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Municipality of Anchorage 
WEST ANCHORAGE LAND TRADE TASK FORCE 
MEETING #5 
 
Wednesday, February 26, 2014 11:00 am – 1:00 pm  
Federation of Community Councils Conference Room 
URS Corporation, Meeting Facilitators 
http://www.muni.org/Departments/OCPD/Planning/Projects/Pages/WestAnchorageLandTrade.aspx 

_____________________________________________________________ 
AGENDA 
 

1. Welcome and Introductions  
 
Dr. Joan Kluwe, meeting facilitator, welcomed the participants and conducted the 
introductions of facilitation staff, task force members, and public attendees.   
 
Dr. Kluwe outlined Meeting 4 highlights and the proposals developed under the no land 
exchange scenario.  She then outlined the format for Meeting 5, beginning with land 
owners providing their preferences for potential land exchange scenarios that involve the 
entire parcels.   
 
Ms. Gleason requested that Meeting 5 discuss not only entire parcels, but also potential 
portions of parcels that may be included in an exchange scenario.  Dr. Kluwe indicated 
that the Task Force would begin with entire parcel exchange scenarios, but note where 
additional discussions are warranted regarding partial parcel exchanges. 
 

2. Whole Parcel Exchange Scenarios 
 
Brian Baus, AWWU, began by saying that he did not feel this is the appropriate 
time and setting for a discussion of exchange scenarios involving whole parcels.  He 
felt the Task Force, comprised of policy and decision makers, was being asked to make 
decisions that require the input of experts such as engineers, appraisers and realtors.  It 
was his opinion that there was no global solution and that any likely scenario would need 
to be developed based on the specific circumstances and needs of the municipality, 
airport, and AWWU regarding a specific parcel. 
 
Holly Spoth-Torres, MOA Parks Department, followed by saying there was not a 
whole parcel scenario that was feasible for the Parks Department at this time; 
however, they would be open to a scenario that involved portions of parcels.  Ms. 
Spoth-Torres indicated that the Parks Department is required to balance the need of 
multiple recreational users and this is difficult to assess under any potential land 
exchange scenario.  Robin Ward, HLB, also expressed difficulty with the whole parcel 
exchange scenario, since the airport already has easements on HLB lands, making it 
difficult to discuss issues regarding entire parcels. 
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Thede Tobish added to this discussion by saying that the Municipality of Anchorage 
would be interested in all parcels that contribute to a continuous Coast Trail, 
provide permanent neighborhood buffers to the Airport, and retain park use sites.  
In particular, the Municipality would be interested in the following parcels:  

 1 and 2 – for recreation and general municipal uses 
 All or portions of  3, 5, 7, and 8 for the Coastal Trail & open space 
 Portions of  9 (for airport buffer)  
 11 (recreation/access to Spenard Lake) 
 12 (recreation/dog park) 
 13 (snow dump) 
 14 and 28 (airport buffer) 
 And a secondary interest in 18 and 19 (for airport buffer/general municipal 

uses).  Such Municipal uses might include a permanent neighborhood buffer, 
park & open space uses, and possibly even new residential developments. 

Ms. Spoth-Torres added that the Parks and Recreation Department has a strong interest in 
Parcel 1. 
 
John Parrott, TSAIA, said that under an entire parcel exchange scenario the airport 
would like to acquire parcel 17, 30, and would like to gain access through parcel 6.  
In return, the airport would be willing to trade parcels 1, 2, 12, 13, 14, 18, 19, and 
28. 
 
Dr. Kluwe, opened the discussion to the remainder of the Task Force.  Nick Moe started 
a discussion on parcel 25, to continue to pursue conveyance to MOA through the 
municipal entitlement program.  Ms. Gleason brought up questions regarding parcel 10 
ownership.  Mr. Tobish indicated that municipality’s only interest in the parcel was for 
right of way, which can’t be given away.   
 
Ms. Gleason asked several questions regarding Parcel 4 easements and then proposed 
that the municipality-owned portion within Parcel 4, currently within the airport 
fenced area, should be exchanged for ownership in Parcel 13. 
 

3. Partial Parcel Exchange Scenarios 
 
Mr. Baus indicated that AWWU would be willing to discuss exchanging portions of 
parcel 6 as long as AWWU retained easements for utility corridors, access to testing 
wells, Coastal Trail access, and Coastal Trail buffers.  Also, AWWU would need to 
ensure that there would be no negative impact to testing wells and overall operations.  
Regarding parcel 30, AWWU would be willing to discuss giving up portions of parcel 
30; however, they would need more information on potential points of conflict 
between airport needs and future AWWU operational needs.  Any potential land 
deal would need to involve assurance for necessary easements and a body of experts 
would be needed to sort out the specific details. Any potential deal would involve 
mixing and matching of lands to ensure their needs are met. 
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At this point, Mr. Tobish, proposed convening a working group/separate project that 
would consist of the Airport, AWWU, and MOA (including the Parks Department), 
and appropriate players to plan a land exchange scenario that would address the 
needs associated with the west side parcels (top of 7 to the top of 4).  The purpose of 
this group would be to ensure that all needs are met,  including retaining park acreage and 
needs. Important to this effort is the goal that all aspects of each future land use are 
feasible  in terms of engineering and design, and do not negatively impact the functions 
of each (the Airport, AWWU., parkland, the Coastal Trail, wildlife movement, 
Archeological site). Mr. Tobish felt there is sufficient land to meet these needs.  
 
A discussion followed with several Task Force members regarding who would represent 
the public’s interests and a decision would be made about any potential AWWU land 
trade deal.  Mr. Baus emphasized that this would need to be a separate project with 
special funding. Bob Auth stated there is a large public interest in any potential solution 
proposed by the Task Force.   
 
