use public funds to buy private land and provide 
additional access where it is economically feasible. The more public access that 
we have, the less pressure there will be on the very few existing public access 
points. These are dollars that will be well spent and used for generations to 
come. Lack of foresight has created public access problems and we must be 
proactive to improve the situation. Also, contact the Alaska DNR "Public Access 
Assertion & Defense Unit" if you have traditional access problems across native 
lands.  

Page 1 of 1View Comments
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Near Point Knoll Homeowners Association
Campbell Canyon Subdivision Owners Association
Stuckagain Heights

September 27, 2012

Planning and Zoning Commission
Municipality of Anchorage

Dear Board Members of the Planning and Zoning Commission:

Several members of the Stuckagain Heights neighborhood attended the Planning and Zoning 
Hearing on September 17, 2012 for Case 2112-104 regarding the Chugach State Park Access 
Plan. As we listened to the questions posed by the Commissioners after testimony, it appeared 
that there was still a good deal of confusion about the development that was proposed by the
Park for the Stuckagain Heights area. We would like to provide more information about what is 
being proposed and what currently exists at each trailhead in the Near Point area—a full 
description is provided for each trailhead at the bottom of this letter in Attachment A.

We would also like to provide additional information on why we support developing parking at 
H2a instead of at H3. First, we reiterate that we support the development of additional parking 
for the purpose of providing more access to Near Point and surrounding destinations, and we 
have always been in favor of maintaining access via the platted easement originating at H2a for 
the trail up Near Point. We would like to correct the impression conveyed by the planners that 
we do not support any new access development. The Homeowners Associations and the Basher 
Community Council support new access development in Stuckagain Heights at both H6 (as the 
primary development) and H2a.

Our neighborhood has requested that the new parking area for Near Point be positioned at H2a 
instead of H3. Our reasons for this request include the following:

The facility and trail development proposed by Park planners for H3 would create a 
greater demand for parking than would be satisfied by a small parking lot, which is likely 
why planners did not put an upper limit on the expansion potential for the H3 lot (see 
Attachment A for a complete description of the development planned at H3).
Positioning the new parking at H2a instead of at H3 would eliminate the need for a new 
access road through the Near Point parcel that would be outside of municipal fire and 
police jurisdiction. H2a is adjacent to the parcel on which H3 would be located and is 
connected to the existing road system.
Residents are concerned that the proposed road and parking lot at H3 would attract non-
park users and create security problems in the neighborhood—this is an issue we have 
been dealing with on vacant lots in the vicinity for many years.
A pullout-style parking area at H2a would be easier for residents to monitor, would create 
fewer security issues within the neighborhood, and would be less difficult for municipal 
police to patrol.
Given the site constraints at H3, which include drainage and subsurface discharge issues 
as well as steep road grades, the cost of developing and maintaining this site would far 
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exceed the cost of a pull-out parking area at H2a. Park planners did not appear to factor 
financial considerations into site selection and proposed development.

Since 2008, our neighborhood has been trying to work with DNR officials to resolve our 
differences with the Park planners about the size and location of the parking area for the Near 
Point parcel. Representative Mike Hawker was aware of the concerns raised by residents and 
also of the assertions made by DNR officials that they would “work closely with the 
neighborhood” when planning access development for the parcel.

In response to this conflict, Representative Hawker convened a meeting on July 15, 2011 at the 
Legislative Offices for the purpose of resolving concerns raised by Stuckagain residents about 
the impact of proposed parking lot and facility development on the community. During this 
meeting, Mr. Ben Ellis, Director of Parks and Outdoor Recreation, acknowledged that planners 
had dismissed our neighborhood concerns and, as a solution, proposed a parking plan for the 
Near Point parcel at H2a that featured a pullout-style parking lot that would accommodate 
approximately 7 cars (we submitted this diagram during the public comment period). This 
proposal was well-received by members of the community, and we appreciated the Director’s 
effort to fulfill the commitment made by DNR officials to work with the neighborhood. For 
reasons that are unclear to us, this proposal was withdrawn by planners and replaced with the 
original parking lot at H3. Our community would like to see the proposal presented by the 
Director reflected in the Access and Management Plans. The Basher Community Council also 
supports a pullout-style parking area at H2a instead of the proposed road and parking lot at H3
(the Basher Community Council Resolutions on the Draft Access and Trail Plans were submitted 
during the public comment period).

