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HALO, Inc. Comments on PZC Case 2011-104                                                                   Page 1/3 

      December 2, 2011 
 
Jerry Weaver 
Title 21 Rewrite Project 
Municipality of Anchorage, Planning Department 
P.O. Box 196650 
Anchorage, Alaska  99519 

 

 

RE: PZC Case 2011-104 Proposed Amendments to Provisionally Adopted title 21 

 

 

The HALO public meeting of Dec 1, ’11 devoted considerable time discussing proposed changes 

to the provisionally adopted Title 21 Rewrite.  Only four changes that would directly impact land 

in the HALO area were discussed.   

 

HALO, Inc is a non-profit organization formed in 1969 as an advocate for land issues effecting 

Southeast Anchorage. HALO’s boundaries encompass eight community councils.  

 

HALO’S recommendations follow. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Wayne Westberg 

Chair 

 

 

 
Area G Home and Landowners Organization, Inc. 
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A. 21.03.020C Meetings 

HALO recommends changing the proposed wording to the following: 

 
c. The applicant is encouraged to shall use as its first choice the community council(s) meeting of the 
project area as the community meeting when the community council(s) meeting is available. If the 
community council(s) meeting for the project area is not scheduled in a timely manner, the applicant shall 
organize a community meeting. If the project area spans more than one community council and the 
applicant chooses to attend community council meetings, the applicant shall attend the community 
council meetings of all applicable community councils. 

 

 

B. 21.03.210 Code Amendments 

HALO does not support the proposed change and urges the inclusion of Planning and 

Zoning Commission review of all changes to Title 21, including, especially, within the 

first two years after passage of Title 21. 

 

 

C. 21.07.020 Stream Setbacks 

HALO stresses adherence to the Hillside District Plan. Maintain 50 ft setbacks per the 

intent of the Hillside District Plan (HDP). 

 

In its goals and implementation steps, the HDP frequently cites the importance of streams 

and specifically states that 50’ setbacks are required. 

 

Concerning Development Standards, the HDP states: 

 
Watercourse protection: Natural watercourses are the backbone of the Hillside 
drainage system. Actions are needed to maximize the protection of this important 
function, for drainage as well as other environmental goals. Wherever possible and 
practicable, stream corridors shall be further protected to ensure their natural function 
and contribution to the Hillside drainage and recharge system. Methods of protection are 
outlined below, in order of most protected to least. ... 
 

Setbacks: Minimum setbacks for watercourses identified on contemporary Municipality 

of Anchorage mapping shall be fifty feet horizontally from the ordinary high-water mark 

on each side of streams, and ten feet horizontally from the edge of each side of 

drainageways. Protection and maintenance easements can also be applied in this 

situation. ... 
 

Per the Wetlands Management Plan, the requirement for a 65-foot creek setback 
comes from the wetlands designation and is still required if the stream runs through a 
wetland. If it does not run through wetlands, then the 50-foot setback would be 
applicable.  (HDP pages 6-30 and 31) 
 

Also,  

 
• Watercourse Setback 
... Streams shown on Map 2.11 are current as of December 2007, with 50-foot 
setbacks, described on page 6-30. (p. 2-47) 
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The HDP anticipated that these requirements would be implemented through Title 21: 

 
Setback standards adopted through this plan will be established in Title 21 of the 
municipal code. When that is done, any legally existing structures, disturbances, or uses 
that would be in violation of the new setback would be considered legally nonconforming 
(i.e., grandfathered) as of the date of the setback ordinance and would have rights to 
exist into the future in their existing condition. (p. 3-15) 

 

The HDP mentions setback requirements in Title 21 with the clear indication that the 

Provisionally Adopted 50’ setbacks were expected to remain. 

 
Other improvements (in Title 21, Chapter 8) include new requirements for developer 
performance guarantees and requirements for the identification of stream channels prior 
to the submittal of preliminary plats. (p2-31)  

 

The HDP recognizes the extensive public support for protecting the natural environment: 

 
The natural and recreational qualities of the Hillside, its wildlife, large areas of 
undeveloped lands, close contact with nature, dark night skies, parks, and wilderness 
trails are treasured by both Hillside residents and visitors. The public expressed strong 
support for protecting these qualities, maintaining the integrity of the area’s natural 
environment and rural character, and improving recreational opportunities. Maintaining 
water quality is a priority, particularly protecting well water and Potter Marsh.(p2-38) 

 

The HDP has an entire chapter on drainage issues and solutions and specifically calls out 

existing regulations (i.e. a 25’ setback) as inadequate: 

 
Causes of Drainage Problems  
Development affects runoff by disrupting natural drainage systems. Some natural 
drainage ways and wetlands have been damaged or diverted by land development. 
Remaining wetland, streams, and natural drainage ways provide vital storm water 
management functions but currently are not managed to serve this function on a 
sustainable basis. (p. 3-2) 
 
Existing regulations and drainage design criteria do not adequately address these 
and other unique conditions of the Hillside and are not always adequately enforced. 
Existing development built to old standards in conjunction with newer, denser 
development has a cumulative effect on downstream drainage and the potential to create 
or exacerbate drainage problems. (p.3-4) 

 

 

 

D. 21.07.110.E  Standards for All Single-Family Residential Structures 
HALO does not support the proposed change.  HALO urges the adoption of the 

provisionally adopted text for design standards for single family homes. 
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Joan Diamond Rabbit Creek Community Council 
P.O. Box 112354, Anchorage, AK  99511-2354 
          December 9, 2011 
 
Planning & Zoning Commission 
MOA 
PO Box 195560 
Anchorage, AK 99519 
 
   RE:  2011-104: Administration’s Amendments to Title 21 
 
The Rabbit Creek Community Council has been involved in the Title 21 Rewrite for several years.  
The council approved, without objections, the following comments at their December meeting. 
 
21.03.020C:  Community Meetings 
Community councils are part of the Municipal Charter and should be the main vehicle for any 
applicant who is required to hold a community meeting.  Council meetings should not be an option, 
rather they should be required, as long as they are available. 
Revision to Title 21:  “Applicant shall be required to use the community councils as the first choice . . 
.”  
 
 21.03.210:  Code Amendments—deleting limits and expedited process 
Changes to Title 21 code have community-wide, long-term impacts and should not be expedited, even 
if they are considered by the Director to be conflicting, inconsistent, or have unintended consequences. 
The PZC should always review all changes to Title 21. Community councils should be given the 
opportunity to comment and 21 days is not adequate time, given that councils meet once a month or 
less.  
 
Revision to Title 21: Change text to reflect that PZC will review all Title 21 changes, even within the 
first two years of passage, and change public hearing review period to at least 35 days in order for 
councils to be able to comment on changes. 
 
C. 21.07.020:  Stream Setbacks and increased allowed uses 
Retain the 50-ft setbacks and other stream projection language of the provisionally adopted Title 21.  
 
Acknowledge policies in the Hillside District Plan (HDP)  for stream setbacks. Fifty-foot setbacks, per 
side, must be adhered to according to the HDP. This policy is for new development; provisions are 
included for grandfather rights for parcels that already have development within the setback.  
 
Fifty-foot setbacks are a fiscal measure that protects all taxpayers by limiting severity and frequency of 
stream damage to infrastructure, property erosion, flooding and glaciation.  
 
Lowering the provisionally adopted stream protection setbacks and increasing allowed uses in the 
setbacks would be a major step backwards for the protection of our natural resource. Staff has 
researched this issue thoroughly, including setback standards for other cities; the previous 25 ft setback 
is inadequate to maintain creek quality. 
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Rabbit Creek Community Council Comments on Title 21 Amendments, Dec ’11   P. 2 
 

 
21.07.110.E:  Standards for All Single-Family Residential Structures .  
The council supports the provisionally-adopted design standards for single-family homes. The menu 
system of design choices offers developers options, but does not limit them to those choices because 
there is an ‘alternative compliance’ system. Do not change the provisionally adopted standards. 
 
21.07.060D:  Neighborhood connectivity 
Retain section provision for pedestrian connectivity when a cul-de-sac is created. Pedestrian 
connectivity reduces traffic congestion and promotes personal health, both of which are Municipal 
goals 
 
Support the staff amendment with the following revision: "sidewalks are not required on the bulb 
portion of cul-de-sacs except for cul-de-sacs which have a pedestrian connection leading between lots 
to an adjoining path or road; in which case the sidewalk must be installed around a portion of the cul-
de-sac to provide a continuous pathway. 
 
 21.04.060: Commercial development in industrial zones 
The council does not support more commercial development in industrial zones. The impacts of 
commercial uses in industrial zones is not conducive for economical management of the city, nor does 
it comply with Anchorage 2020’s policy #26 for preservation of industrial lands.  Retail sprawl 
impedes development of efficient transportation infrastructure. Re-examine allowable uses after 
completion of the Anchorage Commercial Land use Study. 
 
21.06.020:   Deletion of neighborhood protection height transitions 
The council rejects deletion of height restrictions in B-3 zones in Midtown unless there are strong 
protections for residential sunlight. Anchorage 2020 polices support protection of neighborhoods and 
northern city design for sunlight. 
 
The council understands that some of the proposed Title 21 revisions (such as landscaping and road 
connectivity index) will be postponed until a future PZC meeting. The council intends to submit 
comments on these issues after the proposed changes are released for public review. 
 
       Sincerely, 
 
       Joan Diamond 
 
       Joan Diamond, Vice Chair RCCC 
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    Your Voice for Responsible Growth 
 
February 1, 2012 
 
Planning and Zoning Commission 
Municipality of Anchorage 
4700 Elmore Road 
Anchorage, AK 99507 
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
Thank you for considering these comments on proposed amendments to Title 21, 
Anchorage's land use code.  It has been a decade now since the Title 21 revision 
process began, and we all welcome the light at the end of the tunnel. 
 
The Anchorage Citizens Coalition formed in 1998, at an old fashioned town hall 
meeting attended by hundreds of citizens.  ACC participated in the process from its 
start, through thick and thin.  Partnering with the municipality in 2004, we facilitated 
months of public work sessions where citizens reviewed proposed changes in detail 
and came to consensus on recommendations.  There have been many changes, many 
compromises, made since those early days. 
 
We represent citizens' ‘voice for responsible growth’ and advocate for Anchorage as 
envisioned in our comprehensive plan.  That has us working parallel to the Planning 
and Zoning Commission whose main role is to enforce Anchorage’s adopted plans.  
When reviewing the proposed amendments to the Provisionally Adopted Title 21, the 
first consideration is how they promote the goals of our plans. 
 
The community's most fundamental plan is our comprehensive plan whose core 
document states, “Anchorage 2020 reflects the goals expressed by Anchorage citizens 
and approved by their representatives.  Once adopted, the Plan becomes a public 
declaration of the policies that will guide decisions of the Municipal Assembly, the 
Planning and Zoning Commission ...” (p. 3) 
 
It is required by state and municipal laws that our land use laws implement our 
comprehensive plan. 
 
Our comprehensive plan lays out the most critical concern for our future,  
 

“At current zoning ... the Anchorage Bowl’s remaining vacant land and 
underdeveloped residential land could support about 20,700 additional dwelling 
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units.  ... Anchorage should plan to provide for 31,600 more households...” 
(Anchorage 2020 p.25 and 26). 

 
We must prepare to accommodate more people, homes and commercial development,  
and we need to do it in a way so Anchorage is more than just a cheap place to sleep.  As 
Anchorage grow more dense, we must protect the city's quality of life, both to attract 
new businesses and take care of the families who are already living and working here.  
We are proud of our sub-arctic location and our surrounding wilderness.  We have 
found ways to capture available sunshine summer and winter, and appreciate builders 
that go beyond the minimum to provide attractive landscaping and access to parks, 
outdoor spaces for walking and relaxing, front entrances that are easy to find and also 
provide shelter, and designs that complement neighborhoods and commercial districts. 
 
How do Anchorage residents want that to be done?  Development of Anchorage 2020, 
found “a broad consensus in favor of the urban features and neighborhood diversity ... 
and strong support was also given to the neighborhood enhancement elements ... 
‘Business as usual’ planning and development practices ... were unpopular.” 
(Anchorage 2020 p.46) 
 
In the modern world, a good looking city is good business. Anchorage 2020 says 
“Community Vision: Business Support and Development: A quality of life and a 
financial climate that encourage businesses to start up, expand or relocate to 
Anchorage.” (Anchorage 2020 p.40) 
 
Some who have complained about the rewrite of Title 21 say that the city shouldn’t 
“pick the winners and the losers.”  In fact, land use laws exist to protect the rights of all 
where the market mechanism fails.  Too many of the proposed amendments to the 
Provisionally Adopted Title 21 tilt the careful balance that has been found over the past 
10 years.  The amendments pick winners and, too often, homeowners are the losers. 
 
Now the community is considering a number of amendments, some of which are 
technical, others that can be considered surprises, and a number of which are clearly 
push back from those who prefer 'business as usual.'  With proper regard to the goals, 
strategies and policies of our comprehensive plan, we offer the following comments. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Cheryl Richardson 
Director 
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TITLE 21 COMMENTS 
Submitted to the Anchorage Planning and Zoning Commission 
Prepared by the Anchorage Citizens Coalition 
February 1, 2012 
 
 
COMMUNITY MEETINGS 
4. 21.03.020C.2. Add new C.2.c. as follows: 
c. The applicant is encouraged to use the community council(s) meeting of the 
project area as the.... 
 
We support this change.  Community Council meetings are often the best and 
easiest way to gather community input.  
 
 
ACCOMODATE EXISTING BUSINESS/INDUSTRIAL PARKS 
8. 21.03.080F.* Add new content for business/industrial park as a planned 
unit development conditional use; re-letter remaining sections. 
 
In general, this amendment appears appropriate.  It leaves a risk that a large 
retail establishment could be part of the industrial park.  The amendment would 
allow 35% of the development’s gross floor area as retail.  For the minimum 7 
acres required, if it were built at a FAR (floor area ratio) of 1.0, that’s potentially 
103,000 sq. feet of retail that could be in one structure.  
 
This should be restricted by a similar constraint as is proposed for retail in I-1 
with a maximum of 20,000 sq ft to match the proposed commercial in I-1 in 
section  21.05.050H.7.b. b. Use-Specific Standards. 
 
 
ELIMINATION OF MIDTOWN ZONING DISTRICTS (MT) 
15. 21.03.200E.1. Designation of commercial tracts shall be allowed only in 
the B-3,  
 
Eliminating midtown zoning distrcts, coupled with unrestricted heights allowed 
in B-3 zones wipes out height restrictions for midtown and allows the 
construction of tall towers that could shade yards and homes in midtown's 
established residential zones and the North Star neighborhood north of 
Fireweed.   
 
In addition this action removes incentives, and actually creates disincentives for 
midtown property owners to rezone into the Regional Mixed Use district.  
Buildings zoned mixed use would have a lower height limit and more restrictive 
setbacks.  The mixed use standards are needed to begin redeveloping midtown 
into a walkable employment center from its current status as a place where high 
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speed traffic overwhelms walking and biking, and landscaping and public open 
spaces are hard to find. 
 
Comprehensive Plan Policy 10:  Mixed-use development is encouraged within 
Major Employment Centers... 
 
 
EXPEDITED CHANGE TO TITLE 21 
17. 21.03.210B.5. Add new B.5.c. as follows: 
 
Expediting changes to the code in cases where clear mistakes were made in the 
rewrite appears to be a practical response to likely issues.   The proposed 
wording in amendment 17 is too broad.   
 
Strike the phrase “or unintended consequences.”  Interpreting those situations is 
exactly the type of thing the PZC should do. 
 
Major changes to the code should use the approved amendment process. 
 
17. 21.03.210B.5. Add new B.5.c. as follows: 
c. If, during the first two years after [effective date], the director determines that 
an amendment to title 21 is needed to address conflicting provisions, 
inconsistencies, or unintended consequences associated with the Title 21 
Rewrite Project (2002-2012), the director may forward a corrective amendment 
to the assembly, which may adopt the amendment without planning and zoning 
commission review. After the first two years, the director may apply this 
provision twice per year. 
 
