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Title 21 Rewrite 
From:  Giefer, Joe (DFG)  
Sent:  Tuesday, January 15, 2013 2:47 PM 
To:  wwmas@muni.org; title21@muni.org 
Cc:  Frost, William D (DFG); Mark Fink (ADF&G); Coltrane, Jessica A (DFG); Bosch, Daniel E 

(DFG)
Subject:  Case #2012-124: ADF&G comments on Title 21 Rewrite 

Please see the attached letter and enclosure for ADF&G’s comments on the amended version of 
the Title 21 Rewrite now before the Municipality of Anchorage Assembly. 

Thank you for your time, 

Joe Giefer
Habitat Biologist  
Alaska Dept. of Fish & Game  
Division of Sport Fish 
Statewide Access Defense  
333 Raspberry Road, Anchorage AK 99518  
907-267-2336
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Title 21 Rewrite

From: durner1 [durner1@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, February 11, 2013 8:44 PM
To: !MAS Assembly Members; Title 21 Rewrite
Subject: Master Gardeners T21
Attachments: AssemblyWrittenComments.docx

Dear Assembly Members, 

Please consider these comments and recommendations for changes/amendments to Title 21 from Alaska 
Master Gardeners. 

Respectfully, 

Lisa Balivet

Marguerite Barnard

Judith Brendel

Susan Brusehaber

Cheryl Chapman

Fran Durner

Kimberly C. “KC” Elliott

Shirley Kelly

Ed LaFleur

Nickel LaFleur

Marya Morrow

Annie Nevaldine

Sheryl L. Prewitt-Ronan

Verna Pratt

Bernie Ruskin

Alaska Master Gardeners
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Lavonne Rhyneer

Joette Storm

Jill Shepherd

Janie Taylor

Sheila Toomey

Carmel Tysver

Dohnn Wood

Lori Zaumseil

Troy Zaumseil

Alaska Master Gardeners
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Alaska Master Gardeners are a diverse group of people from the Anchorage area that 
have undergone a rigorous 40 hour course of study through the University of Alaska 
Cooperative Extension Service encompassing a broad spectrum of horticulture subjects and 
culminating in a written certification test and hours of volunteer efforts in our communities. 
Many of us have attained Advance Master Gardener status through continuing education 
credits. Some of us are also professional arborists, landscapers and horticulturists.  

We thank you for the opportunity to comment on aspects of Chapter 7 of the 
Committee version of Title 21 that are near and dear to us. 

Natural Resource Protection.  Chapter 21.07.020 

 A. Purpose. Page 309, lines 21 to 29. Restore the specific descriptive elements of the 
purpose that were deleted by the P&Z Commission.
 By deleting statements related to the natural environment, the purpose creates 
preconceived notions that the community did not convey in Anchorage 2020. We strongly 
support Anchorage 2020 and the protection of significant natural features that the 
comprehensive plan promotes. We strongly support design and development standards to 
convey the concepts of sustainable natural ecosystems - soil, water and native vegetation. 
Restore all language dealing with vegetation as habitat for animals. Restore all language that 
requires retention of trees in natural areas. Have you forgotten that trees provide shade for 
streams, protecting spawning salmon, and provide nesting areas for songbirds that have been 
disappearing in alarming numbers as their habitat is destroyed? Trees and native vegetation also 
provide erosion control on slopes, advance permeability, noise buffering and privacy. Look to 
the recent floods at the bottom of the Hidden Hills Subdivision area in Eagle River as a perfect 
example of what happens when native vegetation is removed and paved over in a sloped 
development.

B.4 Buffer/Setback Requirements.
B.4.a.i. Water Courses. Page 310, line 26. Restore the 50 ft setback. Page 311, lines 15-17 and 
line 34.  Replace 25 ft and 35 ft with 50 ft. Page 313, line 24. Replace “are permitted parallel to 
the stream within the outer 10 feet” with “are not permitted within the setback.”  

Snow storage and trails should not be encouraged within setback areas where natural 
vegetation would be compacted, trampled and killed by people and their pets walking (and 
running) off the trail and thereby advancing soil compaction, decreasing permeability, and 
encouraging runoff and erosion. Trees and vegetation within setbacks provide nutrients, insects, 
woody debris for fish habitat and filtering of sediments and toxins.
 Setbacks from all water bodies should be 50 feet at a minimum, 100’ is best. According 
to the U.S. Corps of Engineers Existing Riparian Management Zone (RMZ) Regulations 
Throughout Alaska, “the minimum width for buffers from fish-bearing waters shall be 100 feet, 
as measured from the ordinary high water mark of the water body.” According to the 
Anchorage Municipal Coastal Plan, there is a minimum 100-foot setback from anadromous fish 
streams. Ship Creek, Chester Creek, Fish Creek, Campbell Creek, Rabbit Creek and Indian 
Creek (among others) are all anadromous fish streams. A 25 ft setback (as well as the proposed 
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50 ft setback) may be in violation of federal law. Homes that currently exist within a 50’ 
setback would become legally non-compliant. 

 C. Steep Slope Development. 
1.e. Page 317, lines 29-31 and 1.g. lines 35-37. Restore the deletions by the P&Z Commission. 
 We reinforce our feelings regarding the importance of natural vegetation and features. 
We agree with and reinforce staff’s assessment, “Protecting visually significant and prominent 
natural features implements the comprehensive plan by protecting the city’s visual image, 
preserving scenic views, and protecting significant natural features and environmentally fragile 
areas. Retaining natural vegetation maintains the rural character of the area, as well as prevents 
erosion.”

 C.3.e. Raising or Lowering of Natural Grade. 
Page 319, lines 12 -20. Restore the original heights of 4 and 6 feet.  
 A height of 10 feet as changed by the P&Z Committee, is too extreme and does not allow 
for a natural looking integration into the surrounding topography, especially for a steep slope, 
and 20% is a very steep slope. 

 C.3.f. Retaining Walls. 
Page 319, lines 27-30. Restore the original 6 ft maximum height for retaining walls and the 
original height of no greater than 8 ft in any 100-ft-length.  
 Again, the new heights are too extreme, are not to human scale, have too much visual 
impact, and go against Anchorage 2020 policy to maintain the rural character and promote the 
natural environment of the area. 

Private Open Space. Chapter 21.07.030 

A. Purpose. Page 324. A.1. Lines 35-37, and A.2. lines, 38-39.  Restore the statement of 
purpose to its original form.  
 By deleting this part of the purpose statement, important factors that contribute to the 
success of private open space in compact developments such as access to light and air and 
scenic views, are ignored while, in fact, they should be encouraged and are in line with 
Anchorage 2020. 

Landscaping, Screening and Fences. Chapter 21.07.080 

This section of T21, from page 359-394, has undergone a major rewrite, with 16 pages of 
deleted sections from the provisionally approved version. 

A. Purpose. A.4. Page 359, lines 27-34. Restore this section of the purpose statement. 
 By deleting specific wording dealing with the retention of woodlands, habitat and urban 
forests, protection of these areas is left in doubt, which leaves these incredibly important parts 
of the ecosystem vulnerable to destruction. This goes against one of the goals of Anchorage 
2020, which is to preserve existing natural vegetation. 

Alaska Master Gardeners
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 Dust control and preservation of air and water quality are becoming increasingly 
important, especially in our very dry arctic desert environment. It is a matter of health and 
safety. The number of health alerts every winter due to increased dust and air pollution should 
be a major wake up call to action. 
 It is important to place a high value on the preservation of native vegetation and the use 
of plants and trees compatible with our climate, and in doing so, the viability and survivability 
of landscape plants and trees would be increased as well as the important roles they play in our 
lives.

 Table 1. Page 362. Under the column heading “Type of Landscaping:” For L1, restore the 
minimum planting bed width to 8’. For L2, restore the minimum bed width at any point to 15’. 
 With the addition of a fence in L2, the bed width would be reduced by too much. The 
standard for growing healthy trees is a bed of at least 8’ width for root growth. (Contrary to 
what many believe, most roots grow out horizontally from a tree and not down vertically below 
the trunk.) A bed width of less than 15’ does not encourage the retention of native vegetation, 
which is a stated priority of Anchorage 2020.
 Under the column heading “Plant Material Required” for L1, L2, L3 and L4 add “All 
trees, shrubs and ground covers shall be chosen for suitable hardiness and length of season for 
the specific area to be planted.”  
 Zone hardiness is the benchmark for choosing appropriate and survivable vegetation. 

 E.4. Trees for Residential Developments. 
E.4.a. Purpose. Page 368, line 2. The purpose statement in this section has essentially been 
gutted. Please restore the purpose statement as it appears in the deleted version on page 384, 
lines 26-40. 
 By limiting the purpose statement to one sentence, it de-emphasizes the importance of 
trees and of retaining existing trees in residential areas.  The purpose statement as written gives 
the impression that a developer could just clear-cut a piece of property and then replace a few 
trees. The deleted section says it all and is in line with Anchorage 2020, which emphasizes the 
value of trees and of retaining existing trees. As Master Gardeners, arborists, landscapers and 
horticulturists, we can’t underline enough the importance of trees and the retention of existing 
trees in the urban landscape. 
E.4.c. Requirements. Page 368, line 9. Restore the requirement for a minimum of three trees per 
lot with at least one tree in the front yard. (Page 385, lines 5-7.)
At the end of this section, line 14, please add, “nor may existing species of invasive cherry trees 
such as bird cherry (Prunus padus, also sold as a Mayday tree) and choke cherry (Prunus
virginiana) be used to fulfill this requirement.” 
 A good example of a subdivision developed without apparent landscaping requirements 
includes Hidden Hills in Eagle River.  A drive along its roads shows little, if any, tree retention 
or planting, especially in front yards. Trees contribute to property values, a home’s curb appeal, 
are long lived and therefore grow in value. They also help to control water runoff, erosion, clean 
the air and provide habitat. 
 The cherry trees mentioned were introduced to Anchorage many years ago but have been 
shown to become invasive, crowding out native vegetation and even contributed to the cyanide 
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poisoning death of some of Anchorage’s urban moose population. See “Chokecherry trees are 
deadly treats for 3 Anchorage moose, Anchorage Daily News, February 16, 2011. 

 F. General Landscaping Requirements and Standards 
F.1. Plant Materials. Page 368. Line 28. Please add, “Non-native plant species identified as 
invasive by the state of Alaska or the USDA shall not be used.  Plants seeds and soils shall be 
from sources that screen for invasive species and diseases.“  
F.1c. Page 369, line 8. After “ Cottonwood trees (Populus balsalmifera and Populus 
trichocarpa)”, add, “and invasive cherry trees (Prunus padus and Prunus virginiana)”
 As Master Gardeners, we are extremely concerned about the amount of invasive species of 
plant and tree materials that have already been introduced to Anchorage and continue to show 
up, whether intentionally or not, at nurseries, big box stores and local plant sales. Specific 
language must be included to prohibit further introduction. 

F.1.d. Individual Tree Specimens. Page 369, lines 21-22. Change the credit for retaining trees 
to: One existing 25-ft coniferous tree is equal to two new trees. For lines 23-24: One existing 6” 
caliper deciduous tree is equal to two new trees. 
 Crediting one small existing tree as equivalent to three new trees is out of balance and does 
not contribute to site enhancement. 
F.1.d.ii. Page 369, line 26. Again, please add invasive cherry trees (Prunus padus and Prunus 
virginiana) as trees that may not be used to meet the existing landscape requirements. 

F.3.c. Ground Covers and Mulches. Page 370, line 16. Add “wood chips” after “shredded bark.” 
 Wood chips are recognized as acceptable mulch material.  
F.3.c.ii. Page 370, line 19. After “…lawn grasses” please add, “ native perennial ground covers 
and wild flowers…” 
 There are many, many different kinds of ground covers besides lawn grass. In fact the 
national trend is away from labor intensive, high maintenance and water hungry lawns and 
towards native, low maintenance vegetation and rain gardens that have a better chance of 
survival and discourage runoff by keeping rain water on site. 

F.4. Installation of Landscaping 
 Please replace the specific tree planting guidance that was deleted from this section. See 
page 385, lines 35-48 for the guide. The guarantee of health and survivability of a tree, in many 
ways depends on the correct planting depth, spacing, mulching and subsequent care it receives, 
especially in the first three years after planting. By re-inserting and enhancing this guide 
section, the survivability of any trees would be improved, which in turn saves money for 
property owners. 

 We appreciate your time, and hope you will take our recommendations for changes 
seriously enough act on them.

Respectfully,

Alaska Master Gardeners
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Judith Brendel 
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Shirley Kelly 
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Nickel LaFleur 
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Verna Pratt 
Bernie Ruskin 
Lavonne Rhyneer 
Joette Storm 
Jill Shepherd 
Janie Taylor 
Sheila Toomey 
Carmel Tysver 
Dohnn Wood 
Lori Zaumseil 
Troy Zaumseil 
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From: Glenn Clary [mailto:gclary@ancbt.org]
Sent: Thursday, January 31, 2013 10:55 AM 
To: !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject: Title 21 Proposed Religious Changes  

Thank you for giving residents and churches an opportunity to testify on Title 21 issues. As requested we are
sending you the items we testified on to you in written form. Please see the attached document or the copy
below. If you have any questions please feel free to call me at 907 952 2281 or e mail me at
gclary@ancbt.org.

Glenn Clary 
Assistant Pastor
Anchorage Baptist Temple 
907-333-6535

                                                                                                            January 31, 2013 

Mayor Dan Sullivan 
Anchorage Assembly Members 
Anchorage Planning and Zoning Commissioners 
Planning and Zoning Staff 

Reference: Title 21 rewrite and proposed changes. 

From:   Rev. Glenn Clary 
            Assistant Pastor  
            Anchorage Baptist Temple 
            907- 952-2281 – cell 
            907 – 333-6535 – church 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you night.  

I have lived in the East Anchorage area for over 34 years.  During that time I have served on the Northeast 
Community Counsel, helping with various Planning and Zoning issues needing to be addressed both in the East 
Anchorage area and for Anchorage proper.  I am also an Assistant Pastor of a religious assembly.  As part of my 
duties as an Assistant Pastor of the Anchorage Baptist Temple, I have worked on many Planning issues 
important to churches in our city, and supervised the building and construction of several additions to the ABT 
facility.  In doing so, I have learned a lot about the Zoning code and how it relates to churches.  I have served on 
three subcommittees for the city that established zoning ordinances and standards regarding churches, tower 
sites, and a sign ordinance.  Throughout all of my efforts, I have attempted to help ensure that the concerns for 
churches (both large and small) are heard and expressed.  With this in mind, I submit the following concerns and 
proposed changes to Title 21for your consideration.  They are issues important to churches.   

The issues will be presented in the following format: First, you will see the latest staff proposed language along 
with their ordinance identification numbers (location); second, we will present a proposed change; and finally, 
we will try to give you logical reasoning for why the change is needed. 

I appreciate your time and consideration.  Please call me at either of the above phone numbers if you have any 
questions or concerns. 
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Sincerely, 

Rev. Glenn Clary 

ITEM #1 PROPOSED TITLE 21 LANGUAGE

Chapter 5 Title 21.05.040 PUBLIC/INSTITUTIONAL USES: 
DEFINITIONS AND USE-SPECIFIC STANDARDS (page 190)

C. Community Services
   7.  Religious Assembly

a. Definition
A building or structure, or group of buildings or structures, intended primarily 
for the conducting of organized religious services, accessory uses may include, 
but are not limited to, parsonages, meeting rooms, and child care provided for 
persons while they are attending religious functions. Schools associated with 
religious assemblies are not an accessory use. 

ITEM #1 PROPOSED LANGUAGE CHANGE

Chapter 5 Title 21.05.040 PUBLIC/INSTITUTIONAL USES: 
DEFINITIONS AND USE-SPECIFIC STANDARDS (page 190)

a. Definition
A building or structure, or group of buildings or structures, intended primarily 
for the conducting of organized religious services, accessory uses may include, 
but are not limited to, parsonages, meeting rooms, and child care provided for 
persons while they are attending religious functions, broadcast ministries, 
bookstores, vehicle service and repair facilities (for bus ministries and staff 
vehicles), lawn and garden sheds, warehouse and storage buildings, community 
service centers, gymnasiums, food distribution ministries, and sports fields and 
domes. Schools associated with religious assemblies are considered an 
accessory use. 

ITEM #1 REASONS TO CHANGE THE TITLE 21 RECOMMENDATION

The proposed language continues to restrict Religious assemblies and their needs associated with accomplishing 
their ministries.  Religious assemblies offer a variety of community and family ministries. Restricting accessory 
uses for Religious assemblies prevents them from expanding into additional ministry areas to serve people in a 
variety of different ways.   

If accessory uses that are currently allowed for religious assemblies are not listed then there is the risk that 
future administrations and/or staff could interpret that uses not listed are prohibited uses.

A Pastor of a small community church, located in a residential zone would be prohibited from providing a 
broadcast ministry. The proposed code would not recognize a Broadcast ministries as accessory use to a 
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religious assembly.  The religious assembly would have to be located in a Commercial, Industrial, Business, or 
other district allowing Broadcast facilities.

The proposed code would prevent a Religious assembly from constructing a vehicle repair facility on their 
property if they are not located in a zone other than residential.  The vehicle repair facility is not considered an 
accessory use and would be in violation.  

Schools associated with Religious assemblies should be a permitted accessory use to a religious 
assembly. Religious assemblies use the same classrooms and facilities for a school as they do for their religious 
assembly.  Zoning staff may argue that a school would create additional site and facility use during the week.  
However, a school using a religious assembly facility would generate less traffic impact than the religious 
assembly.  Additionally, nothing prohibits a religious assembly from using their facility seven days a week and 
the religious assembly is a permitted use.  Adopting the new language of Title 21 will make it very difficult for a 
Religious assembly to begin a private religious school.  

Two follow-up questions need to be addressed.  What happens to existing Religious assembly site in residential 
zones that currently have some of these accessory uses that would no longer be allowed?  Could they develop 
additional facilities on their property without having to obtain a conditional use permit or without being labeled 
a non-conforming use?  

ITEM #2 PROPOSED TITLE 21 LANGUAGE 

Chapter 5 Title 21.05.050 COMMERICAL USES: 
DEFINITIONS AND USE-SPECIFIC STANDARDS (page 218)

D. Entertainment and Recreation
8.  Nightclub

C. Use-Specific Standards for Unlicensed Nightclubs

ii.         Minimum Distance from Certain Uses
Except for teen nightclubs and underage dances permitted under AMC 
chapter 10.55, an unlicensed nightclub shall be located so that all 
portions of the lot on which the unlicensed nightclub is located shall be 
300 feet or more from the lot line of property on which is located:

A) A school or instructional service serving any combination of    grades 
kindergarten through 12;

                                                B) Property zoned residential; or
C) TA-zoned property designated as residential in the Turnagain Arm 
Area Plan

ITEM #2 PROPOSED TITLE 21 LANGUAGE CHANGE

Chapter 5 Title 21.05.050 COMMERICAL USES: 
DEFINITIONS AND USE-SPECIFIC STANDARDS (page 218)

D. Entertainment and Recreation
8.  Nightclub

C. Use-Specific Standards for Unlicensed Nightclubs

ii.         Minimum Distance from Certain Uses
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Except for teen nightclubs and underage dances permitted under AMC 
chapter 10.55, an unlicensed nightclub shall be located so that all 
portions of the lot on which the unlicensed nightclub is located shall be 
300 feet or more from the lot line of property on which is located:

                                                            
A) A school or instructional service serving any combination of grades 

kindergarten through 12 and childcare facilities;
                                                            B) Property zoned residential; or

C) TA-zoned property designated as residential in the Turnagain Arm 
Area Plan

ITEM #2 REASONS TO CHANGE THE TITLE 21 RECOMMENDATION

Adding the words, “childcare facilities” will clarify that the intent of the staff’s wording was to include daycares 
and childcare facilities in the definition of schools. 

ITEM #3 PROPOSED TITLE 21 LANGUAGE

Chapter 11 Title 21.11.050 TEMPORARY USES AND STRUCTURES: (page 705)

C.        Supplemental Standards for All Changeable Copy Signs

3.         Electronic changeable copy is permitted for freestanding and building signs on parcels 
that are nine acres or greater with a minimum of 500 feet of frontage on a street of class II or 
greater classification in the Official Streets and Highways Plan. Electronic changeable copy 
cannot be changed more than one time per 20-second period. Electronic changeable copy 
freestanding signs are permitted up to a maximum of 80 percent of the actual sign area. One 
electronic changeable copy building sign per 300 linear feet of frontage is permitted up to a 
maximum of 20 square feet per sign. 
.

ITEM #3 PROPOSED TITLE 21 LANGUAGE CHANGE

Chapter 11 Title 21.11.050 TEMPORARY USES AND STRUCTURES: (page 705) 

C.        Supplemental Standards for All Changeable Copy Signs 

ADD A NEW SECTION 4 THAT WOULD READ AS FOLLOWS:

4.         Electronic changeable copy is permitted for freestanding and building signs on parcels 
that are nine acres or greater with a minimum of 500 feet of frontage on a street of class III or 
greater classification in the Official Streets and Highways Plan. Electronic changeable copy 
cannot be changed more than one time per every two second period. Electronic changeable 
copy freestanding signs are permitted up to a maximum of 80 percent of the actual sign area. 
One electronic changeable copy building sign per 300 linear feet of frontage is permitted up to 
a maximum of 20 square feet per sign. 

ITEM #3 REASONS TO CHANGE THE TITLE 21 RECOMMENDATION
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This change would allow religious assemblies who meet the qualifications listed in the new item #4 and their 
property is located on a Class III (i.e. Northern Lights, Tudor, DeBarr) or greater street to change their electronic 
copy every two seconds.   

ITEM #4 PROPOSED TITLE 21 LANGUAGE 

Chapter 5 Title 21.05.080 TEMPORARY USES AND STRUCTURES: (page 113)

C.        General Temporary Use Standards
2.         Uses Allowed

C.        Special Events
Amusement, athletic, charitable, cultural, entertainment, and/or political events 
or similar temporary and transitory gatherings are allowed in all zoning 
districts, subject to the standards of this section.

.
ITEM #4 PROPOSED LANGUAGE CHANGE

Chapter 5 Title 21.05.080 TEMPORARY USES AND STRUCTURES: (page 113)

B.        General Temporary Use Standards
2.         Uses Allowed

C.        Special Events
See comments below.

ITEM #4 REASONS TO CHANGE THE TITLE 21 RECOMMENDATION

This entire section of Temporary Use Standards needs more definition.  What constitutes a temporary use?  Who 
determines a temporary use?  Also, how do people know if a permit is required or not?

The types of temporary uses described in the section are usual and customary for Religious assemblies 
(churches) to conduct.  Does this mean that churches must now obtain a permit if they plan to have a church 
picnic on their property?  Will a church youth group sponsoring a garage sale fund raiser in the parking lot need 
to get a permit?  Does a religious organization need a permit to hand out Thanksgiving food boxes?  The list of 
questions could go on forever. 

Section f. OTHER TEMPORARY USES, item number iii. states: “ Temporary uses that occur wholly within an 
enclosed permanent building.”  Does this mean that permits are needed before a religious assembly or their 
private school could conduct a holiday bazaar, a candy sale fund raiser, an athletic wrestling or basketball 
tournament, etc.?    

If permits are not required for these types of events, please make it clear in the code so there is no confusion in 
the future.
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February 12, 2013 

Members of the Anchorage Assembly 
Anchorage, Alaska

Dear Assembly Members: 

Thank you for considering the attached comments from the Anchorage Citizens Coalition, a 
membership organization of hundreds of citizens working for responsible growth in our city. 

We must begin by stating frankly that the Assembly's Title 21 Committee dismantled 8 years 
of public opinion and process in preparing its December 18, 2012 version of the city's land 
use and zoning code.

The provisionally adopted code had been carefully built, chapter by chapter to implement 
Anchorage 2020, the city's 2001 comprehensive plan.  But the committee relied on the 
opinions of developers who prefer 'business as usual' instead of supporting the 
community's vision of its future and the professional work done by municipal land use 
planners. The last two years have wasted hundreds of thousands of taxpayer dollars and 
rejected the more sustainable growth called for in Anchorage 2020.

The committee chair openly favored the (unsubstantiated) legal threat of property 'takings'
over the community's right to collectively plan its future.  Developers never did document 
their constant complaints that the public's provisionally adopted version of Title 21 'cost too 
much.'  By following developers' lead, many provisions were inserted into the code that line
developers' pockets, from loopholes that avoid building bike and pedestrian facilities to 
reduced landscaping for new construction. 

Without public discussion on these provisions, many homeowners will have unhappy 
surprises as developers begin to take advantage of their new Title 21.  Among the more 
egregious provisions we have found thus far: 

Reduced parking requirements save developers up to 10,000 dollars per eliminated 
parking space, and at the same time allow more height and bulk for commercial 
buildings, thus increasing profit per lot. Longtime homeowners lose property value 
and quality of life when commercial buildings shadow established neighborhoods in 
midtown. 

Developers can continue to lease and sell their industrially zoned lands to commercial, 
retail and office uses.  This scatters commercial development across the city and 
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drives down the value of commercial space in established employment centers and 
neighborhood shopping districts.  Such sprawl also requires more tax dollars to pay 
for additional public infrastructure and services, especially roads, transit, utilities, fire 
and police. 

A new provision allows developers to negotiate with an appointed city official (the 
city manager) to shift their development's transportation and utility infrastructure costs 
to the public.  This would be a private appeal process without public review, and it is 
more desirable for the developer than the public process because it is much speedier, 
even though it plainly invites influence peddling.

The character of existing neighborhoods can be changed in one building season by 
another new provision that allows building homes on currently non conforming lots
that are too small to meet building standards.  This is a big change to have been 
slipped in without public discussion.  It was done under the guise of 'the need for more 
housing' in Anchorage.  Yes, more housing is needed, but this strategy focuses too 
much on profit and not enough on neighborhood protection.

Also in the name of  'the need for more housing' developers raised residential lot 
coverage (reducing neighborhood green space) in older neighborhoods such as 
South Addition.  The change will be felt soon under today's steady rebuilding and 
remodeling in these older neighborhoods.  The move also increases builders' profits 
while changing neighborhood character as larger, more expensive homes take over 
what was once required green space.   

Then, in a quick switch, developers changed their minds on 'the need for more 
housing' as they rejected high density housing to be required in high density 
residential zoning districts.  They prefer allowing single family housing in all high 
density residential districts, even though more higher density housing is badly needed.
Note that some high density neighborhoods need relief from too many poorly 
designed, high density rentals (Fairview and Mt. View are examples,)  and the 
provisionally adopted code exempted those neighborhoods from this restriction. 

The Assembly Committee's Title 21 diverges in important ways from Anchorage 2020 and
the community's 2010 provisionally adopted code.  We need meaningful public discussion 
before adopting the committee's Title 21.

Sincerely,

Cheryl Richardson, Director 
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Title 21 Comments 
February 12, 2013 
Prepared by the Anchorage Citizens Coalition 
Regarding the Anchorage Assembly Committee's December 18, 2012 Draft

Restore chapter 'purpose statements' to Provisionally Adopted language 
It is critically important that the 'purpose statements' found at the beginning of Chapters 1 
(General Provisions), 4 (Zoning Districts) and 7 (Development and Design Standards) are 
restored to the Provisionally Adopted Title 21 (PAT21) language.  Developers and elected 
officials worked hard to disconnect Title 21 from the goals of Anchorage 2020, and this 
strategy succeeds too well in doing that. 

The purpose statements are needed to clarify Title 21's intentions, and will be especially 
important in the cases where developers want to avoid meeting standards they disagree with 
such as providing sidewalks, trail easements, landscaping, off site improvements and more.  If 
a case goes to court, and the Title 21 language is unclear, the court will look at the purpose 
statements to interpret the ordinance when they decide the case. 

While Planning and Zoning Commissioners (PZC) talk about 'simplicity' and 'clarity,' these 
deletions are actually just one more attempt to take away citizens' rights for Title 21 to 
implement Anchorage 2020. 

Thank you for continuing to support certain Anchorage 2020 goals and rejecting PZC's 
requests to

waive the residential open space requirement, 
further reduce private open space standards in R-2M and R-3, 
significantly increase open space in R-4 districts, 
maintain the bicycle parking requirement, 
maintain R-4 heights at 60 feet 

Protect residential lots from shadowing by commercial buildings  
Until the midtown plan is worked out and a stronger standard can be developed, the Assembly 
needs to adopt a minimal standard that at least restricts new commercial buildings from 
shadowing residential lots 9am - 3pm, from February 21 - October 21.  The current 'height 
transition' standard is a move in the right direction, but it only

affects construction within 200 feet of a residential lot, while a tall tower can shadow 
for blocks, and 
reduces, not restricts residential shadowing. 

The Assembly's Title 21 Committee's proposed code (COM21) removed height restrictions 
from midtown buildings, but did not adequately protect residential properties from shadowing 
by midtown towers.  The shadowing is even worse because new parking standards will allow 
commercial buildings to grow even taller and wider than they are today.  Developers are 
happy to accept reduced standards that boost their profits, while they are unwilling to offer 
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concessions for homeowners and renters who depend on sunlight for their physical and mental 
health.

Adopt this standard for all commercial buildings that can shadow residential lots.  One PZC 
Commissioner declared that if a person is concerned with shadowing, they should simply 
purchase the threatening lot.  That kind of thinking is guiding today's lack of sunlight 
protection, and residents deserve better. 

Protect residential lots from taller neighborhood businesses
Reject new dimensional standards that allow neighborhood businesses to be taller than 
allowed in the surrounding residential district.  This is a simple attempt by developers to add 
to their profits by producing more commercial space per lot at the expense of neighborhood 
character.  Direct staff to maintain R-O, B-1A and B-1B height standards to the same 
maximum height of the surrounding residential zone.  Ensure that allowed uses are the same 
as were allowed in the PAT21.  Established neighborhoods do not need surprises as to what 
uses may now move in. 

Restore Mixed Use Districts language from the Provisionally Adopted Title 21 
Eliminating the mixed use zoning districts (and allowing commercial uses to continue 
sprawling into industrial zones) clearly violates the goals and strategies of Anchorage 2020
and demonstrates the PZC and the Assembly Committee do not understand what is needed to 
develop successful, compact, active mixed use districts and employment centers.  All claimed 
to value mixed use development.  But eliminating the mixed use districts is a fatal flaw in 
COM21.

One mixed use building, even two or three within walking distance of each other do not make 
a compact, cohesive district that will attract the number of customers needed to populate the 
active, vibrant destinations people are asking for.

The PZC and Assembly Committee, under the banner of 'flexibility' and 'property rights,' 
eliminated Mixed Use Zoning Districts that are designed to create strong focal points of urban 
activity within existing commercial areas and allow urban infrastructure and services 
(transportation, utilities, operations and maintenance, fire and police) to be planned, built and 
operated more efficiently.  

Anchorage 2020 calls for new zoning provisions to implement mixed use centers of three 
different sizes, ranging from major employment centers to neighborhood scale shopping and 
service districts.  The makeup of these districts was heavily influenced by a wide range of 
stakeholders, development professionals and public officials during the first 8 years of the 
Title 21 rewrite. 

But the PZC and Committee chose to eliminate the Mixed Use Districts and scatter mixed use 
zoning all over town, in every commercial zone.  Once again, a developer's desire to profit 
from a single lot or building trumps the community's need for a more walkable, transit 
oriented community.  The  community loses the benefits of concentrated commercial growth, 
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and if Anchorage's future growth is no greater than it has been for the last decade, the 
community will be doomed to business as usual for many more years. 

Restore Industrial Zone uses to provisionally adopted language 
The Assembly Committee Chair clearly stated that her concern over 'takings lawsuits' lead her 
to recommend adding many uses back into Industrial Zones.  But staff reports these concerns 
are largely unfounded based on a May 2005 legal opinion from the Municipal Attorney's 
Office.

Another often stated motivation is that Anchorage has too much industrial zones land, 
therefore more should be used for commercial purposes.  This appears to be a politically 
motivated conclusion that has not been resolved in open public debate. 

Developers want to minimize costs.  That drives them to the cheapest land, typically industrial 
land, but leaves the community paying for additional roads, road improvements, utilities, 
police and fire services.  Sprawl is not cheap.  It may save money for an individual land 
owner in the short term, but all taxpayers pay in the long term. 

While the Assembly Committee wanted to add commercial uses to Industrial Zones, there is 
no color coded chart showing which changes they actually did make.  With this rushed 
review, there is not enough time to confirm which changes survived into this draft.   

Last fall, such uses as churches, museums, hospitals, nursing facilities, airports, motorized 
sports and shooting ranges were recommended by the Committee Chair for Industrial Zones.  
These uses are typically inappropriate because they generate high volumes of personal traffic 
in areas with large trucks, muddy roads, no sidewalks, more noise and higher levels of 
pollutants.

After recent big box development south on C Street, planners conceded that land to 
commercial uses.  But that does not mean we have to keep on making the same mistakes.  
Target got cheap land, but it's not contributing to a town center, and customers won't be 
walking there anytime soon. 

We urge you to return to the list of uses contained in the PAT21, and make any amendments 
to those use charts only after a full community discussion of the issues. 

End Anchorage Citizens Coalition's Title 21 comments. 

27 of 398



245 West 5th Avenue, Suite 122
Anchorage, AK 99501 

(907) 276-7275   FAX (907) 279-5073 
www.acda.net

MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor Sullivan, Assembly Members 
FROM:  Ron Pollock, Executive Director     
SUBJECT: Accessory Dwelling Section (ADU) of Title 21 
DATE: January  11, 2013 

The Mayor’s Kitchen Cabinet on Affordable Housing was tasked with making 
recommendations for policy and regulatory changes that the MOA could implement that 
would help spur housing development in Anchorage. 

Among those recommendations was the goal to expand the efficient use of land by amending 
the Accessory Dwelling Unit Ordinance. 

The Mayor has asked that Anchorage Community Development Authority play an active role 
in housing issues. 

The Assembly has expressed an interest in making ADU’s more available, while preserving 
the compatibility with the single-family appearance and character of the principal residence. 

It is our hope that the Assembly will consider recommended  changes to better implement 
these goals. 

ACDA proposed deletions are highlighted in PURPLE WITH WHITE LETTERS, and ACDA 
proposed additions are highlighted in GRAY WITH WHITE LETTERS.

Proposed changes would include the ability to have ADU’s within or attached to existing 
single family homes in all residential zones except R-4 and R-4A unless the R-4 and R-4A 
zoned lots were already improved with a single family house.  Allowing these in R-1 and R-1A 
zoning would not change the character of these zones.  In many instances, there would be no 
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change to the exterior structure.  There are currently many of these ADU’s built within 
existing single family homes in these zones.  Allowing them under the ordinance would 
encourage owners to comply with the new code.  The change that was inserted to allow 
ADU’s in a small specific area of R-1 and R-1A zoning does not seem to make sense.  The 
area is mostly zoned R2M, R3 and R4.  There are 3 small areas of R-1 or R-1A zoning which 
would only affect approximately 50 lots. 

Our second proposed change is to allow ADU’s in R-4 and R-4A zoning districts where the lot 
is already improved with a single family home. While the goal is to increase density in these 
zones, it makes no sense to prohibit ADU’s where there is already a single family detached 
home.

Our third proposal would change the requirement that a detached ADU, which is allowable on 
lots over 10,000SF, be attached to or above a garage.  This does not seem to make the 
structure more in keeping with the character of a residential zone.  Building the ADU over a 
garage will create accessibility issues for many aging senior citizens who might otherwise 
benefit from an ADU.  Also in R-2 and R-2M zoning, which allows for a duplex to be built, it 
seems reasonable to allow detached ADU’s on a lot that is improved with a single family 
home.

The fourth proposed change is to eliminate the requirement that the ADU approval expires 
when the property changes hands.  This will produce a hardship to the Seller of the property 
who cannot assure the use of the home as built with the ADU.  A Buyer has to obtain a new 
approval before he can be able to use his new home as it was constructed with the ADU.  If 
the ADU continues to comply with the code, it should not require a new approval.  Item G.
Transfer seems to say that if the property is sold or transferred the new owner only needs to 
file an affidavit of owner occupancy.  That contradicts F (5) which says the approval expires 
on transfer of ownership. 
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Title 21 Rewrite

From: Julia Petersen [petersenjuliak@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2013 10:36 AM
To: !MAS Assembly Members; Title 21 Rewrite
Cc: Lyon, Craig H.
Subject: BPAC comments on Title 21
Attachments: T21 AMATS BPAC comments 1-21-13.pdf

Dear Anchorage Assembly Members,

On behalf of the AMATS Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee, I respectfully submit the 
attached letter with comments on Title 21. 

If you have further questions, I am always available via email or phone.

Respectfully, 
Julia Petersen 
Chair, AMATS Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee 
(253) 310-5947
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DATE:  January 21, 2013 

TO:  Anchorage Assembly 
RE:   Title 21 Rewrite 

Dear Assembly members: 

The AMATS Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee is a diverse 11-person body that serves as 
an information resource on bicycle and pedestrian issues for the AMATS Technical Advisory and 
Policy Committees. As such, we regularly monitor and review plans that impact bicycle and 
pedestrian infrastructure to ensure that they are complementary, consistent, and in line with federal 
transportation goals. 

Because Title 21 has a significant impact on how Anchorage bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure 
evolves, its development is of great interest to us. At our January 16th meeting, we reviewed sections 
of the Assembly Committee’s version relevant to urban development that enhances or reduces 
bicyclist and pedestrian safety. 

We appreciate the many goals and purpose statements in the revised Title 21 that acknowledge the 
importance of biking and walking in an urban setting. Because Title 21 is written to capture the 
intent of Anchorage’s comprehensive plans – all of which emphasize the importance of bicycle and 
pedestrian access, safety, and connectivity – we anticipate that Title 21 will enhance and improve 
bicycle and pedestrian friendly urban development throughout Anchorage. To this end, our 
recommendations on specific sections follow. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Julia Petersen 
Chair, AMATS Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee 

MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE 
Community Development Department  

Transportation Planning Division 
Permit & Development Center, 4700 Elmore Road 

P.O. Box 196650, Anchorage, AK  99519-6650 
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1) We suggest the following wording change to match the distance for block length in Class 
A districts. 

Chapter 21.03:Review and Approval Procedures 
Sec.21.03.080 Conditional Uses
G.Conditional Use for a Business-Industrial Park Planned Unit Development

31c.Pedestrian walkways shall be provided to streets abutting the BIP-PUD. All  
32transit stops abutting a BIP-PUD shall be connected to the internal  
33street/sidewalk system by a pedestrian walkway. Abutting streets without any  
34transit stops shall have at least one pedestrian walkway connection with the BIP- 

35PUD with no distance between these walkways greater than 500 feet.
COMT21 p46 

2) Large developments can create a profound impact on walking and biking in specific 
locations particularly when they generate large amounts of car traffic.  We support Section 
21.03.100.E Improvements Associated with Land Use Permits that requires some 
developments to support off-site infrastructure that is needed to mitigate their impacts.  
COMT21 p55 

3) We understand that there may exist conditions on steep slopes that make it difficult to 
provide standard sidewalks or pathways.  Despite steep slopes, it is important that the most 
fundamental form of transportation be provided for. We are concerned that the wording in 
this section makes it possible to eliminate a sidewalk or pathway without identifying a 
legally dedicated alternative.  We suggest a small wording change. 

Chapter 21.08:Subdivision Standards 
Sec. 21.08.030 Design Standards
H. Subdivisions on Slopes
6.Sidewalks/Pathways[TRAILS]
...
33platting authority shall consider negative impacts to the terrain, the cost of improvements  
34in relation to the anticipated use, the needs of pedestrians, and the identification of  

35alternate locations dedicated for pedestrian facilities. 
COMT21 p. 473

4) Much of our commercial activity and many destinations for bike trips are in the B-3 
districts.  It is important to provide a high level of bike and pedestrian access.  We 
recommend wording that more closely follows that in other districts. 

26D.B-3: General Business District 
271.Purpose 
28The B-3 district is intended primarily for uses that provide commercial goods and services  
.... While B-3 district areas shall continue to  

43 of 398



____________________________________________________________________

AMATS Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee comments on Title 21                     Page 3/6 

36meet the need for auto-related and other auto-oriented uses, it is the municipality’s intent  
37that the B-3 district also shall provide for safe and convenient personal mobility in other  

38forms. Planning and design shall accommodate the safe, efficient, and convenient 
movement of vehicles, pedestrians and bicyclists.  
COMT21 p129.

5) The clear direction of our comprehensive plan is to increase the ability to walk and bike. 
This section suggests a limit to that in PCDs that does not match the spirit of this goal.  We 
suggest the following change. 

Sec.21.04.060Other Districts 
2D.PCD: Planned Community Development District 
31.Purpose 
... A PCD should include design features to ensure that  
11the PCD is integrated with the surrounding neighborhood through features such as 
12transition densities, external boundary buffering, and pedestrian and street connectivity.,
13where the planning and zoning commission makes the specific finding that street 
14connectivity is necessary to support traffic projections or necessary for emergency 
15responders.  ... COMT21 Ch4 p.142 

6) The section regarding manufactured homes has a good accommodation of walking with 
the provision for a crosswalk when blocks are long.  The section is improved with the 
deletion of a limitation on these. 

Sec.21.05.030 Residential Uses: Definitions and Use-Specific Standards  
8. Manufactured Home Community (MHC) 
(I) Crosswalks  
43 Pedestrian crosswalks not less than ten feet in width may be  

44 required in blocks longer than 330 feet when deemed essential to provide reasonable 
circulation or access to schools,  
1 playgrounds, shopping centers, convenience establishments,  
2 service buildings or other community facilities. ... 

7) We fully support requirements for maximum setbacks.  This creates an environment that 
encourages people to walk rather than drive.  The staff note stating “in areas where mid-
rise and high-rise buildings are expected (primarily in Midtown), tall buildings set right to the 
street could create the shadowed urban canyon effect” (COMT21 p289) is not convincing.  
Tall buildings in downtown do not create a canyon effect.   

We also support this maximum setback in other commercial districts.  We believe the 
growing popularity and increased economic activity in the Spenard area is due to the stores 
being close to the street.  This can be achieved in other areas as well.

Sec.21.06.030Measurements and Exceptions 
C. Setbacks 

44 of 398



____________________________________________________________________

AMATS Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee comments on Title 21                     Page 4/6 

295.Maximum Setbacks 
30Maximum setbacks are intended to help create an environment that is inviting to  
31pedestrians and transit users, and a more active streetscape. Maximum setbacks  
32promote buildings closer to the sidewalk and a stronger interface between buildings and  
33adjoining streets, improving connectivity and making walking more convenient. ... 
COMT21 p289 

8) With the spirit of our comprehensive plan in all its elements supporting multi modal 
transportation, it is surprising to see the proposed deletion in this section.  We recommend 
it be restored. 

CHAPTER 21.07: DEVELOPMENT AND DESIGN STANDARDS 
21.07.010 GENERAL PROVISIONS  
A. Purpose  
...
6. To encourage developments that relate to adjoining public streets, open spaces, and  
39 neighborhoods with building orientation and physical connections that contribute to the  
40 surrounding network of streets, walkways, pathways, and trails[; AND  
 TO PROVIDE MULTIMODAL CONNECTIVITY FOR THE SAFE AND EFFICIENT  
1 MOVEMENT OF PEOPLE, GOODS, AND SERVICES, INCLUDING ROADS, TRANSIT,  
2 AND PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES].  
COM T21 p307

9) Disconnected cul de sac subdivisions can be very discouraging to walking and biking.  
We are glad to see the requirement that there be a way to walk between cul de sacs. 

21.07.060 TRANSPORTATION AND CONNECTIVITY 
3. Street Connectivity 
b. Internal Street Connectivity 
ii. Whenever cul-de-sac streets are created, at least one 10 foot wide pedestrian access easement ...  
COMT21 p344 

10) This may be a simple editing issue.  We can’t determine the meaning of the words ‘as 
determined’ in the last sentence. 

21.07.060 TRANSPORTATION AND CONNECTIVITY 
3. Street Connectivity 
c. External Street Connectivity  
38 i. The arrangement of streets in a development shall provide for the alignment and 
continuation of ... 
48 and/or pedestrian connections to adjacent municipal parks or municipal   
1 lands designated as parks shall be required as determined or unless
2 waived by the director of the parks and recreation department.  
COMT21 p345
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11) The requirements for bike parking and especially the allowance to use a car space for 
bikes are great to see.  When we try to park our bikes at REI on a sunny summer day and 
find the bike racks are overflowing and bikes block the sidewalk, it is not good for cyclists or 
walkers.  These sections should be a help.  The requirement for large parking lots to 
provide bike parking spaces equal to 3% of car spaces roughly matches the current road 
share for cycling. 

Sec. 21.07.090  F. Parking Reductions and Alternatives  
3 22. Bicycle Parking  
4 A use is eligible to permanently or seasonally substitute bicycle parking spaces for  
5 required automobile parking spaces. Each automobile parking space shall be replaced  
6 by a minimum of six bicycle parking spaces not required by this title. Bicycle parking  
7 spaces shall comply with the standards of subsection 21.07.060F.15. and be separated  
8 from motor vehicle areas by bollards or other physical buffer approved by the traffic  
9 engineer.  
COMT21 Ch7 p415 

8 K. Bicycle Parking Spaces  
9 All nonresidential, multifamily, and mixed-use dwelling developments with more than 40 parking  
10 spaces required in table 21.07-5 shall provide at least four bicycle parking spaces, or a number of  
11 bicycle parking spaces equal to three percent of the number of required automobile parking  
12 spaces, whichever is greater.  
COMT21 Ch7 p430 

12) Reliance only on the non motorized plans for requiring pathways is too limiting.  Policy 
55 of Anchorage 2020 is fundmental guidance.  Other plans such as the West Anchorage 
District Plan and the Hillside District Plan also provide important guidance for pathways.  
Additional wording regarding pathways to match that of trails recognizes this core part of 
our comprehensive plan. 

21.08.050 IMPROVEMENTS 
A.General Requirements 
25H.Pedestrian Facilities 
 261.Sidewalks  
...
.Walkways  

...
7 3.Pathways 
8a.Pathways shall be located and constructed as determined by the Anchorage 
9Non-Motorized Transportation Plan: Pedestrian Plan and the Anchorage Non- 

10Motorized Transportation Plan: Bicycle Plan and other adopted municipal plans.
11b.Where a pathway and a sidewalk are co-located, the facility shall be constructed  
12according to the specifications for a pathway. 
134.Trails  
14Trails shall be located and constructed as determined by the Areawide Trails Plan and  
15 other adopted municipal plans ...  
COMT21 p.486 
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13) We are not convinced that there should not be sidewalks on both sides of cul de sacs in 
our urban areas. The lowest threshold recommended for no sidewalks would likely be a 
neighborhood road about 750 feet long.  That is long enough to require sidewalks on both 
sides of the road to meet the community’s desire for safe places to walk.  We recommend 
deletion of all of section 21.07.060.E.2.c. 

Chapter 21.07: Development and Design Standards 
Sec. 21.07.060 Transportation and Connectivity 
E. Standards for 1 Pedestrian Facilities 
11 2. Sidewalks 
...
In cul-de-sacs in class A zoning districts, the following shall apply:
22 i. For cul-de-sacs with fewer than 300 average daily trips and with speeds
23 limited to 25 miles per hour by design, no sidewalks are required.
24 ii. For cul-de-sacs with 300 to 1,000 average daily trips, and for those with
25 fewer than 300 average daily trips but a design speed of greater than 25
26 miles per hour, a sidewalk on one side of the cul-de-sac stem and bulb is
27 required.
28 iii. For cul-de-sacs with more than 1,000 average daily trips, or for cul-de29
sacs that are used to access a school or a park (notwithstanding
30 subsections c.i. and c.ii. above), sidewalks on both sides of the stem and
31 around the bulb are required.
32 iv. Average daily trips shall be computed by the traffic division.
COMT21 p 346 

14) There are neighborhood roads throughout Anchorage that may not be called out for 
sidewalks on both sides of the street in our comprehensive plans.  People living on those 
streets should still enjoy the fundamental safety provided by a sidewalk. 

Sec. 21.07.060.E.2.g Standards for Pedestrian facilities – Sidewalks. 
5 g. Where sidewalks are not specifically called for on both sides of the street by the 
6 comprehensive plan, the decision-making body may reduce a requirement to 
7 provide sidewalks (or other pedestrian facilities) on both sides of a street after 
8 considering the following: 
9 i. Site conditions and the potential for significant negative impacts on the 
10 natural environment; 

    ii. the need to maintain and improve sidewalk continuity
    iii. evidence that a sidewalk would decrease pedestrian safety
11 ii. Extensive public testimony offering rational arguments against sidewalks;
12 iii. Availability of an alternate trail system; and
13 iv. Vehicular speeds and pedestrian safety.
COMT21 p 347 
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From:  John MacKinnon [mailto:John@agcak.org]
Sent:  Monday, January 21, 2013 1:25 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members; Hall, Ernie; Ossiander, Debbie A. 
Subject:  Title 21 comments 

Please see the attached letter and comments regarding Title 21 review 
Thank you for your consideration 

John MacKinnon, Executive Director 
ASSOCIATED GENERAL CONTRACTORS 
     OF ALASKA 
8005 Schoon Street 
Anchorage, AK 99518 
Tel: (907) 561-5354  Fax: (907) 562-6118 
Email: john@agcak.org

This message has been scanned for malware by Websense. www.websense.com
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BOMA

               

Building Owners & managers Association

   
January 10, 2013 

Assembly Chair Ernie Hall 
Municipal Clerk 
PO Box 196650 
Anchorage, AK 99519-6650 

RE: Final Recommended BOMA Anchorage Title 21 Rewrite 
Changes
Buildings Owners & Managers Association (BOMA) of Anchorage 

Assembly Chair Hall and Assembly Members, 

For the last several years, the local association of the Building Owners & Managers 
Association (BOMA Anchorage) has taken an active role in the Title 21 Rewrite 
process (Rewrite).  Our professionals have spent hundreds of hours reading 
through the Rewrite, analyzing suggested changes by various entities and finally 
suggesting critical changes to the Rewrite.   

The Building Owners & Managers Association of Anchorage (BOMA) is an organization 
of commercial property owners, managers, leasing agents and allied professionals 
that have a vested interest in the Rewrite because of its significant impact on the 
livelihood of its members.   

Our members work with Title 21 on a continual basis and are very familiar with the 
complexities of the code and how it affects leasing efforts, property management, 
redevelopment, and new development.   

BOMA Anchorage has recently reviewed the Assembly Committee Draft Title 21 
that was recently released.  Although this draft of the Rewrite incorporates some 
important changes, there are still significant changes that still need to be made.  
Below are BOMA Anchorage’s final recommended changes to the Assembly 
Committee Draft Title 21.  BOMA Anchorage has only included final recommended 
changes that they feel are significant needed changes.   

It is our professional opinion that these changes will make the proposed Title 21 
Rewrite a manageable document that will serve all members of the community and 
will facilitate property management, leasing, redevelopment and development well 
into the future.   

200 W. 34th, Suite 205, Anchorage, AK  99503
Phone (907) 343-2662   Fax: (907) 272-0630 

Email: www.bomaanchorage.com
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It is our hope that the Mayor’s office and the Anchorage Assembly will use the 
following recommendations as a tool to make final important changes to the Rewrite 
before it is adopted by the Assembly.  We sincerely appreciate your time and efforts 
with regards to this critically important Rewrite.      

Sincerely,

Joy Sparrow
President
Building Owners and Managers Association Anchorage   
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Title 21 Rewrite Specific Recommended Changes 

Chapter 1:  General Provisions
Page 1:  21.01.010 Title and Effective Date 

• Recommendation:  Change effective date to December 1, 2014.   

• Explanation:  December 1, 2013 is too soon.  There are many items that still 
need to happen before full implementation like the adoption of a Land Use 
Plan Map and the User’s Guide.     

Chapter 2:  Boards, Commissions, and Municipal Administration
Page 7:  21.02.040 Urban Design Commission 

• Recommendation:  Eliminate the Urban Design Commission and combine its 
duties with the Planning and Zoning Commission. 

• Explanation:  Having yet another commission adds time and money to the 
approval process, and in particular the UDC often overreaches with 
recommendations.  Combine the UDC work load to the Planning and Zoning 
Commission.

Chapter 3:  Review and Approval Procedures
In General – User’s Guide 

• Recommendation:  Provide language that User’s Guide is to be an adopted 
document by the Assembly and will not contain substantive land use 
provisions.   

• Explanation:  Land use provisions need to be brought before the Assembly for 
Public Debate and not created and modified and desired by the Planning 
Department.   

Page 55:  21.03.100.E Improvements Associated with Land Use Permits 
• Recommendation:  Delete entire section.   

• Explanation:  This section gives staff the ability to require improvements to 
public facilities and infrastructure as a condition of obtaining a building 
permit.  This type of provision is routinely misused and should not be included 
in the Rewrite.  Required improvements make redevelopment and new 
development less likely to occur.     

Chapter 4:  Zoning Districts
Page 123:  21.04.020.J.2.c Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Incentives for the R-4 and 
R-4A Districts 

• Recommendation:  Change FAR ratio for R-4 and R-4A district back to 2.0 (as 
it currently exists in current Title 21).   

• Explanation:  The purpose of both the 202 Comp Plan and the Rewrite is to 
increase density not decrease it.  The current FAR of 2.0 has worked well for 
many years in the R-4 district and the FAR should not be reduced.   

Page 139:  21.04.050.B I-1: Light Industrial District  
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• Recommendation:  Allow retail uses, services uses, and uses in the I-1 
Industrial District.   

• Explanation:  Down zoning I-1 land so that only limited commercial uses are 
allowable represents a “taking” that will lead to much lower property values 
and an inefficient use of land in Anchorage.    

Chapter 5:  Use Regulations
Page 159:  21.05.010 Table of Allowed Uses 

• Recommendation:  See Appendix A for recommended changes to the Table 
of Allowed Uses.   

• Explanation:  These are critical changes that need to be implemented to 
facilitate and encourage property management, leasing activity, 
redevelopment, and new development for years to come.  Going forward with 
the Use Table “as is” will create significant hardship for many land owners in 
the Anchorage Bowl which will lead to lower property values and less leasing 
activity, few new development and redevelopment projects.   

Page 159:  21.05.010 Table of Allowed Uses 
• Recommendation:  Create a new use called “Light-Warehouse” with the 

following definition and use-specific standards. 

o Definition:    An establishment providing combined commercial-
warehouse uses. 

o Use-Specific Standard (applicable only in the B-3, MC and MI zoning 
districts):  In addition to uses allowed in the B-3 district, Warehouse 
shall be a permitted use if it is used in conjunction with a commercial 
use.   

• Explanation:  There is no provision in the Rewrite for “office-warehouse”.  The 
“office-warehouse” use is widely used in Anchorage and is entirely appropriate 
in commercial zoning districts like B-3.  These uses need to be close to 
commercial uses that they service not off in an industrial area.  This is an 
important addition that needs to be done.       

Page 254:  21.05-3 Table of Accessory Uses 
• Recommendation:  Add a ‘P’ for the B-1B and B-3 districts under “Caretaker’s 

Residence”.

• Explanation:  It is appropriate for a caretaker to stay onsite for a use like self-
storage.