According to the Draft Access Plan, the Dome parking lot (H1a) can currently accommodate 12 
cars (see Attachment A below for more detail about the access afforded by H1a). This lot is 0.25 
miles from H2a. The total number of parking spaces afforded by Dome (H1a) plus Mr. Ellis’ 
proposal at H2a is 19 spaces. We feel that this is an appropriate and adequate number of public 
parking spaces at the top of a residential area.

The proposal presented to the community by Mr. Ellis does not in any way limit the future 
potential for parking expansion or road construction on the Near Point parcel. If the area begins 
to experience higher recreation usage as the population of Anchorage increases over time, the 
Park has the ability to modify the planning documents as needed. 

Adopting this parking plan for H2a, not H3, would be the most economical and reasonable 
option for access development. It would also demonstrate that DNR and Park officials have the 
capacity to work with all interested stakeholders, including those homeowners directly impacted 
by their administrative actions, when expanding Park access adjacent to residential areas. 

The planning process that DNR has implemented does not allow for consideration of the impact 
of development on adjacent neighborhoods. In fact, DNR officials have stated repeatedly that 
any problems that arise in our neighborhood, resulting from park facility development (i.e. 
increased traffic and road wear, increased fire danger, etc.) are not DNR concerns. Because DNR 
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has dismissed key stakeholders’ concerns, we request that the Planning and Zoning Commission 
act in the interests of the community. 

Thank you for considering this issue, which is of great significance to our neighborhood.

Sincerely,

Lowell and Joan Humphrey
Tina Boucher
John Mitchell
Robin Harter
John Klein
Scott Henderson
Joey Jigliotti
(on behalf of the Near Point Knoll Homeowners Association and Campbell Canyon Subdivision 
Owners Association)

CC: Erica McConnell, Planning Division Supervisor
Thede Tobish, Senior Planner
Monica Alvarez, Chugach State Park Planner

Enclosure 
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ATTACHMENT A: Proposed and existing trailhead parking in the Near Point area:

Near Point Parking Lot - H3 (proposed by CSP)
Parking and trail development proposed at this location is described in the Review Drafts of the 
Trail, Access, and Management Plans, and is summarized below:

Two new trails originating at H3 trailhead are proposed—this is in addition to the 
existing hiking trail:

o Class 3 bike trail up the north side of Near Point (proposed in the Draft Trail Plan)
o Class 2 trail along the north flank of Near Point (proposed in the Issue Response 

Summary to the Draft Trail Plan) 
The projected daily usage for these trails is not available; however, other trailheads with 
similar trail development, such as Prospect Heights and Upper Huffman, currently have 
large parking lots. The Draft Access Plan calls for a “small lot that could be upgraded in 
size if warranted…” at H3. A “small” lot is defined as 10-20 parking spaces; however, it 
is clear that the proposed new trail development would create more demand than would
be satisfied by such a parking lot. Additionally, note that the planners specifically 
mention expanding the size of the proposed lot.
Latrines and a caretaker hut are both proposed in the Draft Management Plan. Latrines 
are currently only installed at medium and large parking lots, and the only parking lot 
with a caretaker hut is Glen Alps.
The construction of a new access road would be required to reach H3. 