 
SINGLE FAMILY HOMES IN R3 
21. 21.04.020H. Add new H.2. as follows: 
2. District-Specific Standards 
 
22. Allowing single-family homes in the R-3 multifamily district 
See also:  Amendment 49. 21.06.020 Table 21.06-1 
 
We should be restrained in allowing Single Family homes in R-3 zones  
The challenge posed for Anchorage’s future is that of providing 30% more 
dwellings than current zoning would allow. A change that seems reasonable 
today can greatly limit our ability to meet this challenge. 
 
All multifamily zoned lands need to be preserved to meet future housing 
demands. The Comprehensive Plan requires an “amendment of multifamily 
zoning district regulations to eliminate low-density housing.”  
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Instead of allowing single family homes in R-3, some R-3 areas should be 
allowed to rezone to lower intensity use if indicated in an adopted Anchorage 
Bowl Land Use Plan Map. 
 
Comprehensive Plan Policy 16:  Adopt standards to ensure that new 
residential development provides for a variety of lot sizes and housing types 
for a range of households and age groups. 
 
Comprehensive Plan Policy 17:  Provide incentives for lot consolidation in 
infill/redevelopment areas in order to improve the design and compatibility of 
multi-family housing. 
 
Comprehensive Plan Implementation Strategies:  Minimum Residential 
Density – The objective of this strategy is to prevent the loss of increasingly 
scarce residential land to lower density uses ... The strategy would require multi-
family properties to develop at a specified minimum number of housing units 
per acre to make efficient use of existing public services and facilities. 
 
 
TRANSITION DISTRICT 
30. 21.04.080H.* 21.04.070H. TR: Transition district 
 
Given that the T district is to be retained until later, the wording in the T21 
rewrite should match without changes the wording in the current T21. The 
proposed amendment is to retain the T district in current code, but then alters 
some of the wording from current code. Retain the existing T district until such 
time as issues relating to zoning at the airport are worked out between the 
Municipality and the Airport management. 
 
 
COMMERCIAL USES IN INDUSTRIAL DISTRICTS 
37. 21.05.050F.2.b.  
 
Retain the PAT21 (provisionally adopted Title 21) restrictions on commercial 
uses in the Industrial I-1 districts. Wait until completion of the Anchorage 
Commercial Land Study and adoption of the Anchorage Bowl Land Use Plan 
Map to reexamine the uses allowed. 
 
Anchorage 2020 provides guidance on this:  
 
Comprehensive Plan Policy 21 All new commercial development shall be 
located and designed to contribute to improving Anchorage’s overall land use 
efficiency and compatibility, traffic flow, transit use, pedestrian access and 
appearance. To eliminate problems associated with strip commercial 
development, new commercial development shall adhere to the following 
principles: 
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New commercial development shall occur primarily within Major Employment 
Centers, Redevelopment/Mixed-Use area, Town Centers, and Neighborhood 
Commercial Centers....New strip commercial development is strongly 
discouraged. 
Allowing commercial uses such as offices and grocery stores to locate in 
industrial zones conflicts with this. 
 
Also,  
Comprehensive Plan Policy 26 Key industrial lands, such as the Industrial 
Reserves designated on the Land Use Policy Map, shall be preserved for 
industrial purposes. 
 
Cases before the Commission have shown practical problems with commercial 
and other non-industrial uses being incompatible with neighboring industrial 
uses.  The impact of allowing commercial uses in I-1 limits the use of more land 
than the particular use may occupy. The Provisionally Adopted Title 21 allows a 
sensible limited amount of commercial uses within the I-1 district. 
 
 
ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 
43. 21.05.070C.g. Table 21.05-4* Add “ADU” as “P” in R-1, R-1A, and R-3. 
45. 21.05.070D.1.b.iii.(B).* (B) Requirements for Developing an ADU 
46. 21.05.070D.1.iii.(C).(1).*  
 
Accessory Dwelling units are encouraged by Anchorage 2020 for offering a way 
to provide more low cost housing.  Allowing ADUs in R-1 zoning is a big issue 
that Anchorage debated and rejected in 2007.  This should be put on hold until 
after the PAT21 is adopted and this can be considered on its own. 
 
Comprehensive Plan Policy 15 Accessory dwelling units shall be allowed in 
certain residential zones. 
 
Comprehensive Plan Implementation Strategies – Accessory Units – With 
this strategy the Land Use Code is revised to allow accessory dwelling units ... 
Design standards for accessory units will be developed before such units are 
allowed. 
 
 
75’ MAXIMUM HEIGHT IN PLI (public lands and institutions) 
52. 21.06.020 Table 21.06-4*  
This is opposed to the comprehensive plan’s goal of protecting neighborhood 
character. 
 
PLI properties can be in the middle of residential areas.  The 75’ height is very 
high for most districts. That’s up to 6 stories!  A better requirement would be to 
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allow the height limit of the surrounding district unless approved by conditional 
use or through a master plan.   
 
 
HEIGHT TRANSITIONS FOR NEIGHBORHOOD COMPATIBILITY 
54 21.06.030D.8. 4.  
 
Height transition requirements provide some protection to adjacent lower 
density neighborhoods.  They move toward protecting property values and 
encourage more  
considerate placement of taller buildings on their lots when they are adjacent to 
residential neighborhoods. The Denali Tower North is one example of a high 
rise that blocks the sun onto a significant number of homes even 3 blocks away.  
But the Denali Tower would not be subjected to the height transition standard.  
More protection is needed. 
 
Large cities such as Denver, Tacoma, and even Manhattan have successfully 
implemented zoning height transitions.  Their experience shows that infill and 
redevelopment is more likely to succeed if neighborhoods are confident they 
will be protected through better building and site design.  If Anchorage is to 
grow taller and more dense, it will need standards that ensure higher densities 
can be compatible in closer urban environments. 
 
To maintain Anchorage's quality of life, our homes and sunlight must be 
preserved.  But these proposed height transition standards will not protect homes 
if midtown's B-3 height limitations are eliminated.   
 
Adopt changes that protect neighborhoods from new commercial development 
that would darken their yards and homes.  Midtown's established residential 
zones and the North Star neighborhood north of Fireweed particularly need 
sunlight protection.    Add the following language to the height transition 
section: 
 
"In order to protect sunlight penetration in neighborhoods, proposed commercial 
buildings that might shadow a home in a residential zone shall met the following 
standard: 
 
New commercial construction and commercial redevelopment shall not shadow 
residentially zoned lots between March 21 and October 21, for the six hours 
between 9am and 3pm solar time." 
 
(Note that this standard allows significant commercial shadowing between 
October 21 and March 21.)   
 
If a proposed commercial project can show less overall residential shadowing 
using a different standard, the Planning and Zoning Commission may use the 
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alternative equivalent compliance or the conditional use process to adjust 
building placement and/or massing to mitigate and minimize the loss of sunlight 
to the affected residential properties. 
 
Anchorage 2020 provides ample support for height transitions to protect 
neighboring uses from new development. 
 
Comprehensive Plan Policy 7 Avoid incompatible uses adjoining one another. 
 
Comprehensive Plan Policy 41 Land Use regulations shall include new design 
requirements that are responsive to Anchorage’s climate and natural setting. 
 
Comprehensive Plan Implementation Strategies – Design Standards - This 
strategy responds to the need to be more efficient with land use, the importance 
of design in the economic success of urban areas, as well as the community’s 
desire to be more attractive, comfortable year-round, and reflective of our 
natural setting.  It seeks to improve the appearance and function of 
developments, including their ability to respond to the specific northern city 
conditions of Anchorage such as sun angles, length of days, ... consider such 
things as building scale and massing, roof lines, ... building placement and 
orientation, natural light, ...  (See the picture on p.96 of Anchorage 2020.) 
 
 
STREAM SETBACKS 
57. 21.07.020B.4.a.i.   
 
Retain the setbacks from streams in the Provisionally Adopted T21. 
 
Others will comment with more authority on scientific support for proper stream 
setbacks.  The provisionally adopted 50-foot setback is much lower than the 100 
foot minimum recommended in scientific literature. 
 
The support for stream protection in our adopted plans is clear. 
 
Comprehensive Plan Policy 66 Fish, wildlife and habitat protection methods 
shall be addresses in land use planning, design and development processes. 
 
Comprehensive Plan Policy 67 Critical fish and wildlife habitats, high value 
wetlands, and riparian corridors shall be protected as natural open spaces, 
wherever possible. 
 
Comprehensive Plan Policy 68 Water resources and land use planning shall be 
integrated through the development of watershed plans for Anchorage streams. 
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Comprehensive Plan Policy 70 The ecological and drainage functions of 
Anchorage’s aquatic resources shall be protected and, where appropriate, be 
restored. 
 
The Hillside District Plan, adopted in 2010 as an element of the comprehensive 
plan, clearly states that “Minimum setbacks for watercourses identified on 
contemporary Municipality of Anchorage mapping shall be fifty feet 
horizontally from the ordinary high-water mark on each side of streams, and ten 
feet horizontally from the edge of each side of drainageways.” and that 
“Setback standards adopted through this plan will be established in Title 21 
of the municipal code.” If title 21 diminishes setbacks to 25’, the HDP must first 
be amended. 
 
Creating lots of nonconformities is the biggest concern regarding increasing the 
setbacks from the 25’ typical under current code.  That is not a real problem 
since the Provisionally Adopted T21 has special allowances for existing 
structures and undeveloped lots that are more generous than the usual 
requirements for nonconforming uses.  The PAT21 says: 
 
iv. Redevelopment of structures or uses existing on [effective date] is 
allowed in the setback where: 
 (A) The director determines there is no practical or feasible alternative to 
encroaching into the setback; and 
 (B) The redevelopment does not increase the encroachment over the 
existing situation. 
v. On undeveloped platted lots existing before [effective date] where the 
director determines the setback precludes practical or feasible 
development of the lot, the director shall approve a site plan that allows 
but minimizes encroachment into the setback. 
 
 
REDUCTIONS Of REQUIRED PRIVATE OPEN SPACE 
61. 21.07.030B.1. through B.5.*   
Do not reduce the PAT21’s minimal provision for private open space in 
residential and commercial properties.   
 
Private open spaces complement the community's need for public open space 
and parks and serve similar purposes, maintaining our quality of life, sunlight 
penetration, public health, scenic views and improved quality of new 
development.   In nonresidential development, private open space contributes to 
the walkability and general quality of the public realm, and provide employees 
and customers with space for active or passive recreation and relaxation. 
 
But provisions to ensure that homes and businesses have adjacent or nearby 
open space have been whittled away over the last seven years, and the latest 
round of amendments whittle it even further.  The latest amendments seek to put 
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a cap on the total square feet of private open space a development must provide 
instead of providing a percent of open space in proportion with the size of the 
development. 
 
The standard started in 2004 at the nationally accepted levels of  

• 30 percent of the total land area of residential development with 5 or 
more units, 

• 15 percent of the total land area of commercial or mixed use 
development, and  

• 10 percent of the total land area of industrial development 
set aside for 'common  private open space.'  Private open space specific to each 
dwelling unit was not included in this standard. 
 
Note that private common open space is so important, that a fee-in-lieu was not 
allowed.  The space was to be required as part of every development. 
 
By 2009, those numbers were whittled down to a small fraction of the 2004 
standard:  

• no private open space required for single-family, two-family and 
townhouse development, 

• 480 square feet per dwelling unit in R-2M and R-2F districts or the 
equivalent of 5 percent of the area of  'group living uses.'   

• 400 square feet per dwelling unit in R-3 districts.  Half the space shall be 
'common,' and again the equivalent of 5 percent of 'group living uses' 
shall be set aside. 

• 225 square feet per dwelling unit in townhouse development in R-4 and 
R-4A districts exclusively for the dwelling unit, and 

• 5 percent of the gross floor areas of nonresidential development in the B-
3 and B-1A, RO, NMU, CMU, and RMU.  

• when dwelling units are included, add 120 square feet of private 
open space per dwelling unit 

 
Downtown and midtown private open space requirements would be determined 
through their respective district plans. 
 
Now within the latest round of amendments, the mayor proposes to 

• allow residential common open space to be apportioned and used 
exclusively by individual dwelling units, thus eliminating shared places 
to play 

• cap private open space at no more than 2000 square feet for the business 
districts.   

• allow townhouse developments to provide no common private open 
space. 

 
Private common open space is a basic building block in a city that is growing 
more dense and beginning to provide urban amenities that allow people to relax 
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and recreate together in sunny spots, linger in landscaped areas near their homes 
and provide attractive views of homes and yards from our public streets. 
 
But Anchorage is squeezing this standard down to the choke point, and 
damaging the quality of life for people who will live in these new, more dense 
residential developments. We require far more space be dedicated to parking 
cars than for playing. 
 
We ask the commission to recommend the private open space requirements 
enjoyed in other American cities, found in the Title 21: Land Use Planning 
(Module 3) PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT – JUNE 2004 provided as Addendum 1. 
 
There is clear guidance supporting open space requirements, “During the plan 
development, citizens identified the protection of natural areas and open space 
as a high priority.” (Anchorage 2020 p.5) 
 
Also,  
Comprehensive Plan Policy 12 New higher density residential development ... 
shall be accompanied by the following:  
      a)   Building and site design standards; 
Access to multi modal transportation, to include transit, and safe pedestrian 
facilities; and, ... 
Adequate public or private open space ... 
 
 
CONNECTIVITY 
62.1 21.07.060D.3.b. 
62.2 21.07.060D.3.c. c. External Street Connectivity 
62.3 21.07.060D.3.g. Add new subsection 3.g. 
63. 21.07.060E.2.b. In all class A zoning districts, sidewalks shall be 
installed on both  
 
Proposed amendments to eliminate the “connectivity index” are acceptable if 
they do not diminish the ability to walk and shorten driving trips. 
 
Proposed amendments 62.1 and 62.2 appear to meet the requirements of the 
comprehensive plan if it includes the wording in sections ii and d. 
 
Proposed amendment 63 to eliminate sidewalks on cul de sacs bulbs contradicts 
the clear direction of Anchorage 2020, In practical terms, it would create 
discontinuous sidewalks as there would be a missing connection between the 
street and a connection between cul de sacs. 
 
The guidance of Anchorage 2020 to create a walkable city is abundant.  Just a 
few examples follow. 
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Comprehensive Plan Policy 37 Design, construct and maintain roadways or 
rights-of-way to accommodate pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users, the disabled, 
automobiles and trucks where appropriate. 
 
Comprehensive Plan Policy 38 Design, construct and maintain roadways or 
rights-of-way to promote and enhance physical connectivity within and between 
neighborhoods. 
 
Comprehensive Plan Policy 54 Design and construct neighborhood roads and 
walkways to ensure safe pedestrian movement and neighborhood 
connectivity... 
 
Comprehensive Plan Policy 55 Provide pedestrian and trail connections 
within and between residential subdivisions in new plats... 
 
Comprehensive Plan Implementation Strategy Street Connectivity Standards 
– The objective of this strategy is to amend the municipal subdivision standards 
to ensure a continuous network of streets and pathways.  The use of cul-de-
sacs ... generally increase the distances that automobiles, pedestrians, and 
bicyclists must travel ... 
 
 
LANDSCAPING 
65.4 21.07.080E.6.d d. Parking Lot Interior Landscaping 
68. 21.07.080E.5.f.* As an alternative to the street frontage site perimeter  
69. 21.07.080F.5. Except as specifically allowed elsewhere in this title, no 
structure,  
85. 21.07.110D.9.d. Landscaping area required by this section shall be 
planted ... 
95. 21.08.030M.2. [IF A LANDSCAPING EASEMENT IS REQUIRED, NO 
MORE  
 
Do not decrease landscaping standards. 
 
Building design standards were decreased over the years in exchange for 
increased landscaping.  The balance of the compromises will be destroyed if 
both landscaping and design standards are reduced.  The new landscape 
requirements are a key Comprehensive Plan strategy to improve our city.  
 
85. 21.07.110D.9.d. Landscaping area required by this section shall be 
planted with 0.2  
 
Add wording for some kind of protection in the winter from plows, parking etc. 
Safe walking requires design features which clearly show pedestrian walkways. 
The most effective methods in a winter city are to provide structural definition 
to the walkway such as a raised walkway protected by vertical curbing or use of 
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physical barriers such as bollards. The Traffic Division supports the 
provisionally adopted standards for vertical curbing and bollards to protect 
pedestrians. 
 