Chapter 6:  Dimensional Standards and Measurements
Page 280:  21.06.020.A Table 21:06-1 R-4 & R-4A  

• Recommendation:  Eliminate height restriction to match the current Title 21 
code.

• Explanation:  As mentioned before, the intent of the 2020 Comp Plan and the 
Rewrite is to increase density not decrease it.  Allow both R-4 and R-4A to be 
unlimited to encourage greater density. 

Page 283:  21.06.020.A Table 21:06-2 B-1A Local and Neighborhood 
Business
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• Recommendation:  Change maximum height to 40’.   

• Explanation:  The intent of the proposed 30’ is to limit the number of stories 
to three.  However, current floor to floor heights are closer to 12-14’ which 
means that the maximum height need to be at least 40’.     

Page 283:  21.06.020.A Table 21:06-2 B-1B Community Business 

• Recommendation:  Change maximum height to 40’.   

• Explanation:  The intent of the proposed 35’ is to limit the number of stories 
to three.  However, current floor to floor heights are closer to 12-14’ which 
means that the maximum height need to be at least 40’.     

Page 283:  21.06.020.A Table 21:06-2 B-3 General Business 

• Recommendation:  Change maximum height back to current Title 21 code of 
“unlimited”.   

• Explanation:  The intent of the 2020 Comp Plan and the Rewrite is to increase 
density within the Anchorage Bowl to efficiently use the limited land.  Putting 
a new height restriction in the B-3 district is going to limited density and 
decrease property values.

Page 284:  21.06.020.A Table 21:06-2 I-1 Light Industrial District 
• Recommendation:  Eliminate height restriction.   

• Explanation:  The intent of the 2020 Comp Plan and the Rewrite is to increase 
density within the Anchorage Bowl to efficiently use the limited land.  Putting 
a new height restriction in the B-3 district is going to limited density and 
decrease property values.

Page 291:  21.06.030.C.5 Maximum Setbacks 

• Recommendation:  Restrict Maximum Setbacks to “true” mixed use 
developments. 

• Explanation:  The definition of “Mixed Use” found in Chapter 14 makes almost 
any building a “mixed use” building and therefore subject to both the mixed 
use standards (found in earlier chapters) and maximum setbacks.  The 
definition in Chapter 14 for Mixed Use should be clear that Mixed Use refers to 
the mixing of “residential” uses with “office” or “retail” uses.  Any building 
that has a mix of retail uses or offices should not fall under this provision.  
THIS IS CRITICAL change that needs to be done.       

Chapter 7:  Development and Design Standards
Page 325:  21.07.030.B Applicability and Open Space Requirement 

• Recommendation:  Eliminate the difference between “common open space” 
and “private open space” and just call it open space.    

Explanation:  Restrictive open space requirements are the number one way to 
quickly reduce density.  The 2020 Comp Plan and the Rewrite encourage 
greater density within the Anchorage Bowl not less.

Page 325:  21.07.030.B.2 R-3 District 
• Recommendation:  Change open space requirement to 250sf and change 

“private open space” to just “open space”.    

Explanation:  Restrictive open space requirements are the number one way to 
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quickly reduce density.  Also, the 2020 Comp Plan and the Rewrite encourage 
greater density within the Anchorage Bowl not less. 

Page 325:  21.07.030.B.4 B-1A, B-1B, B-3, R-0 Districts 
• Recommendation:  Eliminate entire section.    

Explanation:  An open space requirement is not needed for commercial 
development.  Allow property owners to determine how much open space 
they want in their building.   

Page 343:  21.07.060.C.1.e Traffic Impact Mitigation 

• Recommendation:  Eliminate the ability of the traffic engineer to require a TIA 
without reference to or reliance on given policy.  Don’t make it ambiguous.   

Explanation:  Ambiguous language give the traffic engineer too much power. 

Page 358:  21.07.070.C Nonresidential Development Adjacent to Existing 
Residential Use 

• Recommendation:  Delete “located within 200 feet of any” and replace with 
“adjacent”.   

Explanation:  This better preserve density and the efficient use of limited 
nonresidential land in Anchorage.  

Page 358:  21.07.070.C.8 Nonresidential Development Adjacent to Existing 
Residential Use 

• Recommendation:  Delete ability to restrict height.   

Explanation:  Height restrictions reduce density and unfairly taken away 
private property rights.  

Chapter 12:  Nonconformities
No Changes

Chapter 13:  Enforcement
No Changes

Chapter 14:  Rules of Construction and Definitions
Page 773:  21.14.040 Mixed-Use Definition 

• Recommendation:  Change Mixed-use Definition to ensure that mixed-use 
means a mix of residential with a commercial use. 

• Explanation: THIS IS CRITICAL DEFINITION!!  Because the current 
definition of “mixed-use” is so broad, almost any building will have a “mixed-
use” definition and will therefore need to abide by the stringent inflexible 
“mixed-use” restriction and requirements.  This is a back door way to make 
all buildings comply with mixed-use standards.  This definition needs to be 
limited so that the term “mixed-use” refers to a building that has a mix of 
residential with a commercial or office use.  This is extremely important and 
needs to be changed.   
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Appendix A:  Changes to the Use Table and Accessory Use Table
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Title 21 Rewrite

From: Ed Jenkin [Ed_Jenkin@chugachelectric.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 15, 2013 8:23 AM
To: !MAS Assembly Members; Title 21 Rewrite
Cc: Phil Steyer; Susan Truskett; Shelly Schmitt
Subject: Changes to Title 21

Thank you for your consideration of the following. Chugach Electric Association is proposing the
following amendment to rewrite 8.13 “Overlap between Landscaping and Utility Easements 
21.08.030M”. This amendment is being proposed to insure that the utilities can safely and reliably
maintain their facilities without having to alter landscaping that has been designed to meet specific
purposes. This amendment would have 2.a “Utility Easements” read, "Required landscaping areas 
may overlap with utility easements.  Such landscaping needs to be compatible with the utilities’
need to safely and reliably operate and maintain it facilities. The electric utility must be notified
for its approval to grade changes in the easement areas that are occupied by electric facilities."
The additional language is underlined.  I am available to discuss this proposal as needed. 

Edward Jenkin, PE
Vice President, Power Delivery
Chugach Electric Association

"It's all about Safety!"
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Davis, Tom G.

From: Ossiander, Debbie A.
Sent: Friday, February 08, 2013 11:44 AM
To: Davis, Tom G.; McConnell, Erika B.
Cc: Weaver Jr., Jerry T.
Subject: FW: Technical change to Title 21.08.040D. Trails provision

Attachments: 21.08.040D001.pdf

21.08.040D001.pdf
(244 KB)

further clarification on the part access language issue

________________________________________
From: Thomas E. Meacham [tmeacham@gci.net]
Sent: Friday, February 08, 2013 10:21 AM
To: Ossiander, Debbie A.
Subject: Technical change to Title 21.08.040D. Trails provision

Assembly Member Ossiander,

On behalf of the Chugach Park Access Coalition,I testified before the Assembly in 
favor of the Title 21 provisions regarding the platting of trail access to Chugach 
State Park (Sec. 21.08.040D.1.).  I suggested a minor technical clarification to 
those subsections.

It has come to my attention that the main provision in Sec. 21.08.040D. has two 
ambiguities that should be fixed.  I am attaching a copy of that page (p. 479 in the
draft, p. 869 in the Assembly mark-up pdf version).

Subsection D, titled “Trails,” states, “The platting authority shall require the 
dedication of an easement for trails designated on adopted municipal plans, unless 
an alternative access point is clearly agreed to be preferable......

There are two problems with this provision:

1.  If an “alternative access point” is agreed to be preferable, the existing 
provision does not require the dedication of that alternate access point, or a route
to it.  Clearly, if an alternative is found to be preferable, the public dedication 
obligation should extend to it also.

2.  The language, “...unless an alternative access point is clearly agreed to be 
preferable...” is simply poor draftsmanship, and poor government.  Who is to agree? 
The platting authority?  The subdivider?  The public?  All of these?  And what is 
“clearly agreed,” as opposed perhaps to “reluctantly agreed,” or “agreed with some 
dissent...”?

This language should be changed to “unless an alternative access point is determined
to be preferable.“   The platting authority has the right and the obligation to make
this decision, after hearing the evidence from all sides.  It should not be left to 
an ambiguous “agreement” between unnamed participants.

Thank you for considering these suggested technical amendments to 21.08.040D.

Best wishes,

Tom Meacham
Anchorage
346-1077
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Davis, Tom G.

From: Ossiander, Debbie A.
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2013 3:51 PM
To: Weaver Jr., Jerry T.; McConnell, Erika B.; Davis, Tom G.
Cc: Johnston, Jennifer
Subject: FW: CIHA Comments

Page 1 of 5

fyi

From: Tyler Robinson [TRobinson@cookinlethousing.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2013 2:42 PM 
To: Ossiander, Debbie A. 
Subject: FW: CIHA Comments 

Debbie,

Thank you for the return call. The following represent my specific amendment requests. I believe these
make somewhat more flexible the requirements, especially when they pertain to smaller infill sites.

Amendment 1:
Effective Date: During first effective year of code (December 2013 to December 2014) allow a petitioner
to choose existing or newly adopted code. This would allow an alternate but expedient avenue for
development when unintended consequences of the code are discovered.

Amendment 2:
Code review committee: Concurrent with number 1, have in place a standing committee comprised of a
representative of PZC, UDC, the Assembly, and staff to receive recommendations for code changes and
bring those changes to the Assembly as needed. It should be envisioned that this committee would
function for 2 to 3 years.

Amendment 3:
21.07.110E2. Standards for Single and Two Family structures, mix of housing models:

1.       Applicability: “In the case of infill housing, only pertains in instances of concurrent
development on more than 4 adjacent lots. Scattered site developments do not apply.”

2.       Change mix of housing models from “Number of units” to “Number of Structures”.

Amendment 4:
21.07.110E3b Entrance Visible from Street – Peterkin Duplexes

1.       3b: The roofed porch/landing of primary entrances on side elevations shall extend at least
three feet from the elevation.

Amendment 5:
21.07.110D8b Front Driveway Separations for Townhouse style

1.       Add: Does not apply on small infill sites in which the townhomes are separated from the
primary street by required landscaping already separating private driveway from the public
street.
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Amendment 6:
21.07.110Gei Multiple buildings on one lot and open space

1.       21.07.110 G b. This section applies to the development of two or more principal residential structures
on a single lot if the total number of units exceeds the number of units permitted in a single building or
eight units, whichever is less.

a.       At the very least section on 30% open space (21.07.110 Ge) should not apply simply because
developer is breaking a development into multiple buildings versus one large building when
total number of units is relatively small.

2.       21.07 110 G c iii. Add second sentence: Does not apply on small infill sites in which the buildings are
separated from the primary street by required landscaping separating private driveway from the public
street.

3.       21.07.110C7. Add to the menu option: Breaking up buildings into multiple smaller sized buildings.

Amendment 7:
21.07.110 C7 Building articulation and visual variety, particularly when this pertains to townhouse style.

1.       Add to beginning paragraph: When a building has more than one applicable elevation, the secondary
elevation must provide three features.

2.       If the building has at least four dwelling units and the applicable building elevation is 48 feet or longer,
then wall modulation in 7.a or 7.b. on the primary elevation shall be required as one of the four
features.

3.       Also (or alternatively), please consider separation distance of elevation to street in instances of a corner
lot. If more than 30 feet average separation between building elevation and street, in no instances will
7a or 7b be required, and only 3 features from the menu item are required..

Thank you.

Tyler

From: Tyler Robinson  
Sent: Thursday, January 24, 2013 2:55 PM 
To: OssianderDA@ci.anchorage.ak.us 
Subject: CIHA Comments

Hi Debbie,

Thank you for asking for my comments.

These are by no means exhaustive. We have provided comments throughout the process. What I did this time
around was simply apply the proposed code to projects I have in current design, though they likely won’t be
permitted for another year at least.

I have not commented on minor adjustments – where we can place a larger window, or add some landscaping,
those changes cost something but they are doable. These are issues that frankly may result in infeasible
projects. I think this is important because I think these are the types of projects that are desired in Anchorage
2020 and are examples of infill housing.

They have been designed by architects, who have already worked through the many constraints of site design
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having to do with Traffic, Fire, and Private Development requirements (often civil and drainage needs) as well as
street orientation and topography. Yet, when adding the layers of design requirements, they don’t work.

I believe the code does not provide enough flexibility when it comes to small developments in particular. Nor
does it recognize unique design constraints without going through a full variance process. I’ve highlighted the
problems and in some cases my solution.

I appreciate your efforts and your consideration. Please let me know if you have any questions. Thank you.

Effective Date
Per my testimony, we have a significant amount of money invested in properties and designs. However, it takes
years to put a housing development together. The earliest we would proceed to full design would be early 2014,
meaning we would not have building permits by the proposed December 1, 2013 date.

We strongly urge you to recognize this investment when determining whether a project can proceed via the
existing code. We also support Mr. Potter’s recommendation that between December 1, 2013 and December 1,
2014, applicants have the ability to go forward via either code. We believe this gives a more appropriate grace
period and will also result in finding elements of the code that need fixing, while still providing developers with
an expedient path forward (i.e. existing code).

Rationale for Amendments 1 and 2.

Chapter 10
Overlay, Chapter 10, and Chapter 7 and timing
We have an MOA approved site plan at Coronado Park. This approved site plan preceded the overlay district
and the Rewrite. We are planning to build out one third of the units this year, but others will come after
December 1. What happens when we come in for permits after that and can’t meet all of the provisions of the
overlay and rewrite? Even though our buildings are not built, the building footprints and orientations have been
determined because the horizontal development is complete.

Conflicting standards
As I understand it, the overlay standards replace other design standards (whether more or less restrictive). I just
would like to confirm this applies to Eagle River. I believe 21.03.160H.1 indicates that the overlay is the primary
guide. In addition, 21.03.160H.3.b.i. states “Where a specification in an overlay zoning map amendment
conflicts with any provision of this title, the overlay zoning map amendment shall govern.” I believe that offers
clarity, but I want to be sure it applies to Chapter 10.

Chapter 10 states that multifamily with 11 units or more must be on lots 14,000 s.f. and on class 1 street,
21.10.050C2.
Our Coronado Park development is already an approved site plan and platted. Some of the lots are more than
11 units and are located on a private street, which then joins to a class 1 street. The private street is built
already and was approved by MOA. However, a strict interpretation of code would say that our lots with more
than 11 units would not be able to be built. I believe the intent was so these areas did not impact existing
residential areas. However, a planned community that builds a private road to connect to the collector should
meet this intent. This section has been amended in the Bowl code but this is problematic for Coronado Park.

Chapter 7
I reviewed Chapter 7 against some designs we intend to build next year. I am not commenting on what are
things that are easily fixable – extra windows, landings in front of doors, etc. I believe these situations don’t
recognize the need for flexibility especially when building infill multifamily buildings.
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21.07.110E2. Mix of housing models
This should not apply to scattered site developments throughout an existing neighborhood or throughout the
city. If I intend to build 6 identical duplexes but on individual lots in a neighborhood, I don’t see why the mix is
necessary since they are already mixed. It adds cost without value. 3 side by side duplexes would require two
models. Why is this different than 3 side by side single family? Change number of units to number of buildings

you are penalizing duplexes when they can be the same size as single family.
Rationale for Amendment 3.

21.07.110E3b Entrance Visible from Street – Peterkin Duplexes
We designed a duplex (50 foot wide R 3 or R 4 lot) with the second unit set back from the street. We did so to
help break up the garages on the front of the building. As a result, the back duplex entry faces street, but – it is
visible at an angle but not straight on. Planning has informed me that it does not meet this section of code.
Even though the entrance is covered, I’m told I would have to extend a porch over the garage door to meet the
intent of E3b, which adds cost without any function. It seems we meet the intent but it’s an example of
interpretation. Note, zoning would allow me to build 4 or 6 units on this lot, but we’ve concluded we can only
build 2. Even then, design interpretations make this difficult.
Rationale for Amendment 4.

Recommend that at least one entry should be visible from street and meet the entryway treatments but not
realistic to think all entries need be.

4302 Mountain View Drive and 21.07.110D8b
The development is an example of a small infill site, multi family use with townhouse style construction. It is
only 7 units, and gets its address on Mountain View Drive. The site is separated from Mountain View Drive by
required landscaping, then a row of parking, then a drive aisle, then the unit facades which include front entries
and garages (mix of single and two car garages). A steep hill drops to the back, so the garages are located in
front.

Staff has indicated that 21.07.110D8b means that individual units and garages would need to be separated by
landscaping extending at least 4 feet. This doesn’t work in this situation for several reasons – the development
is already landscaped from Mountain View Drive thus we are being asked to do double landscaping. Secondly,
Traffic will not allow us to extend landscaping into our required 24 foot wide driveway.

There is no parking directly in front of these garages, which is what I believe this code is intended for. In this
case, the code needs to recognize that 8b does not apply when site driveways (not roads) are already separated
by required landscaping. In other words, you are already not looking directly at garages with no landscaping.
There needs to be a common sense provision recognizing that this site is (and must be) designed differently than
townhouse style units that face directly onto a street.

The scale is such that it is easy for resident to cross the driveway (not a street) to the sidewalk on Mountain
View drive or to their parked cars. The code also requires additional pedestrian paths. While this may make
sense when the drive functions as a road, it does not in this case.
Rational for Amendment 5.

4302 Mountain View Drive and 21.07.110Gei Multiple buildings on one lot and open space
This standard really demonstrates the problem that the code does not recognize different scaled projects. We
are proposing two buildings – a triplex and fourplex in townhome design. We separate the buildings to break up
the scale and provide light into the site at the entrance when turning in from Mountain View Drive.
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However, because we now have two buildings and not one (which would be permitted by right), we’re required
to provide 30% open space on the site. On what is already an extremely tight infill site, the code forces us into a
bad design – basically one long building – instead of the better laid out 2. Instead, we should be granted some
kind of credit for actually breaking up the building.
Rationale for Amendment 6.

Bunn Street 5 Plex, Multifamily use with townhouse style
I believe we do everything the code intends in this case by placing the parking behind the building and front
entries facing Bunn Street. It took quite a bit to get Traffic to buy off on this site plan given the odd shape of the
site.

The front doors face west, garage east. The south side is the “side” of the building, a side of a townhouse.
Frankly, on the side of a townhouse, the number of units is irrelevant – just the length of the side of the
building. It is not shown with windows because we are going to place solar panels on this wall. Otherwise, I
agree, we would not have a blank windowless wall with a single color or siding. As it is we have solar panels, a
mix of siding, and foundation landscaping.

However, a strict read of 21.07.100C7 applies to any building elevation facing a street or common open space
has to have four features. In this case, I think the south façade, clearly not the entrance, should have to meet
fewer requirements. This is partly because many of the requirements are not even options given that my
entrance is not on this façade. Change to: A façade not considered the primary façade must only meet 3 (or 2)
elements.
Rationale for Amendment 7.

Thank you for all of your help.

Tyler Robinson
Development Finance Manager
Cook Inlet Housing Authority
3510 Spenard Road, Suite 100
Anchorage, AK 99503

907.793.3721 (Direct)
907.887.9884 (Mobile)
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From:  Bob Shavelson [mailto:bob@inletkeeper.org]  
Sent:  Monday, February 11, 2013 10:34 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 21 Comments - Protect Salmon Habitat 
Attachments:  Inletkeeper Comments - Ttile 21 20130210.pdf 

Attached please find comments calling for 50 foot buffers on all salmon-bearing streams in 
Anchorage to provide the basic habitat salmon need to survive. 

--
Cook Inletkeeper 
P.O. Box 3269 
3734 Ben Walters lane 
Homer, AK 99603 
p. 907.235.4068 x22 
f. 907.235.4069 
c.907.299.3277
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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February 11, 2013

Anchorage Assembly
632 W 6th Avenue, Suite 250
Anchorage, AK 99501

Re: Title 21 & Salmon Habitat

Dear Assembly Members:

Please accept these comments on behalf of Cook Inletkeeper, a community-based nonprofit 
organization dedicated to protecting water, fish and the people who rely on them throughout 
the Cook Inlet watershed. I am writing on behalf of our more than 500 members and 
supporters throughout Anchorage.

work has focused largely on the science behind wild salmon protection, and our 
comments today focus on the need to install adequate riparian buffers into Title 21 
amendments to ensure wild salmon have the basic habitat they need to thrive.

In his seminal b King of Fish: The Thousand-Year Run of Salmon
Montgomery recounts how the loss of salmon habitat has been a leading factor in the demise 
of wild fish runs from Europe to New England to the Pacific Northwest.  Although big projects 
can wipe out entire salmon stocks, more often caused by the death by a thousand cuts
the small intrusion here, the riparian degradation there that add up over time to make our 
watersheds uninhabitable to fish.  While our knowledge about the salmon life cycle remains 
limited, we know one thing for certain: salmon need healthy, vegetated riparian areas to 
successfully spawn and rear.

political boundaries; they have 
evolved to the streams to which they return the flows, the smells, the habitat and everything 

Cook Inlet salmon produce 
hundreds of millions of dollars in economic value to our local economies, and it makes no sense 
for one jurisdiction to undermine fish safeguards when we need a watershed-wide approach to 
salmon habitat protection.

ffers possible. On the Kenai 
Peninsula, current law requires a 50 foot setback from all anadromous streams, and at least the 
same buffer should hold for Anchorage. As Alaska s largest city, Anchorage already produces 
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enormous volumes of pollution from street and parking lot runoff, sewage and de-icers, to 
name but a few sources.  With all these stressors already at play, it makes sense to install basic 
safeguards such as adequate riparian buffers to provide the habitat protections we know 
salmon need to survive.

Finally, salmon are a public resource, owned by all Alaskans collectively and managed by our 
state for the maximum benefit of current and future generations.  While private property rights 
are a vital component of our land management and economic systems, the interests of a
relative few should not trump the interests of the many.

Salmon define who we are as Alaskans; if we manage them using the proven-science behind 
riparian buffers, there s a good chance our kids will enjoy the same incredible resources we 
have had. A 50 foot buffer is a reasonable compromise.

Thank you for your attention to these comments.

Bob Shavelson
Cook Inletkeeper
406 G Street, Suite 240
Anchorage, AK 99501
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From:  Karen Zaccaro [mailto:kdzaccaro@gmail.com]
Sent:  Tuesday, December 18, 2012 11:04 AM 
To:  Jennifer Johnston 
Cc:  Erin Eker; janice_crocker@hotmail.com
Subject:  Re: Notes from Luc 

Jennifer,
Somehow the text got clipped. 
Here it is again as I sent it to the LUC 

1. 21.09.080;F.,2.,d. - Commercial Building Design Standards; Scale and Size.

Currently reads as follows: “No wall shall be longer than forty (40) feet without a change or alteration in alignment 
of at least four (4) feet in depth from the plane of the facade, extending at least one third (1/3) the length of the 
building. The maximum length of any building side is 120 feet. .....”

The intent of the first part of this paragraph is to prevent wall lengths of greater then 40’without a plane break and 
that this break should be at least four feet in depth and more then a minimal portion of the overall wall length. In 
practice there are a number of problems with applying this rule as written:

For building lengths between 40’ and 60’ the 1/3 rule limits the wall length to less then 40’ (which itself is 
not a very long wall in commercial buildings). For example a 44’ building would have a maximum wall 
length of 29’-4” (44x.66) which leads to the odd condition where if a building is 40’ long a 40’ wall is 
allowable but a 44’ building is required to have a much shorter maximum wall length.
The paragraph seems to use length of building and length of building side interchangeably. For some 
building geometries the most practical determination of building length is on a diagonal from corner to 
corner which makes the first part of this paragraph even more difficult to use. We believe that references to 
length of building in this paragraph should be replaced with length of building side.
The final difficulty with the first part of this paragraph is interpreting how the plane break can be 
distributed along the length of the building side. For example if 120 foot building side is planned and it has 
a four foot step at the 80 foot point it is obvious that the 80 foot portion needs to be broken up further; does 
the 1/3 rule apply to the entire 120 feet or just the 80 foot portion? Does the 1/3 plane break have to be 
continuous or can it be in a number of smaller segments that together add up to 1/3 the wall length? Finally 
it seems implicit that curved walls satisfy this rule but this should be made explicit.

We propose the following changes to the first part of this paragraph: “No wall shall be longer than forty (40) feet 
without a change or alteration in alignment of at least four (4) feet in depth from the plane of the referenced wall. 
For building side lengths greater than sixty (60) feet the combined length of the segments not in plane with the 
primary wall plane of the building side shall equal at least one third (1/3) the of the building side length. Curved 
walls of at least four (4) feet in (40) feet shall satisfy the requirements of this paragraph.”

The second part of this paragraph stating that the maximum length of any building side is 120 feet is easy to 
interpret for square or L shaped buildings. This sentence limits building side length but not overall building length 
(for square or L shaped geometries the overall building length on the diagonal is longer then the building side 
length).

An interpretation issue arises for V shaped buildings where the angle between the two arms is more obtuse then 90 
degrees: at some point as the angel becomes shallow there is potential for code enforcement to determine that the 
diagonal distance between the two wing ends counts as a building side.

We suggest that the paragraph define a building side as those portions of a facade that are in the same plane and in 
parallel planes.
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2. 21.09.070;L.,2. – Off-Street Parking Standards; gC-5, gC-8 and gC-9 Districts

Currently reads as follows: Required parking for any non-residential use in the gC-5, gC-8 or gC-9 districts may be 
located off-site within the adjoining right-of-way or within 600 feet of the site in community parking areas under a 
municipal parking agreement.

We applaud the provision for off site parking in the Girdwood town site commercial districts. The issue 
arises with fair allocation of the community parking and applying those spaces to a proposed project’s 
required parking counts.
While negotiating with the municipality to permit Glacier City Center (the first major development in 
downtown Girdwood to be permitted under the new regulations) we sought to make use of this provision 
and locate some of the required parking in the already constructed community parking areas. At first the 
municipal traffic engineer denied any access to these spaces because he did not know what the future 
community needs might be. Our counterargument was that as a driver development taking the most initial 
risk, the city should give us support by allowing access to the community parking under this provision. 
After many months of negotiation and design expense the traffic engineer allowed 10% of GCC’s parking 
to be located in the community parking areas.
The vision articulated for downtown Girdwood is to be pedestrian oriented with minimal on site parking. 
We feel that it would make project planning much more efficient and parking allocation more fair in these 
areas if a minimum set amount of parking requirements were allowed in the community parking areas. 

We propose the following changes to the first part of this paragraph “30% of required parking for any non-
residential use in the gC-5, gC-8 or gC-9 districts may be located off-site within the adjoining right-of-way or within 
600 feet of the site in community parking areas. Additional required parking may be located in community parking 
areas under a municipal parking agreement.

(In the LUC meeting we discussed a 30% parking to be allowed counted.)

3. 21.09.070;L.,3. – Off-Street Parking Standards; gC-7 District.

To summarize this paragraph - on site parking is prohibited in the gC-7 District and all required parking must be 
located in the right of way or community parking areas. This is intended to promote a pedestrian oriented down 
town and because the lots in the gC-7 are so small that it is nearly impossible to fit a building of any size and its 
required parking on a lot.

Again we like this provision. The difficulty arises with the gC-9 district which is across Hightower road 
from gC-7. The lots in gC-9 are slightly larger then gC-7 but in all other ways are nearly identical. As a 
mater of fairness it seems that the property owners in gC-9 be allowed to locate all their parking off site 
similar to gC-7. Because the lots in gC-9 are slightly larger than gC-7 there should be minimal onsite 
parking allowed but not required for non-residential uses in gC-9.

1. 21.09.030;E.,5- Effect of area master plan approval-the word “preliminary” should be 
removed in reference to plats. This removes the ambiguity where plats are not otherwise, 
specifically mentioned at any other point in the process. This makes the logical distinction 
that a land tract owner may subdivide, but not develop. Only a developer has the ability to 
create a Development Master Plan, therefore, one must be able to plat as a result of the 
completion of an Area Master Plan.

2. The requirement of Hydrologic information needs to be more specific. Currently, far to 
open ended. Also, the process for updating that information as development transpires 
must also be established. If they are going to require Master Drainage studies in title 21, 
then those need to have specific criteria and standards. 

Speaking to the intent of the Chapter, the two master plan processes, “Area” and “Development”, 
were intended to be wholly descriptive of the process to present to Planning and P&Z. Staff 

90 of 398



should be required to demonstrate to P&Z a compelling reason that a condition should be added 
on top of the written requirements.
As for the requirements for street or other related improvements, the developer’s requirements for 
offsite improvements (i.e. second pedestrian path ruse, or Arlberg road reconstruction) may not 
be increased, unless required by the traffic study or other required study contained within the 
code.
The MOA should accept a report or design that is stamped by a register professional and require 
that they carry adequate bonding for their work and give them the responsibility for their work. 
This would be much more cost effective for both the MOA and for the developer. 

Parking and paving standards for Girdwood should not simply reference the 
general standards in title 21, but should be developed specifically for the 
Girdwood climate and rural mountain resort community.

Land use enforcement should investigate and enforce regulations when they 
become aware of non-compliance either though their own observations or 
through the observations of others. They should not wait for a formal complaint 
from a private citizen.

We did not have any additional discussions regarding roofs, windows, entrys at the LUC. 

thanks Jennifer. 
Karen
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January 5, 2013 

Title 21 Rewrite Project 
Municipality of Anchorage, Planning Department 
P.O. Box 196650 
Anchorage, Alaska  99519 

Comments pertaining to Title 21 AO No. 2012-124 

The HALO public meeting of January 3, 2013 devoted considerable time discussing 
proposed changes to the provisionally adopted Title 21 Rewrite.  Only 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, 

                 John Weddleton 
                 Chair 

Area G Home and Landowners Organization, Inc. 
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Regarding 21.03.020C.2.b 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 an applicant chooses not to use the community council for the community 
meeting, the applicant shall provide a written explanation to the director outlining the reasons for 
this decision. The explanation shall be available to the appropriate board or commission at the 
time of authorization review. 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. 

Regarding 21.03.210B.5 Notice and Frequency of Amendments, HALO generally 
supports the proposed changes.  We would like to see 30 days notice for PZC public 
hearing as that would greatly increase the likelihood that Community Councils and 
HALO will have time to consider the change at their regular meetings. 

We also believe the restraints on amendments in section c should start on the 
effective date, not after two years. 

Our comments are based on the understanding that sections b and c refer to any 
type of amendment to the code.  Those should be limited in frequency starting at the 
effective date.  We also assume section d refers only to the rare cases cited. 

b.Title 21 text amendments to be considered by the planning and zoning  
commission shall be available for public review at least 21  30 days in advance of the  
public hearing. 

c.Starting on [three[TWO]years after the effective date], text amendments shall be  
considered no more than two times per year. However, where the assembly 

Regarding 21.07.020 Stream Setbacks, HALO appreciates the adherence to the 
Hillside District Plan. We have advocated for 50ft stream setbacks following the 
intent of the Hillside District Plan (HDP).

We are concerned about the allowance of snow storage in the stream setback for 
existing developments (section b.C reference to 21.07.040F).  In many cases, 
existing developments have space available for snow storage that would be outside 
of the stream setback and should be required to do so when possible.  Despite 
requirement 21.070.040Fd. “Winter trash accumulation from plowed snow shall be 
removed and paved snow storage areas swept by June 1 (or as soon as snowmelt conditions 
permit),” our experience is that the most littered sections of streams are near snow 
storage locations. 
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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) 

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) 
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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) 

Regarding 21.070.020C. Steep Slope Development, this will apply to much of the 
Hillside.  We would like to see the Purpose statements the PZC proposed for 
removal be reinstated.  These statements are supported in the Hillside District Plan 
and should be restated in Title 21. 

1. Purpose  

e. Encourage innovative architectural, landscaping, circulation, and site design;  
[ENCOURAGE THE PROTECTION OF VISUALLY SIGNIFICANT AND/OR  
PROMINENT NATURAL FEATURES, SUCH AS RIDGELINES AND ROCK  
OUTCROPPINGS;]  

and  

g. Encourage the retention of [NATURAL, INDIGENOUS] vegetation that  
[PROVIDES WILDLIFE HABITAT,] helps retain runoff, and maintains the area’s  
visual character.  

Regarding 21.07.130B B. Large Non-Residential Establishments in or 
Surrounded by Large Lot Residential Districts, we appreciate the inclusion of this 
section.  This is fair to protect the residents and offers clear expectations to groups 
that choose to develop non residential activities in neighborhoods.  This section 
should help resolve the frequent conflicts on the Hillside. 

We discussed at length the size threshold and feel the 10,000 sq foot gross floor 
area is acceptable. (1. Applicability) 

We discussed the buffering in Section 4.Buffers and request a return to the L3 
buffering that was originally stated.  While that requirement is far more than L2, the 
L3 buffer is in scale with the type and size of the structures this section applies to. 
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Davis, Tom G.

From: Rabbit Creek Community Council [rabbitcreekcc@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2013 12:30 AM
To: Ossiander, Debbie A.; Johnston, Jennifer
Cc: Davis, Tom G.; Pat Hansen
Subject: Clarifications on Title 21 Revisions from Rabbit Creek Community Council
Attachments: 2013-2-3_RCCC_clarifications_final.doc
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Rabbit Creek Community Council
P.O. Box 112354, Anchorage, AK  99511-2354 

February 5, 2013
To: Debbie Ossiander, Title 21 Committee chair

Jennifer Johnston, Title 21 Committee member
Tom Davis, Senior Planner, Municipality of Anchorage
Erika McConnell, Supervisor, Municipality of Anchorage

RE: Clarifications from Rabbit Creek Community Council regarding Title 21

Ms. Ossiander and Ms. Johnston,

Tom Davis informed me you requested clarification on several of the proposed revisions that Rabbit
Creek Community Council submitted in its January 13 written comments on Title 21. I went over the
comments by phone with Tom Davis.

Following are clarifications regarding RCCC’s proposed revisions # 1, 3, 5, 6, and 10 from the Council’s
January 13 written comments. I have also added a note regarding proposed revision 14. Please let me
know if you have further questions.

Proposed Revision 1 (top of page 2 of RCCC comments):
o RCCC is saying that page 314 lines 3 8 of Title 21 should be amended to allow trails only by

careful design to avoid increase run off or trampling of the streamside.

o In its last sentence of Proposed Revision 1, RCCC is saying that the illustration on page 314
should be changed so that the trail is depicted as being allowed not just in the 50 foot stream
setback, but beyond it.

o RCCC also believes that the text itself of lines 3 8 of page 314 should be clearer that the stream
setback area is not the default location for the trail and that other locations outside of the
stream setback may be more suitable. For example, stream setbacks often have wetlands and
slopes, which are not the most practical places to build trails.

Proposed Revision 3 (page 2 of RCCC):
o RCCC is saying that page 345 lines 33 38 should be retained as provisionally adopted—

specifically that “shall” should not be amended to “should”, as proposed in blue.

o RCCC recommends sidewalks be required on both sides of street in Class A districts including
industrial zones and so recommends deleting the amendment on page 346 line 15 that
exempted industrial zones. Reasons: (a) industrial zones have commercial uses and traffic too:
and this generates a need for pedestrian connections. For example, Huffman Business Park area
has a post office and many retail uses but there are no sidewalks for safe walking on multiple
errands. (b) Industrial areas are interspersed between other zoning districts and it is important
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to have through connections for pedestrians as well as vehicles. (c) Some industrial zones have
labor intensive uses and not everybody in the workforce drives.

o RCCC’s comment regarding cul de sacs is to delete the exemptions for cul de sacs from
providing two sidewalks, on page 346 line 17 and lines 21 32.

o RCCC has specific concern with the new language on page 346 lines 5 13. Especially with item
g.iv on line 13, which is unclear. Does it mean that, if vehicular speeds are low, would sidewalks
no longer be needed on both sides? If the item stays, then it should say that if a sidewalk is built
on only one side, the road design must ensure low vehicle speeds and or safe pedestrian
crossings. The need for this additional language is illustrated by the pending Goldenview Drive
upgrade. Goldenview Drive passes through a school zone and the proposed upgrade has a
walkway only on one side of road AND the road will be designed for higher speeds. The
Goldenview Drive upgrade is a WRONG example of a road that is simultaneously being designed
for one side only pedestrian pathway AND higher vehicle speeds and traffic volumes (and
through a school zone).

o RCCC is concerned that D.3.g. on page 345 lines 39 – 46, particularly items i and ii, have created a
way to delete pathways. Good decision making on items i and ii would require technical
knowledge of topography and trail building techniques and future development, and the decision
making bodies do not necessarily have technical knowledge. Therefore, we recommend deleting
subsections i and ii. Here is an example from our Council's area: the Platting Board denied a
pedestrian connection into Creekview Estates (above Goldenview Drive) from a neighborhood
road. The Platting Board, without adequate knowledge of the field conditions or trail building
techniques, determined that the terrain was too steep, and a connection could not be made from
the neighborhood to a creekside trail easement. However, it was in fact not steeper than the
existing Rabbit Creek greenbelt where numerous trails have been installed. So in the view of
RCCC the exceptions create potential for poorly informed decisions and should be deleted.

o RCCC is saying that page 346 line 37 needs to be clear that pedestrian facilities in the B District
shall be in accordance to comprehensive plan’s written policies too, not just its maps. Add a
statement to reference the written policies of the 2020 plan and the HDP. RCCC’s concern here
is that existing trail and pedestrian maps have been drawn at the district wide scale, and local
connections are not shown at that scale. In fact, there are numerous short pedestrian
easements already platted or built (but not shown at the map scale of the HDP) that can be
linked during future subdivision platting. One example is a separated pathway about 3/8 to ½
mile long to the current end of Southpointe subdivision, which should be extended when the
next tract is developed: this is already built, but not on the HDP map. In addition, Hillside areas
have many long cul de sacs and unconnected street network. Although vehicle connections
may be impossible, pedestrian connections can be made that will benefit connectivity.

Proposed Revision 5 (page 2 of RCCC):
o RCCC’s first statements under revision number 5 is recommending that page 472 lines 32 35 of

Title 21 be amended so that the subdivision design standards for subdivisions on slopes be
applied to all subdivisions in the high elevation zone depicted on the map on page 6 24 of the
Hillside District Plan (HDP), to be consistent with HDP policy 14 I on pages 6 23, 6 29, and 6 30
of the HDP. The intent of the HDP is to have additional development guidelines for the high
elevation areas. One of the concerns is that high elevation areas include water recharge areas.
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Therefore, the extent of lot coverage and the disturbance of natural vegetation and contours is
as big a concern in the high elevation zone as it is in steep slope areas.

o RCCC second statement recommends that the submittal information requirements starting on
page 472 line 40 should be amended to implement the “new submittal requirements” for an
initial environmental conditions map and the preliminary plat submittal requirements as
provided on page 6 28 of the Hillside District Plan. Among the reasons for this information are
ongoing concerns regarding hydrology: drainage, protection of streams, and protection of
ground water for wells.

o RCCC’s third of three statements objects to major slope changes through terracing of multiple
retaining walls, and also allowing bedrock walls of unlimited height.. Page 474 should instead
conform to page 6 41 of the HDP. In addition, grade changes on individual lots on steep slopes
should revert to the limits of the Provisionally Approved T21. The intent of the HDP policy is to
follow and work within the contours and not totally reshape them. Specifically, the current
wording allows 4 15 foot tall vertical walls within one side of a roadcut, totaling over 60 vertical
feet of slope cut. Currently, the tallest retaining walls along Potter Valley Road appear to be
around 12 feet. Likewise, the vertical walls along the New Seward Highway around the Rabbit
Creek interchange look to be about 20 feet. These are reference points, being existing examples
of large road cuts on larger roadways.

Proposed Revision 6 (page 3 of RCCC):
o RCCC recommends to restoration of specific purpose statements at the beginning of each

chapter. We are unlikely to reconvene before the Feb 12 comments deadline to prioritize which
of the deleted purpose statements are most important. However, here are the page and line
numbers of RCCC’s examples of purpose statements that we feel should be retained:

21.07.020A: RCCC is proposing a return to the provisionally adopted language on page 309
lines 27 29.

21.07.010: RCCC’s comment to restore specific purposes that convey the concepts of
sustainable natural ecosystems, energy efficiency, and durable construction seems to relate
mostly to the three deleted purpose statements on page 307 lines 14 27.

21.04.020A.3: Page 118, lines 1 4, to restore the concept of zoning densities as a vital
planning tool for public and business investments.

21.04.020A.5: Page 118, lines 7 8, to delete the proposed amendment to this purpose
statement to make it clear that zoning is a tool to protect land uses against negative impacts
from other uses.

Proposed Revision 10 (page 4 of RCCC):
o In its first bulleted statement under revision #10, RCCC is saying that the MOA needs to obtain

better mapping of the areas of groundwater recharge or discharge, and to prohibit 40% lot
coverage in areas depicted on that improved mapping. In other words, MOA should not
implement 40% lot coverage until it has such maps and restrictions.

o RCCC concern in the second bulleted statement under revision #10 is about an ADU amendment
on page 259 lines 3 8. RCCC members know that it is not uncommon to have houses on Hillside
in 3,000 to 4,500 square foot range. So the amendment on page 259 lines 3 8 would enable
1,100 to 1,500 square foot ADUs in many cases. The RCCC concern is this is beyond the density,
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bulk scale, lot coverage, and traffic intended for the Hillside. The other problem is the
groundwater and septic needs. We are concerned that 1,500 square foot ADUs could as much
as double the lot’s demand on the groundwater system. Although there are optimistic
projections for groundwater adequacy on the Hillside, actual groundwater availability is highly
variable, and is already marginal in some areas. Since an ADU should not create the impacts of a
second home, RCCC recommends on page 259 lines 3 8 keep the existing wording “the lesser of”
700 feet / 35 percent size of primary residence.

Proposed Revision 14

Finally, the Council’s proposed revision 14, which is intended to avoid depletion or contamination of
groundwater by large institutional or non residential uses, will be further discussed at our monthly
Council meeting on February 14. We may develop further recommendations on that topic.

Thank you,

Nancy Pease, Chair
Rabbit Creek Community Council
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Davis, Tom G.

From: Rabbit Creek Community Council [rabbitcreekcc@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 12, 2013 11:50 AM
To: Birch, Chris J.; Flynn, Patrick P.; Frasca, Cheryl L.; Gray-Jackson, Elvi; Hall, Ernie; Honeman, 

Paul S.; Johnston, Jennifer; Ossiander, Debbie A.; Starr, William E.; Traini, Dick; Trombley, Adam 
R.; Davis, Tom G.

Subject: RCCC Additional Comments on Title 21
Attachments: RCCC Comments on Title 21 Addendum - Hillside Issues.docx

Please see attached 
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Rabbit Creek Community Council 
P.O. Box 112354, Anchorage, AK  99511-2354 

February 12, 2013
To: Anchorage Assembly

Tom Davis, Senior Planner, Municipality of Anchorage

From: Rabbit Creek Community Council

RE: Additional comments on two Title 21 topics: buffering and steep slopes

Our Council members appreciate that several Assembly members have invested many years in bringing Title 21
(T21) to this near final point. What a Herculean labor! Thank you.

Rabbit Creek Community Council has continued to review T21 since our earlier submittal of comments. We
have found several inconsistencies between the proposed T21 and the policies of the HDP, particularly
regarding steep slope development. We hope you will take the relatively small increment of time to
incorporate our corrections and proposed revisions.

The implementation of the Hillside District Plan will require additional standards in T21 beyond those currently
presented and our Council looks forward to steady progress in that direction.

Landscaping around large non residential establishments in the large lot residential districts
Ch 7, page 467, lines 14 15
21.07.130.B
4. Buffers
13 a. L2 [L3] buffer landscaping shall be provided along all lot lines that abut a
14 residential zoning district lot or a street.

The above revision is a technical correction, because the subject use is located within the residential district:
so the intent is to protect not the edge of the residential district, but rather individual abutting lots.

Development on steep slopes
The Hillside District Plan clearly states under Policy 14 I and Policy 14 J that changes to the contours and
natural vegetation shall be minimized at both the subdivision level and on individual lots.

Page 6 41 states: The general objective for all roads and trails is to minimize the extent of roads and the extent
of cut and fill, particularly in steeply sloping areas.

Page 6 33 states: Minimize grading: use “terrain responsive” building techniques that fit buildings to the land,
rather than fitting the land to the building.
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Cut and fill for roads: further comments
21.080.030.H.8. The proposed allowances for retaining walls are contrary to the intent of the HDP policy to
work within the natural contours of steep hillsides

The proposed T21 allows major slope changes through multiple, terraced retaining walls. Within the 25 foot
allowable slope alteration zone on each side of the ROW, there could be four 15 foot tall retaining walls,
totaling 120 vertical feet of disturbance if both sides are terraced. Proposed T21 also specifically allows
bedrock walls of unlimited height alongside road cuts. Page 474 should instead conform to page 6 41 of the
HDP. For reference, the tallest vertical retaining walls along Potter Valley Road appear to be about 12 feet:
therefore, 12 feet is our proposed limit for vertical or near vertical walls along road cuts in the Hillside District.

Site Disturbance Envelope
Page 318, lines 24 26:
21.07.020.C.3.c
Under this section, set the maximum site disturbance of 10,000 s.f. for steep slope lots of less than 40,000
square feet (s.f.). HDP Policy 14 J unequivocally limits site disturbance on steep slopes to 10,000 s.f. on sub
acre lots.
The T21 proposal would allow 60 percent disturbance on lots less than 40,000 s.f. This:

o violates the HDP Policy 14 J;
o is inconsistent with the clearing allowed on one to two acres (On a lot in the range of 33,500 to

39,999 s.f., 60 percent of site disturbance is more than 20,000 s.f which is greater than the clearing
allowed on a lot of two acres); and

o creates an acute concern for erosion and run off in steep creek areas like along Potter Creek where
there are existing lots of less than 40,000 s.f.

Cutting, Grading, Filling (toe of slope)
Ch 7 Page 319 lines 4 8
21.07.020.C.3.d.ii The proposed code would allow the toe of slope or retaining wall all the way up to the
property line along the road, presumably extending the whole length of the property line. This would create
poor aesthetics, increase off site drainage, and a very unnatural road corridor. Require the 15 foot setback
from the property line except as necessary for the driveway to connect to the street.

ii. Cut and fill slopes shall be entirely contained within the site disturbance 4 envelope. The toe of any
fill slope not utilizing an engineered retaining 5 structure, and any engineered retaining structure shall
be a minimum of 6 15 feet from any property line, except as necessary for the driveway to connect to
the street.
except for the property line abutting the street from which driveway access is taken.

Raising or lowering natural grade
Page 319, lines 11 21.
21.07.020.C.3.e

Restore the provisionally approved grade change limit of 4 feet, not 10 feet. This appears to have been an
arbitrary change by the T21 Committee, not supported by staff. The Hillside District Plan has multiple policies
to limit cut and fill; and instead to shape development to the terrain. These policies are intended to minimize
erosion and drainage problems and protect native ground cover, natural hydrology, and the natural scenery.
If, in line 12, the maximum anywhere on the lot is 10 feet, then sections i. and ii would become unnecessary
since they address conditions to allow up to 10 feet.
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Retaining walls
Page 319, lines 25 38
21.07.020.C.3.f Limit retaining walls within the site disturbance envelope to six feet.
The proposed T21 places no limit on the total grade changes allowed by parallel 15 foot retaining walls.
Retaining walls over four to six feet are generally a safety hazard to kids, pets, etc., would require engineering
and possibly drainage approval, and might need to be fenced, which would be further disturbance to
aesthetics and wildlife movement.

Natural Drainage Patterns
Page 320,lines 7 20
21.07.020.C.3.g
Re charge of groundwater and creeks is not addressed in this section. Maintaining natural recharge should be
added as a criteria for steep slope and high elevation development.

Page 320 lines 10 29, subsection I and iii. This section needs additional procedures to define HOW and TO
WHOM an applicant proves that any modifications to drainage within a lot will have no significant adverse
environmental impacts. There should be measurable, calculable criteria for a finding of “no impacts”.

Existing lots with slopes over 50 percent
Page 321, lines 6 11, subsection 21.07.020.4.d, T21 should not guarantee 20,000 feet of site disturbance on
existing lots with 20 to 50 percent slopes. Delete section 21.07.020.4.d.

The HDP classifies slopes greater than 25% as marginally suitable and greater than 45% as generally unsuitable
for development. Furthermore, there is an inconsistency: because some small lots less than 40,000 feet and
with 50% slopes would be granted double the site disturbance of 10,000 allowed even for lots in the 20 to 30%
slope range. Some of the small lots in Paradise Valley in Potter Creek Gorge include 50% slopes, and a creek
ravine is NOT a good place to clear and recontour 20,000 s.f.

If there is any by right allowance for site disturbance on slopes over 50%, it should be the minimum needed for
a single family residence, by site plan review. 7,000 s.f. is the size of a small lot by Anchorage standards: that
would seem to be an ample building site on a lot with over 50% slopes.

If you have any questions, please e mail me at rabbitcreekcc@gmail.com.

Nancy Pease, Chair
Rabbit Creek Community Council
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From: Kirk Huff [mailto:khuff@marstel-day.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 12, 2013 6:19 PM 
To: !MAS Assembly Members 
Cc:  RAMAGE, ANTHONY R Col USAF PACAF 673 CEG/CC (anthony.ramage@us.af.mil); LUCHT, 

ALLAN D GS-15 USAF PACAF 673 CEG/CD; DOUGAN, MARY J GS-12 USAF PACAF 673 
CES/CEAOP 

Subject: draft comments on Title 21 from Joint Base Elmendorf-Richardson 

Dear Honorable Members of the Anchorage Assembly,

Please find attached the draft comments from Joint Base Elmendorf Richardson in regards to Title 21.
The process for formal approval and signature by the installation commander is not yet complete but, as
today is the published deadline for written comments, I have been authorized to submit this draft. I ask
for your forbearance as a final version is being approved.

Sincerely,

Kirk Huff, Analyst 
Community Planning/Liaison SME  
673 CEG 
724 Postal Service Loop #4500 
JBER, Alaska 99505-4500 
907-384-1064 (O) 
540-645-3061 (C) 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS, 673D AIR BASE WING

JOINT BASE ELMENDORF-RICHARDSON, ALASKA

Colonel Brian P. Duffy
Commander, 673d Air Base Wing 
10471 20th Street, Suite 139
JBER, AK 99506-2200

Anchorage Assembly 
Office of the Municipal Clerk
P.O. Box 196650  
Anchorage, AK 99519-6650

Dear Anchorage Assembly, 

This letter provides comments to the Municipality of Anchorage’s draft Title 21. Joint 
Base Elmendorf-Richardson (JBER) greatly values its relationship with the government and 
people of Anchorage. The intent of our comments is to ensure that JBER’s status as a local 
stakeholder that neighbors, but is not a part of the Municipality, is recognized. JBER has three 
specific comments.

The first comment is in regards to 21.03.020 H.3.b, which describes who must be notified 
by mail of a public hearing on proposed development activity. JBER would like to request that 
the Commander, 673d Air Base Wing, be notified of such hearings for development within 500 
feet of the installation boundary. JBER would further request that the Commander, 673d Air 
Base Wing, be notified of development activity within, or within 500 feet of, the boundary of the 
various safety zones and noise contours that emanate from JBER and that have been or will be 
shared with and accepted by the Anchorage Department of Community Development and 
Planning.

The second comment is in regards to 21.03.130 E.2.b, which describes the development 
of neighborhood or district plans. JBER requests that the sentence, “Members of the public and 
other municipal or state agencies may provide written comments to the department during the 
120 day review period” be modified to include “…other municipal, state or federal agencies…” 
in order to ensure that any future JBER comments would be considered.

The final comment addresses the Development Reserve district, defined in 21.04.60 C, 
which states, “The DR district may be applied to lands intended for future development, 
undesignated municipally owned lands, municipal and state tidelands and waters, and military 
lands.” The definition recurs in Chapter 10 and various requirements and restrictions on DR 
District lands occur throughout the document, in particular Table 21.06-3. This wording may 
potentially confuse readers as to the nature and ownership of the lands identified. JBER requests 
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that military lands not be mingled with lands owned by the State and Municipality, ideally 
through creation of a zoning district for military lands only. If this is not possible, JBER requests 
that the fact that military lands are not under the jurisdiction of the Municipality and thus not 
subject to Title 21 be made explicit.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this important planning effort. It is our 
hope that these comments will help ensure even more fruitful cooperation between JBER and the 
Municipality of Anchorage in the future.  

Sincerely

BRIAN P. DUFFY
Colonel, USAF
Commander
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From: Judith Anderegg [mailto:judith.anderegg@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, January 28, 2013 3:54 PM
To: World Wide Web Municipal Clerk; Starr, William E.; Ossiander, Debbie A.; Hall,

Ernie; !MAS Assembly Members; Honeman, Paul S.; elvi gray jackson; Trombley, Adam
R.; cheryl frasca; Flynn, Patrick P.; Johnston, Jennifer; Traini, Dick; Birch,
Chris J.

Subject: Provisionally adopted Title 21

I‘m concerned with the speed with which the Assembly is holding hearings that are covering
both the provisionally adopted Title 21 and the PZ Commission’s newer version with
amendments. The provisionally adopted Title 21 took many years of clean and open public
process that involved everyone. The PZ Commission version which seems to be favored by the
Assembly at the current time has had much less public scrutiny. If it took ten years to put
together the first version, the second version needs more time – not only to be reviewed and
commented on its own merit but also to be compared to the provisionally adopted Title 21 so
we get the best possible planning document for our city.

What I really want is for you to vote for the provisionally adopted Title 21 that is
designed to build a livable northern city. It had a thorough, extensive public review process
that involved everyone.

I keep hearing about items in the newer version that have problems simply because they have
not been read, reviewed or even discussed thoroughly.

For instance,
1. has anyone on the assembly thought about possible public safety issues if fences start
going up instead of landscaped trees? All of a sudden, if a woman or child (or even a man) is
riding a bike or walking a dog and they are attacked they have no where to go because of
the fence which traps them on one side and no one to see the attack because the fence blocks
the view of the incident.

2. has anyone on the assembly truly looked at how deleting mixed use zoning districts in
specifically identified locations per Anchorage 2020 and spreading mixed use over the whole
city affects the walkability that was being encouraged in the implementation of mixed use
zoning districts?

3. has anyone on the assembly sat down and discussed with any of your professional
staff(Anchorage Watershed and Natural Resources Committee, Parks and Rec Committee, Anchorage
Coastal Plan, planning staff) why it is that they feel the 50 100 foot setback from streams
is essential? It may not be easily done, but it may be essential for the health of our city
streams and wildlife and hence for our citizens as well.

These are just three examples of the types of items that if you are going to amend, change,
and rewrite the provisionally adopted Title 21 illustrate why such a massive rewrite of the
provisionally adopted Title 21 needs to be given much more time for the public and you to
review. There are conflicts, holes, and problems that have occurred because the rewrite has
not had adequate review. Let the public help figure out what the problems are.