Near Point Trailhead and Parking - H2a (proposed by the Basher Community Council and 
Ben Ellis, Director of Parks and Outdoor Recreation)

This is the de facto parking area for the existing platted trail to Near Point. Parking was 
also platted in this area for the Canyon Villas subdivision, which was abandoned by the 
developer for financial reasons (related to lack of water in 2 test wells and an increase in 
the cost of the road bond). The developer then sold the parcels to the Conservation Fund. 
The Community Council supported this purchase with the caveat that the Community 
Council would be involved in access planning for the parcels.
Parking lot development for this area proposed by Mr. Ellis includes a 7-car parking lot 
on the edge of the existing road system—no additional road construction would be 
necessary. 
The Basher Community Council favors developing parking at this location instead of at 
H3.
This trailhead provides access to Near Point and Long Lake.

Dome Parking Lot and Trailhead - H1a
The current parking lot was established by the military in cooperation with the 
Stuckagain community and the public in general. The fence line was set back from the 
actual military boundary to create the parking area that currently exists. According to the 
Garrison Commander, who was a resident of Stuckagain Heights during the fence 
installation, the military established this parking area for recreation access. 
This lot provides parking for users wanting to access the Dome, Knoya, Tikishla, and 
Long Lake. These destinations are all on Fort Richardson land within Units 430 and 431 
(the west tip of Long Lake is within the park boundary). The military provides free 
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annual passes to members of the public who wish to recreate on this land. Passes can now 
be obtained online, by phone, or at one of the visitor’s centers. Recreation users sign in 
by phone or online when accessing military lands. The units listed above are not near any 
live fire areas, and we do not have any experience with the military closing access to 
either unit over the past decade.
This parking area also provides access for hunters for seasonal bird and moose hunting 
permitted on the adjacent military land units.

Basher Trailhead – H6
This lot is situated on Basher Drive at the boundary between Far North Bicentennial Park 
and Chugach State Park, just below the beginning of the residential area and at the 
beginning of the LRSA.
This lot provides access to Near Point, Wolverine and Wolverine Bowl, Prospect 
Heights, and Powerline Pass.
The Basher Community Council would like to see the majority of new trail and parking 
facility development to occur at this trailhead.
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CHUGACH ACCESS PLAN 
Case 2012-104 

Planning and Zoning Commission Review 
December 3, 2012 

 
 
ISSUE – RESPONSE SUMMARY  
FROM SEPTEMBER 17, 2012 
 
During discussion at the September 17, 2012 public hearing, the Commission identified 
the following issues and questions of the Chugach Access Plan, Case No. 2012-104.  
Staff responses to these items are included below.  Staff recommendations and Plan 
amendments to address these and other issues are included in the staff packet memo dated 
December 10, 2012.   
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
ISSUE #1. The Commission had concerns about the last sentence in the original 

Plan’s page 5 paragraph about the role of this Plan. Should this 
sentence be deleted since it appears to say that future plans must 
adhere to the recommendations in this Plan? 

 
Response:  This Plan represents the most detailed approach to-date for identification of 
Chugach State Park access.  It includes site-specific analyses.  It is possible that future 
conditions or future land use and development decisions at or near some of these sites 
will change so some flexibility is warranted.  This sentence was intended to assist with 
and guide Plan implementation.  
 
As referenced in the staff recommendations, this Plan is to serve as a technical 
implementation element for relevant goals and policies of Anchorage 2020, the 
Anchorage Bowl Park, Natural Resource, and Recreation Facility Plan, the Areawide 
Trails Plan, and the Hillside District Plan.  These Comprehensive Plan elements focus to 
some degree on the importance of Chugach State Park to the Anchorage populous and the 
need to enhance and secure public access.  This Plan is intentionally more specific than 
those cited plans and it will serve as the decision making document for site specific 
determinations for locating and developing future public access points.  Final 
determinations for locating public access will generally be carried out with dedications in 
future subdivision actions via dedications.  Opportunistic access projects may stem from 
this Plan as these become available via other means.   
 
[Note that the staff-recommended amendment at the bottom of page 1 and the top of page 
2 in Exhibit A modified this original paragraph and section in the Plan.]   
 