95. 21.08.030M.2. [IF A LANDSCAPING EASEMENT IS REQUIRED, NO 
MORE THAN 50 PERCENT OF SUCH EASEMENT SHALL COINCIDE 
WITH ANY UTILITY EASEMENT, PER  
 
Purpose: Economic Impact Analysis (EIA) testing showed this provision to be 
unfeasible. 
 
Deleting this wording lets the landscaping overlap the utility easement 100%. 
Most often the utility easement is on the property edge where the required 
landscaping would go.  Utility easements often don’t want trees under their 
wires and bushes over their stuff.  The provision should be written so the goals 
of screening and buffering will be met in cases where the landscaping and utility 
easements overlap. 
 
65.4 21.07.080.6.d  Parking lot interior landscaping 
The proposed changes almost cut in half the amount of interior landscaping 
required.  This is clearly against the goals of the comprehensive plan.  As we 
have seen increased interior landscaping in new parking lots, the vast 
improvement over stark unbroken asphalt is obvious.  As we grow and develop 
every lot in Anchorage, the perimeter and interior landscaping in commercial 
areas will be the only vegetation. 
 
The cost of the landscaping is far outweighed by the new code’s decrease in 
required parking. That is part of the balance that has been found over the years 
of the rewrite.  To now cut in half the minimal landscaping throws off that 
careful balance. 
 
Anchorage 2020 says “citizens desired changes to ... Improve urban design 
(architecture, landscaping, streetscape ...) (p.37)  The Community Vision is “A 
northern community built in harmony with our natural resources and majestic 
setting.”(p.37)  There is nothing natural or majestic about a barren parking lot. 
 
 
MULTIFAMILY RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS 
84.3 21.07.090H.7.b. e.  
Standards for multi family and townhouse development are expected and 
important goals of our comprehensive plan.  The numerous policies cited 
previously make it clear that standards should be enough to make a real 
difference as Anchorage grows. 
 
Through the process of writing Title 21, various structural design standards were 
reduced with some balance provided by increasing landscaping following the 
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notion that landscaping can hide lots of problems.  To further decrease 
landscaping without any increase in other standards erodes the balance that was 
attempted. 
 
Proposed amendment 84.3 to eliminate landscaping between garage doors is a 
significant decrease in the standards.  This should be rejected or balanced by 
requiring that any decrease in parking area landscaping be replaced with an 
increase in perimeter landscaping. 
 
 
PARKING COURTYARD 
84.12 21.07.110D.6.  
 
This may be a useful idea, but the idea of a “Parking Courtyard” having “an 
emphasis on pedestrians and play space” appears to be an oxymoron. 
 
The change suggested below for A) includes the garage spaces in the 
calculation, otherwise the 8 units could far exceed to minimum parking 
requirements in 21.07.090.  These courtyards would be used in urban 
developments where residents do not need as many cars.  Without this change, 
the parking provided would dominate the courtyard so it would fail to meet the 
goals. 
 
 
PARKING MULTIPLE USE COURTYARD  
84.12 21.07.110D.6.d. d. Either: 
i. Connection to the street by walkways and/or the unit’s individual driveway; or 
ii. A parking courtyard which is pedestrian-oriented use the principles of 
“Woonerf Street” or “Play 
Street”, meeting the following conditions: 
A). The parking courtyard serves no more than eight units and contains no more 
than 12 
parking spaces (not including garage spaces); 
(B). The parking multiple use courtyard is a dead end and does not lead to other 
units or streets; 
(C). An administrative site plan review is performed, unless a higher level of 
review is already required; 
(D). A walkway is provided between the parking multiple use courtyard and the 
street—the access driveway does not qualify as a pedestrian walkway; 
(E). A special paving scheme is applied, as approved through the review; 
(F). The space is designed for both vehicles and people, with an emphasis on 
pedestrians and play space, as approved through the review; and 
(G). The parking multiple use courtyard achieves the intent of this title for 
pedestrian access, as determined through the review. 
 
Add this condition: 
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(H) Space in the multiple use courtyard will not qualify as required private open 
space. 
 
 
DESIGN STANDARDS FOR SINGLE AND TWO FAMILY HOMES 
86. 21.07.110E. and F. Delete sections 21.07.110E. and 21.07.110F. 
 
Reject the proposal to delete all of the design standards for single family and 
two family homes.  Leave the design standards in the Provisionally Adopted 
T21 as they are. 
 
It's true that standards cannot create good design, but they can prevent the very 
bad design we have seen in many cases. Public opposition to developments 
generally springs from the fear of bad development that damages the character 
of the neighborhood and destroys property values. As we get more crowded, 
these issues will be more important. 
 
These  minimum design standards are very simple, and most developments 
already meet them.  Neighborhoods deserve protection that all new construction 
will at least achieve these minimums with: 

• a reasonable mix of housing models and house fronts along a street, 
• entrances that are covered and protected from snow and ice, 
• a visible walkway to the street and an entrance that is visible from the 

street, 
• basic limits on garage doors' dominance of the public street, 
• a small percent of the front wall will provide windows overlooking the 

street. 
 
The requirement for significant design standards in Anchorage 2020 is too 
frequent to ignore: 
 
The discussion of the community vision “neighborhood Identity and Vitality: A 
variety of safe, pleasant and distinctive neighborhoods ...” (Anchorage 2020 
p.38)  “Northern City: Well planned development based on a design aesthetic 
that create a sense of place and incorporates Anchorage’s unique northern 
setting.” (p.38) 
 
“Planning Principles for Design and Environment  ... Improve architectural 
quality of commercial development through design standards ... Encourage 
architectural design that is responsive to our northern climate and seasonal light 
conditions. ... Adopt design standards that are suited to a northern urban 
environment ... Adopt standards that minimize negative impacts from adjacent 
incompatible land uses ... Establish flexible building and design standards ...” 
(Anchorage 2020 p.65) 
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Comprehensive Plan Policy 12 New higher density residential development ... 
shall be accompanied buy the following:  
 
a)   Building and site design standards; 
Access to multi modal transportation, to include transit, and safe pedestrian 
facilities; and,  
Adequate public or private open space ... 
 
Comprehensive Plan Policy 16 Adopt standards to ensure that new residential 
development provides for a variety of lot sizes and housing types for a range of 
households and age groups. 
 
Comprehensive Plan Policy 41 Land Use regulations shall include new design 
requirements that are responsive to Anchorage’s climate and natural setting. 
 
Comprehensive Plan Policy 46 The unique appeal of individual residential 
neighborhoods shall be protected and enhanced ... 
 
Comprehensive Plan Policy 52 Site and design residential development to 
enhance the residential streetscape and diminish the prominence of garages and 
paved parking areas. 
 
Comprehensive Plan (2002 amendment) Policy 99 Incorporate crime 
prevention and other public safety needs into the design of residential and 
commercial areas, individual buildings, and public facilities. Use design 
standards to improve natural surveillance, residents' sense of ownership and 
control of the neighborhood, and overall public safety through appropriate 
environmental design. 
 
Design for Public Safety - This strategy responds to the need to incorporate 
crime prevention, natural hazard mitigation, and other public safety needs into 
the design of residential and commercial areas, individual developments and 
buildings, and public facilities. It seeks to increase public safety by preventing 
crime and mitigating potential hazards through appropriate physical design of 
neighborhoods, commercial districts, and other areas. For instance, evidence and 
experience nationwide shows that the application of certain techniques in urban 
design can discourage crime in an area by providing a physical setting that 
increases natural surveillance and a sense of territorial ownership by 
neighborhood residents. This strategy is compatible (and mutually reinforcing) 
with "Design & Environment" policies for attractive residential neighborhoods, 
mixed use areas, and town centers. The "Design for Public Safety" strategy is to 
be implemented as an integral component of the broader "Design Standards" 
strategy. 
 
Comprehensive Plan Implementation Strategies – Affordable Housing – 
The objective of this strategy is to remove regulatory impediments that increase 
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housing costs without clear and convincing public benefit.  However, it is not 
designed to result in the addition of structures that are insensitive to community 
design expectations or are of reduced quality ... Design standards for affordable 
housing will be developed before additional units are encouraged. 
 
Comprehensive Plan Implementation Strategies – Design Standards - This 
strategy responds to the need to be more efficient with land use, the importance 
of design in the economic success of urban areas, as well as the community’s 
desire to be more attractive, comfortable year-round, and reflective of our 
natural setting.  It seeks to improve the appearance and function of 
developments, including their ability to respond to the specific northern city 
conditions of Anchorage such as sun angles, length of days, wind, cold, snow 
and rain.  This strategy calls for the creation of site and building design 
guidelines and standards.  The design standards and guidelines would consider 
such things as building scale and massing, roof lines, windows, entries, 
pedestrian access, parking lot design, storm water run-off, building placement 
and orientation, natural light, wind, landscaping, indoor and outdoor lighting, 
public spaces, and outdoor furniture. ... 
 
Comprehensive Plan Implementation Strategies – Small-Lot Housing – The 
objective of this strategy is to substantially modify the cluster housing or 
townhouse standards to promote efficient use of residential land that conserves 
sensitive environmental areas and protects or enhances neighborhood quality.  
The revisions would include minimum site design standards, revised open 
space definitions and minimum requirements, and building site placement 
standards... 
 
Design standards are well supported by Anchorage 2020, but the PAT21 offers 
flexibility with the “Alternative Compliance” routine in 21.07,010.1.D.  This 
opens the door for all kinds of buildings that meet the goals of the 
comprehensive plan. 
 
D. Alternative Equivalent Compliance 
1. Purpose 
Alternative equivalent compliance is a procedure that allows development to 
meet the 
intent of the design-related provisions of this chapter through an alternative 
design. It is 
not a general waiver or weakening of regulations. Rather, the procedure permits 
a site 
specific plan that is equal to or better than the strict application of a design 
standard 
specified in this title. This procedure is not intended as a substitute for a 
variance or 
administrative modification or as a vehicle for relief from standards in this 
chapter. 
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The design standards from single family homes and two family homes in the 
Provisionally Adopted T21 are minimal.  Few builders stoop that low.  The 
standards are simply to prevent the very worst development. 
 
 
 
PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 
ACC recommends amending the Provisionally Adopted Title 21 by 
restoring requirements to provide public open space or a fee-in-lieu as part 
of their projects. 
 
In comprehensive plan public hearings, citizens clearly stated they wanted to 
protect natural resources.  Anchorage's open spaces are among its greatest 
treasures.  As the city grows through infill and redevelopment, we will need 
more open space to maintain our quality of life, recreation opportunities, 
sunlight penetration, natural areas and resources, public health, scenic views of 
our mountains and inlet and improved quality of new development in the city.   
 
Developers profit from Anchorage's infrastructure, including its schools and 
parks. But when their new construction increases demand on this infrastructure, 
they ask all taxpayers to pay.   Taxpayers should not have to shoulder that entire 
burden.   
 
Most cities require developers to pay "impact fees" when their new construction 
or redevelopment will increase the community's capital costs.  About 60 percent 
of all cities with over 25,000 residents and almost 40 percent of all metropolitan 
counties use some form of impact fees. In California and Florida, the extent of 
cities and counties using impact fees is at 90 and 83 percent, respectively.1 It is 
unfortunate that Anchorage's developers are not paying their fair share of 
Anchorage's infrastructure costs. 
 
The earliest public review draft of Title 21 contained requirements for 
developers building ten or more residential units to provide at least 10 acres of 
public open space for every new 100 residents.   The chosen lands were to be 
suitable for the development of active play areas, passive uses, trails, or in some 
cases to preserve unique landforms or natural areas.  If suitable lands were not 
available, the developer would pay a 'fee-in-lieu' to local government.  
 
During the many years of the Title 21 rewrite, Impact Fees fell by the side and 
were replaced with direct requirements for new development to provide public 
or private open space.  With every draft, that requirement has been diminished. 
 

                                           
1 http://www.impactfees.com/faq/general.php# 
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Anchorage Citizens Coalition seeks to ensure that developments pay their fair 
share of costly impacts on Anchorage's infrastructure by either providing a 
modest amount of public open space for their new construction or pay a fee in 
lieu of that open space to local government.  In that way, local government will 
have sufficient resources to provide additional open space as the community 
becomes more dense and maintain Anchorage's quality of life. 
 
This requirement would apply to residential developments of 10 or more 
residential units. 
 
Comprehensive Plan Policy 77 states “... new development should be required 
to pay a portion of its own infrastructure and for impacts on other public 
infrastructure elements.”   
 
In the discussion of development strategies, 2020 says: Impact Fees – The 
concept behind this strategy is that new development will pay its own way with 
Impact Fees.  New development contributes to a more equitable funding of 
associated capital costs of shared public facilities such as schools and parks, 
which reduces the burden on other residents for such improvements.  This 
strategy is used in many local governments in the Lower 48. 
 
Recommended amendment language comes from Title 21: Land Use Planning 
(Module 3) PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT – JUNE 2004 and it is shown below as 
Addendum 1. 
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ADDENDUM 1:  PRIVATE OPEN SPACE AMENDMENT 
Chapter 21.07: Development and Design Standards  Sec.21.07.030 Open Space 
C.  Private Open Space 
 
Page and line numbers are preserved, but page formatting was changed for 
clarity. 
 
1. Purpose  
34  Private common open space is private open land area set aside for the  
35  exclusive use and enjoyment of a development’s residents, employees, or  
36  users.  Goals and requirements for common open space complement this  
37  Title’s requirements for dedicated open space and parks, and serve similar  
38  purposes.  
 
2. Applicability 
28 
39  
40  All development in the Municipality shall be required to set aside a portion 
of  
41  land as private common open space according to the following requirements:  
 
Page 27  
 
1  a.  Residential development containing five or more units: 30 percent of  
2  total land area.  
3  b.  Commercial/Mixed-Use development: 15 percent of total land area.  
4  c.  Industrial development: 10 percent of total land area.  
 
5  3. Standards  
 
6  a.  Locational Criteria  
7  To the maximum extent feasible, where significant natural and scenic  
8  resource assets exist on a property, the subdivider, developer, or  
9  owner shall give priority to their preservation as private common open  
10  space.  In reviewing the proposed location of private common open  
11  space areas, the Director shall use all applicable plans, maps, and  
12  reports to determine whether significant resources exist on a  
13  proposed site that should be protected, with priority being given to the  
14  following areas (which are not listed in a particular order):  
15  i.  Wetlands;  
16  ii.  Flood Hazard Overlay District;  
17  iii.  Lakes, rivers, and stream/riparian corridors;  
18  iv.  Wildlife migration corridors;   
19  v.  Areas with average slopes over 20 percent; and  
20  vi.  Tree retention areas. 
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21  b.  Areas Not Credited  
22  Lands within the following areas shall not be counted towards  
23  required private common open space set-aside areas:  
24  i.  Private yards;  
25  ii.  Public or private streets or rights of way;  
26  iii.  Open parking areas and driveways for dwellings; and  
27  iv.  Land covered by structures not intended solely for  
28  recreational uses.  
 
29  c.  Use of Common Open Space Areas  
30  Common open space areas shall not be disturbed, developed, or  
31  improved with any structures or buildings, except for the limited  
32  purposes allowed below:  
33  i.  Facilities for active recreation (equipment for such uses shall  
34  be indicated on the site and/or subdivision plan provided by  
35  the developer);   
 
Page 28  
 
1  ii.  Common open space areas may include passive recreational  
2  and educational purposes approved by the Director, including  
3  but not limited to walking, biking, picnicking, fishing,  
4  preservation of natural areas and scenic resources, parks,  
5  environmental education, and wildlife habitat protection.  
6  iii.  Clearing of underbrush and debris and the provision of walks,  
7  fountains, fences, and other similar features are allowed.  
 
8  d.  Design Criteria  
9  Land set aside for private common open space shall meet the  
10  following design criteria, as relevant:  
11  i.  Common open space areas shall be distributed throughout  
12  the development and located so as to be readily accessible  
13  and useable by residents, unless the lands are sensitive  
14  natural resources and access should be restricted.  A portion  
15  of the open space should provide focal points for the  
16  neighborhood.  
17  ii.  The lands shall be compact and contiguous unless the land  
18  shall be used as a continuation of an existing trail, or specific  
19  topographic features require a different configuration.  An  
20  example of such topographic features would be the provision  
21  of a trail or private open area along a riparian corridor.  
22  iii.  Where private common open space areas, trails, parks, or  
23  other public spaces exist adjacent to the tract to be  
24  subdivided or developed, the private common open space  
25  shall, to the maximum extent feasible, be located to adjoin,  
26  extend, and enlarge the presently existing trail, park, or other  
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27  open area land.  
 