If you are not going to approve the Provisionally Adopted Title 21, then please extend the
review and comment period of the changed document. Please schedule another hearing after a
lengthened public comment period so the public can see what the document looks like in its
entirety.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Judith Anderegg
4770 Grumman Street
Anchorage, Alaska 99507
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From: Judith Anderegg <judith.anderegg> 
Date: February 8, 2013 5:14:00 PM AKST 
To: bill starr <starrwe@muni.org>, debbie ossiander <ossianderda@muni.org>, ernie hall 

<halle@muni.org>, Anchorage Assembly <wwmas@muni.org>, paul honeman 
<honemanps@muni.org>, elvi gray-jackson <jacksone@muni.org>, adam trombley 
<trombleyar@muni.org>, cheryl frasca <cfrasca@alaska.net>, patrick flynn 
<flynnpp@muni.org>, jennifer johnston <johnstonj@muni.org>, dick traini 
<trainid@muni.org>, chris birch <birchc@muni.org>

Subject:  re: Comments on Chapter 5 of new Title 21

Dear Assembly Members; 

We appreciated the opportunity to testify at the public hearings a couple of weeks ago. We feel that more 
time is needed for the public to have adequate time to read, review and comment on the new report 
recently released. There are a lot of areas that we would comment on but given the limited amount of 
time that is currently available, the length of the document, the complexity of the subject, and some 
experiences we had last year with the municipality's current planning and zoning process, we feel 
compelled to focus our comments on Title 21, Chapter 5: Use Regulations. 

We have been in communication with planning department staff, other members of the public, and most 
recently Assemblymember Ossiander.  This email to you has been revised numerous times and now 
contains our still unanswered concerns. We especially appreciated Assemblymember Ossiander’s 
comments which answered some of our concerns but brought up others. 

 Before we discuss our specific chapter 5 comments, we would like to say that our main concern is 
ensuring that residential property stays residential property. Residential property seems to be cheaper 
than land in other classifications. The city needs to make sure that nonresidential uses are 
encouraged/required whenever possible to build on land of the appropriate classification.  We do have 
concerns about other parts of the document currently being reviewed, but there is not enough time for 
private citizens to review the entire document. For instance, as we wrote our comments on Chapter 5 and 
we read your comments back to us, we realized that some of our concerns would have been addressed 
should the Mixed Use Districts still be in place that allowed and encouraged a combination of residential 
and appropriate support facilities.  

We have written our comments in two parts. The first part is specifically geared towards a recommended 
change related to habilitative care facility and size, The second part has to do with questions and 
comments about the appropriateness of different uses, the different zoning districts where they are 
allowed, and the different level of permitting required for various uses in various zones. We hope that you 
find this information useful as you continue your deliberations on adoption of Title 21. 

This past year our neighborhood (an area made up of R-2M and R-3 zones) went through a major effort 
to stop an amendment to a conditional use permit which would have meant major expansion of an 
existing project. We do not feel that residential neighborhoods should be put in the position we  found 
ourselves. If it had not been for the efforts of a small dedicated group of folks and a planning and zoning 
commission that heard our pleas, we probably would have lost. As we reviewed Chapter 5 of Title 21, we 
were concerned about a number of issues that we feel could cause such difficulties across the city in 
various residential areas in the years ahead. 

FIRST PART:   HABILITATIVE CARE COMMENT 

In Chapter 21.05, assisted living facilities, adult day care, child care have two size  facilities - small and 
large, but habilitative care facilities only have one size. We would recommend that habilitative care 
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facilities be designated with a small and large size as well. There may be some other categories which 
should also be explored when it comes to smaller and larger sizes being appropriate. 

Example of why we think this would be appropriate 

We live in a R-2M zone with R-3 nearby (Grumman Street near Piper and 46th). This past year we went 
through a major effort to keep a small habilitative care facility which had a conditional use permit in our 
area from becoming a much larger facility. The neighborhood is small with inadequate streets, sidewalks, 
lighting, etc. and with inadequate access in/out of the area as it is. We could not imagine what life in our 
neighborhood would have been like if they were allowed to grow to the size which they wanted to expand. 
Fortunately the Planning and Zoning Commission listened when the neighborhood followed the 
appropriate process to object, but it took a lot of time and effort. With specific requirements as to size, 
hopefully neighborhoods and the commission will have an easier time deciding whether or not a 
conditional use permit is appropriate for any neighborhood. 
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From: Joanne Anderson [mailto:rvnak@ak.net]
Sent: Friday, January 18, 2013 8:56 AM
To: !MAS Assembly Members
Subject: TITLE 1

To: All members of the Anchorage Assembly
From: Longtime citizen of Anchorage

I strongly support adopting the ORIGINAL version of Title 1 which the citizens
overwhelming supported.
Joanne Anderson
rvnak@ak.net
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From:   Val Baffone [mailto:val@alaska.net]  
Sent:   Monday, January 28, 2013 7:29 PM 
To:   !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Urge support for originally adopted Title 21 

Dear Assembly Members: 

I am requesting that you vote for the Title 21 plan that was previously adopted.  In my opinion, if 
you don’t you send the message to all of Anchorage that our voice does not have value.  Our 
community worked long and hard on the plan and then for the administration and members of the 
Assembly to trump that participation is unpardonable.  Anchorage should grow and expand to be 
the city those of us who live here want it to be. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Valerie Baffone 
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From:  Nancy @ DCC [mailto:nancy@denalicitizens.org]
Sent:  Tuesday, January 22, 2013 6:26 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Cc:  Frasca, Cheryl L.; jane_speed@hotmail.com
Subject:  Title 21 rewrite 

Dear Members of the Assembly,

Please do not be distracted by the needs of developers.  Please preserve greenspace and transportation amenities in 
the rewrite, specifically:

1. Retain at least a 50 foot setback from streams.
2. Retain height restrictions in B-3 zones. Retain height transition standards.
3. Keep maximum number of sidewalks.
4. Do not decrease landscaping standards.
5. Retain private open space requirements from the original Title 21 rewrite.

I am a homeowner in an Anchorage neighborhood that is rapidly changing and evolving. It is my hope that the city 
planning guidelines for my neighborhood will provide the greatest emphasis possible on retaining natural areas, safe 
walking and driving, and human-friendly construction practices.

Thank you,
Nancy Bale
127 W. 22nd Ave.
Anchorage, AK 99503
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From: Bristol Beaujean [mailto:bristol907@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, February 01, 2013 12:21 PM
To: !MAS Assembly Members
Subject: Title 21 rewrite

Dear Assembly Members,

As a homeowner and registered voter, I encourage you not to adopt the title 21
rewrite. I feel it is not in the best interest of private property owners and
Anchorage citizens.

Thank you for your consideration.

Bristol Beaujean
6445 Cobblecreek Circle
Anchorage, AK 99506
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From:  Walter Bennett [mailto:b2nharmony@att.net]
Sent:  Tuesday, January 22, 2013 6:33 AM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 21 

We are writing in support of improving and updating Title 21 to bring Anchorage in the 
future with safe sidewalks, greater stream set backs, solar lighting to help Anchorage be 
a winter wonderland for all.   Please be forward thinking as you discuss and decide on 
the direction for Anchorage.
Thank you,
Susan Grace Blandin 
Walter Lee Bennett 
P.O. Box 4234 
Palmer, AK 99645 
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From: Jay & Colleen Bickford [mailto:rjcbickfor@acsalaska.net]
Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2013 11:52 AM
To: !MAS Assembly Members
Subject: Support Provisional title 21

Well the many year process for Anch's 2020 plan is being hijacked, so
pleaseSUPPORT the Provisionally adopted Title 21!

IT IS the RIGHT thing, the Fair thing to DO!
Thank you,
Jay
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Davis, Tom G.

From: John Blaine [jblaine@arctic.net]
Sent: Tuesday, February 12, 2013 9:26 PM
To: !MAS Assembly Members; Davis, Tom G.
Subject: Fw: Title 21 - Zoning Districts

Attachments: Scan from a Xerox WorkCentre.PDF

Scan from a Xerox 
WorkCentre.P...

Attached please find suggestions for consideration when you review Chapter
21.04: Zoning Districts:  Sec.21.04.070 Overlay Zoning Districts.

Again, thank you for your consideration and for your concern for the future of Anchorage.

Sincerely,

John Blaine, Prudential Jack White/Vista Real Estate

Mike McLane, Prudential Jack White/Vista Real Estate 
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Davis, Tom G.

From: John Blaine [jblaine@arctic.net]
Sent: Tuesday, February 12, 2013 3:49 PM
To: !MAS Assembly Members; Davis, Tom G.
Subject: Fw: Title 21 - Design Standards Recommendations

Attachments: Title 21 - Design Standards Recommendations.PDF

Title 21 - Design 
Standards Re...

Attached please find recommendations regarding design standards for commercial and 
residential structures as they relate to Title 21.

These recommendations were written by Paula Williams, Office of Sustainability, University
of Alaska, Anchorage, and endorsed by John Blaine and Mike McLane, real estate licensees 
at Prudential Jack White/Vista Real Estate in Anchorage.

Thank you for your consideration,

John Blaine
907/229-8050
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From:  Bockmon [mailto:bockmon@gci.net]
Sent:  Sunday, January 20, 2013 12:03 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 21 

I am very concerned that years of considered and focus efforts by the citizens of this city to build 
Anchorage as a winter city and great place to raise kids in the future is being undermined by special 
interests closed door changes.  Some things do cost more and we should be willing to pay for them as an 
investment which will reward us with a wonderfully livable city that itself will bring us growth and 
prosperity. I am appalled by the inadequate 25 foot stream setback provision and diminished standards 
relating to solar access, mixed-use districts, safe sidewalks and open space. We should be building for 
the future, not the past. 

Judy Bockmon 
2535 Discovery Ct.  
Anchorage
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Davis, Tom G.

From: Jill Brubaker [brubakers@gci.net]
Sent: Tuesday, January 15, 2013 1:50 PM
To: !MAS Assembly Members; Davis, Tom G.
Subject: I support Title 21

I support the version of Title 21 that was provisionally adopted two years ago, and that would put Anchorageon 
track to be a compact, green, livable city as envisioned in our 2020 Comprehensive Plan.

Jill Brubaker
14300 Prator Street
Anchorage, AK 99516
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Davis, Tom G.

From: Brubaker, Michael Y [mybrubaker@anthc.org]
Sent: Tuesday, January 15, 2013 1:55 PM
To: !MAS Assembly Members
Cc: Davis, Tom G.
Subject: Title 21

I support the version of Title 21 that was provisionally adopted two years ago, and that would put Anchorage on 
track to be a compact, green, livable city as envisioned in our 2020 Comprehensive Plan.

Michael Brubaker
14300 Prator Street
Anchorage Alaska 99516
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From: nbrudie@alaska.net
Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2013 5:41 PM
To: !MAS Assembly Members
Subject: Title 21

I am a lifelong Anchorage resident, and have been dismayed and appalled by so
many of the developments that have been allowed to flourish in this community. No
planning foresight. No attention to aesthetic value. Every stick of vegetation
removed, and no landscaping to replace the vegetation that was lost. No visual
buffers from roadways. Inadequate buffers from streams and waterways. Vast, paved
parking lots, with no vegetation to provide drainage and visual relief. Little to
no building setbacks from streets and sidewalks. Substandard bicycle and
pedestrian amenities, so people in WHEELCHAIRS are forced into the middle of busy
streets.
High density housing with minimal setbacks, and no yard space for children or
gardens. Poor quality building construction. This is not a community we should
aspire to be! The long, involved public process, which produced the provisionally
Adopted Title 21 should be honored, and the current re write should be rejected.
If it cuts into developers' profits to address these critical quality of life
issues, so be it! They will still make their millions! Consider it their
investment in a livable community I make mine through property taxes, and I'm
not happy with the direction this Title 21 revision process has taken.

Sincerely,
Nina Brudie
Sand Lake
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From: Rita Campbell [mailto:fionnarosebud@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, January 17, 2013 4:57 PM 
To: !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject: Stream Setbacks, and other environmental practices that positively enhance Anchorage  

To Whom it May Concern: 

I am writing to you to let you know that my family 
supports a clean, green, beautiful Anchorage. We 
appreciate the green spaces, and parks, and we urge 
you to provide the largest setbacks from streams 
that are possible to safeguard the waters.

Trees and forested areas are so important for the air 
quality, the wildlife, and recreation for the people. 
Natural areas set by themselves, and natural-like 
landscaping among business areas are important.

Please don't let Anchorage become a concrete, strip-
mall wasteland. In areas that are already very 
industrialized, perhaps an effort can be made to 
provide more green spaces, and parks.

Although I do not reside in Anchorage, I do attend 
the university, and shop there, frequently. I also was 
seriously considering moving to Anchorage last year. 
However, during my home search, I looked at the 
satellite photos online, and decided that there were 
limited green areas in comparison to Eagle River and 
the Valley, and in the end I decided to remain in the 
Valley due to our respiratory challenges.
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We need the green trees around us, and the wooded 
areas since they help provide cleaner air. So, 
although Anchorage has a few lovely parks, and 
abundant wildlife, which is attractive, and it also 
has PAC, museums, and other attractions of the 
city, the really green areas are relatively few, and I 
urge you, for the sake of the health and beauty of 
Anchorage, to safeguard the integrity of the streams, 
the wooded areas, the green spaces, the wildlife 
sanctuaries, and all other natural features of 
Anchorage.

Thank you for considering my views. 

Rita Campbell
PMB 435 
1830 E. Parks Hwy., A113 
Wasilla, AK 99654 
907 357 0586 
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From: Michael Chambers [mailto:chambones@hotmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, January 20, 2013 6:38 PM
To: !MAS Assembly Members
Cc: Chuck Green; Stephen Merrill; Mark Fish; Carolyn Clift; Harley Brown;

Rob Clift
Subject: Title 21

Assembly members,

I am writing you to request that you allow the citizens of this community to
vote whether they would like to be regulated and governed by the substantial
requirements of the title 21 proposal. I was solicited by a member of the
planning board to respond to any area which I have specific greviences. I
attempted to read large tracts of title 21 in order to be more informed. I found
the entire document to be filled with legal rantings and complexity unfit for any
semblance of human digestion. I believe this is manifested on purpose and
propulgated on the citizens of this community in such a manner that they will not
pay attention. In this format, I ask one simple question, and that is, who does
the assembly represent for I find it impossible to consider that it is the common
citizen of this community. This is all about social planning in order to take
away the individuals rights regarding their own land. Is this the Alaskan spirit
that sustains this great land and it's free people or is this engineering from
external agencies bent on subjecting Alaskans to their command. Alaska has no
need nor urgency to be the "poster child" for social engineering merely because
global influence and UN initiatives indicate we should. I am a free man in a free
land and I will consider these acts if adopted to be an insult to the integrity
of all Alaskans and an affront to our liberty. "We the People" will indeed come
alive and right the wrong perpetuated upon us by politicians and assemblies which
do not reflect the will of the people. Choose your course of decision making
wisely as to reflect the will of the people and not merely special interest
groups which may temporarily have your attention for their own reasons and not
the greater good.
Thank you for your consideration

Michael Chambers
Anchorage citizen

Sent from my iPhone
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From:  Carolyn Clift [mailto:mamacare50@hotmail.com]
Sent:  Monday, January 21, 2013 10:35 AM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
c:  Chuck Green; Mark Fish hotmail; Steve Merrill; Michael Chambers; Harley Brown politics; 

BruckAnn 82; dh clift 
Subject:  Title 21 

Dear Assembly Members:

I attended the meeting on January 15th specifically to hear the testimony of the citizens for and
against the Title 21 adoption. First of all, I must say that the Rewrite is better and I appreciate
all of the effort put into this project to turn around some of the more ridiculous requirements.
As I told my daughter and family, who rent a house with 100% driveway for a front yard, don't
buy the house. Last winter, when the snow stacked up and there was no where to shovel it, the
city came by, weeks later, and finally cleared, and hauled the snow out in dump trucks.
Developers stupid enough to build a subdivision like that, well no one should have bought those
houses! Let the buyer beware and let capitalism work. Would Title 21 have prevented this?
Of course, but the homes sold because they were cheap, and after Title 21 they would not be
cheap. I think the City has some culpability here that Title 21 won't correct.

I listened to the testimony of the people who were "for" the original Title 21. It's all about the
hard work they put in and how much they like to walk, or bike, or enjoy the sun. No one is
stopping them from those things. The City already supports a lot of walking and biking trails,
although my husband bikes all winter, and he has some complaints about "re plowing streets"
into the bike paths. The most ridiculous complaint is from the people who don't want "high
rise" buildings in the path of their sunshine. Obviously, they admire sunshine more than
money, and that makes sense, but..... if their land is worth so much, they can sell it and rebuild
their ranch style home in a good subdivision. Or better yet, they can raze their home and build
a high rise on their own property, with a penthouse for themselves! Then they get the best
of all worlds, and a retirement income to boot. THEY ARE NOT VICTIMS. THEY HAVE VALUABLE
PROPERTY.

Passing Title 21 restrictions and regulations will make that valuable property worth less. Why?
Because the amount we pay for a property is directly related to the amount of benefit that
property will give us. Abolish the ridiculous restrictions in the original Title 21, consider
trimming the Rewrite to a few pages, legible to the Public, and take it to the voters.

It is already much easier to build in Palmer. Don't drive businesses to the Valley. Thanks for
listening.

YOURS TRULY,

Carolyn Clift

(907)337 9679
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From:  Susanne Comellas [mailto:badger1@acsalaska.net]
Sent:  Monday, January 21, 2013 7:41 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 21 - Large Non Residential Establishments in or Surrounded by Residential Districts 

Jennifer Johnston (South Anchorage) 
Chris Birch (South Anchorage) 
and all members of the Assembly 

Our neighborhood has experienced some difficult times.  As many of you are aware, 
last December 22, 2011, several wells failed in our neighborhood.  This was the result 
of a water well draw down test requested by the Planning Department to Rabbit Creek 
Community Church to address water adequacy for their proposed 17,400 sq/ft addition. 

Doug Tryck’s (Tryck Nursery on Rabbit Creek Rd.) well pump burned out and his well 
no longer produces water. 
Several neighbors were without water for up to 2 weeks.

I (we, our neighborhood) would like an amendment to Title 21 to address this situation. 
Chapter 7  pages 467 and 468. 

Large Non-Residential Establishments in or Surrounded by Residential Districts

Please ADD a section requiring public utilities.

1. Public Utilities

Buildings which fall under this section, having an occupancy greater than 25 
shall be connected to public utilities, city water and sewer.  This does not apply 
to development in Eagle River and Chugiak.

I hope you will be able to support this amendment.  I understand other neighbors have 
made this request with similar language.

Sincerely, 
Susanne Comellas 
14821 Snowshoe Lane 
830-5288
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From:  Wendy Craytor [mailto:wcraytor@gci.net]
Sent:  Tuesday, January 15, 2013 6:03 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 21 

I am shocked and saddened to hear the Assembly is considering overlooking the efforts of so many in our community related to 
Tile 21.  I'm a long-time resident and senior citizen  I want a good quality of life in a community that's welcoming, visually and 
recreationally.  I want to be able to walk to the store and entertainment rather than driving long distances.  I would like 
Anchorage to attract vibrant new residents and appropriate businesses in the near and long term, and I believe we can do so if 
we make the kinds of changes proposed through the extensive community process previously undertaken.   

The most recent proposals seem to ignore all we've learned about health effects of community design -- the importance of easy 
access to outdoor recreation, including bike and walking trails and green space; locating services near residential areas to 
reduce the need for driving; and the benefits of housing and neighborhood design to increase social interaction.  These are the
kinds of benefits the community process proposed.  These kinds of positive outcomes are jeopardized by the most 
recent change proposals, as is the quality of the physical environment (reducing stream setbacks, etc.) for humans and wildlife.

Don't step back from all of the sound ideas and effort this long process engaged.  I hope to be able to attend tonight's meeting to 
say so in person. 

Wendy Craytor, 742 W. 16th Avenue, Anchorage 

161 of 398



Shaun Debenham Title 21 Rewrite Changes 

Page 1 of 5 

January 10, 2013 

Assembly Chair Ernie Hall 
Municipal Clerk 
PO Box 196650 
Anchorage, AK 99519-6650 

RE: Shaun Debenham Final Title 21 Rewrite Changes 
Shaun Debenham 

Assembly Chair Hall and Assembly Members, 

Based on my experience as a multifamily developer here in Anchorage, I recommend 
the following changes to Section 21.07.110 Residential Design Standards.  Keeping 
the multi-family design standards “as is” will compound the problem of a lack of 
multifamily housing development in the Anchorage Bowl because it will significantly 
add to the cost of the development.   

For your information, I was recently asked if our newly completed “market rate” 
multifamily development (The Residences at Northwood located off Northwood Drive 
and Raspberry Road) would meet the most current proposed Rewrite requirements.  
In response to this question, I sent the email that I have attached in Appendix A.   

Sincerely,

Shaun T. Debenham
Debenham Properties, LLC
Vice President of Acquisitions and Development
2960 C Street, Suite 202
Anchorage, AK 99503
P:  (907) 562-9330
F:  (907) 562-9331
E: shaundebenham@alaska.net
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Title 21 Rewrite Specific Recommended Changes 

Chapter 7:  Development and Design Standards – Residential Design Standards
Page 436:  21.07.110.C.6 Building and Site Orientation 

• Recommendation:  Reduce required number of menu choices from three to 
two.    

Explanation:  Two still allows enhanced design features without increase cost 
too much.   

Page 438:  21.07.110.C.7 Building Articulation and Visual Variety 

• Recommendation:  Reduce required number of menu choices from four to 
two.    

Explanation:  Two still allows enhanced design features without increase cost 
too much.   

Page 440:  21.07.110.C.8 Primary Entrance Treatment 
• Recommendation:  Reduce required number of menu choices from three to 

two.    

Explanation:  Two still allows enhanced design features without increase cost 
too much.   

Page 440:  21.07.110.C.9 Weather Protection and Sunlight 

• Recommendation:  Reduce required number of menu choices from four to 
two.    

Explanation:  Two still allows enhanced design features without increase cost 
too much.   

Page 440:  21.07.110.C.10.a  Accessory Elements - Storage 

• Recommendation:  Delete Storage requirement.    

Explanation:  Good landlords provide storage space and if there isn’t storage 
space, tenants can rent storage space at a ministorage facility.     
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Appendix A:  The Residences at Northwood Vs. the Rewrite

My most recent apartment project “The Residences at Northwood” (Northwood) is a 
good example of the negative affect of the Rewrite.  Northwood is widely regarded as 
a top tier apartment complex in Anchorage.  Northwood could not be built to the 
Rewrite specifications.  Before I get into the Rewrite’s affect, I want to give you a 
little back ground on the Northwood project.   

As you know, Anchorage currently has a 2% vacancy rate for multifamily housing.  
Anchorage desperately needs more supply of apartments.  However, there has been 
no significant “market rate” multifamily developments in the last seven years.  Park 
Plaza II was the last significant “market rate” apartment complex to be built.  Why is 
that?  To answer this very question, there has been two or three task forces put 
together recently to answer this question.  However, the principal problem is cost.  
Currently, it just costs too much to build market rate apartments. 

In 2011 when I was designing Northwood it became clear why construction costs are 
so high.  In the last seven years the code requirements for architecture, mechanical, 
civil, structural, and electrical have all seen significant increases in complexity and 
the amount of regulations.  My construction consultant, Gerry Zeek, who built Park 
Plaza II for Weidner and worked on my project, estimates that just the code changes 
since 2005 have increased construction costs by 25%.  Incidentally, a side benefit 
from a planning perspective is that these code changes have forced developers to 
build extremely nice buildings (and this is before any local Title 21 regulations).  Also 
as a side note, this is also why buildings constructed now in the 2010’s are very 
different from the 1980’s buildings that everyone objects to and hold up as an 
example of evil development blighting the Anchorage landscape.  Even without the 
new Title 21 Rewrite, developers are not able to build 1980 style developments just 
solely because of the significant code changes.

For Northwood Apartments, I acted as my own general contractor and my cost to 
construct (including land cost) was $5.5M or $160/sf.  Keep in mind that this doesn’t 
include a standard general contractor markup.  Recently, I bid out Phase II and III to 
Gerry Zeek and his all inclusive number to build was $197/sf or 23% more.  Even 
with me acting as the general contractor and saving 23% in construction cost my 
building didn’t “pencil out”.  FYI, a building “pencils” when it can be built with < 25% 
equity (owner’s money put into the project) and the building’s cash flow meets the 
debt service coverage ratio of 1.25 as required by the loan company.  In my case, I 
had to put 35% equity into the deal and even in this case I had to charge “top of the 
market” rent for the apartments.  We are currently charging $1500 for a 1B/1B and 
$1900 for a 2B/2B.  This is more than home mortgage payments.   

I hope that you can see why multifamily housing is not being constructed without 
significant subsidies.  This also gives you an indication and appreciation of why any 
more additional costs through the Rewrite will quickly make the development not 
“pencil” out.  If I would have had to put any more cost into the Northwood 
Apartments I would not have been able to develop it and Anchorage would have 
missed out on a very nice apartment complex that adds much needed supply to the 
apartment market.   
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With this as a background, I will get into how the Rewrite would have affected 
Northwood Apartments.  I hope that my explanation below answers your questions in 
your email.  If not, I am more than willing to meet with you further.  

General:
Our development is actually on RO land, so I will compare current RO to the new 
Rewrite RO.  Also, since only the first phase is developed, I will only be talking about 
one building instead of two.        

Parking:   
Current code requires 50 parking spaces.  Rewrite requires 39 spaces.  The new 
Rewrite means that I would only need to have 12 more spaces than the number of 
units (27) in the building.  Keeping in mind that 30 of my parking spaces are 
underground, this means that I would only need to provide 9 parking spaces above 
ground.   

Furthermore, these 9 spaces would have to accommodate my tenants that have 
more than two cars (currently I have roughly 14 tenants with two cars), the 9 spaces 
would need to accommodate guest parking, and finally one of the nine spaces has to 
be handicap accessible (so really I would have 8 outside spaces).   

As you can see, although the code might allow me to reduce my parking down to 39 
spaces, I would not be a smart multifamily developer to actual do so.  There would 
be no way that I could demand the top rents that I need to get to have the project 
“pencil” with this few parking spaces.  Ironically enough, the 50 parking spaces that I 
currently have for our first phase building seems to be a perfect number. We 
typically use all underground spaces, have one reserved above ground handicap 
space, use 14 spaces for second car tenants and have about four or five spaces 
available for guest parking.  Keep in mind this is actual use not just what we think 
will occur.   

So, in reality there is no cost savings for parking.  And again, this only looking at the 
required number of parking spaces and not considering all the new requirements for 
landscaping, snow, pedestrian connections, connectivity, pedestrian facilities, 
pedestrian walk-ways, pedestrian amenities, parking lot islands, screening and 
everything else that is in the Rewrite.  Once you take into account the new 
requirements for parking lots and landscaping there would be a significant cost 
increase.

With all the new parking lot/landscaping requirements, you would not be able to get 
50 parking spaces on our land, and hence “The Residences at Northwood” would not 
be able to be built to the Rewrite specifications.  Immediately without looking any 
further into any other new requirements of the Rewrite, Northwood is not possible.    

Private Open Space:
Current code requires 100sf per du for usable yard area.  The Rewrite requires 
120sf.  This is a 20sf/du difference or 540sf.  This would have necessitated balconies 
on the building because we literally didn’t have any sf to spare in the parking lot and 
rooftop sf is expensive and a property management nightmare.  We figured that with 
all the new requirements (new nonRewrite code requirements) for balconies that it 
would have cost us $7,500/balcony for a total of $200,000 (one building only).     
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Residential Design Standards:
Design standards that Northwood currently does not meet that would have added 
cost to Northwood or would prove impossible to do for Northwood, include: 

1. Window Requirement:  We have less than 15% windows on street elevations.  
Would need to add windows.   

2. Building spacing with Relationship to Parking:  This particular requirement 
makes Northwood a no go since we have several areas that do not meet this 
requirement and it would be impossible to meet these criteria.  

3. Building and Site Orientation:  We do not meet three of these criteria and it 
appears to be impossible to meet these criteria for our development.  We 
would have to completely redesign the building.   

4. Building Articulation and Visual Variety:  This requirement makes Northwood 
a no go since we do not meet requirement 7.a nor do we meet four other 
requirements in the section.  We would have to completely redesign the 
building.   

5. Primary Entrance Treatment:  Northwood does not meet this requirement.  
We would have to redesign the front entrance to meet this requirement.  

6. Weather Protection and Sunlight:  Northwood doesn’t even come close to 
meeting this requirement.  Wholesale redesign would need to occur to meet 
these requirements.  FYI, these particular requirements are expensive.  I 
believe that to meet these criteria in this section we would have to slightly 
alter all three buildings which would skyrocket the cost because you couldn’t 
reuse one design for all three buildings.      

7. Accessory Elements: Storage:  Northwood doesn’t meet the 40sf/du 
requirement for storage.  This would require the building to be 1,080sf 
larger.  I can actually put a number to this.  It would have cost $151,200 to 
provide ($140/sf x 1,080sf) for the extra storage.   

8. Trash Receptacle Dumpsters:  Northwood doesn’t meet this requirement.  Our 
dumpster enclosure would need a gate.  FYI, gates are a maintenance 
nightmare that look worse over time than having no gate at all.  I would 
recommend that instead of having a gate have a requirement that dumpsters 
must be regularly painted.   

9. Mechanical and Electrical Equipment:  Northwood doesn’t meet this 
requirement.  A few thousand dollars in trees and shrubs probably solves this 
problem.

I think it should be pretty evident that Northwood could never be constructed under 
the Rewrite guidelines.  There are several requirements above that would make 
construction impossible even with lots of money. 

The main point that I want to share is that multifamily is barely viable right now 
(some would say that it isn’t viable right now).  If the Rewrite goes into effect, all the 
new provisions will add significant cost to the development.  This is bad because 
even a slight increase in cost will make multifamily not viable.  Is that really good for 
Anchorage?  I understand and agree that Anchorage needs nice buildings but I 
believe that Anchorage is providing nice buildings right now.  In fact buildings have 
to be nice due to significant nonRewrite code increases over the last few years. 

Anyways, I hope this is useful and it gives you a little better glimpse into the world 
of development and the complexities that reside with it. 

Sincerely,
Shaun Debenham 
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February 8, 2013 

RE: SUPPORT FOR URBAN DESIGN COMMISSION

To Whom it may concern:  

I’m writing to express my support for the Urban Design Commission (UDC).  Throughout the years, I’ve 
interacted with the commission from various perspectives: As 1) design consultant, appearing as an 
applicant before the commission; 2) Member of the commission, serving on many of the workgroups in 
the process of the Title 21 rewrite; 3) the chairman of the UDC; 4) a member of the Public Art 
Committee, who interfaces with the UDC on matters relating to safety, and application of the 1% for art 
program. 

Over the past ten years the Commission has gone through a transformation in preparation for new duties 
that have been discussed and drafted as part of the revised Title 21.  In the historic capacity of reviewing 
public facility landscape plans, roadway plans, and highway screening plans the workload has been quite 
manageable, within a one-meeting-per-month allocation.  Due to what was a growing overwhelming 
caseload for the Planning and Zoning Commission (PZC), in 2008 the UDC began taking on review of 
Public Facility site plans and review of parks, and also hearing requests for sign variances.   The relief to 
the PZC was needed, and the UDC could take on those tasks within their available skillsets.   

Within the current professional makeup of the UDC, there are various members of the design community 
represented, such as Landscape Architects, Civil Engineers, Contractors, Project Managers, Architects, 
Arborists, and members of the community at large. The Municipal Planning department has been doing a 
good job of managing the commission applicants, to assure the professional mix that is suggested in the 
language of the new proposed zoning ordinances. 

The greatest benefit and distinction of the UDC lies in the ability to provide professional and diverse 
judgment for issues of design.  This is a different skill set than what is typically required for the Planning 
and Zoning Commission, who are more regulatory-focused.  Those individuals are typically drawn from 
the legal, planning or realty professions and don’t necessarily deal with design issues in the course of their 
daily lives.   The proposed Title 21 adds more design-focused regulation into the body of the Title, and 
there will potentially be disagreements or disputes, especially while the new regulations are new, about 
the appropriate application of codes and standards as they relate to matters of design.   The UDC is 
composed of members who routinely work with, and decide on matters that are design-related, and 
therefore are in a position to be familiar not only with the detailed application of various ordinances, but 
the practical application of those to the construction industry and community; especially related to the 
nuanced balance that occurs between quality, budget and timeframe. 
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From:  Richard Drake [mailto:rdrake@gci.net]
Sent:  Tuesday, January 22, 2013 4:18 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 21 for a better Anchorage 

To all Assembly members, 

I'm asking you to keep the Anchorage 2020 vision of our city, backed by years of compromise 
and multiple public hearings, and reject the changes proposed by the consultant hired by Mayor 
Sullivan. We want a city oriented toward all citizens and not tilted toward the quick and cheap 
development that has dominated our past. We want mixed-use districts, a walkable city, open 
space, penetrating sunlight, larger stream setbacks. Please don't short change Anchorage. 

Richard Drake 
50-year resident 
907/929-5232 
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From:  Kathleen Dunning [mailto:alaskat2001@yahoo.com]
Sent:  Tuesday, January 15, 2013 5:49 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 21 Land use-Public hearing 

Tuesday January 15, 2013 

Dear Anchorage Assembly members, 

Please don't act on this Title 21 now. There is still too much information not digested via limited 
planning consultant processes and given that past public consensus has been downtrodden. 

I support planning policies that have previously been extracted through the decade long efforts of 
the "provisional Anchorage 2020" process.  Anchorage citizens deserve the consideration of  
these years of public thought and input. 

I want an Anchorage plan that increases our Quality of life, maintaining open space, sunlight and 
vegetation requirements and waterstream setbacks of a MINIMUM of 50 feet...because the standards 
are keys to enhancing property and lifestyle value! Many of these issues will also maintain and increase 
citizen safety and "Neighborhood Connectivity" and contribute to Anchorage being an attractive residential and 
business icon, not a metropolis of concrete, asphalt and crime. 

Please approve the previously adopted, original Title 21. 

Please consider my input seriously. 
Kathleen Dunning 
Anchorage citizen, District 24 
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Don Dwiggins, architect 38 years

Some Thoughts

1. One of the goals of the T21 rewrite, and Anchorage 2020, is to increase density
due to the shortage of land in Anchorage.  

Yet, there is not one paragraph which attempts to increase density. 

Rather, it has a recurring theme of decreasing density trough loss of permitted
uses, dedicated walkways, snow storage, increased landscape requirements,
private open space, lowered height limits, floor area ratios, design standards,
insane setbacks, shadow casting and the like.

2. Another goal is to fix technical problems.  It does not fix them. It creates more of
them.  

3. New T21 talks about balancing quality of life, the environment and economic
development,  yet it has disdain for development. There is no such balance.

4. New T21 takes away property rights and decreases land values by eliminating
current uses, particularly in Industrial zones.  Development costs preclude
industrial use of industrial land, so I zones should continue to permit office,
retail and other commercial uses.

5. I have been told that not one of the 32 MOA planners has ever done a re-zone, a
plat or developed a building with their own money.  I don’t know if this is true, but
they clearly have no idea what things cost. 

Staff claims there will be no cost implications to the new T21, but they refuse to
produce any data or models on how this conclusion was reached. 

It will cost millions...  and hundreds of millions in lost property value if passed.

6. Staff has ignored all input from the development and commercial real estate
community.  It has a single viewpoint.
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7. Staff claims you will be able to do 110% of the development that you can now on
any given lot. 

Common sense tells you otherwise based on all the land ‘Taking’ mentioned
above. 

I design buildings for a living and am telling you, with great certainty, you will be
able to build only 65 to 90% of what you can now if this passes. 

Snow storage alone will decrease building size by 5-10 percent.     

8. Small parcels will be especially hard hit with these new standards where just a
required, dedicated walkway may take 10 percent of the width of the property
and make a lot un-developable.

9. Staff will argue that parking reductions will offset all manner of land ‘taking’ even
as ‘real’ parking requirements have increased because floor space per office
worker has decreased significantly.

And what about leasing to a new tenant that has increased parking
requirements?

Or a business model that exceeds T21 minimums.

10. Staff has gone to great lengths to tell us professionals how to design buildings.  
How did they become the arbiter of design? 

They are practicing without a license.

These design standards do not guarantee better design, just conformity.

11. Permitted uses have been made more complicated. 

In certain zones, a new lease in an exiting building may not be permitted. This
defies logic. 
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12. In mixed use, you are not allowed to have your building set back more than 20
feet from the street.

This is clearly intended to force parking lots to the rear of the building.  

Based on the current definition, a coffee cart in an office building is considered a
mixed use! 

Maximum setbacks MUST be eliminated. This is not downtown Portland.

Recommendations:

1. Do not pass it.  Fix the current T21.

2. If you feel you must pass something, please read it.  

Words mean things.

Do not pass this to find out what is in it.

3. Have an independent cost estimate done on what this will cost to
implement, including the impact on the tax base.

4. At a minimum, adopt the changes proposed by BOMA.

5. Rework use definitions and permitted uses.  This is critical.

6. Eliminate commercial design standards, maximum setbacks, private open space
in commercial uses and snow storage requirements.
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From:  Judy [mailto:judyrae427@yahoo.com]
Sent:  Thursday, January 17, 2013 10:30 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 21 

I was at the meeting on Tuesday and took it as an opportunity to learn more 
and express my opinion if given the opportunity. 

I was duly impressed with the young man who just moved here from Virginia 
where he worked with all people in city planning.  Listen to him!  We can have 
plenty of money-making construction projects while preserving our waterways 
and beautifying our city!! 

I moved here 7+ years ago and I told people that Anchorage was not a pretty 
city, but that I would live here to work and explore other areas.  When guests 
come, I drive them around town instead of going through town as it is so 
unattractive and I want them to have a better first impression.

As a citizen I am concerned by what I heard about the recent revision process. 
 It appears that while the meetings were "open," only a few people were allowed 
to speak or given more time.

Can we say that you as assembly members are working to improve our city or 
are just serving a few developers?  It is your job to make this a better city for 
everyone, not for a few.

I encourage you to follow the provisionally adopted "People's Title 21" with 
minor tweaking as needed.  And for heaven's sake, protect the creeks before we 
no longer have salmon runs! 

Sincerely,
Judy Engh 
Anchorage
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From:  Gerard Farkas [mailto:g.farkas@kmsfinancial.com]
Sent:  Tuesday, January 22, 2013 2:53 PM 
To: !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Scrap Title 21 update - The original (non- Provisional Title 21) served us well, and should 

remain the guiding document - DONT forget the 218,608 citizens that DON'T want their 
lives turned upside down, or the daily cost of living here to sky rocket. 

Dear Assembly Member 

The Title 21 provisional guidelines, and new amendments DO NOT serve the best 
interests of the community. 

o It is selfish, bureaucratic, overreaching, and ambiguous, forcing property owners 

to invest heavily in the game of “Captain May I ?” with Planning and zoning 

employees. 

o The original Title 21 OBJECTIVELY defined uses, conditional uses and building 

parameters.  Everyone had the right to DESIGN within the same objective 

standard.

o The provisional and amended versions are overwhelmingly SUBJECTIVE, 

causing great expense, and providing city employees with UNDUE AUTHORITY 

based on their individual likes, goals and personality. 

o The reason that we have invested 10 years in the Title 21 rewrite is not that it is 

complicated.  It is because it is the taking of individual rights, and the appropriate 

degree and cost has not been agreed to.

o The special interest groups in favor of the change, plan on wearing down the 

opposition, until they get their way. The Overwhelming Super Majority of 

Anchorage just wants to live their lives, not forcing their will or lifestyle on 

everyone else. 

Let the Free Market work, to develop all the “Desirable Features” the special interest 
groups tout.  If they are desirable, the market will bear the cost.  If not, the citizens are 
not burdened unfairly for a bad decision. 

If Sidewalks are the issue, let each neighborhood decide, like we did in College Gate.  
When people saw how sidewalks would cut into their yards, and trees, and the cost and 
maintenance , we decided “No”. 
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Few of the estimated 134,839 home owners in Anchorage understand what the new 
Title 21 will cost them if or when they choose to modify the exteriors of their property, or 
that they are already protected. 

Please remember, as the 1,000 or so selfish, special interest liberals once again foist 
their will ( and cost burden) upon the rest of the population, that you represent all of 
Anchorage. 

While 1,000 individuals actively push their selfish agenda for how Anchorage should 
“Look”, the remaining 218, 608 ( 2010 Census bureau data) are counting on you to 
NOT IMPACT, but instead PROTECT our current LIFESTYLE and PROPERTY. 

If you want an example of the Beauty of Title 21 provisional standards,  Just use the 
Fred Meyer Parking lot on Benson and Old Seward Highway.
Title 21 took away so many spaces, and directed the traffic so inefficiently, it is a
continual Snarl.  Fred Meyer paid a lot of money to create their required parking & 
 traffic snarl. 

Please show common sense, PROTECT those who are depending on you to 
PROTECT them, and keep these special interest groups in perspective. 

Gerard Farkas 
4817 Wesleyan Drive 
Anchorage, AK  99508 
929-1649 wk

Gerard Farkas 
Investment Advisor Representative   
Financial Planning       Wealth Management 
________________________________________________________________
Securities and Advisory Services offered through KMS Financial Services, Inc.
907-929-1649     877-456-1649     Fax 907-338-4522 
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From:  Ilona Farr [mailto:afmc4045@yahoo.com]
Sent:  Thursday, January 24, 2013 10:13 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 21 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am opposed to Title 21 and any more government regulation. We have enough rules and regulations 
that are hard to keep up with and comply with now when it comes to building or remodeling! In addition to 
state, local and federal requirements we have individual homeowners covenant requirements and peer 
pressure from our neighbors. Anchorage will not thrive with regulations that dictate a certain number of 
windows on a house, a minimum number of plants in a yard, garages facing a certain way,or by forcing 
businesses to have buildings close to the streets. Building codes will become so restrictive if Title 21 
passes that it will be hard to build a house of your own design, and will make it difficult to sell the home 
you own now in the future.  

The more rules there are, the more people will leave and the less prosperous our city will become. It is 
going to be so much extra work and expense for the city and assembly with people/developers petitioning 
and suing the city for change if Title 21 passes it will be a nightmare for the assembly, city departments, 
and the Mayor. 

Please vote no on Title 21!! 

Ilona Farr MD 
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Jim Fergusson Comments 
1 of 2 

1. Chapter 21.01, Page 1 Line 5 and 6. The proposed effective date of the new version of
Title 21 does not allow enough time for the industry to become knowledgeable and or
informed with the new code. It is not uncommon for a project to take multiple years
during the land procurement and design. At a minimum the effective date should be
Jan 2nd, 2015. The earlier date does not provide adequate time for printing and
distribution of the new code and/or training of the MOA staff. Based on prior
experience with planning staff I would predict 3 months at a minimum before
anything would be ready for distribution. Also how is the new Title 21 going to be
available for the public? Another significant reason for postponing the effective date
is that we do not even have a schedule of when the Land Use Map will be available.

2. Chapter 21.02.040 Page 14 line 32 Urban Design Commission (UDC) The UDC has out
lived its usefulness and should be allowed to sunset. Its functions can easily be
handled by the PZC. This will streamline the process. Also there is confusion in
determining what is submitted to P&Z and what is submitted to UDC. Currently the
South Anchorage HS Football stadium is before P&Z while the other H/S stadiums
being discussed are scheduled to appear before UDC. It is bad policy to have two
boards involved with land use issues; this will lead to inconsistency between the two
bodies.

3. Chapter 21.04.070 D.6 page 146 line 39 Delete from the list of “non center uses
prohibited” “vehicle sales and rentals”. This would allow car dealers to utilize the
“Commercial Center Overlay” District. This is very common in the lower 48 and there is
no reason to not allow it here.

4. Chapter 21.05.060 B.4.b line 18 page 231 Change “screening fence” to “sight obscuring
fence”. In Chapter 14 the following fence definitions are listed:

  Fence, Screening (Opaque) A fence, including any gates, constructed of solid material,  
  typically consisting of wood, through which no visual images or light sources may be  
  seen. 
  Fence, Semi-Open A fence constructed with openings between materials used in its  
  construction, such that less than 75percent [%] of a visual image or light source may be  
  seen through the fence. 
  Fence, Sight Obscuring A fence constructed such that less than 25 percent of a visual  
  image or light source may be seen through the fence. Openings in such fence shall not  
  exceed 25 percent in any one square foot of vertical surface area that is more than eight  
  inches above grade. 

5. Chapter 21.05.060 E.7.iii line 43 page 248 Change “screening fence” to “sight obscuring
fence”.

6. Chapter 21.05.060 E.8.b.ii.B line 31 Delete the paragraph in total. Why do we need a
maximum height of a snow pile?

7. Chapter 21.07.040 F.4.b line 35 snow storage page 334 We recognize the time and
effort that has gone into this particular topic. The proposed solution presented here is
not workable in the real world. A professional registered engineer, architect or land
surveyor is not an expert in snow fall. What criteria are they to use and what criteria
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Jim Fergusson Comments 
2 of 2 

is the planning department going to use to determine the adequacy to “accommodate
the plowed snow in an average year”? This is a kick the can down the road type of
answer. We see only two workable solutions. Either continue the current practice of
allowing snow storage in the required parking area or specify a percentage of required
parking area that will be set a side for snow storage. In our opinion the current policy
of allowing snow storage in required parking provides the best balanced approach. It
worked reasonably well in the record snow year of 2012. Setting a side additional
land for snow storage is a waste of our most precious resource, land.

8. Chapter 21.07.040 F 4.f line 9 page 335This paragraph should be deleted as it is an
unreasonable expense with little or no benefit.

9. Chapter 21.07.080 .C.2 line 44 page 359 Per Alaska Statute others than licensed
landscape architects can prepare landscape drawings. Delete “licensed landscape
architects” and insert licensed professionals.

10. Chapter 21.07.080 Site Enhancement Landscaping line ?? page 107 Delete this
requirement as it is prohibitively expensive and would require that you clear cut the site
so that you could install the “Site Enhancement Landscaping”.

11. Chapter 21.07.080 .3.b.i.page 119 Construction Fence Clarify this paragraph to indicate
that 4 foot plastic fencing is specifically allowed.

12. Chapter 21.07.080 4.b.2 line 8 page 371 Clarify the paragraph to require that the
guarantee will be released immediately after the inspection is passed.

13. Chapter 21.07.080 page 147 line 23 dumpster screening add language that this
paragraph will not be required until after the Title 21 User’s Guide is approved and
accepted by PZC.

14. Chapter 21.07.120 line 25 page 455 thru line 14 page 461 Commercial Design
Standards In a period when the citizens are demanding a smaller government why are
we creating a new program? Currently the Planning Department cannot issue permits
in a timely manner and they want to develop a new entire department so they can
practice architecture? They cannot issue a commercial permit in less than 6 weeks.
Their resources should go into handling the issues they currently have in a prompt
manner and not be looking at expanding a bureaucracy. There has been no hue and
cry from the public. This is a solution looking for a problem.

15. Chapter 21.08.030 H.8.i line 13 page 474 change “bioloqical” (sic) to geotechnical.
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Title 21 Rewrite

From: JoEllen Lottsfeldt [JoEllen@alaska.net]
Sent: Tuesday, January 15, 2013 5:00 PM
To: Title 21 Rewrite; !MAS Assembly Members
Subject: William Frost Comments Chapter 7 Title 21

January 15, 2013 

To whom it may concern, 

I have reviewed the December 18, 2012, Municipality of Anchorage (MOA) Assembly Committee Draft Tit
21 Chapter 7 annotations.   My comments address stream protection setbacks. 

4. Buffer/Setback Requirements 

d. Water Bodies

No colored annotations are present that reflects the provisionally-adopted 50-foot buffer along 
streams and tributaries.  The Title 21 Rewrite should fully reflect the provisionally adopted 50-foot 
buffer and the MOA decision to retain the 25-foot buffer that is currently code. 

The benefit of a 50-foot buffer to reduce flood damage and protect fish habitat is well documented.
The use of 25-foot buffers cause accelerated surface erosion allowing pollutants to enter a 
waterbody (Rice et al. 1971).   A 25-foot wide buffer provides little protection of a waterbody. 
Existing literature has shown that buffers necessary to protect streams should be a minimum of 50 
to 100 feet wide (Castelle et al. 1994).   

The June 15, 2012, Memorandum from the MOA, Community Development Department Planning 
Division (CDDPD) to the Planning and Zoning Commission, page 12 states, “When compared, the 
50-foot setback increases the number of properties affected by a stream setback by 692 lots, or one 
(1) percent of total lots in the Anchorage Bowl.”  Retaining the 25-foot buffer to protect 1 percent 
of Anchorage property owners from additional regulation ignores the needs of the entire community 
of land owners.  Poorly regulated buffers increase the costs due to flood damage and may be passed 
on to all property owners by increased insurance rates.  Because of declining federal spending, 
damage incurred to property owners along waterbodies caused by poorly regulated stream buffers 
may not be covered by the federal government in future flood events.  Please consider implementing 
the 50-foot buffer while incorporating the recommended CDDPD, Ways to Implement a 50-foot 
Setback Avoiding Impacts on Individual Properties (Pages 14 through 17). 

6. Development Standards 

b. Activities, Uses, and Structures Allowed in a Required Water Course or Wetland Setback 
Without Prior Approval, Unless Specifically Noted

Snow Storage: the proposal to allow snow storage within 10-feet of a waterbody under the 
conditions of 21.07.040f may be unenforceable and does not take into consideration the 
management of runoff and pollutants that are entrained in the runoff.  The Alaska Department of 
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Environmental Conservation Best Management Practice for snow storage sites recommends a 
minimum 50-foot wide vegetated buffer from streams.  Snow storage within 10-feet of a 
waterbody that support fish should not be allowed. 

Sincerely,

William Frost 
225 E. 11th Ave 
Anchorage, AK 99501 
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From:  Kari Gardey [mailto:kari@ak.net]
Sent:  Tuesday, January 29, 2013 12:36 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Pass Title 21 

Dear Assembly,

I am writing to ask you to please vote for the provisionally adopted Title 21. I love this city and have
chosen to raise my family here, but there are so many planning and landscape issues that only bring it
down. Our city will benefit from the provisions set forth in title 21. It is time to stop delaying and take
care of business, pass the publically approved Title 21.

Thank you, Kari
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From:  Barbara Garner [mailto:bebg42@me.com]
Sent:  Tuesday, February 12, 2013 2:41 PM 
To:  World Wide Web Municipal Clerk 
Subject:  Title 21 Testimony 

February 11, 2013 

To:  Mayor, Assembly members 
Fr:  Barbara B Garner, U-Med Gateway Neighborhood resident since 1967 
Re: Title 21 Rewrite 

This is a request asking that action be delayed on the Title 21 rewrite until citizens can review the lengthy documents, 
the recent rewrite by the assembly and other administration designees separate from the previous eight year 
community process.   

Varied Notes: 

• We must consider the legacy we will provide for Anchorage.  This is a northern latitude city.  I attended circumpolar 
conferences here, where other countries presented amazing developments that enhance life for its citizens.  This Title 
21 rewrite requires a 21st century plan!  It is being ignored by the Assembly committee. 

• Anchorage is in a grand physical setting, however the city created by humans is not beautiful — far from it.  It has 
not matched the mountains that provide a stunning background.  Remove blinders, have a long look into all areas of 
the city.  The need for improvements is loud!   

• Years ago when this family queried zoning practices in Anchorage, questioning why it appeared to resemble a 
child's 'hop-scotch'game — the answer: large landowners and developers determined uses, zoning for their 
properties.  From recent hearings, that influence continues!   

• I've watched housing projects constructed, problem results, lack of oversight, developers fleeing the state.  We who 
have remained, attempt to right the wrongs, dismayed with previous planning, inspection divisions.  Even the Rescue 
Mission was allowed in a B-3 zone on Tudor Road by an MOA signature as a church.  No concern it was not legal for 
100 homeless men in what actually was an overnight shelter with a tiny chapel.  It has been a two decade disruption 
for nearby neighborhoods, greenbelts. 

Amendments: 

•  Southern light is necessary for our winter health, cannot be ignored.  Maintain sun access.    

•  Stream setbacks determined by developers long ago must not continue.  Water quality diminished with property 
owners fouling creeks.   
  Still happens with large and small streams. 

•  Setback locations resembling greenbelts are necessary for all waters in the city.  At the least, a 50 ft setback attempt 
will improve stream health.  No private landowners should be allowed to own any part of our creeks! 

•  Sidewalks: Still none on this 25 mph residential street, labeled as one with highest traffic counts in the city.  It still 
has not been engineered, does not have curbs/gutters.  One street in this U-Med Gateway Neighborhood imitates 
backroads I've traveled in Guatemala, Tanzania, Indonesia. 

•  Restore Mixed Use Districts [uses I support], a need for food markets in walkable neighborhoods, especially this U-
Med area — currently a food desert!  In this residential zone there is a high level of non-motorized traffic.  Residents 
use bus service for grocery shopping, walking on this busy street without sidewalks while carrying plastic shopping 
bags, for blocks!  In warmer weather the streets are the playground for children. 
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•  Anchorage's senior population is increasing, one of the fastest per capita in the USA!  Sidewalks?  Of course.  Rural 
areas could have simple pathways off the road. Walking is healthy!  Seniors attempt walking almost daily, during 
winter too. 

• Maintain strong landscaping standards with plenty of trees. Multiplexes in this mixed zone neighborhood still do 
not incorporate landscaping, some without grass, some with weeds/dirt!  Several 'plexes have Out-of-State owners, 
not interested in their property's appearance.  Trees, shrubs missing!  Spruces absorb traffic borne air quality toxics in 
this heavy traffic zone, yet a large wooded area was recently clearcut, with MOA approval!   

•  Dumpsters are used at 'plexes.  Contain them, hide them, do not grandfather them. They overflow with middle-of-
the-night visitors, lids open, trash on the ground, ravens enjoy. 

•  Require developers to provide all property infrastructure/improvements, such as Portland has regulated.  Takes the 
tax burden off homeowners.  If developers cannot financially meet project criteria then they should not attempt.  They 
could lower the profit margin.   

The provisional Title 21 rewrite by multiple citizens over the past decade has my support.  Let citizens address your 
version of the rewrite.  Discuss openly.  No rush to approve!  My brief perusal indicates amendments are needed! 

Direct the rewrite toward a 21st century, northern latitude city that will match the mountains! 
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From:   madeleine grant [mailto:madeleine_grant@yahoo.com]  
Sent:   Tuesday, January 29, 2013 6:56 AM 
To:   !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  The REAL Title 21! 

Hello Hard Working Assembly Members: 

This supervoter (Turnagain) wants to express my strong feeling that the original Title 21- 
provisionally accepted- of & by the people should be voted for & not what was reworked 
by 1 consultant chosen by 1 mayor. 

Design matters & affects all of our lives in many ways: health, economics, beauty, 
accessibility 

Please support the REAL Title 21 that so many worked so hard on.  

I have not previously sent an email but have been thinking about this for months. 
No response is needed- I understand you are busy- & obviously will be observing process 
& votes 

thanks for all your work 

Madeleine Grant 
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From:  Chuck Green [mailto:chuckg@alaska.com]
Sent:  Sunday, January 20, 2013 5:04 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 21 

Title 21

To the Anchorage Assembly, 

The Title 21 debate has been very contentious.  There is a large segment of the population 
opposing it. The concept of private property is based on natural law and guaranteed by the 
Constitution. Title 21 affords no protection for private property rights. If anyone usurps another’s 
property for any reason the owner must be compensated. 