Staff Recommendation:  See New 3rd Paragraph in ITEM #6 in December 10, 2012 
Staff Packet Memo 
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ISSUE #2. Does this Plan have sufficient authority to require future dedications 

within subdivisions other than for a trail? 
 
Response:  Generally, yes.  Current Title 21 language provides general regulatory 
authorities for these types of dedications.  Comprehensive Plan elements and policies 
provide specific authorities for Title 21 dedications.  From the legal standpoint, 
dedications for access to park sites or for new trails ideally require a nexus with an 
adopted Comprehensive Plan element.  With adoption of this Plan as a Comprehensive 
Plan element, this authority is strengthened and justified.  Per a recent MOA legal 
opinion, adoption of this Plan provides the necessary legal foundation and support for 
future access dedications that are based on details in this adopted Plan.  This Plan 
identifies where future access requires a right-of-way.  Dedications for a new right-of-
way could be required in the same manner as when roads are required in a new plat to 
connect to an existing ROW and/or to lots adjacent to the site.  The provisionally adopted 
Title 21 and current revised new Title 21 language both include specific ties to the 
Chugach Access Plan.  New section 21.08.040 specifically references the Access Plan 
and includes language that authorizes right-of-way, public use easements, or access tract 
dedications where new subdivisions come into contacts with these access sites.  This new 
code section also authorizes roads as a new access mode.  The Access Plan provides 
predictability for future dedications and more flexibility than previous Municipal 
documents.  
 
Staff Recommendation:  See New Paragraphs Added as ITEM # 10 in December 10, 
2012 Staff Packet Memo 
 
 
ISSUE #3. Can the MOA impose a public access easement within a subdivision 

that otherwise consists of private streets.   
 
Response:  Yes, if a plan specifically identifies the need for such a dedication.  Authority 
is included in the new language for AMC 21.08.040. It states, “Acceptable vehicular 
rights-of-way shall be a public street that is platted and dedicated in accordance with 
relevant provisions of this code.”  The September 17 staff packet described new road 
responsibilities and issues on page 5.  
 
Staff Recommendation:  See New Paragraphs Added as ITEM # 10 in December 10, 
2012 Staff Packet Memo 
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ISSUE #4. Is the Plan consistent with the new Title 21 language for dedications 

related to Chugach State Park (21.08.040). 
 
Response:  Yes. The plan is based on and uses AMC authorities specifically identified in 
the new AMC 21.08.040 and related items in 21.08 of the rewrite.  This new Code 
language was written to specifically include reference to this Plan. 
 
Staff Recommendation:  See New Paragraphs Added as ITEM # 10 in December 10, 
2012 Staff Packet Memo 
 
 
ISSUE #5. Can a developer impose private easements as part of a new 

subdivision design?   
 
Response:  Yes, the current subdivision standards and the subdivision agreements 
standards in Title 21 authorize this approach now.    
 
 
ISSUE #6. Can the plan be used in an arbitrary fashion to justify the imposition 

of additional access easements in locations other than those given in 
the CAP.   

 
Response:  No, the Plan does not require consideration for public access across the entire 
MOA—it is limited only to areas covered in the Plan.  New language to clarify this is 
added to the implementation discussion.   
 
Staff Recommendation:  See 1st Two Sentences in 2d Paragraph, ITEM # 6, in 
December 10, 2012 Staff Packet Memo 
 
 
ISSUE #7. What is the status of the Campbell Airstrip Road and the Stuckagain 

area roads? 
 