28  e.  Ownership  
29  All private common open space areas shall be owned jointly or in  
30  common by the owners of the development.    
 
31  f.  Fee In Lieu Prohibited  
32  The payment of fees, in lieu of the set-aside of land for private  
33  common open space uses, is prohibited. 
 
ADDENDUM 2:  PUBLIC OPEN SPACE AMENDMENT 
Recommended amendment language comes from Title 21: Land Use Planning 
(Module 3) PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT – JUNE 2004 and it is shown here as 
Addendum 2 
Page and line numbers are preserved, but page formatting was changed for 
clarity. 
 
21.07.030 OPEN SPACE  
 
14  
15  A. Purpose  
16  This Section 21.07.030 is intended to ensure that open space and natural 
areas  
17  throughout the Municipality are considered and protected during the 
development  
18  review process.  Open space serves numerous purposes, including 
preservation of  
19  natural areas and resources, preservation of scenic views, greater resident 
access to  
20  open areas and recreation, public health benefits, and enhancement of the 
quality of  
21  new development in the Municipality.  
 
B. Public Open Space Dedication and Fees In-Lieu 
23 
22  
     1. Purpose  
24  This subsection 21.07.030.B. is intended to provide land or fees in-lieu of 
land  
25  for park, trail, and open space demand generated by new residential  
26  subdivisions.  In general, these lands shall be suitable for the development of  
27  active play areas, passive open areas, trails, or in some instances to preserve  
28  unique landforms or natural areas.  Where no suitable land is available, 
based  
29  on subsection 21.07.030.B.4. below, Characteristics of Land to be 
Dedicated,   
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30  fees in-lieu of land or the equivalent monetary value may be substituted at 
the  
31  Municipality’s discretion.  
 
      2. Applicability  
33  An applicant for any development that includes ten or more residential units  
34  shall be required to dedicate a portion of land per individual unit, or pay a 
fee  
35  in lieu thereof pursuant to this subsection 21.07.030.B.  
 
     3. Amount of Park Land to be Dedicated  
37     At least ten acres per 1,000 projected residents. (23) 
 
Chapter 21.07: Development and Design Standards  
Sec.21.07.030 Open Space 
Page 23 
 
    4. Characteristics of Park Land to be Dedicated  
2  Except as otherwise required by the Platting Authority at the time of  
3  preliminary plat approval, all dedications of land under this section shall meet  
4  the following criteria.  These criteria should be considered general guidelines  
5  to ensure that the dedication of land is suitable for open space or park  
6  development.  
 
7  a.  Locational Criteria  
8  To the maximum extent feasible, where significant natural and scenic  
9  resource assets exist on a property, the subdivider, developer, or  
10  owner shall give priority to their preservation through public land  
11  dedication.  In reviewing the proposed location of public land  
12  dedication areas, the Director shall use all applicable plans, maps,  
13  and reports to determine whether significant resources exist on a  
14  proposed site that should be protected, with priority being given to the  
15  following areas (which are not listed in a particular order):  
 
16  i.  Wetlands;  
17  ii.  Flood Hazard Overlay District;  
18  iii.  Lakes, rivers, stream/riparian corridors, and drainageways;  
19  iv.  Wildlife habitat and migration corridors; and  
20  v.  Areas with average slopes over 20 percent.  
 
21  b.  Unity  
22  The dedicated park land shall form  a single parcel of land, except  
23  where the Platting Authority determines that two or more parcels  
24  would be in the best interest of the public, given the type and  
25  distribution of open spaces needed to adequately serve the proposed  
26  development.  In such cases, the Platting Authority may require that  
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27  such parcels be connected by a dedicated strip of land at least 30  
28  feet in width.  
 
29  c.  Usability  
30  At least 50 percent of the total land dedicated, if intended primarily for  
31  active recreational use, shall  be located outside the Flood Hazard  
32  Overlay District, alluvial soils, lakes, or other water bodies, and areas  
33  with slopes greater than 15 percent, and at least 75 percent of the  
34  total land dedicated shall be located outside of wetlands.  Lakes,  
35  ponds, creeks, or other water bodies, and wetlands may be dedicated  
36  only if sufficient abutting land is dedicated as a public recreation area  
37  or park or if such area constitutes a necessary part of the drainage  
38  control system.  Land dedicated only for greenways need not follow  
39  the requirements of this subsection.  
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1  d.  Location  
2  The dedicated park land shall be located so as to reasonably serve  
3  the recreation and open space needs of residents of the subdivision  
4  and to comply with the Comprehensive Plan.  The dedicated park  
5  land may be located outside of the residential development in order to  
6  comply with the currently approved long-range recreational plans, to  
7  add property to existing park land, or to combine land dedication  
8  efforts with those of other developments.   
 
9  e.  Access  
10  Public access to the dedicated  land shall be provided either by  
11  adjoining public street frontage or by a dedicated public easement, at  
12  least 30 feet wide, which connects the dedicated land to a public  
13  street or right-of-way, unless the land being dedicated is a sensitive  
14  environmental area to which access should be restricted for  
15  preservation purposes.  Gradients adjacent to existing and proposed  
16  streets shall allow for reasonable access to the dedicated land.   
17  Where the dedicated land is located adjacent to a street, the  
18  subdivider shall remain responsible for the installation of utilities,  
19  sidewalks, and other improvements required along that street  
20  segment.  Public access to greenway dedications only shall be at  
21  least 20 feet wide.  
 
22  f.  Topography  
23  The average slope of the portion of dedicated land deemed usable for  
24  active recreation shall not exceed  the average slope of the entire  
25  subdivision to be developed.  In no case shall a slope on the usable  
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26  portion of dedicated land exceed 15 percent.  
 
27  g.  Areas Not Eligible  
28  Lands within the following areas shall not be accepted for public/open  
29  space dedication:  
 
30  i.  Private yards;  
31  ii.  Public or private streets or rights of way;  
32  iii.  Open parking areas and driveways for dwellings; and  
33  iv.  Land covered by structures not intended solely for  
34  recreational uses.  
 
35  5. Procedure for Dedication of Park Land  
36  The dedication of such land shall be reviewed and approved as part of the  
37  preliminary plat.  The subdivider shall designate on the preliminary  
38  subdivision plat the area or areas of  land to be dedicated pursuant to this  
39  section.  Where wetlands have been certified to exist on the property, the  
40  preliminary subdivision plat shall also identify the boundaries of such  
41  wetlands. 
  
42  6. Submission of Deed and Survey  
43  Unless otherwise stipulated in a subdivision agreement, the conveyance of  
44  dedicated land to the Municipality shall be by warranty deed, and the title 
shall 
 
Chapter 21.07: Development and Design Standards  
 Sec.21.07.030 Open Space 
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1  be free and clear of all liens and encumbrances, including real property taxes  
2  prorated to the time of conveyance.  The deed shall be submitted no later  
3  than two years after the approval of a phase’s preliminary plat, or by the time  
4  that 50 percent of the Certificates of Occupancy for that phase have been  
5  issued, whichever is earlier.  The Platting Authority may grant an extension of  
6  time after the initial two years after subdivision plat or master plan approval  
7  has elapsed.  
 
7. Payments of Fees In-lieu of Land Dedication  
8  
9  a.  General  
10  The payment of fees, in lieu of the dedication of land described above  
11  under subsections 21.07.030.B.1. through 6. above, may occur at the  
12  request of the Municipality or the subdivider.  The payment of fees in  
13  lieu of land dedication also may be required by the Platting Authority  
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14  at the time of preliminary plat approval upon finding that all or part of  
15  the land required to be dedicated under this section is not suitable for  
16  public recreation and open space purposes, or upon finding that the  
17  recreational needs of the proposed development can be met by other  
18  park, greenway, or recreational facilities planned or constructed by  
19  the Municipality within reasonable proximity to the development, or  
20  upon finding that existing park land is adequate to serve the  
development. 
26 
21  
22  b.  Procedure for Approval  
23  The payment of such fees in lieu of land dedication shall be reviewed  
24  and approved as part of the preliminary plat.  Any subdivider wishing  
25  to make such payment shall attach to the application for preliminary  
26  plat approval a letter requesting the payment of fees in lieu of land  
27  dedication.  Upon receipt of the preliminary subdivision plat, the  
28  Director shall submit a copy thereof, along with the letter, to the  
29  Platting Authority.  In the event of a dispute between an applicant who  
30  wants to make payment in lieu, and a recommendation by the Platting  
31  Authority that facilities should be provided, the Planning and Zoning  
32  Commission shall make the final determination.  
 
33  c.  Time of Payment  
34  The fees in lieu of dedication shall be paid prior to recording any lot(s)  
35  in the subdivision to which the fees relate.  
 
36  d.  Amount of Payment  
 
37  i.  Where payment to the Municipality is to be made in lieu of  
38  dedication of land as permitted by this section, the  
39  subdivider/developer shall provide to the Municipality, at the  
40  subdivider/developer’s cost/expense, a current written  
41  appraisal of the fair market value of the unimproved land that  
42  otherwise would be conveyed.  Each appraisal shall be  
43  performed by an Alaska-licensed real estate appraiser.    
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1  ii.  The Platting Authority may waive the requirement of an  
2  appraisal where the subdivider/developer provides to the  
3  Municipality documentation evidencing the fair market value  
4  of the subject property, which in the opinion of the Platting  
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5  Authority reasonably estimates the land’s fair market value.    
6  iii.  The appraisal or documentation of the land’s fair market  
7  value, along with other evidence that, in the Municipality’s  
8  opinion, aids in the determination of fair market value, may be  
9  used in the determination of  the amount of any payment in  
10  lieu of land dedication permitted by this section.   
11  iv.  Nothing in this section shall  limit or preclude the Platting  
12  Authority from requiring a written appraisal.  
 
13  e.  Disagreements As To Amount  
14  In the case of disagreement between the Municipality and the  
15  applicant regarding the fair market value of the property, such  
16  determination shall be made by a special appraisal committee  
17  consisting of one professional appraiser appointed by the Director,  
18  one professional appraiser appointed by the applicant, and one  
19  professional appraiser appointed by the first two committee  
20  appointees.  This committee shall view the land and hear the  
21  contentions of both the Municipality and the applicant.  The findings of  
22  the committee shall be by a majority vote and shall be certified to the  
23  Platting Authority in writing within 30 days of the date the third  
24  member is appointed to the committee.  The costs of the appraiser  
25  appointed by the applicant shall be borne entirely by the applicant;  
26  the Municipality shall bear all other costs associated with the  
27  committee.  
 
28  f.  Use of Funds   
29  All monies received by the Municipality pursuant to this section shall  
30  be used only for the acquisition or development of parks, open space  
31  sites, and related facilities. 
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Title 21 Rewrite

From: triena slatter 
Sent: Thursday, February 02, 2012 11:27 AM
To: Title 21 Rewrite
Subject: Sharing our ideas on Title 21
Attachments: T21 no more compromise 2-1-12-1.pdf

Sorry I forgot to sent this too you. 
Thought it got sent to you back when we created it a few months ago and sent it to the assembly; but 
can't find the email on it, so I am sending it now. 
 
It is a quick summary of our ideas on the different amendments being discussed. Hope this makes it in 
time, and hope it helps. 
 
It is a quick reminder that the Current Provisionally adopted Title 21 already has many compromises in 
it from 8 years of public testimony before reopening it up again. And we are hoping all of you are 
honoring and accounting for that as you start this new round of hearing new public testimony on the 
already compromised amendments as well as some new ideas & amendments that are being introduced 
for the first time. 
 
Thank you very much. 
 
 
 
Triena L. Slatter 
Adopt Title 21 Coalition Member 
Transition Anchorage Steering Committee Member 
Concerned Citizen 
907-830-0775 
tlslatter@gmail.com 
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A CHRONOLOGY OF COMPROMISES 
 

• The Title 21 Rewrite project was started in 2002 to implement citizens’ vision for 

Anchorage’s future as presented in our adopted Comprehensive Plan.  

• There have been five drafts.  Countless staff and volunteer hours have gone into 

reviewing and changing the various drafts.  The extensive public process has been 

open to everyone.  Along the way, many, many compromises were made that took 

us far from the aspirations of our Comprehensive Plan. 

• There have been multiple public hearings at the Planning & Zoning Commission 

and the Assembly. At each stage, compromises were made that usually had the 

goals of the Comprehensive Plan in retreat including public open space, access to 

sunlight, protection of mature trees, safe and convenient walking.   

• The Assembly’s Title 21 Committee painstakingly reviewed, analyzed, and 

frequently changed drafts of the code. 

• By the summer of 2010, all but one of the fourteen chapters had been 

provisionally adopted by the Assembly.  

•  “Provisionally Adopted” means the final draft was found to be acceptable to the 

Assembly. 

• In the summer of 2010, the mayor hired Dan Coffey to review the Provisionally 

Adopted code.  Mr. Coffey turned in his report in June of 2011. 

• On October 19, the mayor released his long awaited proposal to amend the 

Provisionally Adopted Title 21 based on Mr. Coffey’s work. 

• Most of Mr. Coffey’s proposals were rejected. Out of 37 “major issues,” the 

mayor recommended “no change” from the Provisionally Adopted code for 22, 

and another 3 have only minor changes. Other recommendations will significantly 

erode Title 21’s support for the type of town citizens expect.  

• As we move forward, we must avoid the myopic focus on immediate small cost 

increases and look instead at the lower long term costs and the improved quality 

of life. The past approach has proved unsustainable and has not been supported by 

citizens of Anchorage, nor has it proved to be successful across the country. 

 

WE DRAW THE LINE HERE 

• Reject the mayor’s proposal to delete all of the design standards for single family 

homes.   
o The standards are minimal as they have been continuously chopped away through 8 years 

of public process.  

o Most builders already far exceed proposed minimal standards. 

o The lowest quality builders create a competitive environment that drags down the quality 

of all builders. 

o The standards allow choices through a (already watered down) menu system. 

o  Innovative designs are allowed under the “Alternative Compliance” routine. 
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o Allowing “the market” to decide the minimums will not protect the value of your home 

from “snout houses.” Plain boxes that look like homes for cars can be built in established 

traditional neighborhoods bringing down the value of all the homes. 

o The intent of the standards is to offer minimal protection to neighborhood aesthetics and 

home values. 

o Required vegetation is increasingly needed as we clear and develop every available lot. 

o Design standards are specifically required in the Comprehensive Plan. 

o (And no, there are no rules on paint colors!) 

 

• Reject the mayor’s proposal to decrease setbacks from streams to 25’ from the 

proposed 50’ to 100’ in the Provisionally Adopted code. 
o After considerable research, discussion, review and compromise with the T21 

subcommittee, the provisionally adopted 50-foot setback is much lower than the 100 foot 

minimum recommended in scientific literature. 

o Stream setbacks average 100-feet nationwide.  

o In Alaska: Soldotna has a 100-foot setback, the Mat-Su Borough has a 75-foot setback, 

and both Juneau and Homer have 50-foot setbacks.  

o Stream setbacks are necessary to control floodwaters, provide water quality treatment by 

capturing and filtering pollutants, protect base stream flows to reduce threats of flash 

floods, maintain stream stability preventing channel migration and maintain stream health 

for fish and wildlife habitat.  

o Anchorage’s existing 25’ setback came about because of politics, compromise and what 

was acceptable in the mid 1980’s—not from scientific or practical findings. 

o Nationally, the economic benefits of streamside protection are well documented 

indicating higher home values near streams and greenbelts (15% higher in Anchorage) 

and better quality of life rankings, which attract potential businesses and homeowners. 

o Reduced setbacks create issues of increased peak runoff (floodwaters, storm water) 

entering streams resulting in flash floods increased erosion and sedimentation. 

o The proposed change causes increased financial hardships for property owners and the 

Municipality, as well as being detrimental to property, infrastructure and habitat. 

 

• Reject the mayor’s proposal to delete height restrictions in the B-3 zones in 

Midtown unless strong protections for residential sunlight are in place.  
o Allowing tall buildings to cast shadows on homes picks winners and losers and the losers 

are homeowners. 