Title 21 does not reflect the desire of Anchorage residents. The Anchorage 20/20 plan should be 
scrapped and a new version commissioned without outside planners. Anchorage 20/20 isn’t 
gospel. The original Anchorage 20/20 was scripted by busybodies, meddlers and do-gooders that 
marginalized any dissent from the preconceived plans brought to us from outside facilitators. 
City planners can plan for municipal property to their hearts content but leave private property 
alone.

I attended the Title 21 public testimony Jan. 15th. I found it interesting that Assemblyman Hall 
said testimony will be limited. This indicates to me that this issue is getting bothersome for the 
assembly. I’d recommend putting the issue before the voters. It’s hard to understand why any 
assembly member would want to share the blame with outside planners for Title 21 disregard for 
property rights. 

The excuse that Title 21 should be passed because so many folks have put so much effort into it 
doesn’t hold water. A bad idea shouldn’t be employed just because a lot of time was invested in 
it. 

I sincerely hope you consider these thoughts when you next consider what action to take on Title 
21.

A concerned citizen 
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Title 21 Rewrite

From: Dawn Groth [anchoragesaferoutes4u@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 12, 2013 6:30 AM
To: !MAS Assembly Members; Title 21 Rewrite
Subject: Title 21 rewrite
Attachments: T21 bike ped comments.doc

February 12, 2013

Anchorage Assembly
wwmas@muni.org
title21@muni.org

Re: Title 21 rewrite.

Assembly members;

I support the recommendations submitted by the AMATS Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee. I also
submit the specific changes I encourage you to make.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Dawn Groth
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February 12, 2013 

Anchorage Assembly 
wwmas@muni.org 
title21@muni.org 

Re: Title 21 rewrite. 

Assembly members; 

I support the recommendations submitted by the AMATS Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory 
Committee.  I also submit the specific changes I encourage you to make. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Dawn Groth 
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Require pedestrian facilities on both sides of all streets in urban district. 

o In the A District, retain the Provisionally Adopted T21 provisions for pedestrian 
facilities on both sides of all streets (restore E.2.b and E.2.c); and

o Delete the P& Z Commission language allowing discretionary deletion of 
sidewalks where not explicitly required in a plan on both sides of the street 
(21.07.060.E.2.g.i-iv).

Where roads cannot be connected, strengthen pedestrian connections without a 
burden-of-proof; and don’t allow pass-the-buck avoidance of trail dedications. 

o Regarding both the A and B districts: retain the Provisionally Adopted T21 
language to design roads to discourage cut-through traffic on local streets (D.2.f);

o Delete or refine the trail dedication language of 21.08.040.D to avoid losing a trail 
dedication on the excuse that a better one may come along later;  

o Retain the Provisionally Adopted T21 language to provide pedestrian connections 
where roads or long cul-de-sacs cannot be connected (D.2.g) (Delete the P&Z 
Commission language in this section.) (21.07.060.E.2.h.i-iv). 

In the large lot areas, provide for pedestrian facilities on local streets where needed; 
and ensure adequate 20’wide or wider easements for trail access to Chugach State 
Park

o Regarding the B district (Hillside and large lot areas); 
add to the language of 21.07.060.E.2.d to note that pedestrian sidewalks or paths 
may be required on local streets during future upgrades or platting, to serve as a 
safe, convenient feeder system to the paths mapped in the HDP as a district-wide 
pedestrian network;

o For trail access to Chugach State Park, leave the minimum easement width at 20 
feet for access ways, as in the Provisionally Adopted T21. (21.080.040.D).  These 
access easements are in lieu of road access, with far less width or impacts to 
neighbors.  The width is needed for proper alignment (because these are areas of 
steep terrain and bedrock), and also for safe two-way travel and wildlife 
avoidance.

Page 88 through 91 
21.03.190 STREET AND TRAIL REVIEW 

203 of 398



Page 3 of 6 

The Street and Trail Review section gives a clear process for public review of 
street and trail review. It could be improved by clearer statements of the link 
between street and trail projects and the transportation and land use policies of 
the comprehensive plan:  Paying for roads is a huge expense for the city that 
determines the land use patterns and influences the health, safety, and quality of 
life of all its citizens.  We should all have say in how these are developed. 

It is encouraging to see the statement “Public outreach is an essential part of 
context-sensitive solutions (CSS), and is expected to have been conducted prior 
to submitting an application.” 

This section would be improved with the phrases shown in bold below restored or 
added. 

21.03.190    Page 88 
REVIEW7[RESERVED]
8A.Purpose 
9Streets are a significant investment in the municipality’s infrastructure and [
ESTABLISH LONG-TERM  
10LAND USE PATTERNS AND HAVE LASTING IMPACTS ON NEARBY 
PROPERTIES AND THE health, safety, and quality of life of the COMMUNITY AT 
LARGE]. Streets and trails are not only  
11utilitarian, but [ALSO ADD LASTING VALUE TO THE COMMUNITY] convey the 
image of the municipality [ TO  
12ALL USERS]. These important parts of the municipality’s fabric benefit by oversight 
and concurrence  
13in the design decisions by citizen bodies that are represented by the planning and 
zoning  
14commission and the urban design commission. All transportation projects are required 
to identify  
15functional and design issues early in the process and include public input at various 
stages of the  
16project. In addition, projects meeting certain thresholds are required to include the 
planning and  
17zoning commission and urban design commission in the review and approval process, 
and are subject to public hearings.

18B.Street Review 
191.Applicability and Overview 
... 
24zoning commission, as indicated below and in table 21.03-4. The stages are: 
25a.The concept report or equivalent, distributed to the planning and zoning  
26commission and community councils impacted as an information item; 

Ch 3, page 89, lines 20-26 
Section 21.03.190.3.f 

Add the assurance of public hearings when significant impacts to the public are 
likely: 
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A public hearing at the draft design study report and plans in hand design  
21drawings phases will be held for collector or larger roads and for major upgrades to other roads that 
significantly change traffic speed, volume or patterns; or impact the natural environment or non-
motorized travel and safety. Otherwise,  a public hearing may be held at the discretion of the planning 
and zoning  
22commission. The planning and zoning commission will review and act to  
23approve, approve with conditions, or return the application to the project  
24management team for additional work. Concerns and conditions raised by the  
25commission shall be specifically addressed in subsequent submittals. 

Ch 3, Page 89, lines 37-38 
Page 90, line 5 or 6 
Section 21.03.190.B.4.b  
Because roads are technical, concrete projects with immediate impacts, it is easy 
for  review bodies to focus on details and lose sight of the larger context.  The 
link between road construction and long-term land use needs to be reinforced as 
part of the review “checklist”. 
Insert a new item for review of a Design Study Report (and renumber the 
subsequent items): 

33b.As applicable,the commission’s review of the project draft design study report  
34shall include but not be limited to: 
35i.Existing conditions, including but not limited to traffic volumes; 
36ii. Transportation and land use goals and objectives from the comprehensive plan, including  the 
zoning,  land use intensity and zoning objectives specified in the district or neighborhood plans
Renumber the following items, through item xiv. 
Design standards and criteria, with specific attention to any requests for  
...

Ch 3, page 90, lines 30-35 
The purpose trail review should be as robustly-stated as the purpose of street 
review.  Add statements about the benefits to the community. The current 
wording is vague and incomplete. 

29C.Trail Review 
301.Purpose
31Trails are a basic part of the transportation infrastructure of the municipality. Trails  benefit the 
community by enabling low-cost non-motorized transportation; by improving health through 
exercise and recreation; and by reducing roadway congestion and parking needs. [THEY ARE 
USED FOR  
32TRANSPORTATION, FOR RECREATION AND LEISURE, AND ALSO PROVIDE AESTHETIC 
AND PSYCHOLOGICAL  
33BENEFITS.] Significant additions or revisions to the municipality’s trail network benefit by  
34oversight and concurrence in design decisions by the urban design commission. 

205 of 398



Page 5 of 6 

Ch 3, page 91, line 14 and line 20 
When deciding how to review trails, the impact to trail users should be a 
paramount consideration. 

13b.Notwithstanding the criteria of 2.a. above, the director may exempt new trails or 14trail
reconstruction projects from this section if the director finds, in writing, that 15the project is minor in 
scope and not likely to cause negative impacts to surrounding 16properties and neighborhoods to trail 
users. The director may also require new trails or trail 17reconstruction projects that do not meet the 
criteria of 2.a. above to be reviewed 18in accordance with this section, if the trail project is likely to 
create significant 19public interest, or cause negative impacts to surrounding properties and 
neighborhoods or to trail users.

WALKWAYS SHOULD NOT COUNT AS PRIVATE OPEN SPACE AND 
LANDSCAPING
Ch 7, Page 349, lines 9-13 
21.07.060. E.4.e 
Do not allow internal pedestrian walkways to be credited as private open space.  
They are open to public passage.  In most instances, they are as short and direct 
as possible, and do not provide significant recreation or relaxation value.  

In addition, walkways should not be double-counted as both landscaping and 
private open space as proposed in this code.  Delete lines 9-13: 

e. Walkways, Landscaping, and Open Space [ 
9 WALKWAYS SHALL BE CREDITED TOWARD A REQUIRED PRIVATE OPEN SPACE 
WHERE THEY ARE 
10 CONTIGUOUS. A WALKWAY THAT CROSSES A REQUIRED LANDSCAPING BED (AT OR 
NEAR
11 PERPENDICULAR) SHALL BE CREDITED AGAINST THE REQUIRED LANDSCAPING 
AREA AND 
12 AMOUNT OF PLANTING MATERIAL.]

SEPARATE THE PRIVATE OPEN SPACE FROM REFUSE COLLECTION 
AREAS 
Ch 7, Page 326, lines 31-32 
21.07.030.D.3
Separation of private open space from the dumpster or trash area needs more 
than the L1 visual enhancement landscaping (which is as narrow as 5 feet); 
which is too narrow for trees or effective clustering of shrubs. Shrubs can be as 
low as 18” which is not an effective visual separation from dumpsters and 
garbage cans.  Amend lines 32-33: 

3. Physical Delineation  
31 … Private open space shall be separated from refuse  
32 collection areas by L2 screening. [L1 [L2] VISUAL ENHANCEMENT LANDSCAPING}   
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Title 21 Rewrite

From: Chris Hamre [chris@denaligc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 12, 2013 11:45 AM
To: !MAS Assembly Members; Title 21 Rewrite
Subject: Title 21 vs. Hillside District Plan Comparison
Attachments: Hillside District Plan vs. Title 21 Language.pdf

Assembly Members:

Attached please find comments regarding selected language in the Title 21 rewrite compared to related
language in the adopted Hillside District Plan.

Thank you – Chris Hamre
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February 12, 2013 

Anchorage Assembly 
wwmas@muni.org 
title21@muni.org 

Re: Assembly Ordinance (AO) 2012-124 Title 21 rewrite

Dear Assembly members: 

The signers of this letter were on the Citizens Advisory Council for the Hillside District 
Plan.  We have stayed attentive to matters concerning the Hillside and have some 
concerns regarding some parts of the Title 21 rewrite that conflict with the letter of spirit 
of the HDP.   Presented below are suggested changes with comments. 

We appreciate that the stream setbacks were set according to the clear direction of the 
HDP.  We hope you will do the same with these issues. 

Thank you, 

Chris Hamre 

Lori Davey  
Wayne Westberg 
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Ch 3, page 50 
Regarding requirements for PUDs, the proposed increase in density in Table 21-03-2 
goes against the HDP p6-35 for conservation subdivision which says “‘Number of Bonus 
Lots: Provision of bonus lots should be on a “sliding scale” ranging from a 5 to 20 
percent density increase above what base zoning and site constraints would allow.” 

Add at end of section 8.a: If any portion of a proposed PUD is located within the Hillside 
District Plan area, it shall follow the requirements for Hillside Conservation Subdivisions 
in the HDP.

Table 21-03-2 Dwelling units per gross area for R-6 allows 2/acre R-7 4.5 dua,  

STEEP SLOPE DEVELOPMENT ON INDIVIDUAL LOTS

Ch 7, page 318 
The T21 proposal to allow 60 percent disturbance on lots less than 40,000 s.f. is an acute 
concern in steep creek areas like Potter Creek.  On a lot in the range of  32,000 to 39,999 
s.f. the builder could clear more than 20,000 s.f which is greater clearing than is allowed 
on a lot from 40,000 to two acres.   

21.07.020.C.3.c  Site Disturbance Envelope 
Reduce the site disturbance limit on steep slope lots of less than 40,000 s.f. to 10,000 
s.f. or 30 percent, whichever is greater. 

Ch 7, page 319 
21.07.020.C.3.d.ii Cutting, Grading, Filling (toe of slope) 
The proposed code would allow the toe of slope or retaining wall all the way up to the 
property line along the road, presumably extending the whole length of the property line. 
This would create poor aesthetics and drainage and a very un-natural road corridor.  
Observe the 15 foot setback from the property line except as necessary for the driveway 
to connect to the street.

ii. Cut and fill slopes shall be entirely contained within the site disturbance  
4 envelope. The toe of any fill slope not utilizing an engineered retaining  
5 structure, and any engineered retaining structure shall be a minimum of  
6 15 feet from any property line, except as necessary for the driveway to connect 
to the street.
except for the property line abutting the street from which driveway access is 
taken. 
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Ch 7, page 319 
21.07.020.C.3.e Raising or lowering natural grade 
Restore the provisionally approved grade change limit of 4 feet, not 10 feet.   The 
Hillside District Plan has multiple policies to limit cut and fill; and instead to shape 
development to the terrain.  This minimizes erosion and drainage problems and protects 
native ground cover, natural hydrology, and the natural scenery.  
If, in line 12, the maximum anywhere on the lot is 10 feet, then sections i. and ii would 
become unnecessary since they address conditions to allow up to 10 feet 

Ch 7, page 319 
21.07.020.C.3.f Retaining walls 
Limit retaining walls within the site disturbance envelope to six feet.
There is no cumulative total on the grade changes allowed by parallel 15-foot retaining 
walls.  One could change the lot elevation with no limits by using parallel retaining walls. 
Retaining walls over four to six feet are generally a safety hazard to kids, pets, etc, would 
require engineering and possibly drainage approval,  and might need to be fenced, which 
would be further disturbance to aesthetics and wildlife movement..   

Ch 7, page 320,lines 7-20 
21.07.020.C.3.g Natural Drainage Patterns 
Re-charge of groundwater and creeks is not addressed in this section.  Maintaining 
natural recharge should be added as a criteria for steep slope and high elevation 
development.

Ch 7, page 320 lines 10-29, subsection I and iii.   
This section needs additional procedures to define HOW and TO WHOM an applicant 
proves that any modifications to drainage within a lot will have no significant adverse 
environmental impacts.  There should be measurable, calculable criteria for a finding of 
“no impacts”.   

Ch 7, page 321, lines 6-11, subsection 21.07.020.4.d, existing lots with slopes over 50 
percent. 
T21 should not guarantee 20,000 feet of disturbance on existing lots with 20 to  50 
percent slopes.  Some of the small lots in Paradise Valley in Potter Creek Gorge might be 
on 50 percent slopes, and above a creek is NOT a good place to clear and recontour 
20,000 s.f. Delete section 21.07.020.4.d

LARGE NONRESIDENTIAL ESTABLISHMENTS IN THE  LARGE LOT 
RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS

Ch 7, page 467, lines 14-15 
4. Buffers 13 a. L2 [L3] buffer landscaping shall be provided along all lot lines that abut a  
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14 residential zoning district lot or a street.  

The above revision is a technical correction, because the subject use is located within the 
residential district:  so the intent is to protect individual abutting lots. 

Ch 7, page 467, after line 38, add a new section: 

8. Protection of well water supply for residential uses
This section applies to uses described in section 1 and uses that 
simultaneously serve more than 40 persons, other than one-time events.  
These uses are allowed only if water and sewer are available by means other 
than on-site services: for example, by water hauling.  This is intended to
protect the groundwater for surrounding residential wells from depletion or 
contamination.  Limited groundwater supply is a natural constraint compatible 
with low-density, low-intensity residential zoning districts, and this ordinance 
is not intended to be an impetus for extension of the AWWU service 
boundary.

Local groundwater supply is a building constraint similar to steep slopes or bedrock: it 
limits the types of development.  Intensive uses that draw considerably more water than 
normal residential usage pose a threat to the sustainability of wells on the Hillside.   It can 
be difficult to test aquifer capacity for large uses without damaging surrounding wells.  
This limitation does  NOT mean that the AWWU lines ought to be extended all over the 
Hillside to any lot where a developer wants to put in a big church or school or other 
intensive use.

Ch 8, page 473 
This section makes it easy to decide not to add a pathway where it would be needed. The 
decision to eliminate the pathway requirement should also consider the safety of people 
walking along the road.  The HDP recommends in p.4-16 Hillside District Plan – 
Transportation that “roads under 500 ADT can be strip paved.”  That may be used as a 
threshold for requiring some sort of pathway at least on one side of the road. See the 
underlined text to add to this section. 

H.Subdivisions on Slopes 
1.Applicability 
This section applies to parcels to be subdivided that are five acres or more, and 
32a.Have an average slope of 20 percent or greater over the entire property; or 
33b
... 
28[ANY R]Requirements for sidewalks or pathways[TRAILS]along local streets[ROADS] 
29may be reduced or eliminated[LIMITED,]by the platting authority for roads that are 
anticipated to have less than 500 ADT.[, TO PROVIDING A  
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30 Roads that are anticipated to have more than 500 ADT may have a  
SIDEWALK/PATHWAYON ONE SIDE OF THE ROAD ONLY. IN SUCH CASE, THE 
31SIDEWALK/PATHWAYSHALL BE A MINIMUM OF 6 FEET WIDE AND 
SEPARATED 
32FROM THE ROAD].In deciding the extent of pedestrian facilities to be required, the  
33platting authority shall consider negative impacts to the terrain, the cost of 
improvements  
34in relation to the anticipated use, the needs of pedestrians, and the identification of  
35alternate locations for pedestrian facilities. 
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From: Pat Hansen [mailto:pat.hansen.ak@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 12, 2013 10:31 AM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Proposed amendment to Title 21 - Protecting Well Water 

Please see attached file
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To:  MOA Assembly members 
From:  Pat Hansen 

February 12, 2013 

Re:  changes to Title 21 to protect well water resources in the large lot residential 
districts 

Within the Rabbit Creek area there is growing concern about the possible depletion or 
contamination of residential wells by large non-residential uses.  In the past year, a large 
church has permanently drained or diminished water flow in six nearby residential wells.
There are many neighborhoods with deep wells or low-flow wells where intensive non-
residential use of ground water could have a similar result.  Obviously, lack of running 
water in one’s home is devastating to property values and everyday quality of life.

Title 21 should protect the well water supply in large lot residential districts from overuse 
by adding a new section to Title 21 under 21.07.130: 
Ch 7, page 467, after line 38, add a new section: 

Protection of well water supply for residential uses
This section applies to uses described in section 21.-7.130.B.1 and uses that 
simultaneously house or serve 15 persons or more, other than one-time events. The 
purpose of this section is to protect the groundwater for surrounding residential wells 
from depletion or contamination by not allowing the above intensive uses to operate 
using only onsite wells.   Limited groundwater supply is a natural constraint 
compatible with low-density, low-intensity residential zoning districts,  and this 
ordinance is not intended to be an impetus for extension of the AWWU service 
boundary.

Local groundwater supply is a building constraint similar to steep slopes or bedrock: it 
limits the types of development.  Intensive uses that draw considerably more water than 
normal residential usage pose a threat to the sustainability of wells on the Hillside.   It is 
difficult, if not impossible, to test aquifer capacity for large uses without damaging 
surrounding wells.

The under-15-person threshold is intended to allow the by-right medium-sized 
institutional-residential uses that are allowed in the large lot districts, such as childcare 
and adult care facilities with 3 to 8 residents and assisted living with 9 or fewer clients, 
plus a minimum 1:2 caregiver ratio.  This under-15 person threshold is a reasonable 
approximation of a very large 1 or 2-family household, given that the average household 
size in Anchorage is only about 3 persons. 

This limitation does NOT mean that the AWWU lines ought to be extended all over the 
Hillside to any lot where a developer wants to build a large church or school or other 
intensive use.  This limitation may be surmountable if the large use is located on large 
enough acreage, and in an area with a proven high water table and high water yield.  In 
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order to permit large non-residential uses in the onsite areas of the municipality, the 
MOA should require mapping of groundwater resources and should work out an acreage 
table under which uses with water needs higher than typical family use can locate on 
large acreage. 

We hope you will amend Title 21 to protect well water supplies in the large lot residential 
district.

Sincerely,
Pat Hansen 
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From: Marilyn [mailto:lostinspace@matnet.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 15, 2013 5:41 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  AO 2012 - 124 Land Use Planning 

When I first settled in Anchorage in 1978, I remember thinking it was a rather odd looking town.  
Then the rapid growth and haphazard development in the ‘80’s and ‘90’s had me concerned 
about what an unattractive and unfriendly city Anchorage had become. We are lucky to be 
surrounded by such beautiful scenery but the city is a mess.  Then came the Anchorage 2020 
plan.  I participated in some of those meetings and felt good about Anchorage getting on the 
right track. 

Now 10 years later we’re looking at a Title 21 rewrite that bears little resemblance to what was 
envisioned in Anchorage 2020. 

Please approve the provisionally adopted Title 21 that went through a lengthy public review and 
is chock full of compromises. 

Most developers don’t care about neighborhoods or families and the children growing up in 
them.  All they care about is their bottom line. 

I don’t have a hidden agenda.  I just want to have a livable city as my home. 

Sincerely,
Marilyn Houser 
2411 Ingra Street 
Anchorage, AK 99508 
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From: Christine Hutchison [mailto:design1@gci.net]
Sent: Friday, January 25, 2013 3:22 PM
To: !MAS Assembly Members
Subject: Title 21 rewrite

I am not clear on the reason why the anchorage municipal assembly wants to take
on more and more government. Unless there are serious zoning problems, why add
more and more unnecessary layers of government!! Thank you, Christine Hutchison
281 Juliussen street, Kenai, AK 99611

Sent from my iPhone
907 252 7442
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From:  fred [mailto:janvrin2003@aol.com]
Sent:  Monday, January 28, 2013 9:42 AM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 21 

Dear Assembly Members, 

When my husband retired, we sold our family home in Spenard and began to travel. 
Now we are looking for a condo in Anchorage. As avid walkers, we will only consider 
buying in an area that has sidewalks, connectivity to trails and paths, and is close to 
amenities. Our choices are limited.  You couldn’t be more wrong to think that people 
don’t want or are unwilling to pay for these things. It’s what makes cities more attractive 
and livable and especially keeps people from leaving as they grow older. Please 
approve the provisionally adopted Title 21. It’s the smart thing to do.

Cathy Janvrin
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From: Jeff [mailto:the49thstate@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2013 7:56 PM
To: !MAS Assembly Members
Subject: Title 21 re do

Don't amend to turn Anchorage into Wasilla!

Sent from my iPhone
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From:   Dolly [mailto:dollyjens@gci.net]  
Sent:   Friday, February 01, 2013 5:02 PM 
To:   !MAS Assembly Members; Mayor Sullivan 
Subject:  Title 21 

Dear Mayor and Assembly Members: 

Anchorage has become a city of strip malls and denuded landscapes.  As an asthma and 
COPD sufferer, when the wind blows in Anchorage, my health declines.  We have had 
little snow or rain to dampen the dust this year, so my problem, and likely many others, 
have experienced increased health issues.

A timely Compass piece by Robin Smith in today's ADN pretty much sums it up, but I 
would add that we too would like to see the public comment period extended, and that 
our city adhere to the previous plan set forth by the Urban Design Commission.  The 
Commission worked long and hard to put forth plans that would increase the beauty of 
Anchorage---not decrease it.  Our leaders want to see increased tourism to the State.  Do 
we really want visitors to observe the ugliness that this urban sprawl has produced, 
accompanied by the myriads of dead plantings around our city?  It seems that Anchorage 
can still achieve progress without the ruination of it's natural beauty.  Please keep Title 
21.

Thank you for your time, 

Dolly and Mike Jens 
Anchorage.
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From:  Carol [mailto:vegas.girl@yahoo.com]
Sent:  Tuesday, January 22, 2013 1:48 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 21 

1/22/13
Assembly Members: 
Please keep in mind as you go through this very controversial document that the more 
restrictions and rules you burden business and individuals with on what they can and cannot do 
with their own property, the more you hurt our economy and cause health problems dues to the 
stress.  There are already way too many expensive permits, restrictions, etc. on the public.
Developers, builders and businesses pass the costs onto their clients.  That puts more and more 
properties, homes, business properties out of financial reach for so many people.  It squashes 
small businesses and puts small businesses out of business, which leads to unemployment.  
Crime increases when people are financially and emotionally stressed.   
By keeping businesses and neighborhoods separate, it creates more pollution because people 
have to drive farther to commute, more financial burden and causes urban sprawl. 

So, you see, Title 21 should probably be scraped. 

Thank you. 

Carol Jensen 
10821 Baronik St 
Anchorage, AK 99516 
Email: vegas.girl@yahoo.com
Ph: 244-1979 
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From:  Matt Johnson [mailto:mattjohnson@resdat.com]
Sent:  Tuesday, February 12, 2013 11:24 PM 
To: !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  the cost of Title 21 

Assembly Members:

Thank you for hearing my testimony on Title 21 several weeks ago. To recap, I represented North Star
Community Council and stated for the record the North Star CC approved a resolution asking the
Assembly to respect the public process and hew closely to the provisionally adopted, “People’s Title 21”.

I spoke further as a private citizen to rebut the argument made by development interests that Title 21
doesn’t “pencil out”. My view is working families are the primary economic drivers in the Anchorage
market. Any land use policy that places the narrow, short term profits of a particular industry above the
market demands of Anchorage’s working families is upside down.

Mr. Trombley asked me a follow up question, to the effect of “what do we tell the people who can’t
afford to rent or buy a property because the developer must charge more to cover construction costs?”
In response I would make the following points:

The annotated version of T21 on the Assembly’s web site includes a section on economic
impacts. The conclusion: Title 21 has zero net impact on the cost of development.

In my many years as a homeowner in Anchorage I’ve seen property values and building costs
fluctuate dramatically. These fluctuations were the result of many factors, including the price of
oil, and costs of materials such as lumber and copper. Land use regulations had nothing to do
with it.

With regard to dramatic fluctuations on property values, the higher quality developments
weathered the storm of value downturns much better than poorly constructed properties.

A few years ago a 12 plex was built on our block in Midtown. Each unit had less than half the square
footage of our 1965 era home. The least expensive ground floor unit was priced to sell at twice what we
paid for our house and yard, purchased just eight years prior. Upper floors were priced at three times
what we paid. All units were sold before the development was complete.

Based on these observations I simply don’t believe that the provisionally adopted version of T21 would
have a meaningful impact on the costs of development in Anchorage. Other factors have a much larger
impact.

I ask the Assembly to put working families first, and preserve the people’s version of Title 21.

Matt Johnson
Anchorage, Alaska
mattjohnson@resdat.com
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Title 21 Rewrite

From: Toni M Jones [tmjones@alaska.com]
Sent: Monday, February 11, 2013 9:40 AM
To: Title 21 Rewrite; !MAS Assembly Members
Subject: Title 21 rewrite
Attachments: COM21 Toni Jones Purpose Statements v2 - 2-11-13.pdf

Dear Chair Hall and Members of the Assembly:

I have attached for your consideration comments regarding the latest version of Title
21. I would appreciate your review and consideration of my comments.

My hope is that the Assembly will finally adopt Title 21 revisions, especially revisions
that align with Anchorage 2020.

Also, as you struggle with the budget again this year, I encourage you to try to imagine
how much has been spent in tax dollars and other revenue sources to move Title 21
forward for nearly 10 years. There have been costs for staff time and other resources
(printing, etc.), consultants, and other contractors. Not to mention all the time that the
public, boards, commissions, and the assembly has spent on this issue. I think you will
agree, it is now time to complete the process. I especially appreciate the time
commitment of the Title 21 Committee members who have worked on this issue
tirelessly for so long. That takes commitment!

Thank you for your time and commitment. I have enjoyed working with many of you
over the years.

Kind Regards,

Toni J.M. Jones
907 441 4917

tmjones@alaska.com

Attachment
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Toni J.M. Jones 
1619 Florida Avenue 
Saint Cloud, Florida  34769 

February 11, 2013 

Anchorage Assembly 
title21@muni.org
wwmas@muni.org

Re: Title 21 rewrite. 

Dear Assembly members: 

I have been involved with Anchorage land use planning for over 30 years. In case you have 
forgotten, you were kind to honor me by naming 1981 to 2011 as the “Toni Jones Era of 
Anchorage Planning.”  It remains as I said then, I am not done yet. 

The ongoing saga of the rewrite of Anchorage’s land use code remains of interest to me.  I 
was involved with that as chair of the Planning and Zoning Commission through 2010 when 
the Assembly was provisionally adopting chapters of the code.  Since then I have remained 
attentive.

The current document is much different than the product that was provisionally adopted, 
better in some ways, but not all.  I am very concerned about the removal of many of the 
‘Purpose’ statements.  These statements are important. 

Where the Purpose statements reiterate the goals of the Comprehensive Plan, they make 
Title 21 a more complete stand alone document.  The Purpose statements assist a user of 
the code in understanding the general flow and intent of the detailed code that follows.

More important, though, is their use in the case of ambiguous situations.  These are not 
unusual occurrences in the cases that come before the PZC.   If the intent of the language in 
the ordinance is an issue and the language is unclear, the PZC will look at the purpose 
statements to try to determine what the interpretation of the ordinance should be when they 
are deciding the case.  If the Purpose statements are not complete, the resulting decision 
may not reflect the direction the comprehensive plan requires. 

The Purpose statements should reflect all of the land use goals of Anchorage’s 
Comprehensive Plans and all of the intent of the Assembly in its decisions on this document. 

The Purpose Statements should be returned to those that were in the provisionally adopted 
version of Title 21.  Those were much more complete than the truncated statements in the 
version in front of you now. 
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Chapter 14 states clearly the role of the Purpose statements:  “Statements of purpose or 
intent in this title are provided to guide interpretation and understanding  of the legislative 
intent behind the substantive regulations of this title. Purpose and intent statements are not 
substantive requirements, but rather provide a context whereby the provisions of this title are 
understood.”

Given this, it is surprising to see deleted from Chapter 1 statements such as these: 

18 A. Encouraging the efficient use of existing infrastructure and the available land supply in the 
19 municipality, including redevelopment [OF UNDERUTILIZED LAND];
20 B. [PROMOTING A BALANCED,] Encouraging a diverse supply of [AFFORDABLE,] quality 
housing 
21 located in safe [AND LIVABLE] neighborhoods; 
....
35 H. Encouraging development of an [SUSTAINABLE AND] accessible system of recreational 
36 facilities, parks, trails, and [NATURAL] open space that meets [YEAR-ROUND] neighborhood 
37 and community-wide needs; 
38 I. Promoting [COMPACT] development in city centers and infill areas so as to create efficient 
travel 
39 patterns; ...

5 K. Promoting a pattern of land use and development upon which to provide for adequate 
6 transportation, water supply, sewerage, and other public facilities [FACILITATING THE 
7 ADEQUATE AND SAFE PROVISION OF TRANSPORTATION, WATER, SEWAGE, 
DRAINAGE,
8 SCHOOLS, PARKS, AND OTHER PUBLIC FACILITIES]; and 
9 L. Encouraging land and transportation development patterns that promote public health and 
safety 
10 [AND OFFER TRANSPORTATION CHOICES].

The deleted phrases are core to the goals of our Comprehensive Plan. 

In Chapter 4, the deletions are shocking given their fundamental connection to planning 
goals not just in Anchorage, but universally.  These goals come not only from Anchorage 
2020, but are repeated in plans that have been adopted by the Assembly since then. 

14 21.04.020 RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS 
15 A. General Purpose/Intent 

3. Conserve residential lands for housing by limiting conversion of the residential land base 
2 to non-residential uses[, AND BY ENCOURAGING RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT TO 
3 OCCUR AT OR NEAR ZONED DENSITIES AND AT LOCATIONS AND DENSITIES IN 
4 THE ADOPTED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN]; 

9 [PROVIDE LIGHT, AIR, PRIVACY, AND OPEN SPACE FOR EACH RESIDENTIAL 
10 DWELLING, AND PROTECT RESIDENTS FROM THE HARMFUL EFFECTS OF 
11 EXCESSIVE NOISE, GLARE AND LIGHT POLLUTION, TRAFFIC CONGESTION, AND 
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12 OTHER SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE EFFECTS;] 

22 [PROTECT STREAM CORRIDORS, WETLANDS, AND OTHER IMPORTANT NATURAL 
23 RESOURCES FROM THE ADVERSE IMPACTS OF RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT;] 

The Purpose statements in Chapter 7 were substantially removed.  The irony here, is that 
just after the Purpose statements, is the important section on Alternative Equivalent Design.
This section states that:

8 To grant a request for alternative equivalent compliance, the decision-making body shall 
9 find that all of the following criteria are met: 
10 a. The proposed alternative design achieves the intent of the subject design 
11 standard to the same or better degree than the subject standard. 

The purpose statements deleted would provide clear evidence of the intent needed to apply 
this section. 

These are just a few of the examples that would be mistakes to eliminate.  The Purpose 
statements should be stated more closely to those that are in the provisionally adopted Title 
21.

Sincerely,

Toni J.M. Jones, 
Former Chair, 
Planning and Zoning Commission 
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From:  Barbara Karl [mailto:karlbarbara@hotmail.com]
Sent:  Thursday, February 07, 2013 2:37 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 21 

 I support adoption of the previous provisionally adopted version of Title 21. 

 Our land use ordinances should focus on the following purposes to ensure that Anchorage is a livable 
and affordable community for all: 

protect public health and safety; 
sustainable; 
compact development; 
promoting a balanced, diverse supply of affordable quality housing; 
sense of place; 
conserving the value of buildings and land; 
encouraging the retention of mature vegetation; 
protect the scale and character and unique appeal of existing...neighborhoods and...community 
areas....; 
provide light, air, privacy and open space for each residential dwelling; 
protect residents from the harmful effects of excessive noise, glare and light pollution, traffic 
congestion....; 
protect stream corridors, wetlands and other important natural resources from the adverse 
impacts of residential development. 

And the following must be part of the final version: 

- protect residential lots from shadowing by tall commercial buildings, especially in midtown; 
- restore the new 'mixed use' zoning districts; 
- stop the bleeding of commercial and office uses into industrial zones; 
- set a minimum of 50 foot setbacks for water bodies; 
- restore commercial building design standards; 
- delete the loopholes that were added to avoid building sidewalks and connecting pathways; 
- restore current lot coverage standards in low density neighborhoods. 

I want the future development of Anchorage to result in a community of which we can all be proud, one 
that will be recognized nationwide, no worldwide, as an outstanding community. 

Barbara Karl 
2400 East 16th Avenue 
Anchorage, AK 99508 
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From:   MVK [mailto:mvk@bearvalleyak.net]
Sent:   Tuesday, February 12, 2013 3:16 PM 
To:   !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Amend Title 21 

February 12, 2013 

Dear Assembly Members, 

There is a fairly large menu of specific items that are worthy of your consideration to amend. So 
many that it would not be fruitful to select one or two and expect it to make any difference in 
achieving the vision expressed in Anchorage 2020. 

None of them will matter; not building shading, not stream easements, not steep slope construction. 

The adoption of the Provisionally Adopted Title 21 with some technical and narrative fine tuning is 
the only action, in my opinion, which preserves the integrity of the public process. 

I have heard some of you offer that Provisionally Adopted meant that it was only in a holding pattern 
and substantive change was expected. While that may indeed been your thoughts, it is not a concept 
that meshes with contract negotiation protocol.  

When an Article or Section is TA’d that means that negotiations on it have ceased and that it will be 
part of the contract when the remaining articles are all approved.  

Of course, a typo or technical correction found in a TA’d Article is reopened and fixed. Many of us 
assumed that this was the case for the Provisionally Adopted Chapters in Title 21. 

The elimination of purpose statements, the changing of “shall” to “may” and other seemingly minor 
yet very meaningful signals of intent, changes everything in the event of adjudication when the 
language is not crystal clear 

From the very first work session those with special interests, including most if not all of the Planning 
& Zoning Commission, left no doubt that the biggest problem was Anchorage 2020 and the court 
decision that implementing codes and regulations need to line up with the intent of the public as 
expressed in the comprehensive plan. The Dennis Wheeler advice seemed to placate those worries. 

It may be the reason that organizations such as BOMA did not participate in the public process 
choosing instead to wait for a more advantageous time. 

Please consider amending the document before you to reflect the Provisionally Adopted Title 21. 

Mike Kenny 
17016 Aries Ct. 
Anchorage, AK 99516 
mvk@bearvalleyak.net
907.227.3993 
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From:  Mark Kimerer [mailto:mkimerer@bettisworthnorth.com]
Sent:  Thursday, February 07, 2013 9:58 AM 
To:  Jones, Barbara A. 
Cc:  Jonny Hayes 
Subject:  Website feedback 
Attachment: UDC-Kimerer-Hayes-Signed.pdf 

Hi Barbara, 

Please make the attached letter available to the Anchorage Assembly chair person.  It is in 
reference to disbandment of the MOA Urban Design Commission as you will see.  I am  hoping 
this email will be an acceptable method of delivery, but let me know if a hard copy needs to be 
sent as well. 

Thanks,

Mark Kimerer P L A /A S L A / C P S I

BETTISWORTH NORTH ARCHITECTS AND PLANNERS / 2600 DENALI STREET, SUITE 710 / ANCHORAGE, ALASKA /
T 907.561.5780 / www.bettisworthnorth.com
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DATE February 7, 2013

TO Municipal Clerk: Barbara A. Jones

632 W 6th Avenue, Suite 250, Anchorage, AK 99501

(907) 343 4311

FROM Mark Kimerer, Landscape Architect
Jonny Hayes, Landscape Architect

SUBJECT Anchorage Urban Design Commission (UDC) Disbandment

Dear Barbara,

We are Landscape Architects at Bettisworth North Architects and Planners in Anchorage.
It is part of our professional responsibility to represent clients and present projects to the
Urban Design Commission. In addition to our numerous interactions with the UDC and the
MOA planning department as practicing professionals, Mark also served as a UDC
commissioner.

It is our understanding that the Anchorage UDC is going to be disbanded and the
landscape plan review duties delegated to the Planning and Zoning Commission. Based on
our experiences, we would like to voice a few concerns:

1. The Planning and Zoning Commissioners will be responsible for learning and fully
understanding the current Title 21’s landscape code.

a. This would be in addition to the extensive amount of code material they
are already responsible for understanding and performing appropriate
reviews upon, leading to potential overloading of Commissioners.

b. As the PZC’s agenda fills up due to the additional workload, landscape
plan review cases are likely to be postponed. This is a main concern as
projects will be unduly hampered by this as it will affect their schedules
and budgets.

c. Due to the amount of projects that PZC currently reviews and the
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potential lack of familiarity with site and landscape issues, the likelihood
that projects receive an appropriate and valuable review is lessened.

2. The UDC has typically been made up of professionals that are accustomed to, and
understand the function of landscape in public projects. UDC commissioners
benefit from experiences working as civil engineers, landscape architects,
architects and site construction contractors. This allows an efficient and effective
dialogue during the review process and provides for a more meaningful and
successful project.

a. PZC should include a licensed Landscape Architect, or an affiliate
professional, on it to improve the review process for landscape plans.

3. With the improvements in new Title 21 landscape code, perhaps the landscape
plan review can take place administratively within the planning department for
cases that planning staff deem necessary. In all other instances a review would
move on to PZC.

a. The MOA Planning Staff has a long history of working through projects,
from initial public involvement efforts through the final review. Planning
staff would provide comment, interact, review and approve at the
administrative level many of the projects that follow the current UDC
process. This would alleviate many of the concerns we have noted above.

Sincerely,

Mark Kimerer, ASLA

Jonny Hayes, ASLAonny Hayeeeees,s,s,s,ss,ssssssss,ssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss AASLA
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From:   Susan C. Klein [susancklein@icloud.com] 
Sent:   Tuesday, February 12, 2013 2:21 PM 
To:   !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Submitting comments on Title 21 from Susan Klein 
Attachments: Title 21 comments from Susan Klein,pdf  

Dear Assembly members,  

Attached are my comments concerning public process within the rewrite of Title 21 and also on 
the need to retain the Urban Design Commission.  Thank you for reading my submission and 
taking it into consideration when weighing revisions to Title 21. 

Susan Klein 

907-441-7056
susancklein@icloud.com
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From:  climb@pobox.alaska.net [mailto:climb@pobox.alaska.net]
Sent:  Monday, January 28, 2013 4:31 PM 
To:   !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 21 and "democracy" 

Dear Assembly Members: 

After having attended the first Title 21 public hearing several weeks 
ago, we are out of town and sorry not to be able to testify at the 
second or third ones, now that the third has been set for January 29.
According to the Anchorage Citizens Coalition, the Chair would have 
preferred February 12, but Ms. Ossiander and Mr. 
Trombley wanted it to be on the already overcrowded agenda for January 
29; and then testimony will be closed. 

If this is the case, it is very disappointing, because Ms. Ossiander 
was the one who was so insistent that every bit of public testimony be 
heard on Proposition 64, to prohibit discrimination against same-sex 
couples in the MOA, even when it involved hundreds of people who were 
not MOA residents who were bused in from the Valley and who all 
testified the same thing against gay people.  We know because we were 
there for every meeting that summer. 

In fact, the whole idea of using "democracy" to further a particular 
goal is disappointing.  Despite Ms. O.'s recent assertions of public 
process, the fact remains that after years of public process, under 
this administration a no-bid consultant with known pro-business views 
was brought in to overhaul Title 21 to be more what developers wanted, 
and these provisions put through the P&Z Commission (whose meetings we 
have also attended). 

As citizens of Anchorage, we want to live in a livable northern city, 
as well as one that displays tolerance and equality.  This is the 
future, while some people with narrow economic and political interests 
and greed are trying to keep us in the 
past.   We urge you to vote for the provisional Title 21, and in the 
process show 
us that you are there for the will of the people. 

Jean Kollantai 
Bernhard Richert 
Churchill Dr., Anchorage 
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From:  jkonigsberg [mailto:jkberg@gci.net]  
Sent:   Tuesday, January 22, 2013 4:09 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Support for improving Title 21 
Importance:  High 

I think Anchorage can do much more to improve its built-environment for 
the benefits of its residents and remaining natural values, such as riparian 
areas.  So, I support changes to Title 21 that will accomplish these goals.

Jan Konigsberg
7511 Labrador Circle
Anchorage, AK 99502
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Title 21 Rewrite

From: Meagan B. Krupa [megkrupa@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2013 3:16 PM
To: Ossiander, Debbie A.
Cc: !MAS Assembly Members; Title 21 Rewrite
Subject: Title 21 Comments from Professor Krupa

Hello, 

My name is Meagan Krupa. I am a Birchwood resident and have lived at 17937 Pioneer Drive since 
2007. I am also an Assistant Professor of Environmental Science at Alaska Pacific University. The 
views expressed here are my own and do not represent APU.  

I received my PhD in Biological Science from UAF in 2009. My focus was on urban stream ecology, 
with an emphasis on socio-economic and ecological cost-benefit analysis. I took my comprehensive 
exams in five subjects: natural resource economics, stream ecology, fisheries science, political science, 
and complex systems theory. My Masters of Science degree examined the socio-economic and 
ecological benefits of removing decommissioned dams on Alaskan streams. I currently teach courses 
such as Field Methods in Ecohydrology, Principles of Ecohydrology, and Water Resources Management 
within the Environmental Science Department. I have been conducting research on urban streams within 
Anchorage and Mat-Su since 2002.

I've hesitated to weigh in on this issue because I understand that it is largely a political one; but, as an 
interdisciplinary watershed scientist interested in economics, I feel that I must attempt to explain why 
appropriate stream setbacks will chart the course for a vibrant Anchorage.  

I have been closely following the Title 21 process since it first began. My Water Resources Management 
course has been studying the MOA's overall watershed management processes. Within a semester, the 
students can easily describe how exactly Anchorage is trading its water quality for development. They 
can also describe how much money this neglect is costing the MOA and point to examples all over the 
US where development has successfully coincided with stream health. While improvements have been 
made over the years, the MOA has wasted a lot of money on "restoration" projects while implementing 
very little preventative measures. If there is one thing that can prevent the need for extremely expensive 
and inconvenient future stream restoration projects, it is appropriately sized stream setbacks.  

It's my understanding that the debate is now between a 25-foot or 50-foot universal setback within the 
MOA. Neither of these setback lengths are likely to achieve the protection needed for a city that 
supports some of the last urban salmon runs. Nor will these setbacks lengths significantly lessen 
flooding or property damage in this era of directional change. How did these numbers arise as 
alternatives? They certainly were not derived from the decades of scientific data that show proven 
techniques for estimating individual stream setbacks based on characteristics such as slope, upstream 
drainage, building type, land use, vegetation cover, etc. It appears that out of the 25-300 foot setback 
range, the smallest number was chosen based on Anchorage's limited development space.  

I'd like to offer a scientifically and economically based alternative to this narrow "pick a number and 
universally enforce it" approach that will create appropriately sized stream setbacks and improve water 
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quality, retain natural flood abatement processes, provide wildlife corridors, support 
healthy fisheries, etc.  
From a watershed science perspective, the greater the setback, the greater the social, ecological, and 
economic benefits. A 50-foot setback provides very limited (if any) benefits while a 300-foot 
setback provides all of the conditions needed to support characteristics valued by Anchorage residents, 
such as flooding protection, clean water, sediment control, fisheries, and wildlife (see: Paul and Meyer 
2001, Lovell and Sullivan 2006, Kenwick et al. 2009, Leidy et al. 2011). After stream setbacks proved 
their economic worth within the agricultural industry, numerous studies have now proven the economic 
benefits of sufficient urban and suburban stream setbacks (see: Netusil 2006, Qiu et al. 2006, Bongghi 
2009, Wainger and Mazzotta 2011, Everard and Moggridge 2012, Kadish and Netusil 2012). 

Forward-thinking cities that understand cost-benefit analysis are now adopting graduated stream 
setbacks based on individual site characteristics. The U.S. trend, which is responding to proven 
scientific and economic research, is to replace universal setbacks with individual setbacks based on site 
characteristics such as slope, upstream drainage, and land use. For more information about establishing 
scientifically based stream setback ordinances, please see: http://water.epa.gov/polwaste/nps/mol1.cfm

Due to our unique stream characteristics, poorly designed existing developments, and anadromous 
fish, I propose that Anchorage adopt minimum graduated stream setbacks of 75, 100, and 150 feet 
based on scientifically- based criteria that also considers socio-economic factors. Since there are 
likely to be instances when a larger stream setback is needed, it would be wise to write in an exclusion 
to allow for greater stream setbacks if needed.

I realize that this may seem complicated and fraught with potential challenges, such as how to deal 
with existing structures and future development needs; but there is a proven scientific method to 
determining graduated stream setbacks that has been very easily implemented across the U.S. The model 
already exists, and the challenges have already been met by similarly sized cities. In fact, there are 
people within the MOA's Watershed Management Department who have the expertise and willingness 
to determine graduated setbacks.  

If you have questions, I would be happy to provide more in depth information on how graduated stream 
setbacks are implemented. My Water Resources Management course begins next week, and I would like 
to offer our assistance in this matter as well. Please let us know how we can help bring science and 
economics into the discussion.  

Thank you for your time and attention on this important matter.  

Sincerely,
Meagan Krupa, Ph.D. 
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Davis, Tom G.

From: David Landry [dl_landry@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 15, 2013 7:47 AM
To: !MAS Assembly Members
Cc: Davis, Tom G.
Subject: Title 21 support- No to Mr. Coffey's rewrite.

Page 1 of 1

2/15/2013

 I  support the version of Title 21 that was provisionally adopted two years ago, It would 
put Anchorage on track to be a better, more livable city as envisioned in our 2020 
Comprehensive Plan
 Thank you, 
 Sincerely, 
 David Landry 
 Anchorage
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From:  Robyn Lauster [mailto:robynkcl@gmail.com]
Sent:  Monday, January 21, 2013 7:34 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 21 extension 

Assembly members 

I attended part of the meeting on January 15 regarding Title 21.  I plan to attend tomorrow night, 
but Tuesdays are difficult for me and I cannot stay for the whole meeting.  It is important for 
public testimony to be continued minimally through January 29, when some people who 
expected to speak will be back in town.  Changing the rules in midstream is not acceptable.

We also need more time as citizens to go through the new changes to figure out what their long-
term effects might be.  This is going to take time, especially with over 1,000 pages, technical 
language, no index, etc.  The claim that the public has been involved in these new changes is 
incorrect.   I do not consider being allowed to sit at a P&Z meeting and watch the members as 
sufficient public involvement.  I realize a lot of time and effort have gone into the new version, 
but it still needs more public input.   

The sense on the public side is that there were years of foot-dragging, and now a rush to push 
through changes we have had no time to digest.  Please step back and consider how this looks to 
your constituents, particularly just before April elections.

Thank you for your service and for your consideration.

Robyn Lauster 
3003 W. 32nd Ave. 
Anchorage, AK 99517 
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From:  Robyn Lauster [mailto:robynkcl@gmail.com]  
Sent:  Monday, January 28, 2013 5:03 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 21/Anchorage 2020 plan 

Although I have 2 college degrees and one is in English, I am stumped by trying to read 
the new Title 21 online.  It is going to take citizens some time to digest the new changes 
and make specific comments. 

It does seem to me that giving developers fewer requirements doesn't make sense if we 
want a carefully-planned city.  At a time when building is at a standstill or a minimum in 
much of the country, I would think we could demand MORE from our builders rather 
than LESS.  I would think they would be happy to have an economy in which building is 
still happening.  This is a case of supply and demand.  If developers/builders don't want 
to build to our specifications, I'm sure there must be others eager to get the work.   

I'm especially concerned about watershed issues at a time when clean water is becoming 
scarce and wars are being fought over water sources.  We need to protect our waters. 
 Personal property rights should not be more important than a public resource as critical 
as clean water.

Personally, I do not see Planning & Zoning as the final arbiter in these issues.  I would 
like to see the Assembly consult experts in the fields of water quality, forestry, 
psychology, sociology, etc.  We are talking about more than bricks and mortar here.  We 
are talking about relationships, families, survival and quality of life.   

I admire anyone who take on the job of an Assembly Person.  I know I could not sit hour 
after hour as you have and are.  I appreciate that you are continuing to listen.

--
Robyn Lauster 
3003 W. 32nd Ave. 
Anchorage, AK 99517 
245-1634
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From: Robyn Lauster [mailto:robynkcl@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 12, 2013 11:26 AM 
To: !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject: Title 21 Proposed Rewrites 

Members of Municipality of Anchorage Assembly:

Attached are my comments regarding the proposed rewrites on Title 21. They are incomplete due to a
lack of time. Thank you.

Robyn Lauster
3003 W. 32nd Ave.
Anchorage, AK 99517
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To:  the Members of the Municipality of Anchorage Assembly 

From:  Robyn Lauster, 3003 W. 32nd Ave., Anchorage, AK 99517 

Date:  February 12, 2013 

Re:  Title 21 Proposed Rewrites 

Below are my comments.  They are not complete and I request more time for the public to respond to 
the Assembly changes to the provisionally approved Title 21 (PAT 21) of 2010.

I have complained before that the public has not had access to the changes made by Planning & Zoning 
and the Assembly, nor adequate time to respond to the revisions. Although Ms. Ossiander claims the 
changes were available in December, the holidays demand much family and church time, leaving not 
much time left for this demanding project.  In fact, I was totally unaware that the information was 
available.  However, the online offering was difficult for even seasoned participants to understand, much 
less the ordinary citizen who has not been following Title 21 closely for close to a decade. Specifically, 
there were no tables of contents or index, no forum for a citizen to clarify with questions, a stunning 
800+ pages of text and annotations, confusing color-coding, and no hard copies available until the day 
before the public hearing.

21.07.020.B6.b.ii  Restoring the PAT 21 stream setbacks of 50' for the entire municipality and 100' in 
hillside areas is critical.  Experts and scientific literature recommend 100' at a minimum.  A healthy 
stream protects water quality, reduces flooding, and adds to property values near streams and greenbelts. 
Allowing for snow storage on the setback is bad precedent.  The spring melting runoff can be 
devastating in terms of both pollution and erosion.  Decks and lawns can also lead to inadvertent 
pollution – people store all manner of materials under decks and use chemicals on their lawns.

I believe it is important to retain all Statements of Purpose to make the original intent clear for legal 
purposes, particularly in the future.   Language should be robust regarding ecosystems and livable, 
walkable districts.  This is what a majority of people want and need to keep our city attractive to 
newcomers.  When these statements are deleted, it creates a bias that the community does not support. 
For example,  

 21.07.020.A – The 2020 Plan and HDP and other District plans strongly support the protection of
significant natural features, adequate schools and parks, and transportation choices, so lines 28-29 need 
to be retained from the PAT 21.

21.07.010 Design and Development standards -- restore the specific purposes listed in the PAT 
21 to convey the concepts of sustainable natural ecosystems (soil, water, native vegetation); energy 
efficiency; and durable construction. 

21.04.020.A.3 – retain the PAT 21 purpose statements to reinforce the concept of zoning 
densities as a vital planning tool for public and business investments. 
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21.04.020.A.5– retain the PAT 21 purpose statements to make it clear that zoning is a tool to 
protect land uses against negative impacts from other uses:  PAT 21 lists some of those impacts.  

Revision 7 – maintain the integrity of zoning districts.
Reject the P&Z Commission version changes to the Industrial district and the R2-M, R-3, R-4 and 
Midtown.  These changes work against the fundamental purposes of zoning. 

o Do not allow numerous retail, commercial and residential uses in the Industrial districts:  protect 
the industrial land base. (Delete P&Z Commission language in numerous places, including 
21.04.050.B.1, C.1, and C.2.b, and in Table 21.05-1).

o A diverse economic base, including industry, is important for a stable economy. 

o P&Z Commission version would place banks, grocery stores, general retail, office 
buildings, churches, dormitories in the Industrial zones, and squeeze out industrial uses

o Don’t scatter people-intensive uses across industrial zones:  it is costly and inefficient to 
provide infrastructure and services like transit; and P&Z Commission version doesn’t 
even want to provide good pedestrian access to industrial zones.  The 2020 comp plan 
calls for clustering retail, general commercial, and institutional uses into thriving 
commercial centers.   

o Protect the intent of medium density and multi-family housing.  (retain PAT standards at 
21.04.020.G.1, 21.040.H.1, and 21.04.020.F.1 and in Table 21.06-1) 

o Do not allow single-family housing on the larger lots in the R3 and R-4 districts.  There 
are already five urban residential districts that cater to single- and two-family housing (R-
1, R1-A, R2, R2-A). 

o Keep R3 as a low-rise multifamily district and R4 as a high-rise multi-family district, 
with targeted densities 

o Retain the Mixed Use zones as detailed in PAT 21 (21.04.040)—Mixed Use Zones are called for 
in Comp 2020 and are described as “urban villages” that are intentionally developed to provide a 
balance of between the housing supply, neighborhood amenities, and nearby jobs.  The P&Z 
Commission strategy of allowing more residential units within Business zones does not 
substitute for planned mixed-use zones.   (Comp Plan intent, p 52, policies 10, 11, 20, 23) 

o 21.04.020.A.3 Do not make it easier to change residential zoning for short-term market changes.  
Keep the full statement of purpose to conserve residential densities.  Do not let P&Z 
Commission delete the intention of “encouraging residential development to occur at or near 
zoned densities and at locations and densities in the adopted comprehensive plan.”  