Ms. Spoth-Torres indicated that the Parks Department was not ready to talk about parcel 
17 hypothetically, since this was such a sensitive issue.  However, the Parks Department 
is committed to an economically functioning airport, as well as multiple recreation uses, 
and a contiguous Coastal Trail.  Ms. Ward said HLB would like to maximize the land 
under this scenario under protective easements  
 
Mr. Tobish added that in any scenario, the Parks Department should receive equivalent 
land to what is lost.  He added that to resolve future use, needs and conflicts would 
require mix and match of several proposals. Any solution would require new information, 
addressing engineering concerns, compensation for lost acreage, a contiguous Coastal 
Trail, appraisal of lands involved. 
 
Ms. Gleason emphasized the need for more details regarding a future alignment of a new 
runway in regards to parcel 17 before any future land trade scenarios could move 
forward.  Mr. Moe followed by saying parcel 17 should remain permanently protected 
and the Coastal Trail current alignment was there for a reason.   
 
Mr. Parrott followed this by saying that land is a limited resource and that the Airport has 
identified multiple potential uses for each piece of land under consideration.  However, 
the airport would like to trade parcel 2, 3, 7, 8, and 9 and others to the municipality. 
Several Task Force members engaged in a discussion of airport uses on these lands-few 
of these have designated uses in the current or new master plan; however, the point was 
made that if an official use is identified by the airport, it is difficult to convince the FAA 
that these lands should be included in any exchange. 
 
Mr. Parrott asked the group what level of detail was needed to make a decision on the 
land exchange scenarios.  He felt that he currently had enough information to make a 
decision, but Mr. Baus indicated that more detail on the specifics needed to be provided 
by experts and the AWWU Concept Expansion project and the final alignment location 
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and design of a new runway as an example. Mr. Parrott indicated that some of that detail 
could be generated in-house by the airport if he had more specifics on what was needed. 
 
Ms. Spoth-Torres asked Mr. Parrott if the airport could build a runway without moving 
the Coastal Trail.  He responded by staying this was not possible and followed by 
reminding the Task Force that all airport land was available for lease if there was an 
aeronautical purpose. Steve Strait, Aviation Advisory Board, indicated that there was 
general acceptance that there needs to be some sort of a land trade agreement.  Ms. Ward 
followed by encouraging the group to look at all options and reevaluate land uses based 
on the current needs of the community. 
 
Ms. Gleason expressed concern that there would be a net loss of parks lands.  To which 
Mr. Tobish responded that there would likely be enough acreage to maintain the total 
amount of park lands by moving park lands to a different location on the Airport’s west 
side.  This should be a goal of any proposals for partial parcel exchanges. Mr. Moe 
reiterated his point that there was not a pressing need to resolve the land exchange issues.  
He said there was a need to look at the technical issues and was not sure if the large 
effects on public land are justified.  This was followed by a comment from the public that 
the Task Force should just be looking at the quantitative aspects (money and acres) of 
this issue, that there was an inherent value in the lands up for discussion. 
 
Mr. Parrott added to this discussion by saying there are other parcels in play that bring 
the MOA to the table, including the snow dump, and these parcels provide an incentive to 
resolve all of the issues involved.  Ms. Gleason followed by saying the runway expansion 
was not eminent, but the snow dump is an immediate need, and the group should resolve 
the snow dump issue and shelve the theoretical land exchange debate.  She then 
reiterated her proposals to trade to solve the snow dump problem, which are as 
follows: 1) exchange portions of parcel 4 for parcel 13, or 2) sign a 20 year lease 
would allow the MOA to go forward with snow dump improvements, or 3) proceed 
with the state land entitlement claim that would allow for acquisition of the snow 
dump. 
 

4. General Comments from Public 
 
Steven Holley, a representative from the village of Tyonek spoke briefly on the 
archeological site associated with parcel 17.  He indicated that it is the last physical 
evidence of the historical presence of Alaska Natives in the Anchorage area and the 
importance of keeping the site in its current state. He also emphasized the importance of 
including the tribe in decisions associated with the site. Mr. Parrott indicated that the 
airport was currently working with the tribes to acknowledge the tribes as part of 
Anchorage history, document their presence, and create a display for the airport.   
 
Merle Akers asked the Task Force to complete a questionnaire he developed so he can 
determine who represents his interests and who he should talk to about his concerns.  He 
would like to know if any lands are going to be traded prior to the upcoming election 
because it will influence his voting decisions.   
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David Landry commented that residents of the west side felt the airport wants to claim all 
the lands in west Anchorage to support airport growth.  They felt there needs to be a 
growth limit on the airport.  John Johansen then cited the WADP regarding airport 
buffers.  Mr. Tobish added that growth of the airport was not a new issue and that many 
of the issues being discussed could have been better addressed in the 1950s.  With this in 
mind, he asked the Task Force to use this opportunity to permanently resolve the 
significant and historic land use and conflicts issues and not focus solely on the snow 
dump. 
 
Ms. Gleason asked if any portion of a realigned Coastal Trail would be on airport 
property.  She said the stated goal in the WADP was to get the entire Coastal Trail under 
MOA ownership.  She doesn’t support a solution where more of the trail is outside of 
MOA ownership.   
 
Mr. Parrott proposed the possibility that the MOA could retain property around a 
potential runway for the Coastal Trail and that this land could be a part of the potential 
exchange along with other parcels considered under a potential scenario. Ms. Spoth-
Torres and Mr. Tobish both indicated that part of the public interest in an exchange 
scenario would be that the MOA gain permanent ownership of the entire Coastal Trail 
 

5. Meeting 6 
 
The next meeting was scheduled for Tuesday March 11th from 10am – 12pm at the FCC 
Conference room.  The time will be confirmed.   
 