 

• Reject the mayor’s proposal to increase the allowed commercial uses (that means 

“stores”) in the Industrial I-1 zones. Wait until completion of the Anchorage 

Commercial Land Study and adoption of the Anchorage Bowl Land Use Plan 

Map, to reexamine the uses allowed. 
o Anchorage 2020 Policy #26 clearly states: “Key industrial lands, such as the Industrial 

Reserves designated on the Land Use Policy Map, shall be preserved for industrial 

purposes.”  

o Commercial and other non-industrial uses in industrial zoning districts can be 

incompatible with neighboring properties. 

o The provisionally adopted Title 21 already allows a limited number of commercial uses 

to occur within the I-1 district that support or are compatible with industrial uses. 

o  Allowing certain commercial uses such as offices and grocery stores to locate in 

industrial zones results in further sprawl and traffic congestion.   

o Anchorage 2020 policy #21 directs new commercial development to locate primarily 

within Major Employment Centers, Redevelopment/Mixed-Use Areas, Town Centers, 

and Neighborhood Commercial Centers. 
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� Reject the mayor’s proposal to reduce private open space requirements. An earlier 

compromise allowed nonresidential developments to reduce their parking 

requirements if they provide some additional private open space.  The mayor 

proposes deleting this and modifying other wording regarding open space. 
o The provisionally adopted section replaces the current Title 21 “usable yard” regulations 

with a “private open space” requirement that focuses on improvements in quality and 

usability, and avoids requiring more area than current code.  

o The provisionally adopted Title 21 does not substantially increase the amount of area 

required, and allows less space but encourages higher quality space  

o The provisionally adopted code also explicitly allows rooftops, balconies, and atriums to 

count as private open space. 

o We still need to see the precise language that is proposed. 

 

� Reject the mayor’s proposal to delete the connectivity index needed for easier 

walking and biking. Approve T21 as it is and propose a clearly written alternative 

later. 
o When neighborhoods are connected, it encourages more walking and biking, better health 

for its citizens, and a greater sense of community. 

o Administrative relief is written into the provision to account for situations that make it 

impossible to meet the standard. 

o The connectivity index makes sure there are adequate vehicle routes in and out of 

neighborhoods so traffic does not clog just a few routes and intersections.  The index also 

provides more options for bicyclist and pedestrians to move in and between 

neighborhoods.  

o The connectivity index allows the subdivision designer great flexibility to design the road 

system, as long as the number of intersections and the number of links meets the required 

ratio. 

o (C’mon, the math required is really simple.  You can do it!) 

 

� Reject changes that diminish neighborhood protection height transitions. 
o In Alaska’s northern climate, tall buildings have more extreme shadowing and day-

lighting impacts to surrounding areas that affect gardens, warmth, and how we use our 

yards. Height transition standards between different building types protect property 

values and investments in residential property, and full enjoyment of residential lots.  

o Neighborhood protection transitions become more important as the demand for infill and 

redevelopment grows next to existing residential neighborhoods.  

o The height transition standard improves the compatibility of higher intensity development 

with adjacent lower density neighborhoods by guiding where building bulk is placed on a 

lot. It protects property values on both sides of the fence.  

o Years of testing and refinement over a series of drafts have calibrated the height 

transition to avoid impacting the development potential of a subject commercial lot.  

o Experience elsewhere demonstrates that an infill/redevelopment strategy has a greater 

chance of success if neighborhoods have confidence they will be protected through better 

building and site design.  

 

� Reject the mayor’s proposal to eliminate sidewalks on cul-de-sacs. 
o Removing sidewalks is a setback to Comprehensive Plan policies for pedestrian 

environment and connectivity.  

o Sidewalks should be required along both sides of public streets for all types of 

developments in class A zoning districts, including cul-de-sacs. 

o  Public streets through areas of institutional and industrial developments will have 

pedestrians as well as commercial or residential areas. Institutional uses, in particular, 

such as churches and schools, can have fairly high levels of pedestrian activity. 
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� Reject any language that would decrease landscaping standards when the mayor’s 

proposal to rewrite the section is implemented. 
o The provisionally adopted landscaping section is the result of hundreds of hours of 

citizens’ time spent reviewing and commenting on the section, staff research and review 

of drafts with a committee of landscape architects, response to comments received from 

the public, including comments from the American Society of Landscape Architects, and 

review and changes to the section made by the Urban Design Commission, Planning & 

Zoning Commission, and the Municipal Assembly.  

o Building design standards were decreased over the years in exchange for increased 

landscaping.  The balance of the compromises will be destroyed if both landscaping and 

design standards are reduced. 

o A new landscape ordinance is a key Comprehensive Plan strategy to improve our city.  

 

� Reject language that decreases standards for multi family and townhouse 

development. 
o The Anchorage Police Department recognizes and encourages the public safety value in 

street facing windows and visible and accessible entries. 

o “Eyes on the street” help deter criminal activities in neighborhoods.  

o A 15 percent window requirement is modest and practical. It can be easily met, and 

represents the lowest percentage that achieves the objectives for the project.   

o Developers who propose multifamily projects near existing neighborhoods face 

opposition from the local community because there are few minimum standards to 

guarantee development will be compatible with the existing neighborhood character. 

 

• Watch out for language that would allow expedited changes to the code in cases 

where clear mistakes were made in the rewrite.   
o This change could be good if worded so the cases where it would be applied are limited.  

Changes would be made case by case, and not allowed to apply sweepingly across all 

other sections of the code. 

o Major changes to the code should use the approved amendment process. 

 

� Watch out for language allowing Single Family homes in R-3 zones  
o With the low vacancy rate for rental housing in Anchorage today, all multifamily zoned 

lands need to be preserved to meet future housing demands. 

o The Comprehensive Plan requires an “amendment of multifamily zoning district 

regulations to eliminate low-density housing. Design standards for minimum residential 

density development will be developed before this strategy takes affect.” The 

provisionally adopted code recommends a baby-step towards meeting this policy—

namely the removal of detached single family housing as an allowed use in the R-3 

district.  

o While there are several areas currently zoned R-3 that should be designated for a lower 

density, these are a geographic issue to be addressed by the draft Anchorage Bowl Land 

Use Plan Map. 
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Title 21 Rewrite

From: Johanna Eurich 
Sent: Thursday, February 02, 2012 12:43 PM
To: Title 21 Rewrite
Subject: titel 21

A CHRONOLOGY OF COMPROMISES 
 The Title 21 Rewrite project was started in 2002 to implement citizens’ vision for Anchorage’s future as presented in our adopted 

Comprehensive Plan. 
 There have been five drafts. Countless staff and volunteer hours have gone into reviewing and changing the various drafts. The 

extensive public process has been open to everyone. Along the way, many, many compromises were made that took us far from the 
aspirations of our Comprehensive Plan. 

 There have been multiple public hearings at the Planning & Zoning Commission and the Assembly. At each stage, compromises 
were made that usually had the goals of the Comprehensive Plan in retreat including public open space, access to sunlight, protection of 
mature trees, safe and convenient walking. 

 The Assembly’s Title 21 Committee painstakingly reviewed, analyzed, and frequently changed drafts of the code. 
 By the summer of 2010, all but one of the fourteen chapters had been provisionally adopted by the Assembly. 
 “Provisionally Adopted” means the final draft was found to be acceptable to the Assembly. 
 In the summer of 2010, the mayor hired Dan Coffey to review the Provisionally Adopted code. Mr. Coffey turned in his report in 

June of 2011. 
 On October 19, the mayor released his long awaited proposal to amend the Provisionally Adopted Title 21 based on Mr. Coffey’s

work. 
 Most of Mr. Coffey’s proposals were rejected. Out of 37 “major issues,” the mayor recommended “no change” from the 

Provisionally Adopted code for 22, and another 3 have only minor changes. Other recommendations will significantly erode Title 21’s 
support for the type of town citizens expect. 

 As we move forward, we must avoid the myopic focus on immediate small cost increases and look instead at the lower long term 
costs and the improved quality of life. The past approach has proved unsustainable and has not been supported by citizens of Anchorage, 
nor has it proved to be successful across the country. 
WE DRAW THE LINE HERE 

 
Reject the mayor’s proposal to delete all of the design standards for single family homes. 
o The standards are minimal as they have been continuously chopped away through 8 years of public process. 
o Most builders already far exceed proposed minimal standards. o The lowest quality builders create a competitive environment that drags down the 
quality 
of all builders. o The standards allow choices through a (already watered down) menu system. o Innovative designs are allowed under the “Alternative 
Compliance” routine. 
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o Allowing “the market” to decide the minimums will not protect the value of your home from “snout houses.” Plain boxes that look like homes for cars can 
be built in established traditional neighborhoods bringing down the value of all the homes. 
o The intent of the standards is to offer minimal protection to neighborhood aesthetics and home values. 
o Required vegetation is increasingly needed as we clear and develop every available lot. o Design standards are specifically required in the 
Comprehensive Plan. o (And no, there are no rules on paint colors!) 

 Reject the mayor’s proposal to decrease setbacks from streams to 25’ from the proposed 50’ to 100’ in the Provisionally Adopted 
code. 
o After considerable research, discussion, review and compromise with the T21 subcommittee, the provisionally adopted 50-foot setback is much lower than 
the 100 foot minimum recommended in scientific literature. 
o Stream setbacks average 100-feet nationwide. o In Alaska: Soldotna has a 100-foot setback, the Mat-Su Borough has a 75-foot setback, 
and both Juneau and Homer have 50-foot setbacks. o Stream setbacks are necessary to control floodwaters, provide water quality treatment by 
capturing and filtering pollutants, protect base stream flows to reduce threats of flash floods, maintain stream stability preventing channel migration and maintain 
stream health for fish and wildlife habitat. 
o Anchorage’s existing 25’ setback came about because of politics, compromise and what was acceptable in the mid 1980’s—not from scientific or practical 
findings. 
o Nationally, the economic benefits of streamside protection are well documented indicating higher home values near streams and greenbelts (15% higher in 
Anchorage) and better quality of life rankings, which attract potential businesses and homeowners. 
o Reduced setbacks create issues of increased peak runoff (floodwaters, storm water) entering streams resulting in flash floods increased erosion and 
sedimentation. 
o The proposed change causes increased financial hardships for property owners and the Municipality, as well as being detrimental to property, infrastructure 
and habitat. 

 Reject the mayor’s proposal to delete height restrictions in the B-3 zones in Midtown unless strong protections for residential 
sunlight are in place. 
o Allowing tall buildings to cast shadows on homes picks winners and losers and the losers are homeowners. 

 Reject the mayor’s proposal to increase the allowed commercial uses (that means “stores”) in the Industrial I-1 zones. Wait until 
completion of the Anchorage Commercial Land Study and adoption of the Anchorage Bowl Land Use Plan Map, to reexamine the uses 
allowed. 
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o Anchorage 2020 Policy #26 clearly states: “Key industrial lands, such as the Industrial Reserves designated on the Land Use Policy Map, shall be 
preserved for industrial purposes.” 
o Commercial and other non-industrial uses in industrial zoning districts can be incompatible with neighboring properties. 
o The provisionally adopted Title 21 already allows a limited number of commercial uses to occur within the I-1 district that support or are compatible with 
industrial uses. o Allowing certain commercial uses such as offices and grocery stores to locate in 
industrial zones results in further sprawl and traffic congestion. o Anchorage 2020 policy #21 directs new commercial development to locate primarily 
within Major Employment Centers, Redevelopment/Mixed-Use Areas, Town Centers, and Neighborhood Commercial Centers. 
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 Reject the mayor’s proposal to reduce private open space requirements. An earlier compromise allowed nonresidential 
developments to reduce their parking requirements if they provide some additional private open space. The mayor proposes deleting this 
and modifying other wording regarding open space. 
o The provisionally adopted section replaces the current Title 21 “usable yard” regulations with a “private open space” requirement that focuses on 
improvements in quality and usability, and avoids requiring more area than current code. 
o The provisionally adopted Title 21 does not substantially increase the amount of area required, and allows less space but encourages higher quality space 
o The provisionally adopted code also explicitly allows rooftops, balconies, and atriums to count as private open space. 
o We still need to see the precise language that is proposed. 

 Reject the mayor’s proposal to delete the connectivity index needed for easier walking and biking. Approve T21 as it is and 
propose a clearly written alternative later. 
o When neighborhoods are connected, it encourages more walking and biking, better health for its citizens, and a greater sense of community. 
o Administrative relief is written into the provision to account for situations that make it impossible to meet the standard. 
o The connectivity index makes sure there are adequate vehicle routes in and out of neighborhoods so traffic does not clog just a few routes and intersections. 
The index also provides more options for bicyclist and pedestrians to move in and between neighborhoods. 
o The connectivity index allows the subdivision designer great flexibility to design the road system, as long as the number of intersections and the number of 
links meets the required ratio. 
o (C’mon, the math required is really simple. You can do it!) 

 Reject changes that diminish neighborhood protection height transitions. o In Alaska’s northern climate, tall buildings have more 
extreme shadowing and day- 
lighting impacts to surrounding areas that affect gardens, warmth, and how we use our yards. Height transition standards between different building types protect 
property values and investments in residential property, and full enjoyment of residential lots. 
o Neighborhood protection transitions become more important as the demand for infill and redevelopment grows next to existing residential neighborhoods. 
o The height transition standard improves the compatibility of higher intensity development with adjacent lower density neighborhoods by guiding where 
building bulk is placed on a lot. It protects property values on both sides of the fence. 
o Years of testing and refinement over a series of drafts have calibrated the height transition to avoid impacting the development potential of a subject 
commercial lot. 
o Experience elsewhere demonstrates that an infill/redevelopment strategy has a greater chance of success if neighborhoods have confidence they will be 
protected through better building and site design. 

 Reject the mayor’s proposal to eliminate sidewalks on cul-de-sacs. 
o 
o 
o 
Removing sidewalks is a setback to Comprehensive Plan policies for pedestrian environment and connectivity. Sidewalks should be required along both sides of public 
streets for all types of developments in class A zoning districts, including cul-de-sacs. 
Public streets through areas of institutional and industrial developments will have pedestrians as well as commercial or residential areas. Institutional uses, in particular, 
such as churches and schools, can have fairly high levels of pedestrian activity. 
Page 3/4 

 Reject any language that would decrease landscaping standards when the mayor’s proposal to rewrite the section is implemented.
o The provisionally adopted landscaping section is the result of hundreds of hours of citizens’ time spent reviewing and commenting on the section, staff 
research and review of drafts with a committee of landscape architects, response to comments received from the public, including comments from the American 
Society of Landscape Architects, and review and changes to the section made by the Urban Design Commission, Planning & Zoning Commission, and the Municipal 
Assembly. 
o Building design standards were decreased over the years in exchange for increased landscaping. The balance of the compromises will be destroyed if both 
landscaping and design standards are reduced. 
o A new landscape ordinance is a key Comprehensive Plan strategy to improve our city. 

 Reject language that decreases standards for multi family and townhouse development. 
o The Anchorage Police Department recognizes and encourages the public safety value in street facing windows and visible and accessible entries. 
o “Eyes on the street” help deter criminal activities in neighborhoods. o A 15 percent window requirement is modest and practical. It can be easily met, and
represents the lowest percentage that achieves the objectives for the project. o Developers who propose multifamily projects near existing neighborhoods face 
opposition from the local community because there are few minimum standards to guarantee development will be compatible with the existing neighborhood character.

 Watch out for language that would allow expedited changes to the code in cases where clear mistakes were made in the rewrite. 
o This change could be good if worded so the cases where it would be applied are limited. Changes would be made case by case, and not allowed to apply 
sweepingly across all other sections of the code. 
o Major changes to the code should use the approved amendment process. 