Revision 19 – Snow storage and treatment of run-off and trash

Snow storage 21.07.040.F.
    21.07.040.F.1.c – The phrase “Ice-free (snow-melting) surfaces” is unclear. The intent may be 
mechanical ice melting (e.g., by heat), but this phrase might also be interpreted as chemical 
melting. It should not be the intent that surfaces made ice-free by use of deicing chemicals are excepted. 
In fact, melt runoff from snow treated with these chemicals should be subject to treatment (per 
21.07.040.F.8 and 21.07.040.E) 
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 21.07.040F.4 –Section on run-off from parking lots needs clarification.   Both the use of the word ‘new 
development’ in the title, and associating this part of the code with buildings, is confusing. Clarification 
of how this applies to parking/motor vehicle paved surfaces – new, expanded, or renovated - should be 
 provided and reference to buildings eliminated. The MS4 permit requirements for new and 
redevelopment will apply to runoff from parking lots, regardless of their association with building 
development.  

Additional language is needed in this section for regulation of parking lot changes  (redevelopment) that 
occur without an associated building permit.  This is not addressed in these code changes, but is required 
explicitly in the definition of redevelopment in the MS4 permit. 

    21.07.040F.4 e “Designation of required residential private open space for snow storage shall be
    permitted only on the conditional [sic] that the snow pile and trash accumulation from plowed snow 
    be removed and the space made usable by May 1.” - If the ‘conditional’ cannot be applied in an
enforceable manner under the administrative site plan review, the specified condition should be 
 included in an operational agreement with the municipality, referenced in 21.07.040.F.5.a for 
‘alternative strategies.’ 

    21.07.040.F.4.b. This section replaces the requirement of “10% of the applicable surface area to be 
plowed” that was included in the Provisionally Adopted document. This language will require applicants 
who have small projects to engage a registered professional and, since interpretation may vary, will 
create inconsistency. As staff have pointed out and has been the experience of design professionals, 
percentage-based requirements have not been a problem. This clause should be replaced with 
language from the Provisionally Adopted section. 

Thank you for your attention to these matters.  Again, I urge you to extend the comment period at least 
until the end of February and perhaps longer.   
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From:  selowe [mailto:selowe@gci.net]
Sent:  Thursday, January 24, 2013 3:40 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Maintaining Anchorage as a unique blend of urban and wilderness 

I am urging the Assembly Members to enact all measures to ensure that Anchorage remains a unique
blend of urban and wilderness. No other city has this distinction – I know because I have visited
hundreds of cities over the past ten years as I traveled all over the world to experience different
cultures. Sharon Lowe, Anchorage, Alaska
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From: Linn McCabe [mailto:darlinclementyne@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2013 11:46 AM
To: !MAS Assembly Members
Subject: Title 21

I can't be at the meeting in person, so I am writing to urge you to please drop
the proposal in it's entirety. Maintain our personal property rights!

Thank you!

Linn McCabe
Anchorage

Sent from my iPhone
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From:  Roxy [mailto:roxykmcd@gci.net]
Sent:  Friday, January 18, 2013 3:30 AM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 21 

Dear Assembly Members, 

I want you to know that I care a great deal about the future of our city.  That includes how it will 
look and how comfortable it is for inhabitants during the winter.  To accomplish this we must 
consider how we control construction for the best advantage to all of us and not just those in the 
business of construction.  The improvements in Title 21 should include larger stream setbacks, solar 
access, mixed-use districts, safe sidewalks and open space. We should build Anchorage as a winter city 
for the future, not the strip malls of the past. 

Sincerely,
Roxy A McDonagh
402 East 23rd Avenue
Anchorage, AK  99503
roxykmcd@gci.net
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From: Vivian Mendenhall [mailto:fasgadair@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, February 11, 2013 5:38 PM 
To:  MAS Assembly Members 
Subject: Comments on latest draft of Title 21 

Please pass these comments to all Assembly members: 

TITLE 21 REVISIONS, CHAPTER 7, SECTION 020 (NATURAL RESOURCE 
PROTECTION)

Supplement to my testimony to the Anchorage Assembly
Vivian M. Mendenhall, Ph.D.

February 11, 2013 

Chairman Hall, members of the Assembly:  Thank you for the opportunity to testify orally and in 
writing regarding the recent Title 21 revisions.  I testified orally on January 29, but I wish to 
explain my concerns in more detail. 

I am a retired wildlife biologist; I have lived in Alaska for 30 years.  My professional experience 
includes planning for wildlife refuges (including public and subsistence uses) and studies of 
pollution.  I have participated in Title 21 revisions for the past 8 years.  My involvement has 
included focus groups, and testimony to the Planning and Zoning Commission and the 
Assembly.  Also, by invitation, I submitted draft revisions for Section 21.07.020 (D) to an 
Assembly work session in September 2007.  I contributed to the Hillside District Plan as well. 

I will confine my comments to the parts of Section 21.7.020 that fall within my expertise.  I have 
extensive experience with wildlife behavior and habitat requirements, and I’ve discussed them 
repeatedly with experts at the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. 

Relatively few changes have been made in Section 21.07.020 since the previous draft.  Many of 
the revisions are acceptable.  However, several changes would seriously reduce the value of this 
section, both for protecting natural resources and for reducing conflicts with wildlife.  Some 
changes may have been suggested by people who don’t understand wildlife behavior and 
problems.  A few were apparently made to benefit narrow commercial interests. 

The Anchorage public and our tourists have made it clear that they are thrilled to see wildlife in 
this city.  If we are to keep wildlife populations, we will need to keep natural habitats and clean 
water, as far as practical.  People also want to feel safe and avoid potentially dangerous conflicts 
with animals, of course.  An effective Section 7.020 will promote these goals. 

Below I compare the most recent revisions with the draft that was provisionally adopted by the 
Assembly in July 2009.  My comments and recommendations: 

21.7.020(A), PURPOSE: The 2009 version included a list of “natural amenities” of the 
Municipality, which were deleted in order to “simplify.” This leaves readers with no sense 
of which “amenities” are to be protected.
I agree that the 2009 version was too long, but its essentials need to be retained.  I suggest 
that you restore a version such as: “... including natural streams, water bodies, and 
wetlands; wildlife habitat and travel corridors; and significant amounts of native forest 
and open space.” 
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SAME SECTION: The 2009 version said, “The requirements ... are intended to ensure that 
the natural character of the municipality is reflected in ... development ... and significant 
natural features are incorporated...” The final clause was deleted and replaced by “... 
where feasible and appropriate.”  This replacement phrase gives no guidance at all—it
can be defined however anyone wishes, depending on his or her priorities. 
Example:  Several years ago, the developer of a housing tract on south Lake Otis agreed to 
the community’s request to preserve a bird colony in one corner of the property.  The 
community even obtained a sizeable grant to help establish a small park around the colony.  
Then the developer bulldozed the bird colony in the middle of the night.  That action could 
easily have been justified, under the revised wording of this section.
I suggest that you restore the original 2009 wording, changed to: “... and significant 
natural features and vegetation are retained.”

21.7.020(B)(4), BUFFER/SETBACK REQUIREMENTS:  In general, this section has 
been changed so that 50-foot stream setbacks in the 2009 version are reduced to 25 feet, 
and 100-foot setbacks to 50 feet. This change provides too little protection of water 
quality from pollution by sediment, and by chemicals from homes, yards, businesses, and 
vehicles.  Water quality is vital for wildlife habitat, recreation (from urban fisheries to 
swimming), and water bodies downstream from the pollution. 
I suggest that you restore the setbacks in the 2009 version.

21.7.020(B)(6)(b)(ii)(c), USES ... ALLOWED IN A ... SETBACK:  The Administration 
has added, “On-site snow storage piles ...”  Snow storage was already permitted in the 2009 
version, but that was a bad idea, and this would be worse.  Snow would be dumped too close 
to streams—it would even be within the spring high-water bed of many streams, especially if 
setbacks are only 25 feet. Snow that’s removed from roads contains pollutants from cars (oil, 
grease, rubber residue, heavy metals) and general trash.  These materials should be kept out 
of our natural waters, by keeping snow dumps at a distance, so that runoff can filter 
through the ground before it enters streams and lakes.  We should solve our snow disposal 
problem by leasing or buying other land—not by dumping it close to protected waterways. 
I suggest changing that clause to:  “Snow storage may take place adjacent to setbacks, if 
Project Management and Engineering determined that surface runoff from the site is 
not likely to enter natural waters.  Snow may not be stored within setbacks.”
21.7.020(C), STEEP SLOPE DEVELOPMENT; (1) PURPOSE; CLAUSE (g): The
2009 version said, “Encourage the retention of natural, indigenous vegetation that provides
wildlife habitat, helps retain runoff, and maintains the area’s visual character.”  Planning 
and Zoning wants to shorten this to: “Encourage the retention of vegetation that helps 
retain runoff and maintains the area’s visual character.”

This change encourages developers to remove native plants and replace them with non-native 
vegetation whenever they wish.  There are three problems with the change: 
1.  It removes the entire purpose of protecting any wildlife habitat in steep areas.
However, patches of habitat help maintain wildlife populations; and habitat patches reduce 
conflict problems, because wildlife are more likely to stay in suitable habitat if it exists, and 
away from roads and residences. 
2. The visual character of a Hillside neighborhood could be changed from “Alaska” to 
“Los Angeles” at the developer’s convenience.  This has already happened all too often.   
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3.  The change would even be bad for runoff retention; that’s because long-established plant 
communities, with their deep and complex root systems, retain runoff and soil much better 
than newly planted ones. 
I suggest that you restore the wording of the 2009 version.

21.7.020(D), WILDIFE MANAGEMENT CORRIDORS; (3) STANDARDS; CLAUSES 
(c) AND (d): The 2009 version said that within wildlife movement corridors along specified 
streams, “Roads, driveways, or trails, including bridges, shall be subject to the setback 
requirements of this title and shall be designed to facilitate wildlife passage ... and to 
minimize wildlife-human conflicts.”  The Assembly committee recommended deleting “shall
be subject to the setback requirements of this title.”

This change would permit hazards to wildlife and barriers to their movement within the so-
called movement corridors.   

1.  Roads may discourage wildlife, and if animals do cross them, they create danger for motorists 
and themselves.  The only way to prevent that conflict is to fence the road, which would end 
all animal movement along the corridor.  2.  Driveways would be less of a problem, but I do 
not see how they could “facilitate wildlife passage.”  

3.  Trails are sometimes no problem, but too often they have led to conflicts with wildlife.  
(Example: bear maulings in Far North Bicentennial Park.)   

4.  Bridges can permit wildlife passage, but only if they are carefully designed after scientific 
research on animal movements.  (Example:  the Elmore Road causeway across Campbell 
Creek). 
I suggest that the wording in clause (c) be restored to the 2009 version.
I also suggest that clause (d) be revised to add a few specifics: “Trails, roads, and bridges 
shall be designed and sited with direct consultation with the state department of fish and 
game.” 

21.7.020(D), DISCRETIONARY APPROVALS; CLAUSE (a)(i): The 2009 version said 
that discretionary approvals cover “Location of new buildings, trails, and fences”;
Planning and Zoning changed this to “Location of new buildings and permanent 
structures.”
The protections in the 2009 clause have been reduced.  Trails can lead people into major 
conflicts with wildlife, and fences can prevent animals from moving along a corridor.
However, neither trails or fences are always “permanent structures”—a social trail or a 
temporary fence can be fully as disruptive as their engineered versions. 
I suggest that the 2009 wording be restored, with the added phrase, “whether permanent 
or temporary.”

21.7.020(D), CLAUSE (a)(ii): The 2009 version said that discretionary approvals cover
“Long-term retention of natural vegetation and terrain in a landscape pattern that provides 
cover for wildlife movement and directs that movement through the area, away from 
centers of human activity.”  The Assembly committee recommended changing this to, “...
directs wildlife away from residential structures or other structures occupied on a 
frequent basis.”
This change does not recognize how and where conflicts with wildlife happen.  People 
encounter urban wildlife not only at homes and schools, but also in other places—on roads 
and bicycle trails, in parks and on playgrounds, in parking lots.  Most encounters are peaceful 
(and enjoyable for the people).  But bears and moose can become nervous and dangerous 
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when their natural habitat is not close by.  Conflicts will increase when habitat is eliminated.  
This is why the change would be a bad idea. 
I suggest that the 2009 wording be restored; or, if you prefer that it be more specific, 
change it to “... encourages wildlife to travel within natural habitat, away from homes, 
other buildings, roads, trails, and open spaces frequented by people.”

It is my professional opinion that my suggestions would promote the interests of the public in 
Anchorage, and would help retain its unique and valuable character as a place to live and visit, 
even while the city is growing and changing. Thank you again. 

Vivian Mendenhall 
4600 Rabbit Creek Rd. 
Anchorage, AK 99516 
907.345.7124
fasgadair@gmail.com
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From: MarkMary Miner [mailto:akminers5@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, January 17, 2013 4:35 PM 
To: !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject: Assemply Justification for revisiting T-21  

Dear Assembly Members and Mayor Sullivan, 

When revision of the provisionally adopted Title 21 was proposed,  we contacted you by email and were 
advised by Mr. Trombley and Ms. Ossiander that re-visiting the 2010 T-21 was needed "to correct 
administrative conflicts in the provisionally adopted code".   

The scope of the changes proposed by the Planning & Zoning Commission and recommended by the 
Assembly sub-committee have very little to do with correcting administrative and much to do with 
reducing or eliminating the costs of development in Anchorage.  When asked who would pay  the costs of 
providing basic infrastructure associated with development,  we were advised by members of the sub-
committee that if residents wanted things like sidewalks and lighting they would have to pay those 
costs after the houses were built.    

This makes zero sense except to the developers who, if these kinds of amendments are passed, will 
ofload as many of front end costs as possible and pocket the difference as profit, leaving the residents, 
most of whom are ill equiped as individuals to build the amenities that make a neighborhood desirable to 
live in.   

Another amendment proposed by the P&Z, involved making geotechnical testing discretionary in seizmic 
zones 4 & 5.  By definition, seizmic zones 4 & 5 pose a significant threat to the health, life and safety of 
those present during an earthquake.  This amendment was sought by a developer working with a parcel 
in Bootlegger's Cove who did not feel the expense of geotechnical testing was justified.   Only an 11th 
hour intervention by members of the Geotechnical Commission caused this amendment to 
be eliminated. This example bears citing because it highlights the self serving attitude,  at the expense of 
the public,  present in many of the proposed amendments that did make it through the sub-committee 
work session reviews. 

At last Tuesday night's public testimony a young man spoke about a similar code revision process that he 
had been a part of in Virginia.  He noted that the code adopted in his community included far more 
restrictive and "radical" clauses which were actually promoted by the developers, architects and real 
estate business as  means to a more attractive, economically viable future for the community. 

Alaska, and Anchorage have suffered from a frontier development mentality for too long.  Anchorage is 
no longer a young city, perched on the edge of nowhere with endless tracts of raw land for development. 
 If the for profit development community and the P&Z  cannot find the wisdom and courage to stand up for 
a better Anchorage, the Assembly must. 

When my husband and I came here in the mid 1970's the impacts of oil revenue were just 
beginning. Anchorage would not repeat the market dictated mistakes of cities like Salt Lake, 
Albuquerque, etc.   40 years on and our city looks remarkably simlar to many bad examples in the lower 
48. We are still an ugly city in a beautiful setting.    

When efforts to revise T-21 began in the 1990's,  citizens from all walks voluntered time and energy to 
help define how our Comprehensive Plan would be implemented. It was appaling and discouraging to 
hear Ms. Ossiander's recent comments in defense of the "public" process followed by Mayor Sullivan's 
administration.  A  two year effort that began with a no-bid contract with Mr. Coffey, followed by the 
P&A's hasty rewrite and the Thursday morning Assembly work sessions where "public testimony was not 
accepted"  bears absolutely no resemblance to the thousands of hours volunteered by citizens from all 
sectors of the community to develop the provisionally adopted T-21.   
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In hindsight the Assembly could and should have advised the P&Z to limit any re-write to only those 
changes needed  "to correct administrative conflicts in the provisionally adopted code".  Doing so would 
have saved a lot of work and heartburn.   

I urge that you evaluate each of the proposed amendments against the original justification of " Correcting 
administrative conflicts in the provisionally adopted code".   

If an amendment corrects an administrative conflict in the 2010 T-21, then it should be adopted.  All 
other amendments: rejected. 

 Sincerely,  Mark & Mary Miner 
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From:   Karen and Pat Murphy [mailto:murf2bike@gci.net]
Sent:   Wednesday, January 16, 2013 6:27 AM 
To:   !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 21 

Dear Assembly members, 
I have been an Anchorage resident since the late 1980's and I still remember my dread of 
moving into the city after living in Cordova and Seward.  I thought "it's like any American 
city only dirtier".  I was so delighted to be wrong!  What changed my view wasn't that the 
city became less dusty (though that seems to have improved the last decade or so) or 
congested but that I discovered the wonderful trail system and park system throughout 
the city.  The city has made great strides since the 1980s in making the city a safer place 
to walk and in connecting trails for moving around the city without an automobile.  The 
changes to the plowing of sidewalks (and the inclusion of sidewalks and bike paths) has 
been an enormous improvement to the past. Please don't undo the good steps that have 
made this city wonderful but weakening the Title 21 plan.  The people of Anchorage have 
not changed their minds about the needs for a city that is appealing to live in and there 
continue to be more and more people using the trails and bike lanes every year.  Please 
support the Provisionally adopted Title 21 and keep our city on a path that improves quality 
of life.

Karen Murphy 
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From: Bruce Neeno
Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2013 8:29 AM
To: !MAS Assembly Members
Subject: Objection to Title 21 (tainted by cronyism in P&Z + Dan Coffey)

Dear Mr. Hall and Assembly Members,

Need I say more than Dan Coffey has been instrumental in rewriting Planning and
Zoning policies and has been openly hostile to the lengthy, open and public
process that was Anchorage 20/20.
I ask the members of the Assembly to remember that the Chamber of Commerce is not
elected by Alaskans and you do not serve them. They and real estate developers
don't necessary want open and democratic policies to be included in Title 21.

Governor Parnell seems to feel that the vision of his friends and his political
associates should rule the day, contrary to public opinion. In future elections,
I am going to vote my conscience.

Regards,

Bruce Neeno

PO Box 90737
Anchorage, AK 99509
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From: david nees [mailto:davidneesak@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, January 27, 2013 10:18 AM
To: !MAS Assembly Members
Cc: Policy Forum Alaska; tommcgrath@gci.net
Subject: Title 21 and LCDC a cautionary tale

I find the similarities between the Title 21 rewrite and Oregons' Land
Conservation and Development Commission too similar to count.
so I provide this cautionary tale based on my personal experience with LCDC .
As a young man I traveled the globe at the whim of the USAF., which my father had
enlisted in.
His dream was to return to the place of his birth, Oregon.
Which he finally did in 1972. He retired bought himself a gentleman's farm of 65
acres and there he and the family settled.

In 1975 while I was at college the state of Oregon in an effort to control
development , and preserve Agriculture and other lands not currently being used
for housing passed the LCDC act.

The idea was Noble. and the goal was to preserve the agricultural valleys and
prevent development by controlling land use.

The consequence was unintended.
Explosive growth in the lands that were not Agricultural making dense housing
corridors between the agricultural lands.
Stopping industrial development and seizing private property from the farmers and
their children forever.

In the ensuing 40 years my parents have passed on, first dad who left the land to
mom, Then mom, who passed it on to the brothers.
LCDC has prevented us from splitting the family farm between the three of us, We
cannot add any additional housing or subdivide it the farm.
None of the three boys can afford to buy each other out so in effect none of us

can move home to the farm. The state has seized out private property from us to
use and we still have to pay taxes on it.

It is this unintended consequence that you must avoid in the Title 21 rewrite.
I believe you as a body should put Anchorage 2020 before the voters, Let them
decide if they want this future.
If they say yes then finish titile 21 if they say no go back to the 1985 pre
Anchorage 2020 code.
Anchorage's future is in your hands do not fall into the planned development
trap.
David Nees
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From:   shirleyn@blueskyreading.com [mailto:shirleyn@blueskyreading.com]  
Sent:   Tuesday, January 29, 2013 11:59 AM 
To:   !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 21 

Dear Assembly Members, 

I am concerned with the latest Title 21 version, in specific regards to NO HEIGHT 
RESTRICTIONS with new buildings North of Fireweed. 

At the present there is a housing development in its planning stages to include as many as 
80 housing units(this number has changed over the past couple of years due to funding) at 
West 24th place, Fireweed Terrace.  The no height restrictions will only add to the 
already contentious feeling towards the project, which will have tremendous impact on 
our southern exposure, traffic congestion, as the main road to enter the development is W 
23rd Ave., a small R! neighborhood, and the residents concern on the impact with 
property values.  The property is presently 4 lots and the owners, Neighborworks, is in 
the process of replatting the property into one lot.  There was to be a public hearing on 
this manner, but somehow the process was changed to an Administrative hearing, thus 
the neighborhood not involved in the process!  Our CONCERN in this has been, and sill 
is... what happens if the current owners get the replatting, then are unable to fullfil their 
building plan, and sell to another entity with HIGH-RISE STRUCTURES in mind.  The 
lot already has a ridge that sits 16 feet above my property line...can you imagine a 45' 
structure as the rule allows now, take that and go with the no restriction??? I might as 
well give up now as to hanging onto any value and the ALL IMPORTANT SUN. 

As a taxpaying citizen, we really need you to rethink this feature of NO HEIGHT 
RESTRICTION NORTH OF FIREWEED. 

Thank you for you time. 

Shirley Nelson 
224 W 23rd Ave 
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From: A. Nevaldine [mailto:alzina@acsalaska.net]
Sent: Monday, February 11, 2013 8:09 AM 
To: !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject: Title 21 

To all assembly members, 

I am asking that you please permit more time to review the proposed changes to Title 21, as I believe there 
hasn't been enough time to study it carefully enough. The content has significant ramifications on the quality of 
living in Anchorage. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
Annie Nevaldine 
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From:  Nancy Nolan [mailto:nolaninni@gci.net]
Sent:  Tuesday, January 15, 2013 3:32 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Cc:  Bill Britt 
Subject:  Title 21 revisions/support for a more beautiful, pedestrian friendly, and functional northern 

city

To Chairman Hall and the Members of the Anchorage Assembly,

I have been a resident of Anchorage for 30 years. I am writing to support changes in Title 21 that result
in:

more sidewalks and landscaping,

more walkways that work in the winter,

neighborhoods that promote pedestrian friendly access to grocery shopping and other necessities,

more structures that fit with our northern climate,

screened dumpsters,

fewer cheap and ugly commercial buildings,

fewer cheap and ugly subdivisions,

more innovation in housing, such a cohousing and other cluster housing designs, and

more mixed use zoning without givaways to make it happen.

I am opposed to:

allowing the option to select (or not select) design choices that are clearly necessary to make
Anchorage a quality northern city, and

decreasing stream setbacks.

I hope you move forward rapidly on lighting and shadowing standards Our inability to define these
standards is amazing. Towns with far fewer hours of darkness and far less interest in winter sun have
dealt with these far more expeditiously.

Thank you for your consideration.

Nancy Nolan
2600 Lord Baranof Drive
Anchorage, AK 99517
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From:  Patricia Peach [mailto:peach@alaska.net]
Sent:  Tuesday, January 22, 2013 4:43 PM 
To:   !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 21 

Dear Assembly Members, 
 I have been an Anchorage resident since 1977.  My first year was 
a disappointing Anchorage display of cheap small shopping malls. I've 
enjoyed the progress seen in landscaping (e.g. Lake Otis Parkway) and 
in the city parks.  Please do not go back to the dark ages of cheaper 
development.  Let's enjoy a beautiful practical city.  Sincerely, 
Patricia Peach 
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Nancy Pease 
19300 Villages Scenic Parkway 

Anchorage, Alaska 99516 

February 12, 2013 

Regarding:  revisions to Title 21 

Dear MOA Assembly Members,

Like some of you, I have spent hundreds of hours working on the Title 21 Re-
write over the past 10 years.   From my professional background as a land use 
planner, and my study of the comprehensive plan elements, I am offering 
comments that I believe keep Title 21 on the long-term course set by the 
community through the comprehensive plans. 

As you near the culmination of this decade-plus effort, I urge you to take the time 
needed, even if that is a couple of months,  to analyze the comments submitted 
by the public.   I hope you will make further amendments to represent the full 
public interest, for the long term. 

The new section on Street and Trail Review is something the public can cheer.  It 
gives a clear process for public review of street and trail review, and asserts why 
public involvement is important.   Also on the good side, Title 21 begins to 
implement some of the policies adopted in the Hillside District Plan, although with 
mixed accuracy.

I have focused my written comments on four areas where I hope you will make 
substantive revisions: 

o Preserving the intent and integrity of industrial and residential 
zoning;

o Ensuring fair and open decisions through Chapter 3 Review and 
Appeal Procedures;  

o Pedestrian facilities; and 

o Purpose statements. 

Regarding Purpose Statements, I have prioritized the most important statements 
and given specific wording that should be restored or revised.  Please do not 
hesitate to contact me if you have questions.  --Nancy Pease 
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Protection of the Industrial and Residential Land Supply in 
Anchorage

Keep the full statement of purpose to conserve residential densities.
21.04.020.A.3 Do not make it easier to change residential zoning for short-term 
market changes.  Retain the purpose of  “encouraging residential development to 
occur at or near zoned densities and at locations and densities in the adopted 
comprehensive plan.”
Do not reduce residential housing availability:  do not allow single-family 
homes and lower density in mid-density areas. Retain provisionally Approved 
standards at 21.04.020.G.1, 21.040.H.1, and 21.04.020.F.1 and in Table 21.06-
1).
o Do not allow single-family housing on the larger lots in the R3 and R-4 

districts.  There are already five urban residential districts that cater to  single- 
and two-family housing (R-1, R1-A, R2, R2-A) . 

o Keep R3 as a low-rise multifamily district and R4 as a high-rise multi-family 
district, with targeted densities 

Retain the Mixed Use zones as detailed in Provisionally Approved T21 
(21.04.040)—Mixed Use Zones are called for in Comp 2020 and are described 
as “urban villages” that are intentionally developed to provide a balance of 
between the housing supply, neighborhood amenities, and nearby jobs.  The 
COFFEY-BOMA strategy of allowing more residential units within Business 
zones does not substitute for planned mixed use zones.   (Comp Plan intent, p 
52,  policies 10, 11, 20, 23) 

Maintain the industrial land base.  Delete the proposed new uses in the I-1 
and I-2 zones. Under the Assembly Committee’s proposed revisions, industrial 
land base would be depleted by allowing numerous non-industrial uses through 
the proposed changes to Chapter 5 Uses Regulations Districts.  Our Comp 2020 
plan has clear policies on maintaining industrial lands:  these are important to a 
diverse economic base. The encroachment of myriad other uses will displace 
industrial uses indirectly as well as directly, by positioning incompatible uses that 
cannot tolerate the noise, fumes, vibrations, truck traffic and operating hours 
associated with industry.  

o A diverse economic base, including industry, is important for a stable 
economy.

o The Committee revisions would place banks, grocery stores, general retail, 
office buildings, churches, dormitories in the Industrial zones, and squeeze 
out industrial uses

o Don’t scatter people-intensive uses across industrial zones:  it is costly and 
inefficient to provide infrastructure and services like transit; and the 
Committee revisions to pedestrian facilities would reduce pedestrian access 
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in industrial zones.  The 2020 comp plan calls for clustering retail, general 
commercial, and institutional uses into thriving commercial centers.   

Retain the supply-and-demand criterion as a factor for re-zoning

It is critical to restore the criteria for rezoning so that the supply of available land 
in the affected zones is considered.  Both the industrial and the residential land 
supply could be depleted under proposed changes to Chapter 3 Review and 
Appeals Procedures which would allow future rezoning without first weighing the 
supply and demand of land in the affected zoning districts. 

Ch 3, Pages 77, lines 26-27 and page 78, lines 8-23 
21.03.160.E.3 through E.9
There is an oft-repeated caution that we are running out of residential and 
industrial land, in particular; and other types of land are in limited supply in 
certain areas.   There are numerous revisions needed to the criteria for rezoning, 
as shown by the following strike-outs and underlined additions: 
:

o Delete item 3, lines 26-27.  It is vague. 

o Revise items 6 & 7.  They currently are worded to assume that the 
rezoning won’t create significant adverse impacts, and therefore there 
is no impetus to apply the second half of the sentence, provide 
substantial mitigation. 

o Restore the statement  after item 7, so that supply and demand will be 
a criterion used for decide a rezone.  The 2020 Comp Plan is explicit 
about conserving land that is repeatedly judge to be in short supply, 
particularly residential land supply and industrial land.  In addition, 
there is strong citizen support for conserving park lands in specific 
locations. 

o Restore the words initiate and continue to item 8. 

o Restore the criterion following item 8, so that re-zoning or new intensity 
of use in that rezone doesn’t constitute a festering problem for the 
surrounding zoning.  This statement also has the key word “intensity” 
which is  not found elsewhere in the rezone criteria. 

Criteria 
19The planning and zoning commission may recommend approval, and the assembly may approve 
20a rezoning, if the rezoning meets all of the following criteria: 
211.The rezoning shall be in the best interest of the citizens of Anchorage and shall promote 
22the public health, safety, and general welfare; 
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232.The rezoning complies with and conforms to the comprehensive plan, including the 
24comprehensive plan map(s)[AND THE PURPOSES OF THIS TITLE]; 
253.The rezoning is generally consistent with the zoning district purpose in the requested  
26zone, and the purpose of this title;
76.The rezoning is not likely to will not result in significant adverse impacts upon the natural 
8environment, including air, water, noise, stormwater management, wildlife, and 9vegetation, or if 
such impacts are possible, conditions of approval and or special limitations must be applied  so that 
such impacts shall be substantially mitigated; 107.The proposed rezoning is not likely to will not result 
in significant adverse impacts upon adjacent 11land uses, or if such impacts are possible, conditions 
of approval and or special limitations must be applied  so that such impacts such impacts shall be 
mitigated through stipulations;12[THE APPLICANT DEMONSTRATES TO THE SATISFACTION OF 
THE PLANNING 13COMMISSION AND THE ASSEMBLY THAT THE SUPPLY OF LAND IN THE 
DESIRED 14ZONING DISTRICT IS INSUFFICIENT OR INADEQUATE FOR THE STATED 
15PURPOSE AND THAT SUFFICIENT LAND OF THE EXISTING ZONING DISTRICT 16REMAINS 
IN THE AREA TO MEET THE NEEDS OF THE COMMUNITY;]17 
8.The rezone does not extend[INITIATE, CONTINUE,]or exacerbate a land use pattern  
18that is inconsistent with the comprehensive plan; 
19[THE PROPOSED REZONING MAINTAINS AND PRESERVES THE COMPATIBILITY 20OF
SURROUNDING ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT, AND PROTECTS AREAS 21DESIGNATED FOR 
SPECIFIC USES ON THE ZONING MAP FROM INCOMPATIBLE 22LAND USES OR 
DEVELOPMENT INTENSITIES;]and239.The rezoning shall[DOES]not result in a split-zoned lot.  

Chapter 3 Review and Appeals Process 

Add to the purpose statement:   the role of  streets in implementing land 
use patterns
Add an explicit directive that streets and trail projects need to meet both the 
transportation and land use policies and objectives of the comprehensive plan:  
Street projects are the biggest public source of funds for implementing the comp 
plan because they set the pattern for land use and have many impacts on health, 
safety, and quality of life. 

Chapter 3, lines 10-18 Page 88 
21.03.190
REVIEW7[RESERVED]
8A.Purpose 
9Streets are a significant investment in the municipality’s infrastructure and are a primary tool for 
implementing the land use patterns of the comprehensive plan [ ESTABLISH LONG-TERM  
10LAND USE PATTERNS AND HAVE LASTING IMPACTS ON NEARBY PROPERTIES AND 
THE COMMUNITY AT LARGE]. Streets and trails are not only  
11utilitarian, but [ALSO ADD LASTING VALUE TO THE COMMUNITY] affect health, safety, and 
quality of life in measurable ways and convey the image of the municipality [ TO  
12ALL USERS]. These important parts of the municipality’s fabric benefit by oversight and 
concurrence  
13in the design decisions by citizen bodies that are represented by the planning and zoning 
14commission and the urban design commission. All transportation projects are required to 
identify
15functional and design issues early in the process and include public input at various stages of 
the
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16project. In addition, projects meeting certain thresholds are required to include the planning 
and
17zoning commission and urban design commission in the review and approval process, and in 
some cases, are subject to public hearings.

Require notification and involvement opportunities for the community 
councils at the concept report stage of road projects

Ch 3, Page 88, line 27 and line 30 (table 21.03-4) 
The community council(s) need to be involved at the concept report stages for 
road projects at the collector scale or larger.  It is in the scoping stage where the 
range of alternatives must be confirmed, and where the public can judge whether 
there has been any responsiveness since the pre-application community 
meeting.  Add “the affected community councils” to the distribution list for the 
concept report.  Add “the scope of alternatives”  as  a primary decision for the 
approval of the Concept Report.

18B.Street Review 
191.Applicability and Overview 
20All MOA transportation projects are required to follow A Strategyfor Developing Context 
21Sensitive Transportation Projects. New construction and reconstruction of street and  
22intersection projects involving streets of collector classification or greater in the Official  
23Streets and Highways Plan are required to follow a review process by the planning and  
24zoning commission, as indicated below and in table 21.03-4. The stages are: 
25a.The concept report or equivalent, distributed to the planning and zoning  
26commission and affected community councils as an information item; 
27b.The draft design study report, reviewed by the planning and zoning commission;  
28and 
29c.The plans in hand design drawings, reviewed by the urban design commission. 
30TABLE 21.03-4: STREET AND INTERSECTION PROJECT REVIEWREVIEWREVIEW
BODYPRIMARY DECISION 
Concept ReportProject Management TeamIssue identification, “go, no-go” decision  , scope of 
alternatives
Draft Design Study ReportPlanning and Zoning CommissionAlternatives development, evaluation 
and screening criteria, alternative decision 
Plans in Hand Design DrawingsUrban Design CommissionApproval of plans at 65 percent stage, 
including landscaping “theme” 
312.Procedure for Design Study Report and Plans in Hand Review 
32a.Pre-Application Conference 
33The project management team shall request a pre-application conference with  
34the director, in accordance with subsection 21.03.020B.35 

Add the assurance of public hearings for road projects when significant 
impacts to the public are likely.
Give additional guidance to the Commission as to when the public deserves to 
have their voice directly heard through a public hearing. 

Ch 3, page 89, lines 20-26 
Section 21.03.190.3.f 
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A public hearing at the draft design study report and plans in hand design  
21drawings phases will be held for collector or larger roads and for major upgrades to other roads that 
significantly change traffic speed, volume or patterns; or impact the natural environment or non-
motorized travel and safety. Otherwise,  a public hearing may be held at the discretion of the planning 
and zoning  
22commission. The planning and zoning commission will review and act to  
23approve, approve with conditions, or return the application to the project  
24management team for additional work. Concerns and conditions raised by the  
25commission shall be specifically addressed in subsequent submittals. 

Add land use as part of the Design Study Report checklist
Ch 3, Page 89, lines 37-38 
Page 90, line 5 or 6 
Section 21.03.190.B.4.b  
Because roads are technical, concrete projects with immediate impacts, it is easy 
for  review bodies to focus on details and lose sight of the larger context.  The 
link between road construction and long-term land use needs to be reinforced as 
part of the review “checklist”. 
Insert a new item for review of a Design Study Report (and renumber the 
subsequent items): 

33b.As applicable,the commission’s review of the project draft design study report  
34shall include but not be limited to: 
35i.Existing conditions, including but not limited to traffic volumes; 
36ii. Transportation and land use goals and objectives from the comprehensive plan, including  the 
zoning,  land use intensity and zoning objectives specified in the district or neighborhood plans
Renumber the following items, through item xiv. 

Ch 3, page 90, line 21 

a.The urban design commission shall review and approve all landscaping and 12streetscape and 
pedestrian facilities for streets of collector classification or 13greater in the Official Streets and 
Highways Plan.14b.The urban design commission shall approve, approve with conditions, or reject 
15the landscaping, streetscape, and pedestrian design plans at a stage no greater 16than 65 percent 
designed, for all applicable street projects. A public hearing is 17not required but may be held at the 
commission’s discretion.18c.As applicable, the commission’s review of the plans in hand design 
drawings 19shall include but not be limited to:20i.Compliance with this title and the comprehensive 
plan;21ii.Context of the area and the long-term impact on existing and projected 22adjacent land 
uses;23iii.Initial cost of materials including installation; 

Ch 3, page 90, lines 30-35 

Expand the purpose statement for trail review to reflect the same types of 
benefits as for streets
The purpose for trail review should be as robustly-stated as the purpose for 
street review.  Add statements about the benefits to the community. The current 
wording is vague (asthetic and psychological benefits?) and incomplete. 

29C.Trail Review301.Purpose31Trails are a basic part of the transportation infrastructure of the 
municipality. Trails  benefit the community by enabling low-cost non-motorized transportation; by 
improving health through exercise and recreation; and by reducing roadway congestion and parking 
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needs.  [THEY ARE USED FOR 32TRANSPORTATION, FOR RECREATION AND LEISURE, AND 
ALSO PROVIDE AESTHETIC AND PSYCHOLOGICAL 33BENEFITS.] Significant additions or 
revisions to the municipality’s trail network benefit by 34oversight and concurrence in design decisions 
by the urban design commission. 

Regarding trail review, don’t allow the director excessive discretion to forego trail 
review.  Also, add a review criterion:  the impacts to users of the trail 

Ch 3, page 91, line 14 and line 20 
13b.Notwithstanding the criteria of 2.a. above, the director may exempt new trails or 14trail
reconstruction projects from this section if the director finds, in writing, that 15the project is minor in 
scope and not likely to cause negative impacts to surrounding 16properties and neighborhoods to trail 
users. The director may also require new trails or trail 17reconstruction projects that do not meet the 
criteria of 2.a. above to be reviewed 18in accordance with this section, if the trail project is likely to 
create significant 19public interest, or cause negative impacts to surrounding properties and 
neighborhoods or to trail users.

Subdivision Plat Expiration Date should be briefer to allow efficient 
development of surrounding properties 

Ch 3, page 95-96, lines 43-46 and 1-9 
This section allows subdivision plats to sit idle on the books without action for 15 years, 
as follows:  it allows pro forma 5 year approval of a subdivision plan (compared to the 2- 
to 5-year current approval), and a consent agenda 5 year extension of a subdivision plat 
for  five more years, and a third extension of five years by public hearing.   

15 years of inaction on a subdivision plat  creates a potential financial inefficiency for 
surrounding properties and for taxpayers.  An idle plat requires adjoining properties to 
conform their roads and utilities and landscaping to a non-existent subdivision, and this 
may result the wrong placement or size  of utilities or stub roads, at either public or third-
party expense.   
Amendment:  revert to the PA T21 language, which allows a two-year lifespan for 
subdivision plats under 10 acres and a 5-year approval period for subdivisions over 10 
acres, and any size of subdivision can have 2 two-year extensions with justification, for a 
shelf-life of 6 years for small subdivisions, and 7 to 10 years for subdivisions over 10 
acres.

42v.Preliminary plats being finalized in portions or phases shall not be 43construed to automatically 
extend the original approval period. 44[NOTWITHSTANDING SUBSECTION E.III. ABOVE, 
PRELIMINARY PLATS THAT INCLUDE A 45PHASING PLAN AND A FULL LAYOUT PLAN MAY BE 
APPROVED FOR UP TO 60 MONTHS,  
WITH THE OPTION OF ONE 60 MONTH EXTENSION BY THE PLATTING BOARD (ON THE 
1CONSENT AGENDA) AND AN ADDITIONAL 60 MONTH EXTENSION BY THE PLATTING 
2BOARD (WITH A PUBLIC HEARING IN ACCORDANCE WITH SUBSECTION E.IV. ABOVE). 
3SUCH EXTENSIONS SHALL BE GRANTED ONLY IF THE AUTHORITY FINDS THAT CURRENT 
4CONDITIONS ARE SUBSTANTIALLY THE SAME AS THOSE THAT EXISTED WHEN 
THE5PRELIMINARY PLAT WAS ORIGINALLY APPROVED. ][SUCH AN EXTENSION MAY 6ONLY 
BE GRANTED BY THE PLATTING AUTHORITY IN 7ACCORDANCE WITH THE PROCEDURES 
SET OUT IN THIS 8SUBSECTION.]
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Public Notice Period for amendments to the comprehensive plan should be 
longer
CH 3, PAGE 41, LINES 41-46 

ALLOW 35 or 31 days for public review of comprehensive plan amendments before a 
public hearing, not the currently proposed 21 days.  If these amendments are 
substantive, then stretch the review schedule to be convenient for public groups and 
community councils that meet monthly.

Public Notice Period for amendments Title 21 should be longer
Ch3, page 104, line 8 
Allow 35 or 31 days for public review of title 21 text amendments before a public hearing, 
not the currently proposed 21 days.  The plan requires that title 21 text amendments be 
limited to twice per year, so the staff has ample latitude to craft them and post public 
notice. 

Retain the zoning term “ PLI (Public lands and institutions)” throughout 
T21
Do not substitute the term “community use” for the current category of PLI uses 
and the private institutional uses like churches.  This is confusing.  Our MOA 
nomenclature already uses “community use” to describe mid-size parks.  It is 
generally used for the type of inclusive facility that attracts broad leisure or civic 
participation from several surrounding neighborhoods.  
 “Community use”, under the Committee version, would  include non-participatory 
or very selective uses such as railroad freight center, utility substation, 
crematorium, and government administrative buildings like crime labs and police 
stations.  These are clearly institutional.

Chapter 14 Definitions:  add several definitions
Add definition of “plans in hand design drawings” to Chapter 14 Definitions. 
Term is uses  on P 15, line 1 Section 21.02.040.A.4 and pages 88, page 89, line 
21,  and 90, line 11 and line 22, Section 21.03.190.  Definition is needed because 
this term is not used by lay-persons, and because the definition of varies from  
“less than 65 percent”, to “at 65 percent stage” to “no greater than 65 percent 
stage” but does not specify what elements other than “landscape ‘theme’” need 
to be included.

Add to definition of “street, collector”:  add the levels of collector and their 
average daily traffic counts.

Pedestrian facilities 

Parking and pedestrians relative to building facade
Ch 7, page 419, lines 22 through 28. 
Section 21.07.090.H.7 

296 of 398



Comments to Assembly on Title 21 – N. Pease 
February 12, 2013 

Page 10 of 13 
Restore Section 21.07.090.H.7 so that parking spaces and aisles cannot directly 
abut the building façade of a multifamily residential building.  This is unsafe for 
walking, unaesthetic, and unhealthy if vehicle engines are left running next to the 
building.  This is not allowed for nonresidential buildings (section H7a.); don’t 
allow it for multi-family residential buildings, either.  

21.07.090.H 7. Relationship to Buildings  
13 a. Nonresidential Buildings  
14 Parking spaces and parking aisles shall be separated from any nonresidential 15 building by 
a walkway or site enhancement landscaping planting area, or both, of 16 at least four feet in 
width…..etc.  

Walkways should not count as private open space and landscaping
Ch 7, Page 349, lines 9-13 
21.07.060. E.4.e 
Do not allow internal pedestrian walkways to be credited as private open space.  
They are open to public passage.  In most instances, they are as short and direct 
as possible, and do not provide significant recreation or relaxation value.  

In addition, walkways should not be double-counted as both landscaping and 
private open space as proposed in this code.  Delete lines 9-13: 
e. Walkways, Landscaping, and Open Space [9 WALKWAYS SHALL BE CREDITED 
TOWARD A REQUIRED PRIVATE OPEN SPACE WHERE THEY ARE 10 CONTIGUOUS. A 
WALKWAY THAT CROSSES A REQUIRED LANDSCAPING BED (AT OR NEAR 11
PERPENDICULAR) SHALL BE CREDITED AGAINST THE REQUIRED LANDSCAPING AREA 
AND 12 AMOUNT OF PLANTING MATERIAL.]  

Require pedestrian facilities on both sides of all streets in urban district.

o In the A District, retain the PAT21 provisions for pedestrian facilities on both 
sides of all streets (restore E.2.b and E.2.c); and

o delete the Committee language allowing discretionary deletion of sidewalks 
where not explicitly required in a plan on both sides of the street 
(21.07.060.E.2.g.i-iv).

Where roads cannot be connected, strengthen pedestrian connections 
without a burden-of-proof; Regarding both the A and B districts: retain the 
language to design roads to discourage cut-through traffic on local streets (D.2.f);

o Delete or refine the trail dedication language of 21.07.040.D to avoid losing a 
trail dedication on the excuse that a better one may come along later;  

o Retain the PAT21 language to provide pedestrian connections where roads or 
long cul-de-sacs cannot be connected (D.2.g) (Delete section 
21.07.060.E.2.h.i-iv which can be mis-used to waive pedestrian connections 
that would be useful and practical in the long term. 
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In the large lot areas, provide for pedestrian facilities on local streets where 
needed; and ensure adequate 20’wide easements for trail access to 
Chugach State Park

o Regarding the B district (Hillside and large lot areas); 
add to the language of 21.07.060.E.2.d to note that pedestrian sidewalks 
or paths may be required on local streets during future upgrades or 
platting, to serve as a safe, convenient feeder system to the paths 
mapped  in the HDP as a district-wide pedestrian network;  

o For trail access to Chugach State Park, leave the minimum easement 
width at 20 feet for access ways, as in the PAT21. (21.080.040.D).  These 
access easements are in lieu of road access, with far less width or 
impacts to neighbors.  The width is needed for proper alignment (because 
these are areas of steep terrain and bedrock), and also for safe two-way 
travel and wildlife avoidance. 

USE SPECIFIC PURPOSE STATEMENTS TO EXPLAIN NATURAL 
RESOURCE PROTECTION and LANDSCAPE FUNCTIONS 

Restore the purpose statements in three sections of the Development and 
Design Standards:  21.07.010 General purpose; 21.07.020 natural resource 
protection, and 21.07.080 Landscape, screening and fences.

The Committee has selectively stripped from the Purpose Statements the 
language that links design standards to physical health and safety, protection of 
the natural environment, and aesthetics. These are community goals strongly 
emphasized in the 2020 comp plan and several district or functional plans (e.g. 
the Hillside District Plan, Anchorage Bowl parks and natural resource plan.) 

The Committee has not stripped out other Purpose Statements: for example, the 
21.07.060 Transportation and Connectivity Purpose is very detailed, including 
objectives such as reducing vehicle miles traveled and travel times, and 
improving air quality.  The selective stripping of language related to the natural 
environment and health and safety creates a bias that is not reflective of the 
Comp 2020 Plan.

Ms. Ossiander stated at one of the January public hearings that the Committee 
didn’t want the Municipality to be sued for not following the purpose statements.
To the contrary, the purpose statements serve as a legal defense that helps the 
Municipality defend the ordinances in case of a lawsuit.  The purpose statements
show that ordinances are not arbitrary or capricious but rather that the 
ordinances serve to implement the  goals of the Comprehensive Plan and deliver 
public benefits. 
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Specifically, the following purpose statements need to be retained to establish 
the role of development and design standards in protecting the natural 
environment, health and safety, and aesthetics.

Ch 7, page 30, lines 14-35 and Page 308, lines1-3 

2. To provide standards that reasonably balance community goals, economic growth, 12 quality 
of life, and development costs; 13 [TO PROTECT PUBLIC AND PRIVATE INVESTMENT 
THROUGH PRESERVATION OF 14 OPEN SPACES, PROTECTION OF NATURAL 
RESOURCES INCLUDING EXISTING 15 TREES, PROVIDING BUFFERS BETWEEN 
INCOMPATIBLE USES AND ALONG 16 ROADWAYS, AND ENCOURAGING THE PLANTING 
OF NEW TREES AND 17 VEGETATION AS DEEMED APPROPRIATE; 18 TO PROMOTE 
SOUND MANAGEMENT OF WATER QUALITY AND QUANTITY 19 THROUGH 
PRESERVATION OF NATURAL AREAS AND THEIR HYDROLOGICAL 20 FUNCTIONS AND 
BY ENCOURAGING SOIL MANAGEMENT AND THE USE OF 21 NATIVE PLANT MATERIALS; 
22 TO PROVIDE A HEALTHY, SUSTAINABLE LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT 23 BY
ENCOURAGING DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT THAT REDUCES ENERGY USE 24 AND
COSTS; MINIMIZES POLLUTION; PROVIDES NATURAL, CULTURAL, AND 25 
RECREATIONAL AMENITIES; AND USES LAND AND OTHER RESOURCES 26 EFFICIENTLY
AND SUSTAINABLY;] 27 …
32 [TO STRENGTHEN AND PROTECT THE IMAGE, IDENTITY, AND UNIQUE 33
CHARACTER OF THE MUNICIPALITY AND THEREBY TO ENHANCE ITS BUSINESS 34
ECONOMY;]
And
TO PROVIDE MULTIMODAL CONNECTIVITY FOR THE SAFE AND EFFICIENT 1 MOVEMENT 
OF PEOPLE, GOODS, AND SERVICES, INCLUDING ROADS, TRANSIT, 2 AND PEDESTRIAN 
FACILITIES].

Ch 7, page 309, lines 21-29 
Section 21.07.020.A 

Restore the list of natural amenities. Some of these are not self-evident.   The retention of 
significant natural features, specifically, needs to be explicitly stated, as it derives from the 
comprehensive plan.   Delete the avoidance language “where feasible and appropriate”: it is 
unneeded in that sentence, which pertains to  “patterns” not individual projects or site. 
21.07.020 NATURAL RESOURCE PROTECTION 
A. Purpose 20 The municipality contains many natural amenities that [, INCLUDING 
STREAMS, NATURAL 21 DRAINAGES, WILDLIFE HABITAT AREAS, WATER 
BODIES, SCENIC FEATURES SUCH AS 22 MOUNTAINS AND COASTAL AREAS, 
WETLANDS, AND HILLSIDES, AS WELL AS 23 SIGNIFICANT AMOUNTS OF 
NATIVE FOREST, TREE COVER, AND OPEN SPACE, ALL OF 24 WHICH]
contribute to the municipality’s character, public health, quality of life, and property 25 
values. The requirements of this section are intended to ensure that the natural character 
of the 26 municipality is reflected in patterns of development and redevelopment, where 
feasible and 27 appropriate [AND SIGNIFICANT NATURAL FEATURES ARE INCORPORATED 
INTO OPEN 28 SPACE AREAS]. 

Page 359, 21.07.080 
21.07.080.A
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Comments to Assembly on Title 21 – N. Pease 
February 12, 2013 

Page 13 of 13 

Landscaping
Part of the deleted language form the purpose statement should be retained:  the 
applicability to street corridors; erosion and dust control; and the value of 
retaining native plants.  Underlined language should be retained, or added. 

21.07.080 LANDSCAPING, SCREENING, AND FENCES 1 A. Purpose 2 This section is 
intended to ensure that new landscaping and the retention of existing vegetation is 3 an integral 
part of all development [AND THAT IT CONTRIBUTES ADDED HIGH QUALITY TO 4
DEVELOPMENT, RETAINS AND INCREASES PROPERTY VALUES, AND IMPROVES THE 5
ENVIRONMENTAL AND AESTHETIC CHARACTER OF THE COMMUNITY]. It is also the intent 
6 of this section to provide flexible requirements that encourage and allow for creativity in 7
landscape design. More specifically, these provisions are intended [SPECIFIC PURPOSES 8
INCLUDE] to: 9 1. Visually enhance industrial, commercial, community use, and residential 
development and transportation corridors 10 through retention of existing native or ornamental 
vegetation or through new landscaping 11 improvements. … 
14 2. Integrate new or renovated development into the surrounding context of the community 15
including its neighborhoods and street corridors. [ENCOURAGE A PLEASANT VISUAL 16
CHARACTER FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT WHICH RECOGNIZES AESTHETICS AND 17
SAFETY ISSUES;] 18
3. Separate, screen, and buffer adjacent incompatible land uses through the use of 19 landscape 
plantings, fencing, and other appropriate landscape architectural features. 20 [UNIFY
DEVELOPMENT AND ENHANCE AND DEFINE PUBLIC AND PRIVATE 21 SPACES;] 22
4. Reduce erosion, and reduce and treat runoff of storm water to preserve the quality of local 
streams and water 23 bodies. [IMPROVE COMPATIBILITY BETWEEN LAND USES BY 
REDUCING THE 24 VISUAL AND OPERATIONAL IMPACTS OF MORE INTENSIVE USES 
UPON 25 ADJACENT PROPERTIES;] 26 [PROMOTE THE USE OF EXISTING VEGETATION 
AND RETENTION OF TREES, 27 WOODLANDS, HABITAT, AND URBAN FOREST; 28
REDUCE RUNOFF AND EROSION, and CONTROL DUST, AND PRESERVE AIR QUALITY;
AND
30 ENCOURAGE USE OF NATIVE PLANTS [OR PROVIDE LANDSCAPING] and landscaping 
techniques that[THAT IS 31 COMPATIBLE WITH THE CLIMATE AND NATURAL SETTING OF 
THE MUNICIPALITY 32 AND CAN] ensure plant survival and  PROVIDE DESIRED EFFECTS 
EVEN DURING HARSH URBAN AND 33 WINTER CONDITIONS.]

TREES FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 
Restore the statement of purpose that was deleted from Provisionally Approved T21 on page 
384, lines 24-40.  Insert it into page 368, lines 3-4 in 21.07.080.E.4.a: 

4. Trees for Residential Development 1 a. Purpose 
2 This section encourages the retention of existing trees and woodlands,  and establishes a  
3 minimum requirement for trees in new residential development.  
TREES ARE AN IMPORTANT CHARACTERISTIC OF THE MUNICIPALITY, PROVIDING 
ECONOMIC SUPPORT OF LOCAL PROPERTY VALUES; ENHANCING THE MUNICIPALITY’S 
NATURAL BEAUTY AND IDENTITY; REINFORCING THE PLEASANT PHYSICAL 
CHARACTER OF RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOODS; PROTECTING ANADROMOUS FISH 
AND WILDLIFE HABITAT; AMELIORATING IMPACTS OF DEVELOPMENT ON DRAINAGE, 
SOIL EROSION, AIR QUALITY, AND WATER QUALITY; SHELTERING FROM INCLEMENT
WEATHER; PROVIDING SHADE AND TRANSPIRATION COOLING IN SUMMER; AND 
PROVIDING VISUAL BUFFERING OF URBAN DEVELOPMENT.  
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Title 21 Rewrite

From: Ted Pease [tedpease@alaska.net]
Sent: Tuesday, February 12, 2013 4:54 PM
To: !MAS Assembly Members
Cc: Title 21 Rewrite
Subject: REZONING(ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS)

We are most concerned about the pernicious and destructive effect that the proposed changes to the Rezoning
Criteria, 21.03..160.E6, chapter 3,on pages 77 and 78 would have on the integrity of established zoning districts
by diluting those criteria to make it too easy to accomplish re zonings through the watered done procedures in
Chapter 3 ( land use plan map amendments). These changes on both I 1 and I 2 would allow a long list of non
industrial uses, including banks, commercial retail, dormitories, churches, etc. without weighing the supply and
demand in the affected zoning districts. Amendments to the zoning map should not be allowed unless it is
determined that there is both insufficient or inadequate land that is zoned industrial and that sufficient land will
remain in the existing zone type to meet the needs of the community. In other words, building a store ( a non
industrial use) should not be allowed in an industrial area unless it is conclusively established that there is
insufficient or inadequate commercially zoned land.