Response:  Tudor Road to Campbell Creek/BLM parking lot is owned by the MOA and 
maintained year round by Street Maintenance.  From this point east to Basher Road, the 
land is under management authority of MOA Parks and Recreation. The road is 
maintained year round by the LRSA contractor; there is no dedicated right-of-way for 
this section.  From Basher Road through the Stuckagain area, roads are in the LRSA and 
maintained year round by the LRSA contractor.  LRSA roads are public roads if a right-
of-way is dedicated.  Private roads are built as part of a subdivision agreement where the 
right-of-way is not dedicated to the MOA or in some cases roads are constructed in a 
Public Use Easement: these are not maintained by the MOA and are considered private. 
These types of access are not part of this Plan.  
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ISSUE #8. The Plan identifies over 140 possible future access sites throughout 

the MOA.  It is not clear whether or not all of these are to become 
formal access locations and/or if there is flexibility, once site 
conditions are more closely examined during the platting process, in 
where these might finally be located.  Will every one require 
dedications where located on private land?  

 
Response:  No.  The Plan clearly identifies which of the approximately 140 access entries 
in the main table, are intended to be secured, which are already secured and which ones 
should never be secured. Of the entries listed, only forty-five (45) of these are listed as 
“unsecured”.  Unsecured sites are those that require future action either via dedication or 
acquisition to legally secure. Of the 45 unsecured entire entries, about 22 are 
recommended for vehicular access.  Many of these sites do not affect private developers 
because they fall on agency-held (State or MOA-HLB) land.  So the actual number of 
sites to be considered for access in future platting actions on private land is quite small.  
Many of these unsecured sites are clustered in certain areas of the Park interface and are 
prioritized where not all may become access places.  The Plan’s access locations are a 
starting point for future considerations.  The Plan does not encumber or dedicate sites on 
individual parcels. Sites listed in the maps include unsecured and secured locations and 
parcels of opportunity.  The Plan notes (page 18), “as development in parcels of 
opportunity occurs, the State and MOA shall look for opportunities to secure access to 
Chugach State Park”.  Soils, drainage, wetlands, avalanche hazard, seismic risk, stream 
setbacks, flooding potential, visual resources, topography, existing and potential land use, 
zoning, and land ownership should be evaluated and considered.”  The implications are 
that these parameters pose certain realities to final determinations of locations and 
feasibility of each future access decision.  That is why these are identified as unsecured 
and opportunities. The Plan provides a formal process to consider and evaluate possible 
access opportunities. The Area-Wide Recommendations section of the Plan (pages 17-19) 
includes language that clarifies that flexibility is a reality of reserving future sites and that 
not all are intended to be secured.   
 
The Plan represents an organized and feasible vision for potential future access locations 
and opportunities.  The State used a systematic approach to analyze the park boundary 
interface. This approach included geographical information system (GIS) modeling of 
wetlands, slope conditions, and avalanche hazards using the latest available data and 
imagery, while accounting for existing trail networks and natural features of interest that 
would cause or have historically received access demand. Additionally, in-depth land 
research was conducted to understand existing agreements and land use patterns; over 
90% of the listed sites were visited and evaluated by design and construction, 
engineering, and landscape architect staff.  
 
Staff Recommendation:  See New Paragraph, ITEM # 11 in the December 10, 2012 
Staff Packet Memo  
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ISSUE #9. What was the process by which the 140 owners, whose sites have 

access designated on their land, were notified? 
 
Response: Since the Chugach Access Plan is an areawide/policy planning document, it 
did not require individual or adjacent property owner notification the way a rezoning or 
platting action necessitates.  The plan serves both to recommend new access locations 
and to inventory existing access locations. Of the approximately 140 specific areas 
identified in the plan, only 45 are unsecured and fewer than that are recommended. The 
Plan was noticed on the MOA meeting notices website and it was sent to all Community 
Councils whose boundaries abut the Park. The case was noticed on the Zoning Cases On-
line web pages.  The Plan was reviewed by the Watershed & Natural Resources Advisory 
Commission and the Parks and Recreation Commission, which also held a public hearing.   
 
As outlined in the September 17 staff packet, the State initiated a lengthy public review 
process that included four (4) public open house sessions, focus group meetings, working 
with a stakeholder group, public notices, community council presentations, and online 
access.   
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