 Watch out for language allowing Single Family homes in R-3 zones o With the low vacancy rate for rental housing in Anchorage today, all 
multifamily zoned 
lands need to be preserved to meet future housing demands. o The Comprehensive Plan requires an “amendment of multifamily zoning district 
regulations to eliminate low-density housing. Design standards for minimum residential density development will be developed before this strategy takes affect.” The 
provisionally adopted code recommends a baby-step towards meeting this policy— namely the removal of detached single family housing as an allowed use in the R-3 
district. 
o While there are several areas currently zoned R-3 that should be designated for a lower density, these are a geographic issue to be addressed by the draft 
Anchorage Bowl Land Use Plan Map. 
Page 4/4 
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Title 21 Rewrite

From: Cathy Gleason [tccpresident@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 01, 2012 3:36 PM
To: Title 21 Rewrite
Cc: Barb Jones; Jones, Barbara A.; Bill Wortman; Breck Tostevin; Chris Habicht; Chris 

and Penny Habicht and Crane; Joan McKinnon; Mark Wiggin; Merle Akers
Subject: Turnagain CC Commens on Title 21

Planning Department, 
 
Although today is the deadline for comments to be included in the Planning and Zoning Commission 
packets on the proposed amendments to the Provisionally Adopted Title 21 Rewrite, Turnagain 
Community Council (TCC) will be considering a resolution on this topic at our regularly-scheduled 
meeting tomorrow evening, February 2nd. If a resolution is passed, we hope it will be possible to 
include it into the P&Z Commission packets, if it is provided to you Friday morning. Please let me know 
if this is possible. 
 
TCC also requests the packets contain tracked changes or a "redline" comparing current Title 21 Code 
language from the T Transition District section (21.40.240) to the #30 proposed amendment language 
for TR Transition District (21.04.080H).  
 
Of primary concern to TCC is the deletion in the proposed amendment of detailed language regarding 
noxious, injurious or hazardous uses that exists in the current Title 21 code, ensuring that the health, 
safety and welfare of the public is explicitly covered in Title 21. Providing a direct comparison 
between what is in the current Title 21 Code and the proposed amendment is the only appropriate 
way for the Planning and Zoning Commission to determine if only a vague reference to this 
important aspect of the code is adequate and in the public's best interest. 
 
Staff did not provide any explanation or rationale for the above referenced significant deletion in the 
proposed amendment table column "Purpose/Origin/Notes." TCC requests that staff provide the public 
and the Planning and Zoning Commission the reasoning for this major edit to existing code language. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of the above requests. Please don't hesitate to contact me with any 
questions or if you need clarification. 
 
Cathy L. Gleason 
Turnagain Community Council President  
248-0442 
 
P.S. For quick reference, the following T Transition District language from the current Title 21 
Code regarding noxious, injurious and hazardous uses has been deleted in Proposed Amendment 
#30 for the TR Transition District. 
 

D. Conditional uses  
Noxious, injurious or hazardous uses, as defined in subsection e. of this section, are prohibited, 
provided, however, that the planning and zoning commission may grant a conditional use for such 
uses when it finds that the public health, safety, welfare and convenience will be adequately 
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protected by location, typography, buffer landscaping or a screening structure in combination with 
visual enhancement landscaping or by observation of protective performance standards that 
effectively remove the proposed use from classification as a nuisance. 
  
E. Prohibited uses 
Noxious, injurious or hazardous uses, which are defined as any use that may be noxious, injurious or 
hazardous to surrounding property or persons by reason of the production or emission of dust, 
smoke, refuse matter, odor, gas fumes, noise, vibration or similar substances or conditions, or the 
production or storage of explosive materials. Any use or structure which is likely to be incompatible 
with established permanent uses within the area to be affected by the proposed use or structure. The 
building official (which TCC see is recommended to be changed to Municipal Engineer 
throughout the code) shall review every application for a building or land use permit for 
compliance with this subsection. 
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Title 21 Rewrite

From: Bob Shavelson [bob@inletkeeper.org]
Sent: Monday, February 13, 2012 4:01 PM
To: Title 21 Rewrite
Subject: Title 21 Public Comment
Attachments: Title 21 - Salmon Riparian Habitat 2011-04 - Final.pdf

Attached please find comments from Cook Inletkeeper on the proposed Title 21 revisions that 
would reduce habitat setbacks along salmon streams in Anchorage. 
  
Cook Inletkeeper is a public interest group formed by Alaskans in 1995 to protect the Cook 
Inlet watershed and the life it sustains.  I am submitting these comments on behalf of 
Inletkeeper’s more than 1500 members and supporters in the region. 
  
Please circulate these comments to the Planning Commission.  Thank you and please let me 
know if you have any questions. 
  
Bob Shavelson 
  
Cook Inletkeeper 
P.O. Box 3269 
3734 Ben Walters Lane 
Homer, AK 99603 
p. 907.235.4068 x22 
c. 907.299.3277 
f. 907.235.4069 
skype: Inletkeeper 
bob@inletkeeper.org 
  
Protecting the Cook Inlet watershed and the life it sustains since 1995.  
Join today! www.inletkeeper.org  
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RESOLUTION NUMBER 2011-04 

 

A RESOLUTION CALLING ON THE MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE TO PROTECT 

WILD SALMON HABITAT IN THE TITLE 21 REVISION PROCESS 

 

WHEREAS, a 2011 study commissioned by Cook Inletkeeper found salmon contribute more than a 

billion dollars to our local economies in Southcentral Alaska each year; 

 

WHEREAS, healthy wild salmon provide jobs to countless Alaskan families, and play a major economic 

role in Anchorage and other coastal communities; 

 

WHEREAS, healthy wild salmon provide food for Alaskans and form an integral part of the unique 

social and cultural fabric of Alaska; 

 

WHEREAS, research conducted by Cook Inletkeeper shows significant warming trends in salmon 

streams around Southcentral Alaska, and warm temperatures are known to make salmon more susceptible 

to pollution, predation and disease; 

 

WHEREAS, riparian habitat provides shade to streams, holds back sediment, and contributes organic 

matter important for the invertebrate food base for juvenile salmon;  

 

WHEREAS, polling in 2011 found nearly four-in-five (82 percent) Alaskans believe it is as important to 

protect riparian areas around salmon streams as the stream itself; 

 

WHEREAS, the loss of riparian habitat in Oregon and Washington has been a critical factor contributing 

to the decline of salmon runs in those states;  

 

WHEREAS, the Kenai Peninsula Borough recently conducted a review of the importance of riparian 

habitat to salmon sustainability, and in response, enacted ordinance 2011-12 requiring streams setbacks of 

at least 50 feet on all salmon streams in the Kenai Borough;  

 

WHEREAS, the Cook Inlet watershed is one, integrated and interconnected system, and salmon do not 

recognize the political boundaries between the Municipality of Anchorage and other jurisdictions. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF COOK INLETKEEPER DOES 

HEREBY REQUEST THE MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE TO ADOPT SALMON 

HABITAT PROTECTIONS THAT REQUIRE AT LEAST 50 FOOT SETBACKS ON ALL 

ANADROMOUS STREAMS UNDER ITS JURISDICTION. 
 

HAVING BEEN DULY CONSIDERED BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS PURSUANT TO COOK 

INLETKEEPER'S BY-LAWS, THIS RESOLUTION IS HEREBY ADOPTED THIS DECEMBER 4, 

2011. 

 

_____________________________________________  _December 4, 2011_______________ 

Benjamin Jackinsky, President     Date 
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MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE 

WATERSHED & NATURAL RESOURCES ADVISORY COMMISSION 

RESOLUTION NO. 2012-01 

 

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING RETENTION OF THE 50-FOOT STREAM SETBACK 

AS CONTAINED IN THE PROVISIONALLY ADOPTED TITLE 21 CODE.   

 

(WNRC Case No. 11-06) 

 

WHEREAS, as recommended by Anchorage 2020-Anchorage Bowl Comprehensive 

Plan, the Municipality undertook a full diagnosis and revision to Title 21 as a means for 

Anchorage 2020 implementation; and 

 

WHEREAS, after multiple drafts and extensive public input, the Planning Department 

processed new Title 21 revisions that were provisionally adopted by the Assembly by 2010; and  

 

WHEREAS, this revision process reflected extensive review and technical analysis of 

land use regulations from around the country and much of the draft was developed by experts in 

the field; and    

 

WHEREAS, from the revision process, the provisionally adopted new code included a 

change for stream setback distances from 25 feet in the current Title 21 to 50 feet from all stream 

channels in the provisional code language; and  

 

WHEREAS, during creation of the new code, research showed the national average 

stream setback distances typically ranged from 100-300 feet, that several Alaska jurisdictions 

require greater setbacks than the 25-foot setback in the original Anchorage Code, and that 25 feet 

provided minimal value or function to creek setbacks; and 

 

WHEREAS, because of concerns with how this 50-foot setback expansion would impact 

private property, public infrastructure, and potential nonconformities, the Planning Department 

specifically evaluated these items, undertook a mapping exercise that analyzed potential impacts 

of various setback widths on properties, and found that such impacts were minimal and that 

potential nonconformities could be addressed in other areas of the new code; and   

 

WHEREAS, as the Title 21 process continued towards final adoption, the Administration 

solicited a full review and analysis by a consultant, whose findings and recommendations were 

submitted for consideration in mid-2011; and as a result of those recommendations, the 

Administration forwarded a suite of amendments for consideration by the Planning and Zoning 

Commission and the Assembly, which modified items in the provisionally adopted Title 21; and  

 

WHEREAS, one of those amendments included the recommendation for the stream 

setback to be reduced from 50 feet in the provisional code back to 25 feet as in current code; and  

 

WHEREAS, Planning staff addressed technical aspects of this amendment, its 

comparisons to the new code setback of 50 feet, and concerns presented by the Administration’s 
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 Municipality 

of 

Anchorage 

 

 

P.O Box 390  
Girdwood, Alaska 99587 
http://www.muni.org/gbos 

GIRDWOOD VALLEY SERVICE AREA BOARD OF 

SUPERVISORS 

Erin Eker, & Karen Zaccaro Co-Chairman 

David Chadwick, Janice Crocker, Tommy O’Malley 
Dan Sullivan, Mayor   

 

 

 

 

       March 1, 2012 

 

Dear Planning and Zoning Commission Members, 

 The attached recommendations are put forward by the community of Girdwood after 

several public discussions regarding the proposed amendments to Title 21 of the 

Anchorage Municipal Code that are currently under review as P&Z case 2011-104.  

These discussions were held at three different GBOS meetings and one Girdwood Land 

Use Committee meeting.  Official motions of recommendation were made at the 

February 13, 2012 Land Use Committee meeting and the February 20, 2012 Girdwood 

Board of Supervisors meeting. 

We ask that you take these recommendations into consideration with the understanding 

that they come after much discussion and input from our community and are much more 

than the opinion of a few. 

 

       Sincerely,  

        
       Karen Zaccaro    

       Co-Chair of GBOS 
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RECOMMENDATIONS AND CHANGES TO P&Z ZONING CASE 2011-104  

 

REGARDING PROPOSED MAYORAL AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 21 OF THE 

ANCHORAGE MUNICIPAL CODE RELATING TO GIRDWOOD LAND USE 

 

• Amendment #17: basically lets the development director ask the assembly to 

make corrective changes to Title 21 without input from planning and zoning for 

two years after adoption 

 

o Recommendation:  Any changes to Chapter 9 of Title 21, should be 

brought forward to the Girdwood Land Use Committee for comment 

before presentation to the assembly 

 

• Amendment #33&34: removes a proposed requirement for single family 

residential design standards. 

 

o Recommendation: agreement with this amendment as it gives residents 

more flexibility in the design of their own home. 

 

• Amendment #46: requires that accessory dwelling units be 60 feet back from all 

front lot lines AND 10 feet back from the principal dwelling. 

 

o Recommendation:  This makes accessory dwelling units above garages 

very difficult and creates additional driveway and snow removal issues.  It 

is inconsistent with existing development patters of accessory dwelling 

units above garages and should not be applied to Girdwood zoning 

districts. 

 

• Amendment #57: keeps the stream setbacks at 25’ instead of increasing to 50’ as 

proposed by provisionally adopted draft. 

 

o Recommendation:  Keeping the stream setbacks at their existing 

dimensions will allow development consistent with existing uses and 

development patterns.  Increasing the setback to 50’ may make several lots 

in Girdwood unbuildable. 

 

• Amendment #69: Allows for snow storage in site enhancement landscaping only. 

 

o Recommendation:  In Girdwood, all areas of landscaping including natural 

vegetation should be allowed to be used for snow storage. 

 

• Amendment #79: allows rolled curbing (previously not allowed) 

 

o Recommendation:  Rolled curbing would benefit Girdwood.  Where 

curbing is required, rolled curbing has a much better life expectancy with 

the amount of snow and snow removal equipment Girdwood requires. 
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• Amendment #82: allows some areas of compacted gravel or other alternative 

means of paving parking lots for less than 10 cars. 

 

o Recommendation:  Suggest that all Girdwood parking and driveway areas 

be allowed use of permeable paving surface or compacted gravel as 

alternative to traditional paving. 

 

Note:  In some of the following amendments a single principal structure is referred to.  

Allowing only one principal structure will still permit duplexes and accessory dwelling 

units as provided for in other areas of Chapter 9.  Limiting properties to one principal 

structure will not allow two houses on one lot or two or more buildings with several units 

on one lot. 

 

• Amendment # 97: gR-1 Mixed use residential along Alyeska Highway.  Allows 

for an administrative site plan review to develop more than one principal structure 

on a lot. 

 

o Recommendation:  Reasonable amendment. 

 

• Amendment #98: gR-2  Hottentot Mine Road Area, Timberline Drive Area, 

Cortina Area. Allows for only one principal structure per lot. 

 

o Recommendation:  Seems consistent with existing development 

 

• Amendment #99: gR-2A Upper Creek Road “Avalanche Acres”.  Allows for only 

one principal structure per lot. 

 

o Recommendation:  Seems consistent with existing development 

 

 

• Amendment # 100: gR-3  Undeveloped land on the west side of Alyeska Highway 

including the Holton Hills planned development.  Allows for only one principal 

structure on each lot or more if part of a master plan approval process. 

 

o Recommendation:  Seems consistent with existing development 

 

 

• Amendment #101: gR-4 Existing base area residential developments including 

Norway Estates at upper Garmish, Taos and Crystal Mountain areas.  Allows for 

only one principal structure per lot. 

 

o Recommendation:  This is inconsistent with existing development and 

should not be approved. 
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• Amendment #102 : gR-5 Crow Creek Rd North of Raven Glacier Lodge.  Allows 

for more than one principal structure on one lot with an administrative site plan 

review. 

 

o Recommendation: Seems reasonable. We further recommend that 

Cemetery use be an outright permitted use (P) rather than a conditional use 

in this zoning district.  

 

• Amendment #103: Changes the design standards for buildings such as aircraft 

hangars, utility buildings and utility substations from public/institutional to 

industrial. 

 

o Recommendation: While the intent seems benign, the industrial standards 

only describe paint color.  Some of the buildings proposed in the change 

are very visible from neighborhoods and trails.  We recommend that the 

industrial design standards be first developed to meet the intent of the 

community before the change be made. 
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Title 21 Rewrite

From: chamber@spenard.biz
Sent: Friday, March 02, 2012 12:47 PM
To: Title 21 Rewrite
Subject: Comments on PZC 2011-104 Title 21 amendments
Attachments: SCOC Resolution PZC case 2011-104 t21.pdf; Task Force to MOA traffic 9.16.11 

.pdf

Please distribute the attached information to the Planning Commission for their deliberation on Title 21.

  

Thanks, 

  

Spenard Chamber of Commerce 
Barb Smart 
Chair 
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SPENARD CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

 

RESOLUTION REGARDING PZC Case 2011-104 
Amendments to the Provisionally Adopted Title 21  
March 2, 2012  

 
Whereas, the mission of the Spenard Chamber of Commerce is to cultivate Spenard’s status 
as Anchorage’s vibrant shopping, dining and entertainment district with an abundant variety of 
successful independent businesses in a safe and fun environment; 
 
Whereas, it is clearly documented that independent shopping areas such as north Spenard 
Road are employment generators increasing the value of nearby commercial and residential 
properties1; 
 
Whereas, the shopping environment on north Spenard Road is largely dependent on the 
condition of the roadway, sidewalks, and other infrastructure in the Municipal Right of Way; 
 
Whereas, the consensus points sent to the Municipality by the Spenard Road Task Force 
organized by Assembly members Hall and Drummond support two locations for shared parking 
and the use of back-in diagonal parking2; 

 
Whereas, the Provisionally Adopted Title 21 does not address back-in diagonal parking and 
does not allow shared parking where it is across a minor arterial road; 
 
THEREFORE, the Board of Directors of the Spenard Chamber of Commerce requests that  

 
1) Add to Section 21.07.090 Off Street Parking a presentation on the design of back-in diagonal 
parking with recognition of the decreased or eliminated need for a parking aisle, and  
 
2) Add to section 21.07.090.F.16.f (p.360) to allow shared parking across a minor arterial where 
there is a clear and safe pedestrian crossing as presented in 21.07.090.F.16.e. 