Please revise the criteria for rezoning as shown by adding back into 21.03.160.E.6 on chapter 3, pages 77 and
78the following capitalized language which the Assembly proposes to delete;.
12 [THE APPLICANT DEMONSTRATES TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE
ASSEMBLY THAT THE SUPPLY OF LAND IN THE DESIRED ZONINGDISTRICT IS INSUFFICIENT OR INADEQUATE FOR
THE DESIRED PURPOSE AND THAT SUFFICIENT LAND OF THE EXISTING ZONING DISTRICT REMAINS IN THE AREA
TO MEET THE NEEDS OF THE COMMUNITY;]

1999[THE PROPOSED REZONING MAINTAINS AND PRSERVES THE COMPATIBILITY OF THE SURROUNDING
ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT, AND PROTECTS AREAS DESIGNATED FOR SPECIFIC USES ON THE ZONING MAP
FROM INCOMPATIBLE LAND USES OR DEVELOPMENT INTENSITIES.]

Ted and Claire Pease
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From:  thomas piersch [mailto:tpiersch@gmail.com]
Sent:  Wednesday, January 30, 2013 10:00 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 21 

Assembly Members 

There has been much talk in the break shack about the Title 21 rewrite. In these discussions the 
majority of my union brothers are either unaware or stoutly opposed to it. When those who are 
unaware are informed and shown examples of the proposals, they also become opposed. 
It is my belief that if the assembly should adopt the Title 21 rewrite there will be a large backlash 
from the people of Anchorage. 

The Title 21 rewrite should be abandoned because, 

It is clear that the Title 21 rewrite reflects the wishes of special intrest groups and not the 
majority of Anchorage citizens. 

And,

This rewrite does more to damage the Liberties of private property owners, than it does to help 
the future of Anchorage. 

Thank-you

Thomas Piersch 
9315 Strathmore Dr. 
Anchorage, AK 99502  
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Davis, Tom G.

From: Ossiander, Debbie A.
Sent: Tuesday, February 12, 2013 3:19 PM
To: Davis, Tom G.; McConnell, Erika B.
Cc: Weaver Jr., Jerry T.
Subject: FW: Chapter 10 Comments
Attachments: 21 CE.docx

Page 1 of 1

2/15/2013

From: Potter, Timothy [tpotter@dowlhkm.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 12, 2013 2:31 PM 
To: Ossiander, Debbie A. 
Subject: FW: Chapter 10 Comments 

Debbie,
This is a cleaned up version of my hand written notes. I reviewed the remainder of Chapter 10 and have
nothing additional.
I feel very strongly that the Industrial setback from residential really needs further examination.

Tim

From: Hickok, Tanya  
Sent: Tuesday, February 12, 2013 2:02 PM 
To: Potter, Timothy 
Subject: Chapter 10 Comments

Tanya S. Hickok, P.E., LEED® AP
Senior Civil Engineer
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21.10.030.B Chugiak-Eagle River Advisory Board

Recommendations: Eliminate.  There is nothing keeping these organizations from forming their own ad-hoc group; 
however, codifying this Advisory Board’s existence has the strong potential to create drawn-out, ill-defined 
processes that add significant time to existing processes. 

21.10.040.6.b.iv.

Recommendation: Has this 40% number been tested via a design impact analysis?  If not, there should be testing 
done prior to adoption to confirm no or limited unintended impacts occur. 

21.10.040.D.3.c.ii.

Recommendation: Change “shall” not to “should” not.  The CE-RO zoning district is intended to be a 
transition/buffer district.  Comprehensive Plans and Land Use Plan Maps are often old, out-of-date, and do not 
reflect current issues, such as new roads or interchange upgrades. 

21.10.040.E.3.b.ii. CE-I-2 Heavy Industrial

This literally says that; “Any” use in the CE-I-2 district “shall” be at least 200 feet away from “any” residential use. 

Recommendation: Two hundred feet (200’) seems excessive.  How many acres of buffer would it take to have a new 
20 acre CE-I-2 industrial park?  If it happens to have residential zoning of any kind on all four sides, the buffer area 
would be 20.85 acres!  Using 40.85 acres to net a 20 acre industrial park of CE-I-2 zoning is not realistic. 

“Any” use in the CE-I-2 district appears to mean, employee and customer parking, office space in support of the 
industrial operation.  The current requirement for “urban” Anchorage is a minimum of 30’ buffer and uses must 
meet the Municipality’s noise ordinance. 

The language needs to be modified concerning “Any” use, and the 200’ is inappropriate. 

21.10.040.F.3.a CE-PCD 

The final sentence of the Purpose Statement, indicates that the CE-PCD district is “limited to unified, 
comprehensively planned developments which are of substantial public benefit,”… 

First, if unified means that “all contiguously zoned CE-PCD land under common ownership has to be planned at the 
same time”, then Eklutna is being targeted with an unrealistic and inappropriate burden, that no other single property 
owner has been or will be faced with.  Second, is there a definition for “substantial public benefit”? 

Recommendation: Eliminate this sentence or provide minimum size qualifications, that are reasonable minimums 
for CE-PCD master planning.  Thirty acres, forty-acres?   Additionally, provide a definition for “substantial public 
benefit” or strike this language. 

It is important to remember that ER-PCD Master Plans go to both the Planning and Zoning Commission and the 
Assembly as “public hearings.” 

305 of 398



1

From: Lee Pulliam [mailto:leepulliam@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, January 28, 2013 4:26 PM 
To: !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject: Please vote for the provisionally adopted Title 21 

Hey assembly members, you owe it to your city to vote for the provisionally adopted Title 21.  

Please vote for it! 

Sincerely,
Lee Pulliam
leepulliam@gmail.com
(360) 441-5062 mobile 
Anchorage, Alaska USA
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From:  Niki Raapana [mailto:nikiraapana@gmail.com]
Sent:  Sunday, January 20, 2013 7:30 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 21 Revisions 

To the Anchorage Assembly, 

Building livable communities can be directly sourced to federal and international programs. The 
"need" for such detailed (700 pages?) revisions to land use regulations is not supported by 
anything other than outsider opinions and phony green science. It's obvious the opinions and 
hopes of a small group of activists and stakeholders holds more weight than the opinions and 
reality of the other 95%... those other 285,000 souls under your care, who, as you well know... 
know nothing about this plan.

Why haven't the Anchorage voters been asked to adopt such radical changes to their entire city 
infrastructure? This whole process is littered with claims that "the community" agreed to the 
need and the "community" wants this plan to be enforced. Revealing the definition of 
"community" might help the common man understand why they can't be allowed to vote. 

Please consider the long term ramifications of seemingly minute but radically significant changes 
to U.S. and state Constitutional  law. Via manufactured consent is not exactly the way our laws 
were designed to be modified. As representatives in a free and independent state you have an 
obligation to uphold the law; it's in your contract with us. 

Sincerely,
Niki Raapana 
author/publisher/documentarian 
http://nord.twu.net/acl
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From:  Ann Rappoport [mailto:agrappoport@gmail.com]
Sent:  Tuesday, February 12, 2013 2:53 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members; World Wide Web Municipal Clerk 
Subject:  Please accept these comments on the Title 21 Rewrite you are currently considering 
Attachments: Property Values and Setbacks.pdf; Montana watershed standards.pdf; 

riparian_buffer_guidebook.pdf; Rappoport Comments on Title 21.pdf 

Dear Anchorage Assembly -

Please accept my attached comments on your current consideration of the Title 21 rewrite 
(Attached: Rappoport Comments on Title 21) and several supporting references (Property 
Values, Montana Watershed, and Riparian Buffer). 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, Ann 

Ann Rappoport 
17053 Aries Court 
Anchorage, AK 99516 
907-345-3822 home 
907-230-3187 cell 

Ann Rappoport
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Streamside Setbacks Increase Property Values and Attract Economic Development
Research compiled by Citizens for a Better Flathead 9/07.  The following research is submitted for the record in 

support of the Whitefish Critical Areas Ordinance. 

Property values are influenced by many factors that vary depending on time, location, and 
purchaser’s needs or desires. Appraisal values for waterfront property are typically higher than for 
non waterfront property.  Yet, a growing body of research shows that property located on water 
bodies that have protections to keep water clean and the habitat vital attract more buyers and a higher
price.  Additionally, research shows communities that set limits on inappropriate development and 
maintain the scenic and wild qualities of rivers, streams, wetlands, and lake shores attract and retain
economic development.  Below is a sample of some of this research. 

A study done near Oakland, California, found that a 3-mile greenbelt around Lake Merritt added $41 
million to the surrounding property values.1  A study done on Portland, Oregon found similar results.  
Portland has two levels of environmental zoning with strong restrictions on development of parcels 
in the environmental protection zone (p-zone) and somewhat more accommodation of some 
development in the conservation zone (c-zone).  A study published by the Journal of Land 
Economics found that properties with a c-zone designation in North Portland sell for 35% more than 
homes without any environmental zoning.2   Furthermore, a study of home prices in three California 
counties found urban stream restoration projects which decreased flooding, stabilized banks, and 
enhanced fisheries added between 3% and 13% to mean property value.3

Research on the effects of Michigan State’s Natural River Program, which sets out simple zoning 
criteria that local communities use to design a plan for protecting their river together across township 
and county boundaries, also documents the economic benefits of putting in place protections. A 
comprehensive 1996 Michigan State University study found that property on designated Natural 
Rivers sells at higher prices and sells more readily than land on non-designated rivers. In particular,
the study found: 

 • The number of property sales on Natural Rivers increased at a rate of 20.8% from 1986 to 
1995, while non-designated rivers showed no upward trend. 

 • Prices paid for Natural River properties were both higher and increased faster — at a rate of 
17.8% from 1986 to 1995 —than on non-designated rivers. 

1 168. Lerner, S. and W. Poole, The Economic Benefits of Parks and Open space. 1999, The Trust for Public Land: 
Washington, D.C. 
2185. Netusil, N.R., The effect of environmental zoning and amenities on property values:Portland, Oregon. Land 
Economics, 2005. 81(2): p. 227-246.  
3 Streiner, C.F. and J.B. Loomis, Estimating the Benefits of Urban Stream Restoration Using the Hedonic Price Method. 
Rivers, 1995. 5(4): p. 267-278. 
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 • Prices paid for vacant, undeveloped land were the same along Natural Rivers and 
nondesignated rivers. That is, Natural River zoning restrictions had no negative effect on a 
property’s potential in the eyes of buyers. 

Of the fourteen rivers under Natural River zoning, ten had building setbacks of 200 to 150 feet and 
four had setbacks of 100 to 125 feet.4

Following a greenbelt acquisition in Boulder, CO, adjacent property values increased by 32%.5

�In a study of properties located close to streams in British Columbia, it was found that residential 
property values increase by 15 – 20% when close to greenways.6

In 1983, a study was conducted in Madison County, Montana that found “development  along the 
Madison River will adversely affect the important economic and recreational opportunities that so 
many people depend on...”7

�In a study conducted by the University of Arizona, it found that housing prices increase by 6 percent 
for homes near a protected riparian corridor.8 Other studies indicate that the adoption of enhanced 
stream setbacks may cause the value of existing homes near streams to go up on the long term.9

Local governments also benefit from protecting streamside areas.  Such protection may lower 
servicing and stormwater management costs while increasing the attractiveness of communities as a 
place to raise families.  Johnson County in Kansas saved an estimated $120 million on engineered 
stormwater controls by setting aside $600,000 worth of riparian greenways.10

Wetlands and riparian areas protected as open space can reduce overall costs for local governments 
as well.  A study done in Flathead County found that for every dollar generated by residential land in
the county in FY 1997, it cost $0.53 to provide services to open space and agricultural land, while it
cost $1.52 to provide the same services for residential land.11  Between 1992 and 1997, the 
population of Flathead County grew by 22.6 percent, while the average homeowners’ local tax bill 
increased 65 percent, which was partially a result of the cost of paying for sprawling development 
patterns.12  Studies done by the American Farm Land Trust across the country reinforce that 
agricultural and open space often provide more in revenue to local governments than they demand in 
services. Residential land, on the other hand, incurs higher service costs than it provides in revenue.

4 Michigan Land Institute, http://mlui.org/downloads/naturalrivers.pdf 
5 “A Planning Guide for Protecting Montana’s Wetlands and Riparian Areas.”  Published by Montana Watercourse, 
Montana Department of Environmental Quality, and Montana Audubon.  July 2003. 
6 Quayle and Hamilton 1999. 
7 “A Planning Guide for Protecting Montana’s Wetlands and Riparian Areas.”  Published by Montana Watercourse, 
Montana Department of Environmental Quality, and Montana Audubon.  July 2003. 
8 Colby, B, PhD, & Wishart, S.  Riparian Areas Generate Property Values for Landowners. Agriculture and Resource 
Economics, The University of Arizona, January 2002. 
9 Ibid. 
10Sandborn, Calvin. 1996. Green Space and Growth: Conserving Natural Areas in BC 
Communities. B.C. Commission on Resources and Environment, Victoria, B.C.
11 Citizens for a Better Flathead.  “A Review of the Fiscal Impacts of Different Land Uses on County Government and 
School Districts in Flathead County, Montana, for the Fiscal Year 1997 &1998”  January 1997. 
12 Montana Smart Growth Coalition.  Retrieved from www.mtsmartgrowth.org 
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In a letter Governor Schweitzer wrote to agency directors, on March 8th, 2006, at DEQ, DNRC, and 
FWP, he stated that:  

“Development along rivers and streams that destroys protective riparian areas is possibly 
the single most urgent ecosystem threat facing Montana today.  Not only do these 
waterways and riparian areas provide fish and wildlife habitat, they also provide jobs and 
recreation.”13

Clean water is directly linked to a strong economy.  In the Flathead, tourism is a major component of 
the economy because of the vast natural resources and amenities people from all over the world 
come to enjoy.  In 2006, visitors to the Flathead Valley spent a total of $297,092,216.  In 2006, the 
top four primary attractions for visitors were Glacier National Park (48%), mountains/forests (14%), 
visiting family/friends (12%), and open space/uncrowded areas (10%).  For those on vacation their 
top attractions were Glacier National Park (77%), mountains/forests (68%), open space/uncrowded 
areas (47%), lakes (41%), and rivers (39%).14

The abundance of fish and wildlife species supported by riparian areas provides many outdoor 
recreational activities, including hunting, fishing, birdwatching, and hiking, that are important to 
Montanans.   
�

A study published in 1998 by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service found that in 1995 over 1,084,000 
people participated in wildlife-associated recreation in Montana, spending over $678 million.15  Of 
those participating 336,000 fished, 194,000 hunted, and 554,000 participated in wildlife watching 
activities.16  Furthermore, this spending does not include travel related expenses, such as food and 
lodging.  The majority of recreation activities in Montana depend upon the existence of healthy, 
productive wetlands and riparian habitant.17

In summary, as outlined above there are numerous economic, environmental and social benefits of 
streamside setbacks:  they protect private property from flooding and erosion, protect water quality 
and quantity, provide opportunities for quality recreation, protect valuable water recharge areas, 
preserve fish and wildlife habitat, contribute to a strong economy and property values while 
preserving the use and enjoyment of private property.  

While some public comments have raised concerns and speculated about the loss in property values 
these studies do not support such speculation.  Indeed, the real question Whitefish should be 
asking is what will be the loss in property values if we do not put in place safeguards to 
preserve our water quality?  

13 Governor Brian Schweitzer.  Letter to Directors at the Department of Environmental Quality, Department of Natural 
Resources and Conservation, and the Fish Wildlife and Parks.  March 8, 2006. 
14 Nickerson, N & Oschell, C.  Niche News:  Flathead County Traveler Characteristics.  The Institute for Tourism and 
Recreation Research, University of Montana, April 2007. 
15 Residents and nonresidents are included in these statistics. 
16 All 3 cases studies were taken from “A Planning Guide for Protecting Montana’s Wetlands and Riparian Areas.”  
Published by Montana Watercourse, Montana Department of Environmental Quality, and Montana Audubon.  July 2003. 
17 Ibid. 
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Streamside Setbacks

Protecting People, Property, and Montana’s Streams and Rivers
with Specific Information on Ravalli County, Montana

Montana’s future depends on clean water. One of the significant threats to our water quality is the
increasing number of developments—including homes, parking lots, lawns, roads, and other develop-
ment—located next to our streams and rivers. Stream setbacks offer an intelligent solution that pro-
tects clean water, a homeowner’s privacy, and the natural landscapes that harbor the fish and wildlife
that everyone in the state of Montana enjoys. Setbacks also reduce the risk of losing investments to
flooding and erosion—and they increase property values. Much of the information contained in this
handout is based on A Planning Guide for Protecting Montana’s Wetlands and Riparian Areas (Ellis
and Richard, 2003).

SETBACKS AND PUBLIC HEALTH

The main way that stream setbacks address public health, is by filtering out pollutants from our water.
Polluted runoff—which occurs when rainfall or snowmelt washes pollutants such as sediment,
nutrients, heavy metals, pesticides, and salt into streams,
lakes, and ground water—is the number one source of
pollution to the waters of our state (DEQ, 2007a).

What Setbacks Do for Clean Water: All Montanans depend
upon clean water that comes from ground water or surface
water. Wetlands and riparian areas act like a filter to reduce
the amount of pollutants that enter streams, ground water,
and—ultimately—drinking water, in runoff originating from
sources such as city streets, lawns, construction sites, and
around buildings. As suspended particles move through
wetlands and streamside vegetation, they are held by the
vegetation and soil. Toxic substances, including heavy
metals, toxic chemicals, and pathogens, can be filtered out
or broken down by plants, keeping these pollutants from entering nearby streams. Captured nutrients,
including phosphorous and nitrates, are used by plants or are slowly returned to the water, thus
stabilizing nutrient loads. This water flows directly into our streams—but it also percolates into our
ground water.

The two main ways surface water enters the ground are 1) precipitation falling on the land and
penetrating the soil, and 2) water in streams, rivers, lakes, and wetlands seeping into the adjoining
ground (Cohen, 1997). In addition to filtering out pollutants that may enter ground water, naturally
vegetated riparian areas and wetlands enhance the recharging of wells and aquifers by holding water
long enough to allow it to percolate into the underlying soil. In areas dependent upon wells and
springs for drinking water, the protection of wetlands is particularly important.

Ravalli County Drinking Water: In Ravalli County, most of the communities depend upon clean ground
water as their drinking water. However, Stevensville and Pinesdale also depend upon clean surface
water for their drinking water (DEQ, 2007b).

Recommended Setback Distance: A recent review of the scientific literature on riparian
vegetative buffer strips concluded that for water quality protection, vegetative buffer strips

"Development along rivers and
streams that destroys protective
riparian areas is possibly the
single most urgent ecosystem
threat facing Montana
today."  Governor Brian
Schweitzer.  Letter to Directors
to state agencies (DEQ, DNRC,
DFWP), March 8, 2006.
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should be a minimum of 100 feet wide under most circumstances, although buffers should be
extended for steeper slopes (Wenger, 1999). Setbacks include a vegetative buffer plus an
additional distance to the location of a new building (which essentially protects the vegetative buffer).
The State of Montana’s updated Nonpoint Source Management Plan, which was approved by the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in July 2007, states, “A buffer of at least 100 feet is
recommended for water quality protection…Minimum widths for buffers should be 50 feet for low
order headwaters streams, with expansion to as much as 200 feet or more for larger streams.” The
Nonpoint Source Management Plan identifies locally-adopted water body setbacks as important “Best
Management Practices” to protect and improve water quality from nonpoint source pollution. Nonpoint
sources of pollution in urban areas includes parking lots, streets, and roads where stormwater picks
up oils, grease, metals, dirt, salts, and other toxic materials. In areas where crops are grown or in
areas with landscaping (including grassy areas of residential lawns and city parks), irrigation, and
rainfall can carry soil, pesticides, fertilizers, herbicides, and insecticides to surface water and ground
water (DEQ, 2007a).

Other Montana Examples: Several local governments have adopted stream setbacks to protect water
quality, including:

� Bozeman has adopted setbacks for all buildings based on providing “bank stabilization, sediment,
nutrient and pollution removal and flood control.” Their setbacks are 100 feet from the East
Gallatin River, 75 feet from Sourdough and Bozeman Creeks, and 50 feet from all other
watercourses.

� Lewis & Clark County (Helena area) adopted setbacks with vegetative buffers for streams, rivers,
and wetlands in subdivision regulations in January 2005. The setbacks were adopted for the
“protection of sensitive fish and wildlife habitat, protection of valuable water recharge areas,
improved surface and ground water quality, flood prevention, scenic beauty and recreational
opportunities.” The setbacks classify water courses into four categories, with different setbacks
and buffer areas for each water course type (e.g. the setback for rivers is 250 feet, with a 100-foot
vegetative buffer; the setback for Type II streams (major streams that are listed in the regulation)
is 200 feet, with a 75-foot buffers;
etc.). In addition to commercial,
residential, and industrial buildings,
setbacks also apply to barns, feed
lots, corrals, and communication
towers.

Vegetative Buffers are Critical
The longer runoff is detained in the
buffer before entering a stream or
wetland, the better. Wetland and
riparian vegetation increases the
effectiveness of a buffer in several
ways. Physically, roots trap sediments
and their contaminants, hold banks in
place, and prevent erosion. By
providing a canopy, vegetation reduces
the velocity of raindrops and lessens
runoff and erosion. Trees, shrubs, and
to a lesser extent grasses, provide
habitat including cover for wildlife and
fish, nesting sites, and food.

Lawns do not filter out pollutants. With native vegetation,
water flows through the vegetation. With lawns, water
flows over the surface. Montana Dept. of Natural
Resource and Conservation (DNRC) photo library.
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Overhanging branches provide shade that reduces stream temperature. Litter (leaves and organic
debris) from trees and shrubs provide food for aquatic organisms. Chemically and biologically,
vegetation absorbs nutrients and pollutants such as chemical pesticides, salts, sediments, and
organic wastes from entering our surface and ground water. Vegetation is factored into buffer strips
through regulations that determine the types of activities allowed. Examples of common restrictions
include:

� Minimizing removal of vegetation;
� Using native vegetation
� Prohibiting non-native plants (including lawns); and
� Prohibiting the use of pesticides and fertilizers.

Recommended Vegetative Buffer Distance: As stated above, recent reviews of the scientific literature
on riparian buffer strips conclude that for water quality protection, vegetative buffer strips should be a
minimum of 100 feet wide under most circumstances, although buffers should be extended for
steeper slopes (Wenger, 1999). Vegetative buffer strips are composed of native vegetation and do
not include lawns. This conclusion was based on several studies of different pollutants.

SETBACKS AND PUBLIC SAFETY

The main public safety issue that stream setbacks address is protection from flooding. As more
people choose to build their homes next to streams and rivers, these people and homes are
unwittingly being placed too close to the stream’s edge, in harm’s way. It is important to remember
that all rivers and streams eventually
flood. Therefore, larger streams and
rivers are recommended to have a
buffer that covers the 100-year
floodplain. In areas where streams
are known to meander, such as the
Bitterroot River, setbacks should
incorporate floodplains, as well as
non-floodplain areas overlooking the
stream or river. Using vegetated
buffers to set back human
developments and land uses from
stream banks is cost effective
protection against the hazards
caused by flooding and moving
streams (CRJC, 2000). Because the
reasons for extending setbacks to
include the 100-year floodplain and
extending setbacks to include non-
floodplain areas overlooking streams
are different, these two issues are
discussed separately below:

Floodplains
What Setbacks do for Flooding and Floodplains: An undeveloped, vegetated floodplain can reduce
the force, height, and volume of floodwaters by allowing them to spread out horizontally and relatively
harmlessly across the floodplain. Water that floods vegetated floodplains is soaked up by floodplain
wetlands and streamside vegetation (riparian areas), and then reenters the main channel slowly
(Cohen, 1997). This action can lower flood peaks, slow water velocities, recharge local groundwater
aquifers, and provide temporary water storage. These flood control functions also help to avert the

House impacted by flooding on the East Gallitin River in
1996. DNRC photo library.
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damages caused by flooding to downstream urban and suburban areas, agricultural lands, and
irrigation structures. Additionally, scientific studies show that protection of the entire floodplain of a
stream or river provides significant contaminant removal. For these reasons, it makes sense to extend
the buffers to the edge of the floodplain whenever possible (Wenger, 1999).

Recommended Setback Distance for Floodplains: Studies recommend that stream setbacks extend at
least to the edge of the 100-year floodplain (Wenger, 1999). Smaller streams may require only a
narrow buffer of trees or shrubs, while larger streams and rivers may require a vegetative buffer that
covers its floodplain.

Ravalli County, Floods, and Floodplains:
Ravalli County’s Floodplain Regulations, adopted on March 17, 1999, state that, “The Bitterroot River
between Hamilton and Stevensville is a meandering river with multiple channels over very deep alluvial
deposits. The shifting and changing of the river channel is an ever constant feature of the river in this
reach. At one location for example, the channel has shifted as much as 1,800 feet. Throughout this
reach, meander loops have been destroyed, the channel has switched to an alternate course, and
additional braiding has occurred. Based on these observations, the river reach is inherently unstable”
(Ravalli County, 1999). For this reason, it seems important to ensure that setbacks always extend to
the edge of the 100-year floodplain, on the main stem of the Bitterroot, as well as any other streams
that may meander in the valley.

In 1996-97, floods in Ravalli County caused over $466,450 in damage to public agencies, including
school districts, cities, the county government, and irrigation districts. The Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) picked up 75% of the cost of this flood damage—but local government
entities had to foot 25% of the bill (J. Anderson, Montana Disaster and Emergency Services, Montana
Department of Military Affairs, written communication, 2002). These estimates do not include damage
to private property, which the Montana Disaster and Emergency Services does not track.

Other Montana Examples: Building in a floodplain and removing riparian vegetation decreases or
eliminates the flood control capabilities of riparian areas and consequently can cause a threat to life and
property. Because floods affect both public property (the 1997 floods in Montana caused over $7.6
million in damage to public agencies, including school districts, cities, counties, and irrigation districts in
23 counties (J. Anderson, Montana Disaster and Emergency Services, Montana Department of
Military Affairs, written communication, 2002)) and private land, several local governments have
adopted setbacks that include the 100-year floodplain, including: Lewis and Clark County, Cascade
County (Great Falls area) and Flathead County, which all prohibit subdividing land within the
floodplain.

Permitting housing in the floodplain can cost local governments money. In 1992, Missoula County
approved a 92-lot subdivision west of Missoula along lower Grant Creek. The subdivision was located
outside the 100-year floodplain boundary on FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps. In 1997, during
runoff calculated to be less than a 10-year flood, water submerged some of the lots, yards,
basements, and the community sewage treatment system of this subdivision. As a result of this flood,
homeowners filed a lawsuit against the property developer, the developer’s engineer, local real estate
agents, and Missoula County. A negotiated settlement paid $2.3 million to the homeowners.

Non-floodplain Areas Overlooking Streams and Rivers:
Montana’s low elevation streams and rivers need room to move. In addition to protecting riparian
areas, uplands located next to streams and rivers also need protection. The long-term health of
riparian areas requires maintaining natural stream processes. More riverside development leads to
more river channelization projects (e.g. riprap and levees), which increase the frequency and severity
of floods and send problems to downstream landowners and communities. In areas where streams

Ann Rappoport
11 of 17318 of 398



5

are known to meander, setbacks should incorporate floodplains, as well as non-floodplain areas
overlooking the stream or river: a common problem arises when homes are built overlooking a river,
as stream channels naturally move these homes can become vulnerable to falling into the water.

Neither of these Montana homes had to get a floodplain permit
because they were built above the floodplain. The house above
is located on the Shields River. The house to the right is
located on the Missouri River. Both photos are from Gillilan
Associates, Inc. of Bozeman.

This home on the Yellowstone River in
Park County did not need a flood-
plain permit. On the left, the house is
shown in 1996. On the right, the same house is shown after the 1996-97 100-year floods, just before
it was destroyed. Many of Montana’s streams and rivers located in valley bottoms meander. A flood
can shift the main stem of the stream or river hundreds of feet. Both photos are from the DNRC
photo library.
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What Setbacks do for Flooding and Areas Overlooking Streams and Rivers: In areas where streams
are known to meander, such as the Bitterroot River, setbacks should incorporate floodplains, as well
as non-floodplain areas overlooking the stream or river: a common problem arises when homes are
built overlooking a river, as stream channels naturally move these homes can become vulnerable to
falling into the water.

In Montana, many rivers and streams need room to meander. If given space, this meandering creates
a pattern where outside bends of a river are dominated by cut banks (caused by natural erosion), and
inside bends are dominated by sand or gravel bars (where sediment is deposited). Additionally, the
bends in meandering streams naturally and slowly migrate. This process, in combination with the
moist, often wet soils and high water table found next to streams, creates a river’s floodplain, which is
often defined by riparian vegetation. Plants associated with riparian areas are adapted to growing in
this dynamic system.

As more bank stabilization structures are built— weirs, riprap, barbs, and other structures—both short
term and long term consequences can develop. In the short term, these structures tend to physically
stabilize one local stretch of riverbank or divert flows away from one bank to another. This can trigger
increases in river flow velocities, exacerbate downstream bank erosion and lead to further instabilities
downstream. Over the long term, bank stabilization can cause the channelization of rivers and
streams as floodplains narrow or disappear, natural stream migration is prevented, and, ultimately,
riparian vegetation does not regenerate (e.g. Ellis, 2002).

Local governments are beginning to grapple with the issue of what to do when people want to build
their homes near a meandering stream. Built too close to the stream, landowners will eventually
request that bank stabilization structures be built to protect their home. It is important to note that
allowing homes to be built on a high point overlooking a stream or river will often require landowners
to stabilize the stream bank below to prevent their homes from eventually falling into the water. The
best way to deal with this issue is to not allow homes to be built in the floodway or active area of the
floodplain; and to establish setbacks on areas located above the floodplain, but within the zone where
streams will likely meander.

This house on the West Gallatin is seen during a flood. With the river shifting towards the house, emergency
riprap was installed to protect the home. Bank stabilization is virtually always authorized after a home is
built. Photo by Gillilan Associates, Inc. of Bozeman.
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Ravalli County and Bank Stabilization: Between January 1, 1990 and December 31, 2002, the Army
Corps of Engineers approved permits for 21,440 feet (1.1 miles) of bank stabilization in Ravalli County.

The Bitterroot River has been particularly impacted by bank stabilization projects. The river is 84.3
miles long from the junction of the East and West Forks to its confluence with the Clark Fork River. Of
the 82 projects permitted on the Bitterroot River between 1990 and 2002, 62 authorized bank
stabilization structures on 18,298 feet of the river. Fifteen (24%) of these projects were greater than
500 feet in length. Total authorization included:

� riprap: approximately 8,759 feet authorized in 29 permits; 0.07 acres authorized in 1 permit; 25
cubic yards in 1 permit; no information in the length of the riprap in 4 permits;

� barbs: 4 permits; 15 barbs authorized;
� vanes: 8 permits; 12 vanes authorized in 4 permits; no information on the number of vanes in

4 permits;
� weirs: 2 permits; 2 weirs authorized in 1 permit: no information on the number of weirs in 1

permit
� dike: 1 permit; 1,300 feet authorized;
� rootwads: 17 permits; 178 rootwads authorized in 8 permits; no information on the number of

rootwads in 9 permits;
� other structures: 1,500 feet authorized for revetment; 12 linear feet authorized for boat ramp;

and
� unknown structures (but bank stabilization specifically authorized): 3 permits.

During the same period, 4 restoration projects were authorized on the Bitterroot: one for 476 feet, one
for 6.0 acres, one for 100 cubic yards, and the last with no information about size. No mitigation was
authorized for bank stabilization projects on the Bitterroot River (Ellis, 2005).

To date, no comprehensive study looking at bank stabilization structures lining the Bitterroot has been
completed; one study, however, did examine the 20.6 miles of the river in Missoula County. That study
found 28 bank stabilization projects totaling 4.8 miles in length (Brandt and Ringelberg, 1999). Because of
the meanders and multiple channels, it was estimated that 12% of this section of the Bitterroot River was
covered in bank stabilization.

A Final Word
In addition to protecting public health, clean water goes hand-in-hand with a strong economy (National
Association of Counties, 2001). Farmers, ranchers, and commercial activities need water to produce
crops, livestock, and manufactured goods. Healthy ecosystems attract tourists and recreation dollars.
And maintaining clean water is almost always less expensive than cleaning polluted water.

 “If you lose property value due to river setbacks, blame your broker. It is all in the
packaging. Crowded riverfront and river properties in the Bitterroot, Flathead, and
Paradise Valley are losing the intrinsic value of open space, recreation opportunities,
and water amenities due to unplanned, widespread development…there are so few
river properties – they command high prices ($1 – 2 M for a building site) and will
retain their value even if building is restricted adjacent to the river and active
floodplain.”

From:  Clark Wheeler, Real Estate Appraiser, Real Estate Valuation Expert, Norman C.
Wheeler and Associates, Bozeman, MT
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The link to the riparian buffer guidebook attached to Ann Rappoport’s comments is: 

http://www.cviog.uga.edu/free-downloads/57.pdf

Protecting Stream and River Corridors 

Creating Effective Local Riparian Buffer Ordinances

By Seth J. Wenger and Laurie Fowler 
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Protecting Stream
and River Corridors
Creating Effective Local
Riparian Buffer Ordinances

by Seth J. Wenger and Laurie Fowler

Carl Vinson Institute of Government
The University of Georgia

Model Ordinance Included
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From  Pat Redmond [mailto:plredmond@acsalaska.net]
Sent:  Tuesday, February 12, 2013 4:57 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 21 comments 

Mr. Chairman, members of the Assembly:

I could spend weeks commenting on the various parts of Title 21, but I have already done that a number
of times over the many years this has been in production. I spend many days and evenings working the
many drafts of this material. In general I support the Provisionally Adopted items with the changes that
were submitted by the staff.
In addition, I think the stream setback should be 50 feet. This is to avoid having to make repairs or
restore stream banks in the future that will be damaged by a 25 foot setback.
There is so much that is good in the provisionally adopted sections, much of which is being used without
damage to the economy.

I am looking at the long range future and growth of Anchorage, which I hope will continue to be a
Municipality that businesses and families find an exciting and pleasant place to relocate to or to stay and
many their futures here.

I have lived in Anchorage 45 years. I want to continue to see positive change.

Pat L. Redmond
907 243 6344 (home)
907 240 5585 (mobile)
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From:   Allen Reiner [mailto:bigal@alaska.net]  
Sent:   Tuesday, January 22, 2013 4:14 PM 
To:   !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 21 

   The only action that the Assembly should take on any changes to the original Title 21.  Is to put any 
changes including any

Prior Provisional Adoptions, to a vote of the Citizens of Anchorage.  The proposed 
changes will have a dramatic 

effect on the Citizens of Anchorage for decades to come.  It should only 
be decided by a vote of the Citizens of  

Anchorage, if they wish to make the changes.  These 
changes have been put together by a very very very 
small group of 

people from Anchorage and other parts of the 
Country (Oregon, other States, & Washington DC 
etc.etc.) that want to tell 

us how we should live our lives here in Anchorage . 
 Your responsibility is to the Citizens of Anchorage, not to this 

small group of individuals.

Do what is right!
Put it to the vote of the Citizens of Anchorage!!!! 

Thank You! 

Mr. Allen Lee Reiner  
      (Citizen of Anchorage) 
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From: kim rice [mailto:ricefish1@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2013 7:07 AM
To: !MAS Assembly Members
Subject: title 21 re stream set backs

dear assembly members, My name is kim rice i am a property owner in girdwood.i
would hope the assembly will not change stream set back any more than 25 feet
from stream. Alyeska creek runs through the back of our lot. When we purchased
the set back was 15 feet from center line of creek,now 25feet from edge of creek.
Our build area is now shrunk to a postage size area. If set back is made larger
we would not be able to build on a lot that we have paid taxes on for 30+ years
and muni misses out on future tax income.
thanks Kim Rice
po box 331 girdwood 907 783 2186
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Title 21 Rewrite

From: Larry Rundquist [rundquist@gci.net]
Sent: Sunday, January 13, 2013 8:15 PM
To: !MAS Assembly Members; Title 21 Rewrite
Subject: Title 21 - stream setback

Assembly members and planning staff...
I am in support of establishing the 50 ft setback for all new structure construction
and for re construction of existing structures. In addition to the benefits to water
quality and wildlife habitat, the expectation that extreme weather events and
associated flooding will increase with climate change necessitates the need for ample
buffer to minimize flood damages. Flood events within the MOA in recent years have
become more frequent and more serious than in the past and this trend is likely to
continue. Now is the time to prevent any new construction from adversely impacting
flood damages.
Thank you...
Larry Rundquist, PhD, PE
2912 Alder Drive
Anchorage, AK 99508
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From: Tim Seaver [mailto:tseaver@seaverwagner.com]
Sent: Thursday, January 17, 2013 3:08 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 21 

Dear Assembly,

I write to express my strong desire that Title 21 be restored to its earlier version prior to Mr. Coffey’s
taxpayer funded lobbying. I am particularly opposed to reducing the stream setbacks to 25 feet. Clean,
free flowing and accessible streams and flood zones should be a priority and should not be abandoned
for the short term interests of the development industry. The long term health and vitality of Anchorage
depends on sensible planning. Allowing Title 21 to be manipulated by the last minute efforts of a
handful of profit seekers is not only anti democratic it places the short terms gains of a few above the
long term benefit of many.

Timothy W. Seaver
SEAVER & WAGNER, LLC
500 L Street, Suite 501
Anchorage, Alaska 99501
Telephone: (907) 646 9033
Facsimile: (907) 258 7280
tseaver@seaverwagner.com

This e mail is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain information which is confidential
and/or legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender and destroy all copies
of the original message.
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From:  Cheryl Shroyer [mailto:clshroyer@hotmail.com]
Sent:  Tuesday, January 22, 2013 2:57 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  United Nations 21 meeting tonight- they say 

Assembly Members, 

Heads up.  I have heard that this meeting is really about the UN 21 Agenda " a conspiracy to deny people 
property rights" and not Title 21. 

Crazy, right? Not so fast.  A co worker insisted this was true.  He was told so.  "If it wasn't true why are 
they both called 21" he insisted it was part of the conspiracy.  He was adamant this was true. 

I don't know how far this rumor has spread and what kind of people will be attending tonights meeting 
as a result.  

Please make it clear tonight that was are discussing Anchorage Title 21. 

Good Luck. 

Cheryl Shroyer 
cshro@hotmail.com
PO Box 113264 
Anchorage, AK 99511 
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Title 21 Rewrite

From: Rick & Lisa [sinfamak@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, February 11, 2013 10:40 PM
To: !MAS Assembly Members
Cc: Title 21 Rewrite; Cheryl Richardson
Subject: Comments on Assembly committee draft of Title 21
Attachments: Title 21 comments (Feb.2013).docx

I've attached my comments on the Assembly committee draft of Title 21 (Assembly Ordinance 2012-
124).

Rick Sinnott 

Rick Sinnott
1 of 13
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Rick Sinnott 
P.O. Box 671268 
Chugiak, AK 99567 
sinfamak@gmail.com

COMMENTS ON TITLE 21 
Assembly Ordinance (AO) 2012-124 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Assembly committee draft of Title 21 and to provide 
written comments.  I have followed the development of Title 21 since its inception in Anchorage 
2020.  I believe the provisionally adopted Title 21 came closer to the vision of Anchorage 2020.  
The latest iteration, the Assembly committee draft, weakened in many ways by changes made 
by the Mayor’s consultant, Mr. Coffey, will result in a less livable community. 

One of the primary goals of Anchorage 2020 was to maintain and enhance the quality of life—
the livability—of Anchorage.  The plan did so in many ways.  I’m gratified to see a similar vision 
for Anchorage expressed in the Anchorage Economic Development Corporation’s (AEDC) “Live. 
Work. Play.” initiative.  This is being billed as a grassroots effort to make Anchorage the #1 city 
in America in which to live, work, and play in 2025.  The Mayor has written a letter in support 
and claims the Municipality of Anchorage (MOA) is a partner.  The initiative’s chair, Mike 
Prozeralik, reported a 2011 evaluation ranked Anchorage #1 in Work, #9 in Play, and #10 in 
Live.  So there’s some work to do.  Anchorage 2020 and the provisionally adopted Title 21 
would have contributed more to the Live and Play categories than the Assembly committee 
draft.  It’s not a fluke that the character and livability of Anchorage is encapsulated in the city’s 
slogan: Big Wild Life. 

I am a certified wildlife biologist with lots of experience in the Anchorage area.  I worked for the 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game for over 28 years.  During part that time I was a fisheries 
biologist and helped coastal communities determine important biological resources and write 
regulations that conserved those resources while allowing for wise use.  During the last 16 
years of my career I was the state wildlife biologist in charge of all wildlife in the municipality, 
including Chugach State Park.  Thus, most of my specific comments focus on natural amenities, 
especially wildlife. 

21.07.020. NATURAL RESOURCE PROTECTION 

21.07.020.A.  Purpose 

The municipality contains many natural amenities that [,INCLUDING STREAMS, NATURAL 
DRAINAGES, WILDLIFE HABITAT AREAS, WATER BODIES, SCENIC FEATURES SUCH AS 
MOUNTAINS AND COASTAL AREAS, WETLANDS, AND HILLSIDES, AS WELL AS 
SIGNIFICANT AMOUNTS OF NATIVE FOREST, TREE COVER, AND OPEN SPACE, ALL OF 
WHICH] contribute to the municipality’s character, public health, quality of life, and property 
values. The requirements of this section are intended to ensure that the natural character of the 
municipality is reflected in patterns of development and redevelopment, where feasible and 
appropriate [AND SIGNIFICANT NATURAL FEATURES ARE INCORPORATED INTO OPEN 
SPACE AREAS]. 

Natural amenities.  “Natural amenities” are undefined in both the provisionally adopted code 
and the Assembly committee draft.  However, the provisionally adopted code included a list 
of natural amenities in the purpose statement.  This list has been deleted in the Assembly 
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committee draft (see above).  This is unfortunate, because natural amenities are subject to 
interpretation.  While several natural amenities included in the provisionally adopted code are 
included in subsequent sections (e.g., B. Stream, Water Body, Wetland Protection and D. 
Wildlife Management Corridors) of the Assembly committee draft, other natural amenities—
such as scenic features and native forest and tree cover—seem to have been pruned.  For 
example, “encourage the protection of visually significant and/or prominent natural features, 
such as ridgelines and rock outcroppings” was removed from 21.07.020.C.1.e; the provision 
to encourage (emphasis added) “natural, indigenous” vegetation that “provides wildlife 
habitat” was removed from 21.07.020.C.1.g; and, with regard to trees in residential 
developments, the phrases “natural beauty and identity,” “protecting anadromous fish and 
wildlife habitat,” and “ameliorating impacts of development on drainage, soil erosion, air 
quality, and water quality” were removed from 21.07.080.F.13. 

With these and other changes, the Assembly committee draft seems to downplay 
consideration (or even “encouragement”) of some of the natural amenities listed in the 
provisionally adopted code.  I recommend defining “natural amenities” and that the definition 
include, at a minimum, the amenities listed in the provisionally adopted purpose statement. 

Where feasible and appropriate.  The addition of “where feasible and appropriate” is 
unnecessary and counterproductive.  The purpose statement identifies some of the values of 
the municipality’s natural amenities (character, public health, quality of life, property values) 
and merely points out that “the requirements of this section are intended to ensure that the 
natural character of the municipality is reflected in patterns of development and 
redevelopment.”  I don’t see why the action word “reflected” is so scary.  The original 
purpose statement seemed to have no enforceability beyond what is provided in “the 
requirements of this section”; however, it encapsulated the primarily reason for section 
21.07.020, which is to protect the natural amenities of our community as it grows. 

The term “where feasible and appropriate” was presumably added to ensure flexibility.  But 
21.07.020 already includes a variety of exceptions.  For example, 21.07.020.B.6.a.iv-v allows 
buildings in stream setbacks at the director’s discretion.  21.07.020.B.6.b allows activities, 
uses and structures perpendicular to a setback, where necessary.  21.07.020.B.6.e-f allows 
utilities and recreational structures and uses inside the setbacks.  By the way, the allowance 
for recreational structures in this section doesn’t specify whether they are public or private, 
which means both are allowed under this provision.  So a private property owner could 
conceivably build a tennis court, beach volleyball court, or indoor shooting range in the 
stream buffer. 

The major problem with adding “where feasible and appropriate” to the purpose statement is 
that it undercuts all of the subsequent provisions in 21.07.020.  If “where feasible and 
appropriate” is applied to the already weak purpose statement, then all subsequent 
provisions for stream and wetland protection, wildlife corridors, and open space need only 
apply “where feasible and appropriate.”  Perhaps that was the intent.  If so, why bother 
including a section for “natural resource protection”?  Let’s just have a free-for-all. 

21.07.020.B.4.  Buffer/Setback Requirements 

21.07.020.B.4.a.  Water Courses 

21.07.020.B.4.a.i. In all zoning districts except for the R-10 district and the area covered by the 
Hillside District Plan, buildings, accessory structures, and parking lots shall be set back at least 
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25 [50] feet horizontally from the ordinary high- water mark on each side of streams or, if not 
readily discernible, from each side of the defined bank of the stream. In the R-10 district and in 
the area covered by the Hillside District Plan, the setback shall be 50 feet. Except as provided in 
B.6. below, no disturbance is permitted in the [50-FOOT] setback area. 

Stream setbacks.  In a review of 150 scientific studies, the Environmental Law Institute 
concluded that a minimum of 100 feet seems to be the most widely recommended setback 
width for protecting a variety of stream values; however, for cold water streams that support 
salmonids, such as trout and salmon, a minimum setback width of 150 feet is recommended. 
http://www.horsleywitten.com/DEM-LID-Guide/docs/3_bufferstandards.pdf These recommendations are for “no-
build” setbacks, very different from those in Title 21 where a variety of public and private 
uses and structures may occur. 

The recommendation for 100-foot setbacks should come as no surprise to the Assembly or 
Planning & Zoning Commission, because the MOA’s planning department reviewed similar 
studies and urban stream setbacks and came to the same conclusion in an August 23, 2011, 
memo entitled “Title 21 – Major Issues in Review of Mr. Coffey’s Proposed Amendments.”  
The planning department’s research found that 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 the 25-foot-wide 
setback in the Assembly committee draft is insufficient to maintain the functions or values of 
local water bodies. 

The Anchorage Parks and Recreation Commission and Anchorage Watershed and Natural 
Resources Commission came to the same conclusion.  The AWNR Commission’s resolution 
number 2012-01 supporting retention of the 50-foot stream setback, as contained in the 
provisionally adopted Title 21, was dated January 18, 2012. 

The many streams, lakes, and wetlands of Anchorage are major amenities, but urban water 
bodies are easily polluted and can be turned into detriments by poor planning and 
unrestricted development. The question is, does the Assembly believe that most Anchorage 
residents want to live in a degraded environment—characterized by poor water quality, 
erosion, flooding, and declining populations of salmon—or do residents prefer to maintain the 
quality of their surroundings?  If the former, why provide any buffer at all?  If the latter, 
experts recommend a minimum of 100 or 150 feet for stream setbacks.  The 50-foot stream 
setback in the provisionally adopted Title 21 would at least slow the degradation of municipal 
streams.  Considering the recommendations of experts and the protections afforded by other 
communities, adopting a 25-foot-wide stream setback would make Anchorage a 
laughingstock. 

21.07.020.B.4.c.  Wetlands 

21.07.020.B.4.c.ii.  Except as provided in B.6. below, all buildings, accessory structures, fills 
and other storage of materials, and parking lots shall be set back at least 15 feet horizontally 
from the delineated edge of all class A wetlands, and all portions of class B and C wetlands not 
authorized for development; no disturbance is permitted in the 15-foot setback area. 

Anchorage has filled most of its wetlands.  Of the remaining wetlands, those designated 
class A and portions of class B and C wetlands not authorized for development are, by 
definition, deemed critical for flood control, water filtration, and other well-known wetland 
values and functions.  For example, 21.07.040.F, regulating onsite snow storage, purports to 
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“Ensure water quality treatment and drainage control of snowmelt.”  That isn’t possible if 
snow from parking lots—mixed with salt, petrochemicals, and other toxicants—is piled 15 
feet from a wetland.  Come spring, the snow will melt and most of the silt and toxicants will 
flow into the water body.  A 15-foot setback from valuable wetlands is completely inadequate.   

21.07.020.B.4.d.  Water Bodies 

In all districts, buildings, accessory structures, and parking lots shall be set back at least 25 feet 
horizontally from the edge of water bodies. The setback shall be vegetated, except for minimal 
areas to allow for access to those uses such as docks, boathouses, and floatplane storage that 
require direct access to a water body by their very nature or function. 

See stream setback comments above.  The setback for non-water-related uses and 
structures should be at least 100 feet. 

21.07.020.B.6.b.  Activities, Uses, and Structures Allowed in a Required Water Course or 
Wetland Setback Without Prior Approval, Unless Specifically Noted 

21.07.020.B.6.b.ii.  The following structures and uses of land or structures are permitted parallel 
to the stream within the outer 10 [15] feet (15 feet in the R-10 district and in the area covered by 
the Hillside District Plan) of the setback: 

(A) Public recreation facilities such as [OTHER THAN] trails; 
(B) Utility facilities pursuant to 6.d. below; 
(C) On-site snow storage piles in accordance with subsection 21.07-040F., Snow Storage 

and Disposal;
(D) Drainage facilities, in accordance with subsection 21.07.040 and approved by the public

works [PROJECT MANAGEMENT AND ENGINEERING] department; and 
(E) Only in the area covered by the Hillside District Plan, l[L]awns, landscaping, play 

equipment, fences, pervious decks, unpaved patios, and other similar features that are 
based on a pervious surface;[.] 

The structures and uses lists in subsections ii.(A)-(D) above are allowed provided that utility 
facilities and applicable drainage facilities are buried, and provided that all disturbed areas shall 
be revegetated with trees, shrubs, and ground cover similar to natural vegetation in the area.

Revegetation is to occur during the same growing season, except as otherwise permitted by the 
director.

Public recreation facilities.  This exception made little sense in the provisionally adopted 
code and makes less sense now.  What is a public recreation facility?  I believe they include 
tennis courts, softball fields, golf courses, and parking lots.  These facilities could include 
impervious surfaces (e.g., asphalt or buildings); runoff from pollutants such as fertilizers, 
herbicides, pesticides, silt, and hydrocarbons; and disturbed areas that encourage invasive 
species.  Allowing any public recreation facility in the already inadequate stream setbacks 
will further degrade Anchorage’s water bodies.  The only exceptions for public recreation 
facilities should be for water-dependent or water-related facilities, and they should be 
carefully located to minimize damage. 

And why was subsection (A) revised?  It initially did not include trails in the exemption, but 
the Assembly committee draft does.  A 25-foot-wide stream setback that includes a 10-foot-
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wide paved trail is no longer a setback. 

On-site snow storage piles.  Snow storage piles often include sediment, salt, 
hydrocarbons, or other pollutants.  A 25-foot stream setback is too narrow to adequately filter 
these pollutants.  A de facto 15-foot-wide setback is ludicrous.   

Lawns, landscaping, play equipment, fences, pervious decks, unpaved patios, and 
other similar features.  Homeowners apply fertilizers, herbicides, and pesticides to their 
lawns and gardens and salt and wood preservatives to their decks and patios. All of these 
are bad for creeks and adversely affect neighboring properties downstream. 

If fences are built within 15 feet of creeks, then dogs and other domestic animals will be kept 
inside the fences.  Tons of dog and horse feces already degrade local streams.  It would be 
best to keep domestic animal feces farther from the water to allow a little more filtration. 

What are “trees, shrubs, and ground cover similar to natural vegetation” (emphasis added)? 
Is a mayday tree, an invasive species that Anchorage residents are currently trying to 
eradicate in riparian areas, similar to a birch tree?  Who decides?  If “similar to” isn’t defined, 
I’m afraid it’ll mean “anything goes.” 

21.07.020.B.6.b.iii.  Only in the area covered by the Hillside District Plan, t[T]rails are permitted 
parallel to the stream within the outer 35 feet of the setback. Through the design and permitting 
process, trails may be locate closer to the stream for a justified reason, such as overcoming a 
physical, topographical, or land ownership constraint, or taking advantage of a viewpoint. 

Trails in Hillside District stream setbacks. It is my understanding that the Hillside District 
has a stream setback of 50 feet.  The provision above allows trails in the outer 35 feet of the 
setback.  However, this seems to be inconsistent with the provision in ii(A) which allows trails 
in the outer 15 feet of the Hillside District and R-10 district. 

Trails in all stream setbacks. Trails, which are often significant, impervious alterations of 
riparian areas, should seldom be located as close as 15 feet to a stream unless the trail is 
crossing the stream or where most of the trail is sited much farther from the stream but there 
is no feasible or prudent alternative in a limited section.  Siting trails too close to streams is 
not only bad for water quality, such trails have proven to be more costly to maintain, primarily 
due to erosion. 

21.07.020.B.6.c.v.  If applicable, the alteration shall have no negative effect on fish habitat. 

Negative effect on fish habitat.  This provision applies to all work within a water course or 
water course setback.  However, many activities and uses conducted farther than 25 feet 
from water bodies affect fish habitat.  Why are only activities and uses inside the 25-foot 
setback singled out when other activities and uses may have identical impacts on fish 
habitat?  Shouldn’t the standard be based on avoiding potential damage to fish habitat and 
not some arbitrary, insufficient stream setback that developers are willing to tolerate?  That’s 
the reason why experts recommend minimum setbacks of 100-300 feet. 

State standards for forestry provide for stream setbacks of 100 feet on all private and public 
land in southcentral Alaska (Region II) http://forestry.alaska.gov/forestpractices.htm and these setbacks 
are less than ideal for maintaining water quality and stream values as a result of negotiations 
with the logging industry.  Clearcutting a forest might seem like a radical change in the 
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riparian environment, and it is, but clearing vegetation is only the first step in developing an 
urban area.  To build a subdivision or shopping mall, first the trees are removed, then much 
of the area is covered with impervious materials, increasing runoff; fertilizers, herbicides, 
pesticides, hydrocarbons, silt and other pollutants are added; streams are channelized, 
impounded, or diverted into extensive underground culverts; exotic, invasive species are 
introduced; and the original tree cover is not allowed to regrow.  Streams in urban areas 
should have wider setbacks than those established for logging. 

Anchorage is famous for and residents are justifiably proud of the fishing opportunities in 
Ship Creek and other local water bodies.  Salmon in the city contribute to our quality of life.  
For all of these reasons, stream setbacks in urban areas should be at least 100 feet wide, or 
150 wide along salmon streams. 

21.07.020.D.  Wildlife Management Corridors 

21.07.020.D.1.  Intent 

The purpose of this section is to reduce wildlife-human conflicts by managing certain linear 
stream corridors to minimize adverse human-wildlife interactions and to facilitate more safely 
the movement of wildlife in those corridors identified in this section. It is not the intent of this 
section to reduce density that is otherwise allowed. 

Intent.  Reducing wildlife-human conflicts is a worthy goal.  However, the intent statement 
should be broader than that.  Every public survey that I’ve seen in the past 30 years has 
emphasized the appreciation of Anchorage residents and visitors for wildlife in the city.  
Some of the surveys were conducted on specific user groups, like skiers or trail users, but in 
two scientific surveys conducted for the Alaska Department of Fish and Game a random 
sample of Anchorage residents indicated overwhelming support for urban wildlife, including 
species often considered to be problems: bears, moose, beavers, and Canada geese.  It’s 
not unusual for urban residents to indicate appreciation for wildlife; in most cities, that means 
birds and small mammals like squirrels and raccoons.  Anchorage residents, however, have 
voiced strong support for having bears and moose in the city.  In 1997, most Anchorage 
residents believed the possibility of encountering bears and moose was a positive aspect of 
living in Anchorage. http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/index.cfm?adfg=anchorageplanning.anchorage5#values  In 2009, 
the year after a mountain biker was mauled by a brown bear in Far North Bicentennial Park, 
most Anchorage residents, even most park and trail users, expressed an appreciation for, or 
at least a willingness to tolerate, bears in local parks like Far North Bicentennial Park. 
http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/static/species/livingwithwildlife/bears/pdfs/moose_bear_report_2009.pdf  Despite some 
problems, wild animals are among the municipality’s natural amenities.  I believe the intent 
statement should reflect the attitudes and expectations Anchorage residents have about 
wildlife and its contribution to the unique character of Anchorage and our quality of life.  All of 
my following comments are based on both reducing wildlife-human conflicts and preserving 
populations of wild animals in and near the city. 

Wildlife management corridors. The provisions for wildlife management corridors have 
been misinterpreted and misapplied since the earliest revisions of Title 21. 

These provisions were initially based on recommendations from the Anchorage Bear 
Committee (ABC), an interagency group of bear experts and land managers.  Following 
several years of review and discussion, the ABC published its Guidelines for Maintaining 
Bear Habitat While Reducing Bear-Human Conflicts in the Municipality of Anchorage and 
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Chugach State Park in June 2004.  I strongly recommend reviewing that document if you 
haven’t already done so.  Its guidelines are much broader than a limited consideration of 
wildlife movement corridors.

21.07.020.D.2.  Applicability 

This subsection shall apply within 200 feet on either side of the ordinary high water mark of the 
following streams: Peters Creek and its tributaries upstream of the Old Glenn Highway, Eagle 
River, South Fork of Eagle River (below the falls), Ship Creek (upstream from Reeve Blvd.), 
Campbell Creek (upstream from Lake Otis Parkway), North Fork of Little Campbell Creek 
(upstream from Elmore Road), Rabbit Creek, Little Rabbit Creek, Indian Creek, Bird Creek, 
Penguin Creek, California Creek, Glacier Creek, Virgin Creek and Portage Creek. 

200 feet.  The ABC’s guidelines were intended to apply to the entire municipality, not just 
“wildlife management corridors.”  Because bears and other large wild animals tend to follow 
stream corridors, especially those also used by spawning salmon, some recommendations in 
the ABC’s guidelines were based on setbacks from stream corridors.  Brown bears, in 
particular, are known to concentrate along salmon-spawning streams in the Anchorage area 
from July to October.  These streams and a corridor 600 feet from both sides of each stream 
were designated “Bear Habitat 1.” (see ATTACHMENT A for definitions of bear habitats)  It is 
not clear to me where the list of streams included in Title 21 (6.D.2. Applicability) came from.  
That list includes most, but not all, of the salmon-spawning streams in the Anchorage area. 

The recommended 600-foot-wide setback was arbitrarily reduced to 200 feet.  The 
restrictions for this area were not particularly onerous (see Standards below).  Why would the 
municipality entertain any proposal to site a landfill, solid waste transfer station, school, or 
campground in an area where brown bear use is concentrated?  Brown bears are attracted 
to poorly stored edible garbage, and there is no good reason for putting school children or 
campers in areas with known concentrations of brown bears. If the goal is to minimize 
wildlife-human conflicts, most of the bear maulings in the Anchorage area have occurred with 
600 feet of salmon-spawning streams.  I strongly recommend using the 600-foot guideline 
provided by the Anchorage Bear Committee from all salmon-spawning streams in the 
municipality.

21.07.020.D.3.  Standards 
Within the area identified in subsection D.2. above, the following mandatory standards shall 
apply:

a. No new landfills, solid waste transfer stations, schools, or campgrounds are allowed. 
b. All outdoor trash receptacles shall be bear-resistant, and food shall not be stored outside. 
c. Roads, driveways, or trails, including bridges, [SHALL BE SUBJECT TO THE SETBACK 
REQUIREMENTS OF THIS TITLE AND] shall be designed to facilitate wildlife passage along 
streams and to minimize wildlife-human conflicts. 
d. Trails shall be sited with direct consultation with the state department of fish and game. 

Bear-resistant trash receptacles.  The ABC guidelines recommend bear-resistant trash 
receptacles for all areas with known bear problems.  Why not require bear-resistant trash 
receptacles in all areas identified by the ABC and the Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
as problem areas?  Anchorage is surrounded by the 700-square-mile Chugach State Park.  
Many of the smaller communities in the municipality, like Girdwood, Eagle River and 
Chugiak, are completely engulfed in bear habitat.  According the surveys sponsored by the 
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Alaska Department of Fish and Game, most Anchorage residents want bears in Chugach 
State Park, and there is no acceptable way to eradicate these bears to prevent them from 
making occasional forays into populated areas.  As Anchorage has grown, and bears have 
learned to easily find garbage in the city, problems with both black and brown bears have 
increased exponentially.   

Currently, the municipality has an ordinance that requires storing garbage out of sight until 
the morning of pickup.  Some residents keep the garbage in garages or sheds; however, 
under the existing ordinance they can also stack it behind the house in plastic bags or 
containers with unfastened lids.  Needless to say, bears easily find this garbage.  Even the 
municipal requirement to place garbage on the curb the day of pickup is widely ignored and 
seldom enforced.  In many neighborhoods, one-fourth to one-third of the homes and 
apartments place garbage on the curb in unsuitable containers by about 10 p.m. the night 
before pickup.  This makes it easy for bears to access edible garbage overnight and is the 
primary reason why so many black bears have been attracted into neighborhoods in the past 
30 years.  Tons of edible garbage are made available to bears every day in some part of the 
municipality.  It’s surprising that we don’t have more bear problems in the city. 

Other communities, even other Alaskan communities, have dealt with the problem by 
enacting bear-specific trash ordinances.  Anchorage, the state’s largest community, with the 
most bears and bear problems, has no trash ordinance specific to bears.  The ABC 
guidelines offer some solutions.  The best solution would be to require bear-resistant trash 
receptacles in all areas with bear problems.  A more acceptable solution may be to require 
residents to store edible garbage in bear-resistant containers or buildings until the morning of 
pickup, at which time the garbage could be placed on the curb.  One of the most inexpensive 
bear-resistant containers is a metal drum (55-gallons is a standard size, but others are 
available) with a locking lid.  These are too heavy to be serviced by the waste management 
agencies; however, they are an ideal solution for many residents who have no garage or 
shed for storing garbage.  At least the garbage isn’t accessible to bears 6 ½ days of the 
week.

Dumpsters are also a problem.  Bears easily gain access into most of the dumpsters in the 
municipality.  This is because relatively few dumpsters have metal lids with locking bars.  
Bears can lift an unlocked lid as well as any adult, and locked plastic lids are easily 
collapsed.  Waste Management and other local waste collection agencies will supply locking 
metal lids on request.  Bears don’t just get into dumpsters in subdivisions, they also raid 
dumpsters used by restaurants, office buildings, construction crews (lunches are often 
tossed), and others.  All dumpsters in areas with known bear problems should be required to 
have metal lids and locking bars.   

All of Anchorage’s satellite communities—e.g., Girdwood, Bird, Rainbow, Eagle River, 
Chugiak, and Eklutna—are bear problem areas.  Bear problem areas in the Anchorage bowl 
include Hillside and other areas—like Muldoon, Mountain View, Government Hill, and 
Oceanview—that abut Chugach State Park and other large natural areas.  These areas are 
mapped. http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/static/species/livingwithwildlife/bears/pdfs/interactions.pdf

Facilitating wildlife passage along streams to minimize wildlife-human conflicts. 
Fences, which are often, but not necessarily, associated with roads and trails can block 
wildlife passage and exacerbate conflicts by channeling or temporarily trapping moose and 
bears in neighborhoods, recreational areas, playgrounds, or other sensitive areas.  Although 
an adult moose can jump a seven-foot-high fence, calves cannot, and potentially hazardous 
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situations are created hundreds of times each year in Anchorage when a cow moose jumps 
a fence and her calf or calves are unable to follow her.  Fences should be prohibited or 
discouraged in stream setbacks, and public fences should allow wildlife passage in wildlife 
movement corridors. 

21.07.080.G.2.c. Residential Dwellings

21.07.080.G.2.c.i.  In class A districts[:] 
[EXCEPT AS ALLOWED BELOW], single-family [(ATTACHED AND DETACHED)], two-family, 
townhouse, and three-unit multifamily dwellings on lots less than 40,000 square feet shall not 
have dumpsters, except where serviced from an alley.

(A) [A GROUP OF THREE OR MORE DWELLINGS MAY SHARE A DUMPSTER IF THE 
FOLLOWING CRITERIA ARE MET: 

(1) THE DUMPSTER IS BEAR-PROOF; 
(2) THE ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME DETERMINES THAT A 

BEAR-PROOF DUMPSTER WOULD REDUCE THE POTENTIAL FOR 
PROBLEM BEARS IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD; AND 

(3) THE DUMPSTER IS LOCATED AND SCREENED IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
THE STANDARDS BELOW. 

(B) SINGLE-FAMILY, TWO-FAMILY, TOWNHOUSE, OR THREE-UNIT MULTIFAMILY 
DWELLINGS ON LOTS LESS THAN 40,000 SQUARE FEET MAY HAVE A DUMPSTER 
IF THE DUMPSTER IS SERVICED FROM AN ALLEY.] 

Bear-resistant dumpsters.  The provisionally adopted Title 21 required dumpsters, or at 
least dumpsters shared by a group of three or more dwellings, to be bear proof.  After 
collapsing the dumpster provisions, the Assembly committee draft includes no requirement to 
bear proof dumpsters.  “Bear proof” is more difficult to achieve and often much more 
expensive than “bear resistant.”   

Currently, bears gain access to several hundred dumpsters in the municipality; it’s a very 
common problem. If dumpsters and other trash receptacles were bear resistant, most bears 
would not invest the time and effort to figure out how to gain access.  Those that do can be 
shot or, in rare instances, removed non-lethally by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game.  
This would greatly reduce the number of bears who learn how easy it is to obtain garbage in 
the municipality, and the fewer bears attracted into Anchorage neighborhoods, the better. 

All dumpsters in bear problem areas should be bear resistant.  “Bear resistant” should be 
defined in Title 21.  One possible definition is a metal dumpster with a reinforced metal lid 
capable of supporting at least 500 pounds and equipped with a metal locking bar or other 
locking device which makes it difficult for a bear to open. 

It is possible that provision (A)(1)-(2) was removed accidentally or because it didn’t belong in 
a section on screening.  Section 21.07.020.110.C.10.b seems to be a more appropriate 
location for requiring for bear-resistant trash receptacles and dumpsters in bear problem 
areas.  If not, perhaps it would be best to create a separate section for addressing this issue. 

21.07.110.  Residential Design Standards 

21.07.110.C.  Standards for Multifamily Residential 
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21.07.110.C.10. Accessory Elements 

21.07.110.C.10.b. Trash Receptacles/Dumpsters 
Where dumpsters are allowed, they shall comply with the requirements of 21.07.080G[H].
Where dumpsters are not provided, multifamily developments shall provide covered storage for 
trash receptacles. Such storage shall not be located between any building and the primary 
adjacent street frontage. 

Covered storage.  “Covered storage” isn’t defined, but could presumably include a structure 
like a carport, with no sides.  In fact, it could be a porch, because a “porch” is defined as a 
covered or partially enclosed exterior entrance space forming a vestibule to an entrance 
doorway.  Do we really want to encourage residents to store garbage on their porch so they 
encounter bears as they enter and leave their homes?   

In bear problem areas covered storage should be bear resistant.  This is not easy to achieve 
because a large or determined bear can open doors, rip doors off hinges, or even tear holes 
in the roof, walls, or floor of a lightly constructed building.  If property owners are unable or 
unwilling to provide a bear-resistant building, then a bear-resistant dumpster would suffice.  If 
this is infeasible, the property owner should provide some form of bear-resistant storage.  A 
structure like a carport or porch could be suitable if the owner also provided metal drums with 
locking metal lids for residents to store garbage until pickup. 

21.07.110.D. Standards for Townhouse Residential

There appear to be no provisions for bear-resistant trash receptacles for townhouse 
residential areas.  See comments under 21.07.020.D.3 and 21.07.020.G.2.c.i. 

21.07.110.E. Standards for Some Single-Family and Two-Family Residential Structures 

There appear to be no provisions for bear-resistant trash receptacles for single-family or two-
family structures.  See comments under 21.07.020.D.3 and 21.07.020.G.2.c.i. 

Rick Sinnott
11 of 13

345 of 398



ATTACHMENT A

Definition of bear habitats in the Municipality of Anchorage (from Anchorage Bear Committee’s 
Guidelines for Maintaining Bear Habitat While Reducing Bear-Human Conflicts in the 
Municipality of Anchorage and Chugach State Park, June 2004) 

“Bear habitats” – The best way to maintain bear populations while minimizing bear-human 
conflicts is to protect and maintain suitable bear habitat in and around the city.  Otherwise 
human development and activities will continue to encroach into or abut high-quality bear 
habitats.  Some habitats are more important to maintaining bear populations than others.  The 
various “bear habitats” are depicted in Figure 2 and defined as follows. 

"Bear Habitat 1" is land and water that, if developed, is expected to result in unrecoverable 
declines in the bear population in a relatively short period (1-2 decades or less); greatly increase 
the threat of bear attacks on humans; or greatly increase the number of bears shot in defense of 
life or property (DLP), road kills, or other human-caused mortality, including 

 All streams where salmon are known to spawn and within 600 feet of salmon spawning 
areas used by brown bears.  Includes undeveloped land along spawning streams in 
urban and suburban areas; for example, Rabbit and Little Rabbit creeks, Meadow Creek, 
Glacier Creek, and the South Fork of Eagle River (below the falls). 

"Bear Habitat 2" is land and water that, if developed, is expected to result in unrecoverable 
declines in the bear population over a long period (more than 2 decades), primarily as a result of 
cumulative impacts, and increased DLPs, road kills, or other human-caused mortality, including 

 Within 1 mile of a salmon spawning stream (for brown bears), and within 600 feet of a 
salmon spawning stream (for black bears); 

 Movement corridors and linkages, including valley bottoms and passes below 4,000 feet 
elevation on Fort Richardson and Chugach State Park, undeveloped portions of the 
primary north-south black bear movement corridor around the west end of the Chugach 
Mountains, and the forested bluff and adjacent habitat in and adjacent to the Anchorage 
Coastal Wildlife Refuge; 

 High-quality berry-producing habitats; and 
 Denning areas for brown bears (largely unknown at this time, although most dens are 

probably in Chugach State Park). 

“Bear Habitat 3" is large blocks of forested, wetland, and alpine tundra habitat used by bears 
for feeding, denning (black bears) and movements, including 

 Chugach State Park (except glaciers and above 4,000 feet elevation), Anchorage 
Coastal Wildlife Refuge; 

 Areas with no existing development on Elmendorf Air Force Base and Fort Richardson 
(except areas above 4,000 feet elevation); and 

 Large forested parks, including Bicentennial Park, Campbell Tract, Kincaid Park, and 
Section 16 (the latter two areas are important habitat for black bears only). 

“Bear Habitat 4” is residential neighborhoods, including small parks and natural areas, in the 
southeastern portion of the Anchorage Bowl (“Hillside”) that were built on the primary north-
south black bear movement corridor around the west end of the Chugach Mountains.  Based on 
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radiotelemetry, black bears continue to routinely use this corridor, in part to avoid areas above 
tree line that are occupied by brown bears. 

Rick Sinnott
13 of 13

347 of 398



348 of 398



From: Robin Smith [mailto:ericrobin@alaska.net] 
Sent:   Friday, February 08, 2013 9:52 AM  
To:   !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject: Urban Design Commission 

To all Assembly members: 

I understand that Assemblyman Birch will move to eliminate the Urban Design Commission in a 
misguided effort to speed up the project review process. I believe this is a mistake and Anchorage would 
suffer as a result. P&Z and UDC have different responsibilities with no overlap between the commissions. 

My concern is there is not sufficient expertise on P&Z to address the design issues reviewed currently by 
the Urban Design Commission. Its oversight includes:  public facility site plans, landscape plans, 
screening along major highways and requests for sign variances. The timing is not good since both P&Z 
and UDC will have major regulation changes to learn with the revision of Title 21. It will take time for 
both staff and the commissions to adapt. Finally if UDC is eliminated it will put increased work on an 
already burdened P&Z resulting in a backlog of project reviews actually negating the attempt to speed up 
the review process. Or it could result in a situation where design plans are simply given a rubber stamped 
approval, which is not in the best interest of Anchorage and its citizens. 

Please retain the UDC and the valuable service and positive impact it has on our community. 

Thank you for caring about the future of Anchorage and taking the time to read my concerns. 

Robin Smith 
Former Urban Design Commissioner  
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From: Robin Smith [mailto:ericrobin@alaska.net]
Sent: Tuesday, February 12, 2013 3:52 PM
To: World Wide Web Municipal Clerk
Subject: Title 21 Recommendations

Please forward to all Assembly Members,

Title 21

General Comments
Attending meetings on Anchorage 20/20 the intent was to improve Anchorage in many
respects creating a highly livable community through pedestrian connections, open
spaces, preserved vegetationŠ The landscape portion of Title 21 does not reflect
the vision of 20/20.
Landscape requirements have not increased open space, green space or
significantly improved on what¹s required in the current code. Some portions of
the Title have clarified previous versions, very helpful to all, however for the
amount of effort that went into 20/20 and the initial T21, changes are
disappointing.

From my perspective the most disappointing thing is the over use of shrubs and
reduced use of trees. Trees are what provide the habitat, store storm water,
clean up pollutants and gain value over time just to name a few obvious
benefits of trees. The new code increases the use of shrubs. Shrubs are short
lived; they do not have the habitat value of trees. It is hard to create an
ecosystem of shrubs. (Trees can be grouped and spaced to create systems that
someday could be interconnected throughout the city.) In design shrubs do not
offer the same benefits as trees. Did ever hear of someone describing the
wonderful shrub lined streets? No, people remember tree lined streets. Shrubs
are short lived. In Anchorage 30 years is a long time for a shrub. By comparison
a tree can live well over a 100 years. Trees are an investment. Shrubs are a
temporary solution that will not grow in value.
Also shrubs reduce snow storage area and results in a canyon effect that can
compromise safety.

Specific Comments
We should be incentivizing developers to keeps existing vegetation, for example
on page 368, lines 1 14 would leave a contractor thinking he can completely
scrape a site and leave a single tree here and there. A disservice to us all.
Undisturbed ground and the existing cover are essential to the trees¹ survival
and is cheaper than adding other ground covering later.

Table 21.07 1 Landscaping Specifications Visual Enhancement Landscaping min
average width should be 10¹, min width should be 8 foot. 5¹ width is too small
especially considering many of these spaces are sharing plants and snow
removal/storage operations. The increased planting bed width will pay for itself
in plant longevity and reduced maintenance. There is a requirement for 6
shrubs/tree, the Optional Design Standards should provide for/encourage
additional trees. Additional trees should reduce the shrub requirement, so
something to the effect of ³for every additional tree shrubs may be reduced by 6.
² (I think there are many situations where a thicker planting of trees would be
much better than a cluster of shrubs). In the Optional Design Standards where
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shrubs are allowed instead of trees, the number of shrubs should be increased,
³Trees may be substituted with two times the number of shrubs at the 6 footŠ²
Shrubs planted every 20 foot on center will never fill in the way a tree will.
³All areas within the planting bed shall be covered with living ground cover,
turf, or mulch² this is not ideal, turf is a poor ground cover around trees and
shrubs and with the density of shrubs there will be too
much competition. However I suspect this is more for the professional to
work out in design, too difficult to put in an ordinance.

Buffer landscaping min average width should be 20¹, primarily for aesthetic
reasons, but also to get a double row of trees the 15¹ is too narrow, the min as
shown at 10¹ is really too narrow, that should be 15¹.
Allow more trees to be used in trade for shrubs (same as above, trade 1 tree for
6 shrubs). Allow higher quantity of deciduous trees to be used instead of 50%
coniferous requirement.

21.07.080 F.a. ii. Shrubs Shrubs should not be defined by the height shown,
this eliminates all sorts of groundcover type shrubs. Should be changed to read
8² tall or maybe allow groundcover shrubs to be used but at a greater quantity.

4.1.c (pg 369, line 1) Native plant materials: needs to address changes to
existing drainage patterns that may affect natural vegetation and solutions
should be shown on plans (rerouting site drainage to natural beds, irrigation
systems, etc).

F.5.c (pg 371, line 16) this does not give credit to trees as they grow. It
would be nice to add something to the effect that for every two years beyond the
CO approval date, trees shall be replaced based on growth of 1 inch
caliper/2 years for deciduous trees up to 6 inch caliper; and 12 inch
height/2 years for evergreen trees up to 12 feet tall. For example a tree that
starts as a 2 inch caliper tree at the CO date and dies 4 years later would have
to be replaced with a 4 inch caliper tree. But the biggest replacement
requirement would be for a 6 inch caliper tree. The standard should also allow
the replacement of the tree to be a different species if the original species is
found not hardy for that location.

Thank you for considering my input,

Robin Smith
14100 Jarvi Drive
Anchorage, AK
99515
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From:  Andre Spinelli [mailto:andre@spinellhomes.com]
Sent:  Friday, January 18, 2013 11:28 AM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 21 comments 

Anchorage Assembly,

Please feel free to ignore the rant below, I blurted it out without even a proof read but one thing I do
want you to please consider is that the two attached duplex plans that are designed for 50ft wide lots.
One for alley access lots and the other for non alley lots. Anchorage has tons of 50ft wide R 2 lots, in
area’s ripe for redevelopment. The city and neighbors are so happy when you tear down a condemned
pile of trash and put up a shiny new duplex. The problem is the garages on these plans are not allowed
in the new Title 21, so please try and picture the exact same building with no garage, replace it with a
car port, 4 cars, trash cans, rakes, shovels, bikes, kayak, etc.. and tell me what is better? Two 16ft garage
doors in a 40ft wide building equals 80% of the building width. Boo.

I may be suffering from post public hearing depression but I will hold back any technical comments on
Title 21 and offer you the following commentary instead. After working tirelessly for years to keep the
revised Title 21 from raising the cost of housing and pricing thousands of Anchorage’s first time home
buyers out of the market I am burnt out. After listening to hours of comments glorifying South Addition
and condemning the rest of town as a pile of trash in the middle of mother nature’s museum, I am
confused and depressed. I walked away feeling like the evil developer when all along I thought I was
Robin Hood fighting for the right of the working man to own a house he could afford and a garage to
park in. There are a lot of spokes on a winter bicycle and only two fat tires, please don’t forget about
the other 99.9% of Anchorage that won’t testify about Title 21 because they had a long day of changing
oil, laying flooring, pouring concrete, running a busy cash register, etc..

I live in South Addition and it’s great but when I look out my window, I see several large plain multi
family buildings that could not dream of meeting the revised Title 21, about 10 (the amount visible from
my house) identical duplex buildings and 20ft gravel alleys clogged with parked cars, pot holes and dust
like you wouldn’t believe. The new title 21 doesn’t even promote or encourage city grid like subdivision
of land and adding alley’s? But while we are on the subject I feel it important to point out a few things.
First to have an alley and sidewalks on both sides of the street is expensive. The lots in South Addition
values are double the cost of their Spenard counter parts and maybe their worth it? I bought one even
though Inlet tower blocks my sun, but can other areas of town support that cost? I don’t think so, not
everyone wants to pay more than they should for rent in groceries for the convenience of near
downtown living.

Enough about South Addition let’s move to the environment. 25ft setback from a creek seems too close
to me but who really cares if most of the creek property is already developed or undevelopable? It
seems the people most concerned are the same ones that are very clear about existing properties
status as “Grandfathered.” If you were really concerned about the salmon and clean water and a true
steward of the environment you would be restoring your creek front land and bragging about it or
chaining yourself to the fertilizer spreader of the guy with the lawn leading up to the creek. Does Title
21 say anything about what you use to fertilize your yard while living next to water or how you kill
dandelions? Does it require yearly inspection of septic’s to be sure they are not failing? The EPA has
identified Campbell Creek as having too much “Fecal Coliform Bacteria”. I wonder where that comes
from? Septic’s usually fail because of ground water and if there is a failing septic then there is a house
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and if there is a house then there is a well and if there is a well then there is a hole in the ground that
leads down to the aquifer that people pump water out of to drink from. The Hillside plan draws a line
pretty far down the hill that dictates no water or sewer lines allowed. All in an effort to decrease
density but it doesn’t seem too intelligent to me.

Finally I get to my favorite subject Residential Design Standards. It doesn’t matter how many items you
add to Mr. Potato Head, he still looks like a Potato Head. Bad design is bad design no matter how much
money you through at it. I guarantee that designing by adding one item from each of the three
following list’s is not good design. Let’s try to figure out why we think we need residential design. As I
mentioned previously the military built plain old identical box duplexes and we call it our favorite
neighborhood (please note that the reason these have lasted so long is because of their simple design,
adding a bunch of mandated ginger bread features will likely compromise the durability of the
structure). Turnagain and Rogers Park, both great neighborhoods made up of a bunch of mass produced
ranch homes. Those were our neighborhoods 50 years ago and now we love them. From what I know
we need residential design standards because the MOA decided to fire a Municipal Engineer but keep
paying him his salary for several years. This gave him the opportunity, background knowledge and
relationships to develop a housing model that maximized density and minimized infrastructure. They
sold like hot cakes and now everyone hates them.

One last item before I sign off, there has not been an Economic Impact Analysis done for single family
homes. I guesstimate the revised code will raise the cost of home 2.5%. This is good for developers
because we work off margins, assuming people can afford to buy our homes?

Andre Spinelli
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From:  greg stoddard [mailto:grg.stoddard@gmail.com]
Sent:  Monday, January 21, 2013 6:08 AM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Please scrap the Title 21 proposal...Citizen's letter 

Assemblymen, Mayor and other concerned parties: 

The following statement submitted by a fellow citizen speaks to my position as well. 
Greg Stoddard 

To the Anchorage Assembly, 
The Title 21 debate has been very contentious.  There is a large segment of the population 
opposing it. The concept of private property is based on natural law and guaranteed by the 
Constitution. Title 21 affords no protection for private property rights. If anyone usurps another’s 
property for any reason the owner must be compensated. 
Title 21 does not reflect the desire of Anchorage residents. The Anchorage 20/20 plan should be 
scrapped and a new version commissioned without outside planners. Anchorage 20/20 isn’t 
gospel. The original Anchorage 20/20 was scripted by busybodies, meddlers and do-gooders that 
marginalized any dissent from the preconceived plans brought to us from outside facilitators. 
City planners can plan for municipal property to their hearts content but leave private property 
alone.
I attended the Title 21 public testimony Jan. 15th. I found it interesting that Assemblyman Hall 
said testimony will be limited. This indicates to me that this issue is getting bothersome for the 
assembly. I’d recommend putting the issue before the voters. It’s hard to understand why any 
assembly member would want to share the blame with outside planners for Title 21 disregard for 
property rights. 
The excuse that Title 21 should be passed because so many folks have put so much effort into it 
doesn’t hold water. A bad idea shouldn’t be employed just because a lot of time was invested in 
it. 
I sincerely hope you consider these thoughts when you next consider what action to take on Title 
21.
A concerned citizen 
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From: Ramona & Allen  
Sent:  Monday, February 04, 2013 6:44 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Americans with Disabilities Access Guidelines

To all assembly members:

My name is Ramona Snyder and I have addressed the assembly concerning  Anchorage becoming 
compliant with federal laws that have been on the books since 1991 with several updates.  Passage of 
Title 21 without addressing ADAAG laws is irresponsible, regressive, and opens the city for serious 
litigation.  You have all have been advised of some of the laws and how the city is out of code with federal 
laws.  This is the time to fix a problem that has gone on far too long.  This city cannot defend itself against 
this type of litigation.

Please, it's time to move this city FORWARD and adopt the fedeeal law city codes 

Thank you for your time.

Ramona Snyder
333-3400
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From:  Thais Thomas [mailto:thais@gci.net]
Sent:  Thursday, January 24, 2013 8:26 AM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 1 

Dear Anchorage Assembly Members:  

Please adopt the publicly approved, provisionally adopted version of the Title 21 rewrite. 

Please do not reduce stream set backs, nor reduce landscape standards, nor reduce private open space 
requirements.  Please keep Anchorage an appealing and livable city. 

Please continue public testimony for ALL to be heard on the Title 21 issue, as the assembly did for AO 64 last 
summer.

Thank you, 

ThaisThomas 
907 301 1188 
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From: Colin Thomasson
Sent: Friday, February 01, 2013 12:09 PM
To: !MAS Assembly Members
Subject: Title 21 Rewrite

Do NOT adopt the Title 21 rewrite.
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From:  Sonja Tobiessen [mailto:yoginidancer@gmail.com]
Sent:  Tuesday, February 12, 2013 2:59 PM 
To:   !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Comments re: Title 21 ~ please read & respond 

Hello respected Assembly members and thank you for your hard work on behalf 
of Anchorage citizens and businesses.
  I have lived in Anchorage for 13 years as a public school teacher and 
manager of my own income properties.   Prior, I lived in other AK communities 
since 1983.   I plan to stay in Anchorage forever and am very interested in 
helping support the city planners and policy makers in a direction that 
continues to make this city vibrant, more sustainable, attractive and 
diverse.
  I am not impressed (in fact disgusted) with the Mayor's and Assembly's 
attempts to by-pass the incredible amount of community work that has gone 
into forming Title 21.  Residents need more time to review proposed changes 
in the Assembly's rewrite ~ at least until mid March '13.   It is critically 
important that you support this good work by adopting the already publicly 
approved and provisionally adopted version of Title 21 Rewrite. 
  Specifically, I ask that you please reject the proposal to weaken design 
standards for single family homes, multi family and townhouse development.
There are already an over abundance of substandard, unattractive homes 
dominating the sector, packed in too close, without providing sufficient 
space for snow storage.  Given our limited sun exposure in Anchorage, all 
houses/ dwellings should be built to orient toward maximizing sunlight access 
for the mental health of our citizenry.  Reject the commission's proposal to 
delete height restrictions in the B-3 zones unless  stringent protections for 
residential sunlight are secured and enforced.  To protect the streams and 
waterways that help make this city so appealing, reject the proposal to 
decrease setbacks from streams to 25' from the 50' to 100' setback in the 
Prov. Adopted code.  I live on such a municipal stream and the houses and 
private fences on either side are too close for moose to pass through without 
concerned neighbors turning their barking dogs loose in order to keep young 
kids safe.  We need wider buffer zones along side streams, not narrower.
Reject proposals to reduce private open space requirements and changes that 
diminish neighborhood height transitions.  Currently, Anchorage is beginning 
to make strides that reflect an awareness and interest in increasing the 
beauty of the city.  It is still predominently very uninspiring 
architecturally with plain box-type structures throughout residential & 
commercial districts. 
Public parks and landscaping are essential in helping inspire residents to 
get outside and enjoy their town, interact with each other safely and build 
pride in the Anchorage community.  Please strongly reject any language that 
would decrease landscaping standards.   In order to diversify Anchorage 
neighborhoods and reduce need for private vehicle traffic, it is vitally 
important to restore mixed use zoning districts.  Please soundly reject the 
proposal to delete mixed use zoning districts and to spread mixed use all 
around the city, instead of focusing mixed use in locations identified by 
2020.  To avoid over-concentration of certain businesses and parking lots in 
any one area, reject the commission's proposal to increase the allowed 
commercial uses in Industrial I-1 zones.  To help make Anchorage a more 
livable and pedestrian-friendly town, please delete loopholes to avoid 
building sidewalks and connecting pathways and restore current lot coverage 
standards in low-income areas.   I've experienced how nice it can be to live 
in a neighborhood with sidewalks on both sides of the street... neighbors are 
out walking and interacting more... increasing the value on many levels of 
any neighborhood.  Airport Heights is a good example, added to the fact that 
it's close to a large trail system and local park.
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  Lastly, it is critical in clarifying the intent of the Title 21 revision, 
to restore to the document (and to the underlying intent) 'purpose 
statements' that have been eliminated in recent rewrites, namely: 
1. promote a balanced, diverse supply of affordable quality housing... 
2. protect public health and safety, 
3. protect the scale and character and unique appeal of existing 
neighborhoods and community areas... 
4. sustainable 
5. compact development 
6. encourage the retention of mature vegetation and the planting of new 
vegetation...
7. provide light, privacy and open space for each residential dwelling 8. 
protect residents from the harmful effects of loud noise, glare and light 
pollution, traffic congestion... 
9. protect wetlands, streams and other important natural resources from the 
adverse impacts of residential or commercial development. 
10. promoting increased safe pedestrian and bike transportation and the 
reduction of private vehicles 

I would like to know what each of you plans to introduce/support in the way 
of amendments to the current rewrite.  I hope to hear from you soon.
Meanwhile, see you at the next community planning mtg on 2/19.
I know this is monumentally challenging work trying to agree on the details 
for such a long-reaching plan, and I am optimistic that with enough community 
support during the process, you will collectively see the wisdom of restoring 
most of what has already been provisionally adopted.

With sincere thanks,  Sonja Tobiessen 
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From: Douglas Tryck [mailto:trynur@alaska.net]
Sent: Monday, January 21, 2013 6:06 PM
To: !MAS Assembly Members
Cc: Douglas Tryck
Subject: Title 21

January 21,2013
Mayor Sullivan and
Assembly members

Dear Mayor Sullivan and valued Anchorage Assembly Members,

I am sorry that I’m not able to attend the meeting on January 22,
2013,however there is something I critically need to share with you. I am asking
that you consider a problem we have in my area of the Hillside. Last winter on
December 22, 2011 one of my wells went dry and subsequently the pump burned out.
At the time there was an approved well draw down at the Rabbit Creek Community
Church. They were testing their water capacity to see if they could expand their
church. After much discussion within the community, the Planning and Zoning
Dept., and the Planning and Zoning Commission, the church decided not to expand .
The church graciously paid to replace my pump. After two weeks of sputtering and
sand in the sink I disconnected that well and am using an auxiliary well. I have
one half the amount of water I had before December 22, 2011.

My request from you would be that you seriously consider
anyone wanting to
develp or add on to a large structure in areas that still depend on wells and
septic systems be required to bring in city sewer and water.
I wouldn’t want any other neighborhoods to go through the scare my
neighbors and I did last year I run a business that requires water.
Next spring I’ll have to ration water because of the loss of a well.
If we have a warm dry summer I could be in serious trouble.

Sincerely,
Douglas Tryck
3625 Rabbit Creek
Anchorage, AK 99516
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From: ak.marathoner@gmail.com [mailto:ak.marathoner@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 15, 2013 4:23 PM
To: !MAS Assembly Members
Subject: Fwd: Title 21

I am traveling and not able to attend tonight's meeting but would to voice my
opinion. I am a 43 year resident of Anchorage, own both residential and
commercial property, and operate two retail businesses. Many people put a lot of
time, thought, and energy into Title 21 please do not let The back room revisions
Mayor Sullivan, Dan Coffee, and special interest developers want come to be.
Their interests should not come before those of the citizens of Anchorage and the
ten years spent revising the existing code. The city that I want to continue to
live in is that which the Title 21 plan as it read before Dan Coffee revised it
would create. Title 21 as originally written will require more of local property
owners and will improve our quality of life and the city of Anchorage, it is
worth it for the benefits we will gain. In my opinion Dan Coffee should never
have been involved in this process due to his ownership of residential and
commercial property and close relationship with Mayor Sullivan. There was a long
and open process to create Title 21 and as long as we are a government of, by,
and for the people, that process should be respected.

Sincerely,
Mark Tuovinen
907 562 8777

Sent from my iPhone
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From:  Carolyn Tuovinen [mailto:cct.etal@gmail.com]
Sent:  Tuesday, January 15, 2013 3:10 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  TItle 21 Comp Plan. 

Assembly Members:
We firmly support the Provisionally Adopted Title 21 which went through many eight years of public
review and compromises. We have been residents and homeowners in Anchorage since 1969. We do
not want reduced open space, tall commercial buildings in neighborhoods. We want neighborhoods safe
for walking and our green spaces and wildlife corridors protected. We urge you to protect our city.
Bill and Carolyn Tuovinen

William T. and  Carolyn Tuovinen
cct.etal@gmail.com
(907) 338-1573
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Design Recommendations for
Riparian Corridors and Vegetated
Buffer Strips
by Richard A. Fischer1 and  J. Craig Fischenich1 April 2000

1 US Army Engineer Research and Development Center, Environmental Laboratory, 3909 Halls Ferry Rd., Vicksburg, MS 39180

INTRODUCTION
Riparian zones occur as transitional areas
between aquatic and upland terrestrial habitats.
Although not always well-defined (Fischer et al.
2000), they generally can be described as long,
linear strips of vegetation adjacent to streams,
rivers, lakes, reservoirs, and other inland
aquatic systems that affect or are affected by
the presence of water.  Riparian zones typically
comprise a small percentage of the landscape,
often less than 1 percent, yet they frequently
harbor a disproportionately high number of
wildlife species and perform a disparate
number of ecological functions when compared
to most upland habitats. Riparian zones have
been widely recognized as functionally unique
and dynamic ecosystems only within the past
25 years.  Even more recently, these areas
have become a major focus in the restoration
and management of landscapes (Knopf et al.
1988, Naiman, Décamps, and Pollock 1993).

Unfortunately, many riparian zones in North
America do not function properly (e.g., they are
degraded to the point that they do not protect
water quality or provide the resources needed
to make them suitable as wildlife habitat or as

Figure 1.  Characteristics of vegetated
riparian buffer strips influence water
quality, wildlife, and recreational
opportunities  (photo courtesy of the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers).

movement corridors).  This degradation also
negatively affects many of the other important
functions and values these landscape features
provide.

WHAT IS THE DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN BUFFER STRIPS AND
CORRIDORS?
There is considerable confusion in the literature
regarding both wetlands and riparian zones
(Fischer et al. 2000).  At the heart of this
confusion is the proper distinction between
vegetated buffer strips and corridors.  Riparian
zones are most commonly referred to as
vegetated buffer strips (e.g., riparian buffer

Kim Varner Wetzel
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JOHN WEDDLETON
13101 Bainbridge Rd 

Anchorage, Alaska 99516 
john@weddleton.com

907-317-0222 
February 12, 2013 

Anchorage Assembly 
wwmas@muni.org
Titel21@muni.org

Re: Title 21 rewrite 

Assembly members, 

I have been involved with the rewrite of Title 21 since 2002 starting as chair of the Mid-Hillside 
Community Council, then as president of the Anchorage Citizens Coalition, later on the Planning and 
Zoning Commission and now out of general commitment to the city.  I have seen huge amounts of
work by many remarkable people in the development of the code and appreciate the work of all. 

I am aware that others have commented with more expertise than I have on many sections so I am 
providing a few suggested edits to some sections that may have been missed.  A last few are simply 
recommended edits to clarify language that is confusing or perhaps incorrect.

I have not dwelled on changes made at the Assembly committee that are improvements on all previous 
versions.  There are many.  A few of those include the clarification of the relationship of Title 21 to 
the comprehensive plan, the clear appeals processes, the emphasis on community meetings, 
notifications for administrative variances and changes to meet the Hillside District Plan.  Thank you 
for those. 

I hope my comments are helpful. 
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1) It’s important to point to the comprehensive plans for guidance, particularly when 
exceptions may be made.  The following addition clarifies that for exceptions to putting 
government buildings in downtown.  

Chapter 21.05: Use Regulations 
Sec.21.05.040 Community [PUBLIC/INSTITUTIONAL] Uses: Definitions and Use-Specific Standards

7 4. Governmental Administration and Civic Buildings 
8 a. Definition… 
...
32 the major use in the central business district or a satellite use in a 
33 designated center would not be feasible, would not be compatible with
34 the urban center, would not be consistent with any applicable area-specific element of the 
comprehensive plan or would not serve the public interest. 
AssyT21 p189

2) In my time on the Planning and Zoning Commission it was not unusual to take into 
consideration the supply of various types of land and uses.  This seems to be a fundamental 
and reasonable basis for planning. The deleted section below should be restored. 

Chapter 21.03: Review and Approval Procedures 
Sec.21.03.160 Rezonings (Zoning Map Amendments) 
E Approval Criteria 

11 7. The proposed rezoning is not likely to result in significant adverse impacts upon adjacent 
12 land uses, or such impacts shall be mitigated through stipulations; 
13 [THE APPLICANT DEMONSTRATES TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE PLANNING 
14 COMMISSION AND THE ASSEMBLY THAT THE SUPPLY OF LAND IN THE DESIRED 
15 ZONING DISTRICT IS INSUFFICIENT OR INADEQUATE FOR THE STATED 
16 PURPOSE AND THAT SUFFICIENT LAND OF THE EXISTING ZONING DISTRICT 
17 REMAINS IN THE AREA TO MEET THE NEEDS OF THE COMMUNITY;] 
COMT21 p. 78 

3) A sunlight protection option is offered for multi use in B-1A, B1-B and B-3.  Why not offer 
this sunlight protection bonus for all B1A, B1B and B3 uses even if not multiuse?  It is a good 
thing for the community even if residential uses are not included.

Chapter 21.04: Zoning Districts
Sec.21.04.030 Commercial Districts

27 G. Standards for Mixed-Use Development in the B-1A and B-1B Districts
25 g. Bonus for Upper Level Setbacks/Step Backs for Sunlight Access 
26 A floor area bonus equal to one-third of the sum of step back areas on each 
27 upper floor where the step back is at least 16 feet from the face of the building at 
28 the floor immediately below, such that the floor’s existence does not increase the 
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29 amount of shadowing on surrounding residences, private open spaces, 
30 sidewalks, schools, or parks on March/September 21, from 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 
31 p.m. solar time.
COMt21 p 132 

4) The multiuse options moved to the existing zones take in most of the options in the 
deleted multi use districts.  They do not have the following option on p 139.  This should be 
added back to the list of multi use options.  It is surprising that this is not included given the 
many instances of support for more walking.  

12 c. BUILDING ENTRANCES 
13 i. BUILDINGS LOCATED AT OR WITHIN THE MAXIMUM SETBACK LINE 
14 SHALL HAVE AT LEAST ONE PRIMARY ENTRANCE LOCATED 
15 WITHIN 20 FEET OF THE MAXIMUM SETBACK LINE. 
16 ii. BUILDINGS NOT LOCATED AT THE MAXIMUM SETBACK LINE 
17 SHALL HAVE AT LEAST ONE PRIMARY ENTRANCE LOCATED 
18 WITHIN 20 FEET OF A PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY, A PRIMARY 
19 CIRCULATION DRIVE, OR A PRIMARY PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY.
20 5. SIDEWALKS AND WALKWAYS 
21 SIDEWALKS AND WALKWAYS EXTENDING ALONG PUBLIC STREETS, PRIMARY
22 CIRCULATION DRIVES, OR COMMERCIAL BUILDING STOREFRONTS SHALL HAVE
23 AN UNOBSTRUCTED CLEAR WIDTH OF AT LEAST SIX FEET.] 
COMT21 p 139

5) Protecting neighborhoods from the shadows of tall buildings is clearly a concern for many.  
Acknowledging that, option 9.f in this section should also count double. Of all the options, this 
one provides a broad community benefit that needs support to attract a developer. To 
balance the numerous options with double points, increase to five the number of features 
required. COMT21 p440-44 

Chapter 21.07: Development and Design Standards 

Sec. 21.07.110 Residential Design Standards 

30 C. Standards for Multifamily Residential
27 9. Weather Protection and Sunlight 
28 Building and site design shall respond to Alaska’s northern climate, including the effects 
29 of snow, ice, low temperatures, wind exposure, and low and seasonal sunlight conditions, 
30 by providing at least four  five features from the following menu. The features set forth in 
31 menu choices 9.e., Year-Round Access to Sunlight; 9.f. Sunlight Access for Neighbors, 9.h., 
Sun Trap; 9.i., Atrium; and 9.k., 
32 Sunlit and Wind Protected Courtyards; shall each count as two features.[:] 
...
14 f. Sunlight Access for Neighbors 
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15 Preserve sunlight access at least six hours daily on March/September 21 to any 
16 adjacent lot zoned PR, any sidewalk across the street, and neighboring 
17 residentially zoned property, through building placement, massing, and height. 

6) In Chapter 21.06: Dimensional Standards and Measurements page 288, a height limit is 
proposed for the PLI district, “in order to be consistent with other districts, and to protect 
neighboring areas.” The height for PR and PLI is 75 feet.  That is not consistent with 
residential and B-1A and B1-B districts.  The maximum height should match the predominant 
zoning in the surrounding district. 

7) The limitations on Transit Centers looks too restrictive. (pages 200-201) They are not 
allowed in I-1.  The Dimond Center is I-1.  Seems too restrictive.  Transit Centers should he 
allowed in all districts in a Town Center or Regional Center. 

Chapter 21.05: Use Regulations 
Sec.21.05.040 Community [PUBLIC/INSTITUTIONAL] Uses: Definitions and Use-Specific Standards  
41 7. Transit Center 
42 a. Definition 
43 Any premises, located at the confluence of multiple established routes (of the 
44 same or different types of transit), for the loading and unloading of passengers 
1 on public transit. Accessory uses may include ticket purchase facilities, food and 
2 beverage kiosks, and convenience stores. 

8) This is new wording (p. 224) as a technical amendment.  How is a lot classified that IS 
required parking for a use and it is only used for parking?  i.e. the adjacent lot to the north of 
the Avanti health clinic on NN Lights?  We had a case for a CU for the lot as it is in a 
residential district and parking lots are not allowed.   The Uses table does not distinguish 
between a lot that provides required parking and one that does not. 

Chapter 21.05: Use Regulations 
Sec.21.05.050 Commercial Uses: Definitions and Use-Specific Standards

42 2. Parking Lot, Principal Use 
43 a. Definition 
44 An off-street, surface parking lot where motor vehicles are parked for not more 
45 than 72 consecutive hours, and the lot is not required parking for another use.

9) For these uses,  L2 buffer landscaping is not enough.  This is a big drop from the previous 
L4 (now called L3). In 4. Governmental Service, refers required L3 buffer for ‘heavy industrial 
use.”  That is not defined here. Maybe instead of “General Industrial Service’ this section 
should be called ‘Light Industrial Use’ and both heavy and light defined. 

Chapter 21.05: Use Regulations 

369 of 398



___________________________________________________________

Page 5/7 

Is it the intent that the buffer allowed to be narrower because there is a fence?  Which side 
gets the landscaping?  Add wording like in the self-storage section “landscaping shall be 
required external to the sight-obscuring fence.”(p.237) 
EDIT: This section b.v should be moved into b.i for clarity. 

Chapter 21.05: Use Regulations 
Sec.21.05.060 Industrial Uses: Definitions and Use-Specific Standards

5 4. Manufacturing, Light
17 b. Use-Specific Standard 
18 L2 buffer [L4 SCREENING] landscaping with an 8-foot screening fence is 
19 required where adjacent to residential zones…. 
COMT21 p. 231 

1 5. Storage Yard …
6 b. Use-Specific Standards (also apply to “Impound Yard” and “Junkyard”) 
7 i. Location of Site 
8 (A) L2 buffer [L4 SCREENING] landscaping with an 8-foot screening 
9 fence shall be planted along all lot lines where a storage yard or 
10 impound yard abuts any academic school, hospital, residential 
11 district, or government administration and civic building. 
COMT21 p.240 

  
31 v. Screening 
32 L3 [L4] screening landscaping is required where a junkyard is adjacent to 
33 residential districts. 

10) Is the intent is that an ADU can be added above a garage intended for the use of the 
residents of the primary dwelling?  The wording below (p. 258) seems to just say the ADU 
must have a garage unless it’s on a lot larger than 40,000 sq feet. 

1 (2) Detached ADU 
2 One ADU detached from a single-family dwelling is 
3 permitted on a lot, tract, or parcel, but only if: 
4 (a) The lot, tract, or parcel is 10,000 [20,000] square
5 feet or greater and the ADU is attached to or 
6 above a garage and the detached single-family 
7 dwelling is the only principal structure; or 
8 (b) The lot, tract, or parcel abuts an alley; the ADU 
9 is above a detached garage, the ADU/garage 
10 abuts the alley, and the detached single-family 
11 dwelling is the only principal structure; or 
12 (c) The lot, tract, or parcel is greater than 40,000 
13 square feet 

11) If there is no garage, they will still have a car and they will park it in front of the building.  
With the decreased setback, the car will be sticking out onto the sidewalk. (p. 450) 
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Chapter 21.07: Development and Design Standards 
Sec. 21.07.110 Residential Design Standards 

15 E. Standards for Some Single-Family and Two-Family Residential Structures
27 4. Garages
33 d. The house may encroach into the primary [MINIMUM] front [BUILDING] setback 
34 [MAY BE REDUCED] by up to five feet when there is no garage, or where there 
35 is a garage (attached or detached) where the front wall of the garage is located 
36 at least 8 [10] feet behind the front façade of the house or if the garage is behind the house.

The following suggested edits are for what appears to be incorrect or just confusing 
wording.  No change in intent intended. 

1) What does this mean?? This says the required parking can’t exceed the amount provided.  Is it that they 
can’t provide less parking than required or do you mean to say they can’t provide more than is required? 
Chapter 3 p 48 

Chapter 21.03: Review and Approval Procedures 
Sec.21.03.080 Conditional Uses 
...

14 iii. At no time shall the aggregate of the required parking of all uses in the 
15 BIP-PUD, which may include parking reductions and alternatives noted 
16 in subsection 21.07.090F., exceed the total number of parking spaces 
17 provided. 

2) Correct odd and confusing wording Chapter 5 p.235

Chapter 21.05: Use Regulations 
Sec.21.05.060 Industrial Uses: Definitions and Use-Specific Standards 

38 D. Warehouse and Storage 
44 1. Bulk Storage of Hazardous Materials 
...
1 Specific Standard[S] 
2 Any new facilities for the storage and/or dispersion of hazardous materials, or 
3 expansion of existing facilities for the storage and/or dispersing of hazardous 
4 materials, shall occur at least not be closer than 1,000 feet from a residential [OR MIXED-
USE] 
5 district, school, hospital, or park [PLACE OF PUBLIC ASSEMBLY]. 

3) Need this wording change in chapter 7 p. 362 to reflect a requirement in the self-storage section:
“landscaping shall be required external to the sight-obscuring fence.”(p.237)  (Also, this location for 
the fence should be the developer’s choice and along a street all required plantings shall be on the 
street side of the fence.) 

Chapter 21.07: Development and Design Standards 
Sec. 21.07.080 Landscaping, Screening, and Fences 
TABLE 21.07-1: LANDSCAPING SPECIFICATIONS
Buffer Landscaping 

371 of 398



___________________________________________________________

Page 7/7 

... 
A 6-foot high ornamental sight-obscuring or screening fence may be used in lieu of 5 feet of 
planting bed width. The fence shall be situated within two feet of the property line, except 
where utilities or existing conditions create a conflict and other provisions of this title.  

4) It doesn’t look like there have been any changes by the Assembly to the site condo section p 435.  Is 
the ‘L3’ still okay or should that be changed to L2 to meet the Assembly committee’s landscaping 
changes? 

16 G. Site Design
19 2. Multiple Structures on One Lot
39 e. Minimum Standards
3 ii. Buffers for Neighboring Uses 
4 Common open space with L3 screening landscaping shall be provided 
5 along any lot line abutting a residential neighborhood where the density 
6 is less than half the density of the development with multiple residential 
7 structures on a single lot. 
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Title 21 Rewrite

From: Kimberly Wetzel [jane_speed@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2013 4:31 PM
To: !MAS Assembly Members; Title 21 Rewrite
Cc: Ernie Hall
Subject: Public Testimony for Title 21  Hearing Jan 29
Attachments: USACE Riparian Buffers.pdf

Sorry I cannot attend the Title 21 public hearings tonight because I have a baby. 

I am submitting one simple comment - the stream set-back minimums must be increased.
Literature demonstrates that setbacks of any kind are beneficial for water quality, storm 
flooding, and wildlife & fish habitat. Setbacks of 100’ show the best results. Once something is 
built too close to our streams, you can’t “get it back”. We can argue about sign dimensions and 
sidewalks until our faces are blue, but you only get once chance to get it right with our 
waterways. Please restore stream buffers to 100’. Properties that are non-conforming after 
the adoption of Title 21 would need to conform when the property is sold or rezoned. The 
varience system is adequate to adjudicate cases where set-backs cannot be restored.

I have attached a white paper by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and summarized a few key 
points about the importance of setbacks and how they generate revenue and save money: 

         There is solid evidence that providing riparian buffers of sufficient width protects and improves water 
quality by intercepting non-point source pollutants (fertilizers, auto fluids, etc.) in surface and shallow 
subsurface water flow. 

         In the absence of proper buffer strips, there is a greater requirement for overflow infrastructure, water 
treatment plants and other expensive restoration techniques. 

         Buffer strips clearly provide habitat and movement corridors for a large variety of plant and animal 
species, shade aquatic habitats, and provide organic matter (e.g., leaves) and large woody debris that is 
critical for aquatic organisms (e.g. salmon!) 

         Greenways are Anchorage’s premiere community trail system. Greenways stimulate the economy by 
providing an array of economic and quality-of-life benefits. (Just look at house listings along our 
greenbelts for proof that they increase nearby property values that in turn increase tax revenue.) 