 
Passed on March 2, 2012 
 
 
_______________________________              _______________________________ 
Barb Smart – President                                       Ryan Raffuse – Vice President 
 
 
_______________________________               
Debbie Hinchey – Treasurer 
 
 
Footnotes 
    1. The American Express Open Independent Retail Index: A Study of Market Trends in Major 
American Cities, Civic Economics October 2011.  http://civiceconomics.com/ 
    2. Spenard Road Redesign Task Force The Future Spenard Road  9-16-11 Memo to MOA Planning Department   
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Spenard Road Redesign Task Force 

The Future Spenard Road  
 

(v.9.16.11:  With edited changes proposed by Task Force members.)   
 

SECTION 1 of 3 
 

All agree that there should be a project to enhance safety 
and accessibility for Spenard Road.  Redesign priorities 
are:  

• Neighborhood to remain unique, diverse and have a neighborhood feel 
encouraging interaction of businesses, neighbors and customers; 

• Where businesses are a shopping, entertainment & recreation 
destination; 

• Businesses are viable, local, grassroots, and diverse; 

• Pedestrians have easy access to businesses, feel safe, and are a safe 
distance from vehicle traffic; 

• Pedestrians, bicyclists and other non-motorized modes of transportation 
have reasonable access and accommodations; 

• Speed limit will be lowered to 25 miles per hour on the project (between 
30th Avenue and Hillcrest Drive); 

• Two timed/count down, on demand crosswalks across Spenard Road be 
installed between 27th and Fireweed Lane (exact locations TBD); 

• A crosswalk with timed “walk/don’t walk” lights be installed at Fireweed 
Lane crossing Spenard Road on the north side of the intersection.   

• Crosswalks be painted on the south and west sides of the intersection of 
Spenard Road and Hillcrest Drive.  

• A “pork chop” vs. median be placed at Photo Avenue allowing 
northbound turns onto Spenard Road from Photo Avenue and preventing 
eastbound turns from Spenard Road onto Photo Avenue; 

• DOT building at Benson be removed; 

• Back-in diagonal parking appears viable and should be encouraged with 
the consent of affected property owners.  

• Snow cleared from road and sidewalks ASAP and hauled away, not using 
sidewalks for storage. 
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Spenard Road Redesign Task Force 

 

The Future Spenard Road  
 

(v.9.16.11:  With edited changes proposed by Task Force members.)   

SECTION 2 of 3 
 

Some “would likes” for Spenard Road’s redesign include:  
• Is visually appealing, has a well planned and maintained landscaping 

with flowers  

• Move sidewalks closer to stores on store-side of parking so cars don’t 
drive across sidewalks if liabilities and responsibilities do not change for 
businesses and businesses have reasonable control over adjacent 
parking spaces. 

• Raised tabletops intersections at 25th, 26th & 27th Ave and at mid block 
crossings. 

• Repaint turn arrow on Spenard Road onto Hillcrest going to West High 
School 

• Maps for visitors “You are Here” 

• 27th Avenue: Two options: 

• 1) Align the eastern side of 27th Avenue to match up with the western 
side of 27th Avenue or 

• 2) In lieu of aligning the eastern side of 27th Avenue to match up with the 
western side of 27th Avenue, install a “pork chop” and signage on the 
western side of 27th Avenue allowing westbound turns onto western 27th 
from northbound and southbound Spenard Road, southbound turns 
onto Spenard Road from western 27th and preventing cross Spenard 
Road transit from the western side of 27th Avenue to the eastern side of 
27th Avenue and visa versa. This option provides for more public parking 
in the Qwik Tow lot.  

• Right turn only off northbound Spenard Road onto eastbound 29th 
Avenue with a “pork chop” preventing southbound turns from the same 
eastern side of 29th Avenue onto Spenard Road. 

• 8 foot island south past 29th Avenue on Spenard Road 

• Short median with landing from Benson past 29th Avenue is good 

• Cross Walk across Photo Avenue (running north/south) 

• More parking mandated by MOA for Bear Tooth 

• 27th Avenue straightened 

• A bus mini-depot in Quick Tow lot if it would fit. And/or as much public 
parking as possible in this same lot. 
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Spenard Road Redesign Task Force 
 

The Future Spenard Road  
 

(v.9.16.11:  With edited changes proposed by Task Force members.)   

SECTION 3 of 3 
 

All agree on questions that need answers about Spenard 
Road’s redesign include: 

• Is back-in diagonal parking legal?  Can businesses limit it to their 
customers? Does code need to be rewritten or is it covered now?  

• Can business-parking credits be used if public parking lots are close by? 
How close would they need to be? Does code need to be rewritten? 

• Are there potential incentives for private development of parking facilities 
that would be available to the public? 

• Can pull-in/out bus stop be placed on west side adjacent to Play It Again 
Sports (moved north to the next corner from Bear Tooth/Plato’s/Brown 
Jug current stop)?  That is what the task force desires. 

• Is a median between Northern Lights and Benson necessary? 

• Could a turn in lane be added on the west side into REI and move 
sidewalk into parking lot right of way? Could REI Northern Lights 
driveway be eliminated, management thoughts first? 

• What ADA requirements will apply to new sidewalks on Spenard Road? 

 

 
Regarding Three vs. Four lanes: We all agree that we 
have been unable to agree on either three or four lanes for 
Spenard Road. Preferences for either three or four lanes 
were low on the prioritization/visioning exercise done by 
the Task Force:  An expressed preference for four lanes 
received only two votes; an expressed preference for three 
lanes received only one vote.  
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MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE 

Planning & Development Services Dept. Building Safety  
Development Services Division  

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 

Comments to Miscellaneous Planning and Zoning Applications 
 

DATE: March 2, 2012 
 
TO: Al Barrett, Manager, Zoning and Platting 
 
FROM: Ron Wilde, P.E. 

Building Safety 
 

SUBJECT: Comments for Case 2011-104 
 
 
No Comment 
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MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE 
Development Services Division 

Right of Way Section 

Phone:  (907)  343-8240  Fax:  (907)  343-8250 

 

 

 

DATE: March 5, 2012 
 

TO:  Planning Division, Current Planning Section  
 

THRU: Jack L. Frost, Jr., Right of Way Supervisor 
 

FROM: Lynn McGee, Senior Plan Reviewer 
 

SUBJ: Comments on Planning and Zoning Commission case(s) for March 12, 2012. 

 

Right of Way Section has reviewed the following case(s) due March 2, 2012. 

 

 

11-104 Proposed Amendments to the Provisionally Adopted Title 21 

(Title 21 Rewrite) 

Right of Way Section has no comments at this time. 

Review time 15 minutes. 
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MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE 

Traffic Department 

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
DATE:  March 2, 2012 
 
TO: Al Barrett, Current Planning Section Supervisor,  
                    Zoning and Platting Division 
 
THRU:           Stephanie Mormilo, PE, Municipal Traffic Engineer 
                    Leland R. Coop, Traffic Engineer Associate 
 
FROM:  Dwayne Ferguson, Assistant Traffic Engineer  
 
SUBJECT: Traffic Division comments for the Planning and Zoning Commission 

Public Hearing to be held on Monday, March 12, 2012. 
 
2011-104 Title 21 Rewrite – Proposed Amendments to the Provisionally 

Adopted Title 21.     
 
The Traffic Division has no comment.        
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Title 21 Rewrite

From: Jeff Vaughn
Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2012 10:28 PM
To: Title 21 Rewrite
Subject: 21.07.020B.4.a.i.

I believe stream set backs should be no greater than 25 feet with a reduction to 15 
feet for small streams less than 4 feet across. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Jeff Vaughn 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Title 21 Rewrite

From: Ilona Farr [afmc4045@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, March 12, 2012 8:11 PM
To: Title 21 Rewrite
Subject: Title 21 should not pass!

Title 21 dramatically restricts our freedom as homeowners to build, and develop our land as we 
see fit. These rules and regulations will make it harder to build, buy and sell homes, develop 
businesses without more expensive and unnecessary rules and regulatory oversight. I do not 
like the fact that so much glass, so many trees, etc have to be regulated when building homes. 
This stifles creativity and adds unnecessary burdensome costs which allows only the wealthy 
to buy homes.. What happened to individual liberty, freedom to make choices, and the right to 
pursue happiness and our own dreams? I am opposed to Title 21 and do not believe it should 
be implemented. 
 
Ilona Farr 
 
52 year resident of Alaska, Homeowner and Business Owner 
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PZC Case 2011-104

Comment submitted by Dan Coffey

Planning and Zoning Commission

March 12, 2012
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Davis, Tom G. 
From:  Roxy McDonagh 
Sent: Thursday, March 15, 2012 3:01 PM 
To:  Davis, Tom G. 
Cc:  Cheryl Richardson 
Subject:  Title 21 public hearing - Mayor's amendments 
 
Dear Planning and Zoning Committee Members, 
 
I am writing concerning the recommended elimination of Midtown Zoning Districts, and the 
effect this would have on nearby residential areas.  I am especially concerned with the 
shadows high rise buildings can cast and the decreased quality of life for the 
residences of the area affected. 
 
For starters, the compromise which was previously accepted is flawed and is worthless.  
The whole point of the rule was to prevent the cut‐off of sunlight during the WINTER.  
The idea was to make Anchorage a more livable Winter City.  By restricting the no shadow 
rule only from March 21 to October 21 is to impose no restriction at all.  During those 
months the sun is nearly always directly overhead and casts almost no shadow.  A home 
would have to right next to a tall building to be effected by shadow during this time 
period.  The time period should be from October 21 to March 21 when the sun is low on 
the southern horizon thus causing tall buildings to cast very large shadows.  A little 
bit of scientific understanding and reasoned thought should have made this self‐evident. 
 
I moved into a home on East 23rd Avenue between Eagle and Barrow in 1972.  One of the 
things I loved about my home was that on sunny winter days the sunshine poured in 
through the large south facing windows.  The sunshine raised my spirits making me feel 
comforted and warm even on the coldest of days.  This is important during our long 
winters. 
 
When they built the first Denali Tower it did not cause us any problem as it was far 
enough away and not so tall.  When it was announced that a second tower would be built, 
the neighborhood supposed it would be identical to the first tower.  As the summer 
progressed it became evident that it would be a much taller building.  As each month 
passed we wondered just how much higher it would go.  As the summer moved into fall it 
also became evident that this new building was going to start casting a shadow into our 
yard and over our home.  Ever since, our home has been in shadow virtually from sunrise 
to sunset during the winter months.  Obviously, in the summer with the sun higher in the 
sky there is no shadow. 
 
It has been shown scientifically that the lack of sunlight in the winter can cause 
significant health problems.  By deliberately developing zoning rules that does not 
prevent the blocking of sunlight to residential areas, you are having an effect on the 
health and wellbeing of the people who live in those areas.  It is not that difficult to 
develop zoning rules which make it possible to have a well designed area in which 
transitions allow planning for tall buildings, med‐sized buildings and lower buildings 
which do not cut‐off sunlight to residential areas. 
 
I hope you will see the importance of this issue for people who live in midtown, or who 
live in a residential area that may in the future incorporate very tall buildings.  We 
all want the same goal ‐ to make Anchorage a welcoming place to live all year around 
including the winter months. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Roxy A. McDonagh 
402 East 23rd Avenue 
Anchorage, AK  99503 279



 
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: 62011-104  View Comments

2. View Comments:

Case Num: 2011-104 
An ordinance amending Title 21 for Title 21 rewrite 
 
Site Address:  N/A
Location:  Provisionally adopted Title 21 Rewrite Chapters 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 12, 13, and draft Chapter 
14, in addition to the Proposed Amendments.

Details | Staff Report | submit a comment 

Public Comments 

3/18/12    
michael kenny  
17016 aries ct.  
anchorage ak 99516  
March 18, 2012 Re; PZC Case 2011-104 Dear Planning and Zoning Commission 
Members, Engineering and building require standards and principles assuring 
structural integrity; whether a fishing shanty or skyscraper. In a functioning 
democracy, integrity is also crucial to a lasting structure. For instance if our 
voting process lacks integrity our governing structure will soon lack legitimacy. 
This Community has followed a democratic public process in hammering out the 
Title 21 rewrite over the past ten years. It has not been easy. Sausages were 
encased. Compromises were hard fought and won. But the process followed the 
agreed upon ground rules, had integrity and produced the Provisionally Adopted 
Title 21 rewrite (PZC Case 2011-104). In a backroom, Consultant Dan Coffey 
accomplished much of what Assemblyman Dan Coffey could not in the publically 
produced Provisionally Adopted Title 21.This lacks integrity. Many if not all of 
these proposed mayoral amendments are the result of Mr. Coffey’s consultation. 
From my vantage point, it appears that these amendments are intended to 
benefit narrow special interests over the community’s quality of life. I support the 
specific recommendations contained in the Anchorage Citizens Coalition 
comments as concerns these proposed amendments. Procedurally, the 
commission can propose new amendments after public testimony closes. It is my 
understanding that the commission could then disregard the public on new 
amendments to the entire code. Such actions will drain integrity completely from 
this ten year public effort. That is simply unacceptable. Sincerely, Michael Kenny 
17016 Aries Ct. Anchorage, AK. 99516  
 

Page 1 of 1View Comments

3/19/2012http://munimaps.muni.org/planning/allcomments.cfm?caseNum=2011-104
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Title 21 Rewrite

From: Joan Diamond
Sent: Sunday, March 18, 2012 6:11 PM
To: Title 21 Rewrite
Subject: Pass provisional Title 21

New P/Z Commission, 
 
Anchorage does not have to be held hostage by the contingent of the population who do not want to 
change the way business is done in Anchorage.  Anchorage is an island of ugliness surrounded by a sea 
of beauty.  Since the Comprehensive plan was passed in April of 2001, Title 21 which would implement 
the philosophy has been sabotaged by the current mayor and his side kick, Dan Coffey.  
 
I have been involved since the Denver consulting company was hired by George Wuerch to design a 
future path for improved development for Anchorage.  Presently, the city is hostile to live in, the 
population is mostly obese and neighborhoods are disconnected to employment centers, schools, and 
parks. 
 
The provisionally adopted Chapters of Title 21 reflect millions of dollars, public input and professional 
time that reflects a city for the future. 

• Reject the mayor’s proposal to delete all of the design standards for single family homes.   
o The standards are minimal as they have been continuously chopped away through 8 years of public process. 
o Most builders already far exceed proposed minimal standards. 
o The standards allow choices through a (already watered down) menu system. 
o  Innovative designs are allowed under the Alternative Compliance routine. 
o Allowing “the market” to decide the minimums will not protect the value of your home from “snout 

houses.” Plain boxes that look like homes for cars can be built next door in established neighborhoods. 
o The intent of the standards is to offer minimal protection to neighborhood aesthetics and home values. 
o Required vegetation is increasingly needed as we clear and develop every available lot. 
o Design standards are specifically required in the Comprehensive Plan. 
o (And no, there are no rules on paint colors!) 

  
• Reject the mayor’s proposal to decrease setbacks from streams to 25’ from the proposed 50’ to 

100’ in the Provisionally Adopted code. 
o After considerable research, discussion, review and compromise with the T21 subcommittee, the 

provisionally adopted 50-foot setback is much lower than the 100 foot minimum recommended in scientific 
literature. 

o Stream setbacks average 100-feet nationwide.  
o In Alaska: Soldotna has a 100-foot setback, the Mat-Su Borough has a 75-foot setback, and both Juneau 

and Homer have 50-foot setbacks.  
o Stream setbacks are necessary to control floodwaters, provide water quality treatment by capturing and 

filtering pollutants, protect base stream flows to reduce threats of flash floods, maintain stream stability 
preventing channel migration and maintain stream health for fish and wildlife habitat.  

o Anchorage’s existing 25’ setback came about because of politics, compromise and what was acceptable in 
the mid 1980’s—not from scientific or practical findings. 

o Nationally, the economic benefits of streamside protection are well documented indicating higher home 
values near streams and greenbelts (15% higher in Anchorage) and better quality of life rankings, which 
attract potential businesses and homeowners. 

o Reduced setbacks create issues of increased peak runoff (floodwaters, storm water) entering streams 
resulting in flash floods increased erosion and sedimentation. 
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o The proposed change causes increased financial hardships for property owners and the Municipality, as 
well as being detrimental to property, infrastructure and habitat. 