Thank you for your time and good luck this evening!
Kim Varner Wetzel 
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strips) or as wildlife movement corridors (e.g.,
riparian corridors).  These titles relate to the
principal intended or recognized purpose of the
riparian zones.  Understanding the similarities
and differences between these two terms, and
having a clear idea of one’s objectives, can
have major implications for how one might
attempt to manage a riparian ecosystem.
These terms are defined below:

Riparian Buffer Strip. A linear band of
permanent vegetation adjacent to an aquatic
ecosystem intended to maintain or improve
water quality by trapping and removing various
nonpoint source pollutants (NPSP) (e.g.,
contaminants from herbicides and pesticides;
nutrients from fertilizers; and sediment from
upland soils) from both overland and shallow
subsurface flow.  Buffer strips occur in a variety
of forms, including herbaceous or grassy
buffers, grassed waterways, or forested
riparian buffer strips.  A buffer strip may provide
habitat for a variety of plants and animals if
sufficient land area is retained to meet the life-
history needs of those species.  Buffer strips
may also function as movement corridors if
they provide suitable connections between
larger blocks of habitat (see below).

Riparian Corridor. A strip of vegetation that
connects two or more larger patches of
vegetation (i.e., habitat) and through which an
organism will likely move over time.  These
landscape features are often referred to as
“conservation corridors,” “wildlife corridors,”
and “dispersal corridors.”  Some scientists have
suggested that corridors are a critical tool for
reconnecting fragmented habitat “islands.”

WHY ARE BUFFER STRIPS AND
CORRIDORS IMPORTANT?
The management and restoration of riparian
corridors and vegetated buffer strips is
becoming an increasingly important option for
improving water quality and conserving wildlife
populations.  There is solid evidence that
providing riparian buffers of sufficient width
protects and improves water quality by
intercepting NPSP in surface and shallow
subsurface water flow (e.g., Lowrance et al.
1984, 1986; Peterjohn and Correll 1984; Pinay

and Decamps 1988).  In the absence of proper
buffer strips, there is a greater requirement for
water treatment plants and other expensive
restoration techniques (Virginia Department of
Forestry 1998).

Buffer strips also clearly provide habitat for a
large variety of plant and animal species,
shade aquatic habitats, and provide organic
matter (e.g., leaves) and large woody debris
that is critical for aquatic organisms.  Their role
as movement corridors for wildlife species is
not quite as clear, but they have become a
popular tool in efforts to mitigate fragmentation
and conserve biodiversity.  They have been
proposed, and in some cases documented, to
be habitat components that promote faunal
movement, enhance gene flow, and provide
habitats for animals either outright or during
disturbance in adjacent habitats (e.g., clearcut
in upland).   However, some scientists suggest
that corridors are being used too frequently and
at the expense of purchasing and conserving
larger blocks of unfragmented habitat.

Vegetated riparian zones in urban areas, often
called “greenbelts” or “greenways,” are
protected open spaces (usually along stream
valleys and rivers) that are managed for
conservation, recreation, and nonmotorized
transportation.  They provide numerous social
benefits and are a focus of many community
enhancement programs. Greenways can
provide a community trail system for outdoor
recreation activities, such as hiking, jogging,
bicycling, rollerblading, horseback riding, cross-
country skiing, or walking. Greenways can also
stimulate the economy by providing an array of
economic and quality-of-life benefits.
Numerous studies demonstrate that linear
parks not only can improve the quality of life in
communities, they can increase nearby
property values that in turn increase local tax
revenues (McMahon 1994).

STATE OF THE SCIENCE
Many land managers throughout the country
are in need of improved design criteria when
planning for riparian corridor restoration and
management, and they need information on
how various land uses influence riparian
vegetation, fauna, and water quality.  Although

Kim Varner Wetzel
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the value of riparian buffer strips is increasingly
being recognized, information available to
make sound management decisions for
enhancing some of the functions that riparian
zones can provide is presently limited (Fischer
et al. 1999).  Criteria for determining proper
dimensions of buffer strips for some functions
is not well-established and recommended
designs are highly variable.  Economic, legal,
and political considerations often take
precedence over ecological factors, and most
existing criteria address only reduction or
elimination of NPSP (Lowrance et al. 1984,
1986; Peterjohn and Correll 1984; Pinay and
Decamps 1988).  However, water quality
enhancements are only one of many functions
performed by riparian buffers (Budd et al. 1987;
O’Laughlin and Belt 1995).  Because of the
lack of information relating riparian zone
characteristics to other specific functions,
management prescriptions (e.g., width
recommendations) are frequently based upon
either water quality considerations or anecdotal
information.  There is little regard for the full
range of effects these decisions may be having
on habitat, flood conveyance and storage,
recreation, aesthetics, and other riparian
functions.

Although riparian buffer strips are being planted
along thousands of streambank miles
throughout the country, the benefits of variable
buffer strip designs (e.g., width, length, type of
vegetation, placement within the watershed)
are effectively unrecognized.  There have been
few systematic attempts to establish criteria
that mesh water quality width requirements with
conservation and wildlife values; specifically,
the ability of these buffer strips to function as
habitat or as corridors for wildlife dispersal
between habitats in highly fragmented
landscapes.  Even less information is available
relating riparian vegetation characteristics to
hydraulic, sediment transport, and bank
stability conditions of streams.

The exact specifications for connectivity1

provided by wildlife corridors are not well-

1 In this case, connectivity refers to a measure of the
extent to which riparian zones provide for biological and
ecological pathways that sustain plant and animal species
throughout a region.

known.  Most connectivity-related research has
been done in predominately agricultural and
forested landscapes, not riparian systems.
Furthermore, it is difficult to extrapolate from
individual species connectivity requirements to
general rules.  However, it is known with
certainty that connectivity is important for the
survival of some plant and animal populations.

WHAT ARE THE GENERAL
DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS?
Unfortunately, there is no “one-size-fits-all”
description of an ideal riparian buffer strip.
First and foremost, the primary objectives of a
buffer strip should be determined.  Various
objectives might include protection of water
quality, streambank stabilization, downstream
flood attenuation, or provision of wildlife habitat
or movement corridors.  In general, the ability
of buffer strips to meet specific objectives is a
function of their position within the watershed,
the composition and density of vegetation
species present, buffer width and length, and
slope.  Some benefits can be obtained for
buffers as narrow as a few feet while others
require thousands of feet.

Placement with Watersheds. The spatial
placement of buffer strips within a watershed
can have profound effects on water quality.
Riparian buffers in headwater streams (i.e.,
those adjacent to first-, second-, and third-order
systems) have much greater influences on
overall water quality within a watershed than
those buffers occurring in downstream reaches.
Downstream buffers have proportionally less
impact on polluted water already in the stream
(Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay 1996).  Even
the best buffer strips along larger rivers and
streams cannot significantly improve water that
has been degraded by improper buffer
practices higher in the watershed.  Many Corps
projects occur along the higher order streams
and rivers and have little or no control over
water quality resulting from land-use practices
higher in the watershed.  However, buffer strips
along these larger systems tend to be longer
and wider than low-order systems, thus
potentially providing significant wildlife habitat
and movement corridors.

Kim Varner Wetzel
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GIS can aid in determining where the most
benefit can be accrued from placing buffers on
a landscape. Knowledge of soils and valley-
floor types provides important information
regarding types of channels and riparian
processes likely to be present in a given area
(Hemstrom 1989).  Because interactions
between aquatic, riparian, and terrestrial
ecosystems are a function of valley-floor
morphology, digitized GIS data on valley-floor
morphology aids in delineation of specific areas
where erosion potential is high (e.g., where
streams flow through alluvial deposits) or low
(e.g., through bedrock).  Thus, critical areas for
buffer strips can be identified before significant
impacts occur.

How Wide and How Long? Most of the focus
on buffer design is the needed width, but the
vegetation assemblage, layout, and length are
also key design parameters.  Buffer width, as
defined herein, is measured beginning at the
top of the bank or level of bankfull discharge.
Width recommendations for buffer strips are
either fixed or variable in nature.  Fixed-width
buffer strip recommendations tend to be based
on a single parameter or function.  They are
easier to enforce and administer by regulatory
agencies but often fail to provide for many
ecological functions (Castelle, Johnson, and
Conolly 1994). Variable width buffer strips are
generally based on a variety of functions and
usually account for site-specific conditions by
having widths adjusted along the length of the
strip depending on adjacent land use, stream
and site conditions (e.g., vegetation,
topography, hydrology), and fish and wildlife
considerations (Castelle, Johnson, and Conolly
1994).  Protection of water quality is often the
most common consideration during buffer strip
design recommendations.  Although many
buffer strip width recommendations tend to be
arbitrary or based on anecdotal information, the
scientific literature is replete with
recommendations for maintaining or improving
water quality in a variety of different settings
(e.g., various soil types and different slopes)
(Table 1).

Wildlife habitat and movement corridors in
riparian zones are also an important
consideration when determining widths.
Appropriate designs for species conservation

depend on several factors, including type of
stream and taxon of concern (Spackman and
Hughes 1995).  Recommended widths for
ecological concerns in buffer strips typically are
much wider than those recommended for water
quality concerns (Fischer et al. 1999; Fischer
2000) (Tables 2 and 3).  Table 4 organizes
buffer/corridor widths recommended in the
literature in terms of functions, and Table 5
provides suggestions for general corridor
restoration and management.

Management for long, continuous buffer strips
adjacent to aquatic systems should be a higher
priority in most cases than fragmented strips of
greater width (Weller, Jordan, and Correll
1998).  Continuous buffers are more effective
at moderating stream temperatures, reducing
gaps in protection from NPSP, and providing
movement corridors for wildlife. Unfragmented
buffer strips are also important as habitat.  For
example, Gaines (1974) found that yellow-
billed cuckoos in California most often occur
where the riparian vegetation exceeds 300 m in
length and 100 m in width.

National and Regional Approaches.
Recognizing the importance of riparian
buffers and corridors, many Federal, state and
local agencies have established riparian
restoration and preservation programs.  As part
of the 1996 Farm Bill, the National Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS) started the
National Conservation Buffers Initiative to
encourage landowners in agricultural and other
urban and rural settings to install buffer strips
primarily to improve the quality of our Nation’s
waters.  The goal of the initiative is to restore 2
million miles (up to 7 million acres) of
conservation buffers by the year 2002.  The
NRCS has set minimum and maximum widths
that landowners can enroll in these programs
ranging from a minimum of 30 ft (9m) for some
herbaceous filter strips up to a maximum of 150
ft. (45 m) for forested riparian buffer strips.  A
variety of programs are available to landowners
under the Farm Bill, including the continuous
Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) sign-up,
Environmental Quality Incentives Program
(EQIP), Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program
(WHIP), Wetlands Reserve Program (WRP),
Stewardship Incentives Program (SIP),

Kim Varner Wetzel
5 of 18378 of 398



ERDC TN-EMRRP-SR-24 5

Table 1.  Recommended Widths of Buffer Zones and Corridors for Water Quality
Considerations

Authors          State       Width     Buffer Type                          Benefit
Woodard and Rock
(1995)

Maine >15m Hardwood buffer The effectiveness of natural buffer strips is
highly variable, but in most cases, a 15m
natural, undisturbed buffer was effective in
reducing phosphorus concentrations adjacent
to single family homes

Young et al. (1980) >25m Vegetated buffer 25m buffer reduced the suspended sediment
in feedlot runoff was reduced by 92%

Horner and Mar
(1982)

>61m Grass filter strip
Vegetated buffer
strip

Removed 80% of suspended sediment in
stormwater

Lynch, Corbett, and
Mussalem (1985)

>30m 30-m buffer between logging activity and
wetlands and streams removed an average of
75 to 80% of suspended sediment in
stormwater; reduced nutrients to acceptable
levels; and maintained water tempertures
within 1 C of their former mean temperature.

Ghaffarzadeh,
Robinson, and
Cruse (1992)

>9m Grass filter strip Removed 85% of sediment on 7 and 12%
slopes

Madison et al.
(1992)

>5m Grass filter strip Trapped approximately 90% of nitrates and
phosphates

Dillaha et al. (1989) >9m Vegetated filter
strip

Removed an average of 84% of suspended
solids, 79% of phosphorus, and 73% of
nitrogen

Lowrance et al.
(1992)

>7m Nitrate concentrations almost completely
reduced due to microbial denitrification and
plant uptake

Nichols et al. (1998) Arkansas >18m Grass filter
strips

Reduced estradiol (estrogen hormone
responsible for development of the female
reproductive tract) concentrations in runoff into
surface water by 98%.

Doyle et al. (1977) >4m Grass filter
strips and
forested buffers

Reduced nitrogen, phosphorus, potassium, and
fecal bacteria from runoff.

Shisler, Jordan, and
Wargo (1987)

Maryland >19m Forested
riparian buffer

Removed as much as 80% of excess
phosphorus and 89% of excess nitrogen

Kim Varner Wetzel
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Table 2.  Recommended Widths of Corridors and Vegetated Buffer Strips for Vegetation,
Reptiles and Amphibians, Mammals, Fish, and Invertebrates

Authors               State          Width                                Benefit
Spackman and
Hughes (1995)

Vermont >30m Needed to capture >90% of vascular plant species

Brosofske et al.
(1997)

Washington >45m ...buffers at least 45m wide on each side of the stream are
needed to maintain an unaltered microclimatic gradient near
streams (but could extend up to 300m in other situations)

Reptiles and Amphibians

Burbrink, Phillips,
and Heske (1998)

Illinois 100-
1000m

Wide (>1000m) areas of riparian habitat did not support greater
numbers of species of reptiles and amphibians than narrow
(<100 m) areas

Rudolph and
Dickson (1990)

Texas >30m “We recommend retaining streamside zones of mature trees at
least 30 m wide and preferable wider when forest stands are
harvested.  Zones this wide will benefit amphibians, reptiles, and
other vertebrates.”

Semlitsch (1998) Eastern U.S. >165m To maintain viable populations and communities of
ambystomatid salamanders, attention must be directed to the
terrestrial areas peripheral to all wetlands; maintaining the
connection between wetlands and terrestrial habitats will be
necessary to preserve the remaining biodiversity of our
remaining wetlands.

Buhlmann (1998) South
Carolina

>135m Aquatic turtles (e.g., chicken turtle [Deirochelys reticularia]) may
spend a greater proportion of a year in terrestrial habitat (e.g.,
buffer strips adjacent to wetlands) than in the wetland where
they would have been predicted to occur

Mammals

Dickson (1989) Texas >50m The minimum width of streamside management zones that will
maintain gray squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis) populations is about
50m.

Invertebrates

Erman, Newbold,
and Roby (1977)

California >30m Maintained background levels of benthic invertebrates in
streams adjacent to logging activity

Fish

Moring (1982) >30m Increased sedimentation from logged, unbuffered stream banks
clogged gravel streambeds and interfered with salmonid egg
development.  Buffer strips at least 30m wide allowed eggs to
develop normally

Kim Varner Wetzel
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Table 3.  Recommended Minimum Widths of Riparian Buffer Strips and Corridors for Birds
                                Minimum

      Authors          Location      Width                                Benefit
Darveau et al.
(1995)

Canada >60m There was evidence that 50-m-wide forested buffer strips
were required for forest-dwelling birds.  Bird populations
may decline in strips before regeneration of adjacent
clearcuts provide suitable habitat for forest birds

Hodges and
Krementz (1996)

Georgia >100m Riparian strips >100 m were sufficient to maintain functional
assemblages of the six most common species of breeding
Neotropical migratory birds

Mitchell (1996) New
Hampshire

>100 m Need >100m-wide buffers to provide sufficient breeding
habitat for area sensitive forest birds and nesting sites for
red-shouldered hawks

Tassone (1981) Virginia >50 m Many Neotropical migrants will not inhabit strips narrower
than 50 m

Triquet,
McPeek, and
McComb (1990)

Kentucky >100 m Neotropical migrants were more abundant in riparian
corridors wider than 100 m; riparian areas <100 m wide
were inhabited mainly by resident or short-distance
migrants

Spackman and
Hughes (1995)

Vermont >150 m Riparian buffer widths of at least 150 m were necessary to
include 90% of bird species along mid-order streams

Kilgo et al.
(1998)

 South
Carolina

>500 m Although narrow bottomland hardwood strips can support
an abundant and diverse avifauna, buffer zones at least
500m wide are necessary to maintain the complete avian
community

Keller, Robbins,
and Hatfield
(1993)

Maryland;
Delaware

>100 m Riparian forests should be at least 100 m wide to provide
some nesting habitat for area-sensitive species

Gaines (1974) California >100 m Provide riparian breeding habitat for California yellow-billed
cuckoo populations

Vander Haegen
and deGraaf
(1996)

Maine >150 m Managers should leave wide (>150 m) buffer strips along
riparian zones to reduce edge-related nest predation,
especially in landscapes where buffer strips are important
components of the existing mature forest

Whitaker and
Montevecchi
(1999)

Canada >50 m 50-m-wide riparian buffers only supported densities <50%
of those observed in interior forest habitats

Hagar (1999) Oregon >40m Although riparian buffers along headwater streams are not
expected to support all bird species found in unlogged
riparian areas, they are likely to provide the most benefit for
forest-associated birds species if they are >40 m wide
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Table 4.  General Riparian Buffer Strip Width Guidelines
Recommended

       Function                               Description                                               Width1

Water Quality
Protection

Buffers, especially dense grassy or herbaceous buffers
on gradual slopes, intercept overland runoff, trap
sediments, remove pollutants, and promote ground
water recharge.  For low to moderate slopes, most
filtering occurs within the first 10 m, but greater widths
are necessary for steeper slopes, buffers comprised of
mainly shrubs and trees, where soils have low
permeability, or where NPSP loads are particularly
high.

5 to 30 m

Riparian Habitat Buffers, particularly diverse stands of shrubs and trees,
provide food and shelter for a wide variety of riparian
and aquatic wildlife.

30 to 500 m +

Stream
Stabilization

Riparian vegetation moderates soil moisture conditions
in stream banks, and roots provide tensile strength to
the soil matrix, enhancing bank stability.  Good erosion
control may only require that the width of the bank be
protected, unless there is active bank erosion, which
will require a wider buffer.  Excessive bank erosion may
require additional bioengineering techniques (see Allen
and Leach 1997).

10 to 20 m

Flood Attenuation Riparian buffers promote floodplain storage due to
backwater effects, they intercept overland flow and
increase travel time, resulting in reduced flood peaks.

20 to 150 m

Detrital Input Leaves, twigs and branches that fall from riparian forest
canopies into the stream are an important source of
nutrients and habitat.

3 to 10 m

1Synopsis of values reported in the literature, a few wildlife species require much wider riparian corridors.

Kim Varner Wetzel
9 of 18382 of 398



ERDC TN-EMRRP-SR-24 9

Table 5.  General Recommendations for Corridor Restoration and Management1

• Think at a watershed scale when planning for or managing corridors.  Many species that
primarily use upland habitats may, at some stage of their life cycle, need to use corridors for
habitat, movements, or dispersal.

• Corridors that maintain or restore natural connectivity are better than those that link areas
historically unconnected.

• Continuous corridors are better than fragmented corridors.

• Wider corridors are better than narrow corridors.

• Riparian corridors are more valuable than other types of corridors because of habitat
heterogeneity, and availability of food and water.

• Several corridor connections are better than a single connection.

• Structurally diverse corridors are better than structurally simple corridors.

• Native vegetation in corridors are better than non-native vegetation.

• Practice ecological management of corridors; burn, flood, open canopy, etc. if it mimics
naturally occurring historical disturbance processes.

• Manage the matrix with wildlife in mind; apply principles relative to the native plant and
animal communities in the area.

1 Craig Johnson, Utah State University, Presentation made at National Conservation Buffers Workshop, San Antonio,
TX, January 1998.
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Figure 2.  Depiction of a three-zone buffer approach developed for the Chesapeake Bay
Watershed.  This approach may be applicable to most forested riparian buffer strips in North
America (from Welsch 1991).

and Emergency Watershed Protection Program
(EWP).  Information on these programs can be
found on the Internet at
http://www.nhq.nrcs.usda.gov/OPA/Buffers.html

The Chesapeake Bay watershed has been the
focus of a large restoration effort to improve
water quality within the watershed.  As part of
this initiative, a three-zone riparian buffer was
developed to assist with planning, design, and
long-term management of forested riparian
buffer strips (Welsch 1991).  This approach
provides a framework through which water
quality, habitat, and other objectives can be
accomplished.  Figure 2 depicts the relative
positions of the three zones. The width of each
zone is determined by site conditions and
objectives, as discussed below.

Zone 1. This zone begins at the stream edge
and is the area that provides streambank
stabilization and habitat for both aquatic and
terrestrial organisms.  Primary functions of this
zone include provision of shade, and input to
the stream or river of detritus and large woody
debris from mature forest vegetation.
Vegetation in this zone also helps reduce flood
effects, stabilize streambanks, and remove
some sediments and nutrients. Vegetation
should be composed of native, non-invasive
trees and shrubs of a density that permits
understory growth; it should also tolerate

frequent inundations.  The width of this zone
typically varies between 15 and 25 ft (5 and 8
m) or more.

Zone 2.  This zone extends upslope from Zone
1 from a minimum of 10 ft
(3 m) up to several hundred feet, depending on
objectives, stream type, soil type, or
topography.  The objective in this zone is to
provide a managed riparian forest with a
vegetation composition and character similar to
natural riparian forests in the region.  Species
of vegetation used in this zone should be
reasonably flood- and drought-tolerant.  The
primary function of  Zone 2 is to remove
sediments, nutrients, and other pollutants from
surface and groundwater.  This zone, in
combination with Zone 1, also provides most of
the enhanced habitat benefits, and allows for
recreation and aesthetic benefits.

The cost of installing and managing a buffer
strip is a strong concern to some land
managers, as it is often viewed as a loss of
productive land.  However, these opportunity
costs can be offset by including practices such
as periodically harvesting trees in this zone for
sawtimber or pulp, growing nuts, berries, and
fruits for commercial purposes, or leasing lands
out for hunting (Washington County Soil and
Water Conservation District 1999).  Periodic
selection harvests within this zone likely

Zone 1      Zone 2       Zone 3Zone 3      Zone 2 Zone 1 Zone 1      Zone 2       Zone 3Zone 3      Zone 2 Zone 1 Zone 1      Zone 2       Zone 3Zone 3      Zone 2 Zone 1
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release the growth of smaller trees that will
absorb nutrients from the soil at a higher rate
than the more mature trees.

Zone 3.   This zone typically contains grass or
herbaceous filter strips and provides the
greatest water quality benefits by slowing
runoff, infiltrating water, and filtering sediment
and its associated chemicals.  The minimum
recommended width of Zone 3 is 15 ft (4.5 m)
when used in conjunction with Zones 1 and 2,
or 35 ft (10.6 m) when used alone.  The
primary concern in this zone is initial protection
of the stream from overland flow of NPSP such
as herbicides and pesticides applied to lawns,
agricultural fields, and timber stands.  Properly
designed grassy and herbaceous buffer strips
may provide quality habitat for several upland
wildlife species, including the northern
bobwhite (Colinus virginianus), which has
experienced significant population declines
during the last 2 decades.

Buffer Composition. Generally speaking,
vegetation used for buffer projects should
consist of a mix of trees, shrubs, and
herbaceous plants that are native to the region
and well-adapted to the climactic, soil, and
hydrologic conditions of the site.  The relative
effectiveness of different vegetation types at
meeting specific objectives within a buffer strip
is listed in Table 6. A botanist familiar with
local flora should be enlisted to select those
species most likely to meet project objectives,
as well as ensure that plants are placed in the
proper zone in the floodplain (e.g., those that
thrive with frequent inundation at the edge of
the stream versus those less tolerant of
flooding further from the stream).  The
composition of the natural riparian community
in adjacent locations can be a good guide and
is often used as a starting point for the
revegetation design.

Establishing diverse vegetation, either directly
or through succession, is desirable for a variety
of reasons.  A relatively large number of
species means an array of environmental
tolerances is represented.  As the project site
experiences fluctuations in various
environmental conditions over time, such as
water level, temperature, and herbivory, some
plants or species will not survive, but others

may thrive. A diverse array of plant species is
essential to a riparian system's ability to
provide and to sustain a number of functions.
Various plant species association and
hydrological conditions provide required
habitats for different life-history phases of
animals, such as feeding, winter cover, and
breeding (Heitmeyer et al. 1984, Frazer et al.
1990). Vegetation diversity in a buffer can be
increased in numerous ways by:

a. Planting an array of different species in
different amounts.

b. Planting a variety of growth forms such as
herbaceous ground cover, shrubs, saplings
and tree species, or emergents.

c. Planting species with a variety of life
histories (e.g., annuals, short-lived or
long-lived perennials).

d. Providing a range of site conditions (e.g.,
through elevational changes, creation of
habitats with varying aspects/orientations)
to support a diverse range of plant species.

Plans for acquiring plants must be made well in
advance of the project implementation
(sometimes 1 to 2 years).  The availability of
plants of the appropriate species, size, and
quality is often a limiting factor in the final
selection and plant acquisition process.  Some
native plant species are very difficult to
propagate and many desirable species are not
commonly available through commercial
suppliers.  As a general rule, it is advisable to
specify as many species as possible and
require the use of some minimum number of
these species.   Table 7 provides guidance for
the minimum percentage of any one tree
species in a revegetation plan.

Kim Varner Wetzel
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Table 6.  Relative Effectiveness of Different Vegetation Types for Providing Specific Benefits
                                                                                                           Vegetation Type

                                 Benefit                                                   Grass            Shrub            Tree
Stabilizes bank erosion

Traps sediment

Filters nutrients, pesticides, microbes

         sediment-bound

         soluble

Provides aquatic habitat

Provides wildlife habitat

       range/pasture/prairie wildlife

      forest wildlife

Provides economic products

Provides visual diversity

Prevents bank failures

Provides flood conveyance

Medium

High

High

Medium

Low

High

Low

Medium

Medium

Low

High

High

Medium

Low

Low

Medium

Medium

Medium

Low

Medium

Medium

Low

Medium

Low

Low

Medium

High

Low

High

Medium

High

High

Low
Modified from Dosskey, Schultz, and Isenhart (1997).

Table 7.  Species Diversity Guidelines for Trees
Number of Trees               Maximum % of Any One Species

10 to 19 50%

20 to 39 33%

40 or more 25%

Other factors that determine species
percentages within a plant selection are:

a. Desired ultimate composition of the plant
community.

b. Function within the plant community (i.e.,
overstory, understory, shrub, groundcover,
herbaceous).

c. Dominance in the plant community.

d. Growth characteristics and compatibility
with other species.

e. Aggressive, fast-growing species such as
elderberry (Sambucus spp.) and poplar
(Populus spp.) should be proportioned and
managed to reduce conflict with slower
growing species.

f. Slower-growing species, such as
wintergreen (Gaultheria spp.) and spruce
(Picea spp.) may require a higher

Kim Varner Wetzel
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percentage to be successful in the
development of the plant association.

g. Some species may not be appropriate for
the initial planting phase. These include
many of the herbaceous understory plants,
such as ferns, and others that demand a
micro-environment that can only develop
over time.

The planting distance between woody species
(trees and shrubs) should account for
anticipated maintenance practices.  If
maintenance is necessary, planting trees and
shrubs in well-spaced rows makes
maintenance activities, such as mowing or
mulching, much easier.  Care should be taken
to offset the rows of trees and shrubs so as to
form a diamond pattern.  Tree rows should
generally be spaced about 6 to 10 ft (2 to 3 m),
and shrubs about 3 to 6 ft (1 to 2 m). Within the
row, spacing should be 3 to 6 ft (1 to 2 m) for
small shrubs, 5 to 8 ft for large shrubs, 6 to 10
ft (2 to 3 m) for evergreens, and 8 to 12 ft (3 to
4 m) for deciduous trees.  If the riparian zone
will not be maintained with equipment, there is
no need to plant in rows and a more
natural-appearing planting arrangement should
be utilized.
Other considerations influencing plant spacing
are:

a. The competitive strength of the plants at
the end of the plant establishment period.

b. Weed control. Densely spaced vegetation
hinders weeds from establishing.

c. Species that need support from
surrounding plants in order to compete and
develop into a functional plant association.
Examples are snowberry
(Symphoricarpos), wild rose (Rosa spp.),
Salal (Salal spp.), leatherleaf (Mahonia
spp.), and Spiraea (Spiraea spp).  The
initial plant spacing should be based on
closure of the planting after approximately
three years. The plants will form a thicket
over time. This plant layer is important for
weed control in its supportive role in the
plant community.

d. Species that form groupings or groves
should be spaced to support the
development of individual plants that form
the desired cluster.

e. Climax trees should be spaced to resemble
the distribution in the natural plant
community.

f. Pioneer species should be spaced to
quickly perform their function in the plant
succession scheme without causing
undesirable competition with desirable
plants. Consider a management program
that includes periodic removal of plants that
have outlived their function.

In grassy buffers, the use of a mixture of native
cool- and warm-season grasses planted in a
heterogeneous pattern is recommended.  This
will not only assist in protecting water quality
but will also provide wildlife habitat benefits.
The inclusion of warm-season grasses
provides many wildlife benefits that cool-
season grasses alone cannot provide, such as
abundant nesting cover for upland game
species.  In addition, many non-game species
such as field nesting songbirds can find
protection in the thick canopy this grass
provides.  Warm-season grasses grow in a
dense manner, and resist collapse from snow
and ice (they also provide a degree of winter
cover when little or no snow cover exists).
Finally, warm-season grasses are good seed-
producers, creating abundant food for wildlife.

The authors have begun to compile  woody and
herbaceous vegetation commonly found in
riparian systems, including the floodplain zone
where they typically are found, and the region
of the country where they occur.  This will be
published as a future ERDC technical note.

APPLICABILITY AND
LIMITATIONS
The ability of a riparian buffer strip to provide
various functions (e.g., attenuate floods, protect
water quality, provide habitat or wildlife
movement corridors) depends on such factors
as width, length, degree of fragmentation, and
type, density, and structure of vegetation
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present.  Objectives may also be constrained
by land ownership, extent of potential for
growth of riparian vegetation, soil type, slope,
or past land-uses.

In all cases, buffers wider than  10 m should be
promoted for optimizing a range of multiple
objectives for water quality, stability, and
habitat functions. However, widths of 100 m or
more are usually needed to ensure values
related to wildlife habitat and use as migration
corridors.  Increasing widths to encompass the
geomorphic floodplain is likewise desirable to
optimize flood- reduction benefits.  If only a
narrow forested buffer strip is possible, it
should at least be wide enough to sustain a
forest or shrub community that will adequately
stabilize the streambank from erosion.  These
recommendations apply to either side of the
channel in larger river systems and to total
width for lower-order streams.  Recommended
widths in this report are intended to provide a
starting point for land managers to make
decisions regarding design of buffer strips in
their own area.  Proper widths for various
objectives may vary significantly by region and
depend on a variety of ecological and physical
factors.
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Title 21 Rewrite

From: John Whitlock [jgroverwhitlock@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 12, 2013 3:47 PM
To: !MAS Assembly Members
Cc: Title 21 Rewrite
Subject: Title 21 Public Comment
Attachments: Title21COMMENT.pdf

Enclosed is a Title 21 Public Comment Entry from John Grover Whitlock.
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From:   Christine Wilcox [mailto:clwilcox@acsalaska.net]  
Sent:   Tuesday, January 22, 2013 4:59 PM 
To:   !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Save Title 21 

Dear Assembly Members, 

I am writing to express my concern about a developer-dominated Title 21. I 
wish to see improvements to Title 21 to include larger stream setbacks, solar 
access, mixed-use districts, safe sidewalks, trail connectivity and open 
spaces. We should build Anchorage as a city for the future, not the ugly, 
developer-driven strip malls of the past. 

The people of Anchorage have clearly expressed their vision of a future for 
Anchorage. Please don’t ignore it. Please consider the people over the money 
of the developers. 

Christine Wilcox 
10001 Hampton Circle  
Anchorage, AK 99507
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From: Carol Ann Woody [mailto:carolw@alaskalife.net]
Sent: Tuesday, February 12, 2013 4:46 PM 
To: !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject: Title 21 

Dear Assembly, 

My name is Carol Ann Woody.  I earned my PhD from the University of Washington in Fisheries and Aquatic 
Science, my Masters in Aquatic Ecology from the University of Wisconsin and my BS from Utah State in 
Fisheries and Wildlife Management.  I have lived and worked as a professional fisheries biologist in Alaska 
since 1988 including 4 years on the Tongass National Forest serving as the US Forest Service Petersburg 
Ranger District Fish and Wildlife Biologist.   During my stint on the Tongass  I was responsible for reviewing 
planned timber units for fisheries resources and prescribing buffer zones in an effort to mitigate impacts from 
timber harvest and road development on salmon, aquatic resources, and wildlife.  This was during 1988-1991 
prior to passage of the Tongass Timber Reform Act which mandates a minimum 100 foot buffer zone on both 
sides of a salmon stream-which, based on the latest science is at least 200 feet short of protective.  Prior to that 
Act, I prescribed buffers as large as 1000 feet and as small as 50 feet based on stream type and forest features.   

 One size buffer does not fit all streams when it comes to providing for sediment and pollution control into 
streams, stream bank stability, continued inputs of leaves and wood for fish and and their prey, thermal 
buffering for fish, and migration corridors for wildlife.  Salmon, in particular, need clean water and gravels for 
spawning and incubation, their fry need in-stream wood for hiding.  Generally bigger streams & rivers need 
bigger buffers, smaller streams smaller buffers.  But a 25 foot setback and even a 50 foot setback as proposed in 
Title 21 are inadequate to buffer our local aquatic ecosystems from human impacts and they are inadequate to 
provide for basic healthy function of an aquatic ecosystem.  

I recommend you reconsider what you are about to do to Anchorage streams.  Please institute a science-based 
plan to conserve & protect water quality and the salmon and trout we all enjoy in local streams. Please institute 
a minimum 100 foot buffer zone, at the very least, but make it flexible such that areas prone to flooding have 
wider buffers, those near industrialized areas, and heavy road traffic also need bigger buffers.  Grandfather 
existing developments and fix the streams as best you can in those areas, but don't trade off what little is left for 
short term gain.  

Some internet accessible references are attached.  I urge you to learn more about the importance of buffer zones. 
Please do not decrease setbacks below 100 feet.  Provide some flexibility.  Protect our salmon and waters. 
http://www.krisweb.com/stream/riparian.htm
http://www.riparianbuffers.umd.edu/manuals/correll.html
http://www.noaanews.noaa.gov/stories2008/20081118_pesticides.html

Thank you for your hard work on this important issue, and for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Carol Ann Woody, Ph.D. 
Center for Science in Public Participation (CSP2) 
www.CSP2.org
www.fish4thefuture.com
www.pebblescience.org
email: carolw@CSP2.org
phone: 907.242.3496 
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From:  sarah woolley [mailto:sarahanne@attalascom.net]
Sent:  Wednesday, January 23, 2013 9:58 AM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 21 

Dear Assembly Members ~ I am for improving Title 21 to include larger stream setbacks, wider 
safer sidewalks & open spaces for people & children to play. We have too many housing 
developments that cram people in with no open areas.  

Sarah Woolley 
sarahanne@attalascom.net
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From:  Clark Yerrington [mailto:clarkyerrington@gmail.com]
Sent:  Tuesday, January 15, 2013 11:02 PM 
To:  Flynn, Patrick P.; Starr, William E.; Ossiander, Debbie A.; Hall, Ernie; Traini, Dick; 

jacksone@muni.org; Honeman, Paul S.; Trombley, Adam R.; Birch, Chris J.; Johnston, Jennifer; 
!MAS Assembly Members 

Subject:  title 21 and neighborhood commercial centers 

The 2011 provisionally adopted version of the new Title 21 rewrite does a much better job at realizing the
vision of Anchorage 2020 and preparing for the future. The rewrite, as passed through the current Planning
and Zoning Commission, Dan Coffey and the Sullivan administration a lot more resembles the current code
developed in the 1960s, meshed with the GAAB code at unification in the '70s and band aided since then. It is
not a document that acknowledges lifestyle changes and makes Anchorage competitive with a 21st century
idea of a livable city.

In the 1980s, 90 percent of people aged 16 to 25 possessed a driver's license. Today it is around two thirds.
Part of the reason is that engagement with social media and texting are not compatible with driving. Many
20 somethings are choosing not to drive. More compact development patterns, in combination with efficient
public transit systems make a car less lifestyle possible and desirable. Anchorage has neither, so many people
here are skeptical of such an approach even while Anchorage has great potential and many existing assets
that will contribute to the success of such a re imagining.

In almost any other American city the size of Anchorage or larger, there are neighborhood commercial centers
that are not in downtown places where, for a block or two or three, the buildings [many of them a mix of
commercial/retail and residential] touch each other with fire rated walls between, and on site parking is not
required and generally not provided. The only place Anchorage has this is in the downtown core [the Central
Business District, zoning district B 1 roughly the area of the Original Townsite]. The problem in Anchorage is
that few people live in the O.T. now [the Census for the years 1970, 1980 and 1990 show a decline in number
of residents on these blocks from 2,000 to 1,300 to 500, as older buildings were replaced with larger buildings
without a residential component]. Even in the B 1 district, where on site parking is not required about 50% of
the existing land is now used for surface parking of vehicles.

A neighborhood commercial center might be simpler and easier to build than a town center [as per Anchorage
2020], if the zoning districts were revised to allow it. Certain places in Anchorage, where commercial
development patterns from the 1950s and before are still in evidence [Mt View Dr., parts of Spenard, Muldoon
Rd., Fireweed, Fairview and a few other places] are especially ripe for redevelopment as dense neighborhood
commercial centers.

I spent some time studying two blocks along Mt View Dr., from Bragaw St. to Klevin St. in 2008. I found that
two thirds of existing on site parking for the buildings on these blocks was nonconforming either the spaces
were undersized, or their positions on the property required backing out onto the right of way to exit the
space. In order to rework these blocks to comply with the current B 3 zoning provisions, most of the existing
buildings would not be suitable for re use. Why not allow a more dense development here instead?

A lot of tonight's testimony tried to convince you that the 2011 provisionally adopted code [or even the
rewritten version] would bring economic hardship to property owners. In my study I found that if on street
parking were provided, roughly the same number of spaces would be available in the two blocks as are now
available on site.

Conservatives ought to adore a scenario like this: get the government out of the business of telling property
owners if they need parking or not; what the setbacks ought to be; and socialize part of the risk [on street
instead of on site parking].
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Architect Don Dwiggins spent a lot of time saying that having to provide on site snow storage would reduce
the size of the building that could be developed by 5 to 10 percent. Consider this alternative hypothetical
let's say you want to open a restaurant and build a new building. [Not in downtown or at a mall.] If you have
more than a few tables you will need a parking lot for more than 15 cars. The parking lot will need
landscaping, drainage, storm water catchment, lighting, paving, striping. And it will take more property. In a
typical scenario with 6,000 to 7,000 sq. ft., 50 ft wide lots, you will need two or three of them just to build the
little restaurant and its parking lot.

In a downtown style development, you could build a three story building that covers the entire footprint of the
lot, more or less. If there's three buildings like that on adjacent 7,000 sq. ft. lots, that's 62,000 square feet of
building space that can be leased and added to the tax base compared to the 2,000 or so sq. ft. restaurant.
And there's no on site parking and all the snow stays on the flat roof until the Spring when it melts and runs
into a storm sewer.

The big picture is that, under the current B 3 provisions compact development is not possible you end up
being forced to drive a car between destinations, whether you want to or not and streets that adjoin the
most densely populated parts of Anchorage can never realize their potential and are forced into a highway
strip development model that is not suitable to today's Anchorage.

And so we end up with the Tikahtnu Commons Mall, that gobbled up 100 acres of forested land, required the
extension of road and utility infrastructure and is not within walking distance of any existing residences. It
didn't have to be this way.

Not all developers are against mixed use. The hardship argument is specious because if new rules apply to all,
the playing field is level. House builder Spinelli said at one time that he was getting out of Anchorage in favor
of Mat Su because Anchorage now had too many rules and regulations. But Mat Su has one tenth of
Anchorage's population and lower property values. I had a feeling he wouldn't really leave, and he didn't.

The notion that the new rules will make it harder to change use and redevelop existing buildings is credible,
but Dwiggins and others failed to mention that it is already that way, for many different reasons.

There are other ways the current zoning districts fail us the ready conversion of designated industrial use
land to commercial use [via rezoning] does a disservice by allowing land to be under taxed for years, jump up
in value at the time of the rezone, and disallows a more formal and comprehensive planning process while
engendering more sprawl and all that entails.

Please do not go down in history as the Assembly that kept Anchorage stuck in the 1960s. We can do so much
better. Sooner or later the business and development community will figure out that the status quo isn't in
their best interest. Your leadership could prepare our city to make this transition. Or not.

Clark Yerrington
340 N. Flower St.
Anchorage
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From:  Michelle Coombs [mailto:michelle.coombs@gmail.com]  
Sent:  Wednesday, January 23, 2013 1:23 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Save Anchorage 2020 
 
Dear Assembly, 
 
I am writing to ask you to adopt the publicly approved, provisionally adopted, version of Title 21 
Rewrite. I support Anchorage 2020 as originally developed and want Anchorage to be a livable 
city! Let residents and not developers determine what our city should look like.  
 
Sincerely, 
Michelle Coombs 
1434 West 11th Ave. 
Anchorage 
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From:   Lynn Hallquist [mailto:lynn.hallquist@gmail.com]  
Sent:   Tuesday, February 12, 2013 11:47 PM 
To:   !MAS Assembly Members; World Wide Web Municipal Clerk 
Subject:  Proposed Amendment to T21 Assembly Rewrite 
 
To: Assembly Members Flynn, Ossiander, Starr, Hall, Frasca, Traini, Gray‐Jackson, 
Honeman, Trombley, Johnston, and Birch, and the Municipal Clerk 
 
From: Walter Parker, Peg Tileston, Dick Tremaine, Gayle Nienhauser, Helen 
Nienhauser, John Blaine, Kathryn Veltre, and Lynn Hallquist  

As longtime citizens who are actively involved in our community, it is our desire to 
promote a vibrant Anchorage equal to its beautiful setting.  Our concern for Purpose 
Statement edits in the Assembly Committee Title 21 Rewrite has prompted us to 
propose the following amendment to Chapter 1.   
  
Chapter 1 - Purpose of This Title - 21.01.030 
  
Proposed Amendment: Restore all purpose statements that were edited or 
eliminated, except retain edits to J and K. 
  
Page 1, lines 15-39 and Page 2, lines 1-10 
  
The purpose of this title is to implement the Comprehensive Plan in a manner which 
protects the public health, safety, welfare, and economic vitality by: 
  
A. Encouraging the efficient use of existing infrastructure and the available land 
supply in the municipality, including redevelopment of underutilized land 
  
B. Promoting a balanced diverse supply of affordable, quality housing located in safe 
and livable neighborhoods 
  
C Promoting a balanced supply of nonresidential land uses that are compatible with 
adjacent land uses and have good access to transportation networks 
  
D. Promoting well-planned development that creates a sense of place and reflects the 
municipality’s unique northern setting, natural resources, and majestic surroundings 
  
E. Providing appropriate development incentives to achieve an economically balanced 
and diverse community and to promote further economic development in the 
municipality conserving the value of buildings and land  
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F. Protecting the wide diversity of fish and wildlife habitats by minimizing the 
adverse impacts of land development on the natural environment 
  
G. Protecting development and residents of the municipality from flooding, wildfires, 
seismic risks, and other hazards 
  
H. Encouraging development of a sustainable and accessible system of recreational 
facilities, parks, trails, and natural open space that meet neighborhood and 
community-wide needs 
  
I. Promoting compact development in city centers and infill areas so as to create 
efficient travel patterns encouraging the retention of mature vegetation 

  
J. Promoting development patterns and site designs that protect and enhance the 
surrounding community character and a variety of appealing and distinctive 
neighborhoods 

  
K. Promoting a pattern of land use and development upon which to provide for 
adequate transportation, water supply, sewerage, and other public facilities 
  
L. Encouraging land and transportation development patterns that promote public 
health and safety and offer transportation choices. 
  
Justification: As promoters of our city, we believe the word “promote” is stronger 
than the milk toast term “encourage.” 
  
Justification: Ms. Ossiander stated at one of the January public hearings that the 
Committee didn’t want the Municipality to be sued for not following the purpose 
statements.  To the contrary, the purpose statements serve as a legal defense that helps 
the Municipality defend the ordinances in case of a lawsuit.  The purpose statements 
show that ordinances are not arbitrary or capricious but rather that the ordinances 
serve to implement the goals of the Comprehensive Plan and deliver public benefits. 
 
Example: Homeowners sue a developer who is putting in a subdivision that is 30 feet 
from the top of their cul-de-sac to require him/her to connect the two cul-de-sacs. If 
the ordinance is unclear whether there should be pedestrian or bike access between 
cul-de-sacs, the court would not know how to interpret the ordinance.  But if the 
purpose statement states that the purpose is to improve connectivity and movement 
between areas, the court would interpret that the pedestrian and bike access should be 
there.   
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From:  Tagalak [mailto:tagalak@alaska.net]  
Sent:  Thursday, January 24, 2013 2:31 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 21 
 

Dear Assembly Members, 
Thank you for opening the discussion on the rewrite of Title 21. 
As a long-time volunteer in our city, I am deeply disappointed we are 
even having to address the issue of a rewrite instead of passing the  
amendments that were presented to the Assembly the first time. 
  It is a long complex document and that we can all agree on.    It was 
taken apart section by section back in Mayor Begich administration 
(and even some in Wuerch’s administration if I recall correctly) with 
The ‘experts’ offering opinions and wordings on each section.  Why 
Are we even entertaining the rewrite at all? 
 
Please…. Listen to the public  (I watched testimony on Channel 10 
for the past 2 Tuesday) and reject the rewrite and go with  
PEOPLE’S TITLE 21. 
 
Thank you,    Nickel LaFleur   2420 Tagalak Drive,   Anchorage 99504 
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From:  Caren Mathis [mailto:mcaren@gci.net]  
Sent:  Tuesday, January 29, 2013 4:39 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 21 input from former Project Manager Anchorage 2020, Building Safety Manager, AND 

Planning Director 
Importance:  High 
 
January 29, 2013 
 
Dear Chairman Hall and Esteemed Assembly Members: 
 
I respectfully address you as one of the original professional planners (along with Sheila 
Selkregg) who managed the citizen participation and technical analysis for the Anchorage 
2020 Comprehensive Plan, starting in 1996 under Mayor Rick Mystrom. I also assisted 
with permit reform in the Building Department at Public Works but then returned to City 
Hall as Planning Director in 1998.  As part of the comprehensive planning process,   I 
spearheaded a focussed group effort by a diversity of Anchorage residents to assess four 
very different scenarios for future growth and development.  (To prepare for these group 
discussions, there was heavy lifting by Physical Planning Manager Kevin 
Waring, a talented younger landscape architect and a creative GIS 
manager.) The four scenarios for Anchorage's future growth and 
development were built upon the vision and goals and objectives of 
an earlier phase of the planning process.  "What will Anchorage 
Look Like in 20 Years?" we asked, and listened as residents from 
different walks of life discussed the various issues represented by 
the four development scenarios  The preferred scenario provided the 
basis for the policies and implementation strategies that culminated 
in Anchorage 2020's adoption by the Planning and Zoning 
Commission in 2000.  
 
Later, of course, the Assembly adopted Anchorage 2020 in 2001.  It was a progressive 
plan for a dynamic community.  We had not had a long range plan for over two decades. 
 Each of the development scenarios in the comprehensive plan was subjected to a fiscal 
impacts analysis by a well regarded independent consultant, Tischler Associates.  This was 
the first time that an Anchorage comprehensive development plan had a fiscal impacts 
analysis that assessed the impact of development on the levels of public services.  And 
finally, Anchorage 2020 incorporated numerous implementation strategies that set the 
stage for revisions to the Municipality's Title 21 Land Use Regulations. 
 
It seems many in our community are confused by what Title 21 is AND what it isn't.  Title 
21 is Not a plan.  Anchorage 2020 is the plan. Title 21 is the set of regulations that 
implements the Plan.  From 1996 - 2000, the Planning Department and the Mystrom 

403 of 407



Administration made a concerted effort to educate the public about land use and 
transportation planning:  what planning could do and not do.  Anchorage 2020 is visually 
attractive and substantive all at the same time.  It's accessible.  Having a comprehensive 
plan is how a community can guide growth so that the public investment in infrastructure 
and services such as schools, police and fire protection are wisely located in a fiscally 
responsible manner.  In 2001, the American Planning Association awarded Anchorage 
2020 the National Public Education Award. 
 
But a plan without the implementing regulations is just that, a plan. Title 21 is the 
necessary complement to the Anchorage 2020 Comprehensive Plan. Initially the 
Municipality retained one of the best land use and zoning consultants in the West- 
 Principal and Land Use Attorney Chris Duerksen of Clarion 
Associates.  I guess we just weren't ready for the best. Upon 
Clarion's dismissal, the Planning Department and Planning and 
Zoning Commission embarked on the eight year task force and 
multiple hearings to revise Title 21 land use regulations.  In the 
meantime, by default, whatever development was permitted and 
built was the way in which Anchorage 2020 was implemented.  By any standard, 
that's not a way to become an economically viable and livable American City.  There was a 
time in Anchorage when we actually thought we could host the Winter Olympics.  What 
has happened to our vision and drive?  What happened to the City of Lights and Flowers, to 
the Northern City who wanted a built environment that measured up to our unsurpassed 
natural surroundings?  
 
Mr. Chairman and Esteemed Assembly Members, I implore you now not to leave your 
common sense on the front door mat of these chambers as you deliberate on the two 
versions of Title 21.  The clear choice is the Provisionally Adopted Title 21 that came out 
of eight years worth of work by task forces that included the construction and development 
community, along with everyday citizens.  I write you today to encourage you to endorse 
the democratic process for updating Anchorage's land use regulations and vote to adopt the 
Provisionally Adopted Title 21. It's time. 
 
Thank you for this opportunity and forum for communicating with you and all Assembly 
members. 
 
Best Regards, 
Caren L. Mathis, AICP (American Institute of Certified Planners) 
Former Municipality of Anchorage Director of Department of Community Planning & 
Development 
Sr. Principal ASRC Energy Services 
907.345.7374  
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From:  Eric Mccallum [eric@arcticwirerope.com] 
Sent:  Monday, February 11, 2013 10:23 AM 
To: !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject: Title 21 and UDC 

To all Assembly members, 
 
I am writing to encourage you to Retain the Urban Design Commission (UDC).  Some 
special interest groups have requested abolishing the UDC, suggesting that it is 
duplicative or otherwise an impediment to development.  To the contrary, the Urban 
Design Commission ensures functional application of design standards with a level of 
technical expertise that is lacking on the Planning and Zoning commission. 

o Chapter 3, pages 14-15 clearly differentiate the duties of the PZC and UDC:  there 
is no overlap or double review.  

o The Urban Design Commission does detailed review of site plans and street 
designs.   This type of review requires both time and technical expertise that are 
typically not available from the Planning and Zoning commission.  

o The UDC saves taxpayers money in two ways:  by doing technical review work 
that would otherwise be done by paid MOA staff; and by catching details that 
MOA staff might miss, and end up costing both the developers and staff.  For 
example, if the UDC corrects a landscaping detail to ensure that plants survive, 
both developers and staff save the money of enforcing replacement landscaping in 
a few years. 

o The UDC membership in recent years, unlike the PZC, tends to include architects, 
landscape architects, engineers, urban foresters who are expert in urban design 
elements such as drainage, parking, durability of materials,  traffic impacts,  
landscape plants and design, wind and solar exposure, social factors in public 
places, etc.  

o  
PROPOSED APPEALS SHORT-CUT COULD SADDLE TAX PAYERS WITH  
PRIVATE DEVELOPMENT COSTS 
  
CH 3, page 57, lines 40-48 and page 58, lines 1-10 
Section 21.03.110.E.10.a and b 
  
Delete the new section (b) that creates a short-cut appeal for a developer who seeks to 
reduce or avoid his fair share of off-site development costs that result from his 
development.  This appeals process would be shielded from public scrutiny, and appears 
to invite influence peddling.  The result would be that a developer could skip out his(her) 
fair share of the costs to upgrade offsite infrastructure necessitated by his development.  
The tax payer would then bear the burden of private development costs. 

o This newly-devised “alternative” appeals process was created specially for 
subdivision developers to bypass the Zoning Board of Appeals.  It amounts to a  
special process compared to appeal procedures for other development permits.  

o It is a process by which developers will seek to cut their costs, since off-site 
improvements do not enhance the return on their property.  
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o It could lead to shifting the burden for offsite infrastructure to the taxpayers.  
o It will become the default process for developers, since the turn-around time is 20 

days instead of up to 70 days with ZBEA.  
o It creates a high amount of pressure on one building official, and then on the 

Municipal Manager.  In contrast to the ZBEA adjusters, the Municipal Manager is 
a high ranking political appointee, subject to dismissal, and presumably has less 
experience in assessments than ZBEA.  This has the potential for favoritism or 
worse forms of political influence, compared to a decision by a multi-person 
ZBEA, who presumably have some professional expertise and autonomy from 
special interest politics.  

o This is the only instance anywhere in T21 where the Municipal Manager is given 
decision authority.  The Municipal Manager is not likely have expertise on  T21 
or infrastructure costs, compared to the ZBEA.  

o The decision would happen out of the public eye, without a public notice or 
public observation, since a written administrative decision does not involve a 
public meeting like the ZBEA hearings. 

  
Eric McCallum 
Jarvi dr 
Anchorage, Ak 99515 
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From:  paige petr [mailto:cppetr@hotmail.com]  
Sent:  Tuesday, January 29, 2013 8:28 PM 
To:  !MAS Assembly Members 
Subject:  Title 21 
 
Dear Assembly Members, 
 
I am writing as a resident of Anchorage and a parent. My husband and I have 
chosen to make this our home and to raise our children here. We love Anchorage 
for its access to wilderness and its big-small town feel. I am concerned about 
many of the new proposals up for approval as they would have a profound affect 
on the city we love and our children will grow up in. Please consider the following 
requests: 

• adopt the publicly approved, provisionally adopted, version of Title 21 
Rewrite.  

• reject of the proposal to delete mixed use zoning districts and to spread 
mixed use all over town instead of focusing mixed use in locations identified 
by Anchorage 2020. 

• reject the proposal to decrease setbacks from streams to 25' from the 50' 
to 100' in the Provisionally Adopted code. 

• reject the commission's proposal to delete height restrictions in the B-3 
zones unless strong protections for residential sunlight are in place. 

• reject the commission's proposal to increase the allowed commercial uses 
(that means "stores") in the Industrial I-1 zones.  

• reject proposals to reduce private open space requirements. 
• reject changes that diminish neighborhood protection height transitions. 
• reject proposals for sidewalks on only one side of arterials, no sidewalks on 

cul de sacs, optional connections to parks and adjacent neighborhoods and 
thin 10' wide pedestrian easements. 

• reject any language that would decrease landscaping standards. 
• reject language that decreases standards for multi family and townhouse 

development. 

• reject allowing Single Family homes in all residential zones. 
• reject the proposal to weaken design standards for single family homes. 

 
 
Thank you for your consideration and your service to our community! 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Paige Petr 
 
9011 Jupiter Rd 
Anchorage, AK 99507 
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