  
• Reject the mayor’s proposal to delete height restrictions in the B-3 zones in Midtown unless 

strong protections for residential sunlight are in place.  
o        Allowing tall buildings to cast shadows on homes pick winners and losers and the losers are 
homeowners. 

  
• Reject the mayor’s proposal to increase the allowed commercial uses (that means “stores”) in the 

Industrial I-1 zones. Wait until completion of the Anchorage Commercial Land Study and 
adoption of the Anchorage Bowl Land Use Plan Map, to reexamine the uses allowed. 

o Anchorage 2020 Policy #26 clearly states: “Key industrial lands, such as the Industrial Reserves designated 
on the Land Use Policy Map, shall be preserved for industrial purposes.”  

o Commercial and other non-industrial uses in industrial zoning districts can be incompatible with 
neighboring properties. 

o The provisionally adopted Title 21 already allows a limited number of commercial uses to occur within the 
I-1 district that support or are compatible with industrial uses. 

o  Allowing certain commercial uses such as offices and grocery stores to locate in industrial zones results in 
further sprawl and traffic congestion.   

o Anchorage 2020 policy #21 directs new commercial development to locate primarily within Major 
Employment Centers, Redevelopment/Mixed-Use Areas, Town Centers, and Neighborhood Commercial 
Centers. 

  
  
  

 Reject the mayor’s proposal to reduce private open space requirements. An earlier compromise 
allowed nonresidential developments to reduce their parking requirements if they provide some 
additional private open space.  The mayor proposes deleting this and modifying other wording 
regarding open space. 

o The provisionally adopted section replaces the current Title 21 “usable yard” regulations with a “private 
open space” requirement that focuses on improvements in quality and usability, and avoids requiring more 
area than current code.  

o The provisionally adopted Title 21 does not substantially increase the amount of area required, and allows 
less space but encourages higher quality space  

o The provisionally adopted code also explicitly allows rooftops, balconies, and atriums to count as private 
open space. 

o We still need to see the precise language that is proposed. 
  

 Reject the mayor’s proposal to delete the connectivity index needed for easier walking and 
biking. Approve T21 as it is and propose a clearly written alternative later. 

o When neighborhoods are connected, it encourages more walking and biking, better health for its citizens, 
and a greater sense of community. 

o Administrative relief is written into the provision to account for situations that make it impossible to meet 
the standard. 

o The connectivity index makes sure there are adequate vehicle routes in and out of neighborhoods so traffic 
does not clog just a few routes and intersections.  The index also provides more options for bicyclist and 
pedestrians to move in and between neighborhoods.  

o The connectivity index allows the subdivision designer great flexibility to design the road system, as long 
as the number of intersections and the number of links meets the required ratio. 

o (C’mon subdivision designers, the math required is really simple.  You can do it!) 
  

 Reject changes that diminish neighborhood protection height transitions. 
o In Alaska’s northern climate, tall buildings have more extreme shadowing and day-lighting impacts to 

surrounding areas that affect gardens, warmth, and how we use our yards. Height transition standards 
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between different building types protect property values and investments in residential property, and full 
enjoyment of residential lots.  

o Neighborhood protection transitions become more important as the demand for infill and redevelopment 
grows next to existing residential neighborhoods.  

o The height transition standard improves the compatibility of higher intensity development with adjacent 
lower density neighborhoods by guiding where building bulk is placed on a lot. It protects property values 
on both sides of the fence.  

o Years of testing and refinement over a series of drafts have calibrated the height transition to avoid 
impacting the development potential of a subject commercial lot.  

o Experience elsewhere demonstrates that an infill/redevelopment strategy has a greater chance of success if 
neighborhoods have confidence they will be protected through better building and site design.  

  
 Reject the mayor’s proposal to decrease sidewalks on cul-de-sacs. 

o Removing sidewalks is a setback to Comprehensive Plan policies for pedestrian environment and 
connectivity.  

o Sidewalks should be required along both sides of public streets for all types of developments in class A 
zoning districts, including cul-de-sacs. 

o  Public streets through areas of institutional and industrial developments will have pedestrians as well as 
commercial or residential areas. Institutional uses, in particular, such as churches and schools, can have 
fairly high levels of pedestrian activity. 

  
  

 Reject any language that would decrease landscaping standards when the mayor’s proposal to 
rewrite the section is implemented. 

o The provisionally adopted landscaping section is the result of hundreds of hours of citizens’ time spent 
reviewing and commenting on the section, staff research and review of drafts with a committee of 
landscape architects, response to comments received from the public, including comments from the 
American Society of Landscape Architects, and review and changes to the section made by the Urban 
Design Commission, Planning & Zoning Commission, and the Municipal Assembly.  

o Building design standards were decreased over the years in exchange for increased landscaping.  The 
balance of the compromises will be destroyed if both landscaping and design standards are reduced. 

o A new landscape ordinance is a key Comprehensive Plan strategy to improve our city.  
  

 Reject language that decreases standards for multi family and townhouse development. 
o The Anchorage Police Department recognizes and encourages the public safety value in street facing 

windows and visible and accessible entries. 
o “Eyes on the street” help deter criminal activities in neighborhoods.  
o A 15 percent window requirement is modest and practical. It can be easily met, and represents the lowest 

percentage that achieves the objectives for the project.   
o Developers who propose multifamily projects near existing neighborhoods face opposition from the local 

community because there are few minimum standards to guarantee development will be compatible with 
the existing neighborhood character. 

  
• Watch out for language that would allow expedited changes to the code in cases where clear 

mistakes were made in the rewrite.   
o This change could be good if worded so the cases where it would be applied are limited.  Changes would be 

made case by case, and not allowed to apply sweepingly across all other sections of the code. 
o Major changes to the code should be made by using the approved amendment process. 

  
 Watch out for language allowing Single Family homes in R-3 zones  

o With the low vacancy rate for rental housing in Anchorage today, all multifamily zoned lands need to be 
preserved to meet future housing demands. 

o The Comprehensive Plan requires an “amendment of multifamily zoning district regulations to eliminate 
low-density housing. Design standards for minimum residential density development will be developed 
before this strategy takes affect.” In the provisionally adopted code, the department recommended a baby-
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step towards meeting this policy—namely the removal of detached single family housing as an allowed use 
in the R-3 district.  

o While there are several areas currently zoned R-3 that should be designated for a lower density, these are a 
geographic issue to be addressed by the draft Anchorage Bowl Land Use Plan Map 

 Help Build a liveable city that invites a future for all of us. 
    Joan Diamond 
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Title 21 Rewrite

From: Chris M Turletes [cmturletes@uaa.alaska.edu]
Sent: Monday, March 19, 2012 5:45 PM
To: Title 21 Rewrite
Subject: Comment on the Institutional Master Plan section 
Attachments: title 21 Comments IMP 19 mar 12.pdf

 
 
Chris Turletes, CFM 
Associate Vice Chancellor 
Facilities and Campus Services 
Office Ph:  907.786.1110; Cell:  907.244.8063 
Office Fax: 907.786.4901 
email: ancmt2@uaa.alaska.edu 
 

291



292



293



1

Title 21 Rewrite

From: Larry Rundquist [rundquist@gci.net]
Sent: Monday, March 19, 2012 5:32 PM
To: Title 21 Rewrite
Subject: Title 21 Rewrite

I do not understand how the Planning and Zoning Commission can be considering 
acceptance of any of Mr Coffey's changes without going through a full public review 
process on the proposed changes. If Mr Coffey wanted to have input to Title 21, he 
should have participated during the years of public review. What good is a public 
process if one person can make changes after the public input is incorporated. Either 
ignore his changes or go back through a full public review of his changes. 
Larry Rundquist 
2912 Alder Drive 
Anchorage Alaska 99508 
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RAY KREIG
201 Barrow #1

Anchorage, Alaska  99501-2429
(907) 276-2025 ! fax 258-9614

e-mail:   ray@kreig.com 

I tried to testify last night but
have to say I was astonished
to have my time interrupted
and disrupted by the chair.  I
was president of the
Chugach Electric board for
two years and I never did
something like that to a
citizen coming out of their
home to appear before us.  

The points I tried to make
last night regarding Title 21
are in this letter.

March 20, 2012

Connie Yoshimura, Chair
Planning & Zoning Commission 
4700 Elmore Road
Anchorage, AK 99507907

RE: Title 21 Rewrite [Land Use Regulations]
Downtown Soup Kitchen + Cordova House

Dear Chair Yoshimura,

Here is why I oppose the proposed Title 21 rewrite in any form.  In fact we need to
start unwinding the oppressive land use controls already in place.  Here is only the
latest reason I believe widespread reform is needed:

Last summer I sought assistance – both for myself and on behalf of Boardwalk Condo
Association – regarding siting of the Downtown Soup Kitchen a half block from us. 
Boardwalk has 26 residential units and 7 commercial units. 

Boardwalk owners are constantly blitzed with many neighborhood real estate permitting
notices yet no one received any such notices for this major new, high-impact, facility.  

After a frantic month-long investigation we uncovered that this project was carefully
crafted to be slipped in “under the radar” so neighbors would know nothing about it until
it was too late to do anything.  Responsible agencies in the MOA and the State
uncritically enabled private developer Dennis Lavey, owner of Days Inn, to arrange this.

This was a real estate and political deal already baked in the oven before property
owners even knew about it.  And it was the second such roll-over on land use regulation
to hit us, the other being the expansion of the immediately adjacent Cornell Corrections
halfway house, Cordova Center.

Same story...

Cornell Corrections maneuvered approval of a Cordova House increase from 192
residents to 296.  Like the Downtown Soup Kitchen, Cornell got the municipal zoning
ordinances changed — a strategy that would not notify neighbors and stir them up until
it was too late for them to give any input to the decision.  Again, with full complicity of
the Muni and the State.  And P&Z let them get away with this without doing anything to
deal with the chronic two-decade long parking crisis (cars jammed onto steep, narrow
city streets; it has no on-site parking for visitors).

For us, our Downtown East End area had been improving until these latest slams. 

MOA_Title21_P+Z.wpd
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Ray Kreig to Assemblywoman Harriet Drummond
March 20, 2012 Page 2

Enclosed is the report made on the above two sorry episodes to Boardwalk Condos unit
owners.  

Lesson learned, again and again and again:

Anchorage -- a city burdened with a protracted, complex, expensive (oppressive?)
labyrinth of land-use planning and project permitting bureaucracy -- allowed and
enabled Dennis Lavey and the Downtown Soup Kitchen to quietly insert this project in
an inappropriate neighborhood on the wrong site. Note that the Downtown Soup Kitchen
itself complained, 

"The muni plan review process is an arduous process encumbered by a
bureaucracy not readily matched elsewhere in the United States [3/21/11
Grant Progress Report #12]."

How do these circumventions relate to Title 21/Anchorage 20/20?  Appearances are
that the current system is corrupt and helps those with funds and connections to
navigate its complexity.  Making it even more Byzantine creates the opportunity for even
more of the above to happen.

As far as I am concerned, land use regulation in Anchorage is a massive failure. 
It is incredibly costly and is not delivering value to the citizens.  Passing the proposed
Title 21 rewrite in any form will just make the situation even worse.  MUCH WORSE.

! Although I respect the work Dan Coffey has done, I oppose any version or part of
the Title 21 re-write passing.

! The Anchorage 20/20 Comprehensive Plan needs to be repealed or drastically
rewritten to the extent that it appears to be driving ever increasing land use
controls.

! Similarly, Planning & Zoning appears to be responsible for bringing this sort of
extreme property rights and citizen oppression forward by hiring biased and self
serving consulting firms that advocate these policies.  A management review and
restructuring of P & Z and its governing ordinances needs to happen to give the
public more honest and credible administration.

! It is especially appalling that the Planning & Zoning Dept encourages neighbors
to turn on each other and incite strife, meddling, petty conflict, and harassment
with invitations to snoop and turn people in for “code violations”.

Sincerely yours,
 
                 [SIGNED AND TRANSMITTED ELECTRONICALLY] 

Ray Kreig

Enc: Boardwalk Beacon, SPECIAL ISSUE, August 2011
Boardwalk Condominium Association, 201 Barrow Street, Anchorage AK

MOA_Title21_P+Z.wpd

296



297



298



299



300



301



302



303



304



305



306



307



308



309



310



311



312



313



314



315



316



317



318



319



320



321



322



323



324



325



326



327



AIRPORT HEIGHTS COMMUNITY COUNCIL 
RESOLUTION 

Proposed Changes to the Provisionally Adopted Title 21 
 
WHEREAS, the Anchorage assembly has already found the new Title 21 
to be sufficiently acceptable, having provisionally adopted all but one of the 
fourteen chapters;  
 
WHEREAS, the comprehensive plan (Anchorage 2020) is required by both 
municipal charter and state law to serve as the basis for land use 
regulations and decisions and serve as a guiding list of policy statements, 
goals, standards, and maps for guiding the physical, social, and economic 
development of our municipality;   
 
WHEREAS, the rewrite of Title 21 is to ensure that the policies in Title 21 
are as consistent as possible with the policies set forth in Anchorage 2020 
(see Anchorage 2020 policy nos. 94 and 95)1;   
 
WHEREAS, after having reviewed the amendments put forth by the mayor, 
the Airport Heights Community Council makes the following 
recommendations: 
 

1. The Airport Heights Community Council believes the 
community council should be the preferred body for public meetings 
regarding land use cases that require a meeting of the community.  
Article VIII of the municipal charter states that community councils 
were established to “…afford citizens an opportunity for maximum 
community involvement and self-determination.” 

 
2. The Airport Heights Community Council supports the 

provisionally adopted version of the “Site Condo Ordinance.”  The 
preservation of this section in its current form ensures that 
supporting infrastructure is built to support current and potential 
future developments. 

 
3. The Airport Heights Community Council supports a standard 

public process regarding any changes to the provisionally adopted 
code after the effective date. 

 

                                                 
1 Policy 94: Conduct a comprehensive revision of Title 21, Land Use Regulations; Policy 
95: Title 21, Land Use Regulations shall be enforced to the greatest extend possible 
based in conjunction with policies stated in Anchorage 2020. 
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4. The Airport Heights Community Council believes that allowing 
single family homes in R-3 medium density multifamily districts 
would make sense in certain areas of the city.  It would not make 
sense to grant the whole city this flexibility given the projected future 
need/demand for R-3 housing in Anchorage.  See Anchorage 
Housing Marketing Analysis dated March 2012. 

 
5. The Airport Heights Community Council supports the adoption 

of the provisionally adopted code regarding what can be built land 
designated I-1.  Policy #26 of the comprehensive plan states the 
following: “Key industrial lands, such as Industrial Reserves 
designed on the Land Use Policy Map, shall be preserved for 
industrial purposes.” 

 
6. The Airport Heights Community Council supports greater 

building height flexibility in midtown, as Midtown is a major 
employment center commercial area.  Limiting the number of high-
density office and residential developments to Downtown, Midtown, 
as well as the U-Med District encourages the development of 
successful city centers. 

 
7. The Airport Heights Community Council supports the 

preservation of height standards that help ensure compatibility 
between higher intensity development and adjacent lower density 
residential districts. 

 
8. The Airport Heights Community Council supports the 50’ 

stream setback requirement in the provisionally adopted Title 21.  A 
50’ setback will ensure less flooding events and the protection of 
natural habitat; 

 
9. The Airport Heights Community Council supports the private 

open space requirements in the provisionally adopted Title 21.  
Reducing these requirements would go against the concerns 
expressed by community participants during the rewrite process 
regarding the lack of quality open space in multifamily residential 
developments; 
 

 
10. The Airport Heights Community Council supports the 

provisionally adopted Title 21’s connectivity index.  The connectivity 
index makes sure there are adequate vehicle routes in and out of 
neighborhoods; 
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