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PLAN WAS AMENDED 10-23-07
11-6-07, & 12-11-07 AND  Anchorage, Alaska

APPROVED 12-11-07 AO No. 2007-113

AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING THE ANCHORAGE DOWNTOWN COMPREHENSIVE
PLAN AS AN ELEMENT OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, AMENDING
ANCHORAGE MUNICIPAL CODE SECTIONS 21.05.030, AND AMENDING
AO2006-172, ATTACHMENT A, AT ANCHORAGE MUNICIPAL CODE
SECTION 21.01.080.

THE ANCHORAGE ASSEMBLY ORDAINS:

Section 1. The Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan draft, dated March 2007, is
adopted as recommended by the Planning and Zoning Commission in Resolution
No. 2007-038 as an element of the Anchorage 2020-Anchorage Bowl Comprehensive Plan,
replacing the 1983 Anchorage Central Business District Comprehensive Development
Plan. In addition, the Anchorage Downtown Core Streets Streetscape Plan draft, dated
March 2007, is included in the Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan as an
addendum, with modifications recommended by the Urban Design Commission in
Resolution No. 2007-006. The Core Streets Streetscape Plan is intended provide guidance
for the design of street projects in the Downtown Core.

Section 2. Anchorage Municipal Code subsection 21.05.030A.1. is amended to read as
follows (the remainder of the section is not affected and therefore not set forth):

21.05.030 Elements.

The comprehensive plan consists of the following elements, which are incorporated
in this chapter by reference. While they may be valid planning tools, plans or other
clements that are not listed below or incorporated into the comprehensive plan
elsewhere in this Code are not official elements of the comprehensive plan. If
elements of the comprehensive plan conflict, the element most recently adopted
shall govern,

A. Anchorage Bowl.

L. Anchorage Downtown [CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT]
Comprehensive [DEVELOPMENT] Plan, dated (insert effective
date of this ordinance) [FALL 1983 (GAAB RESOLUTION NO.
73-46; AR 83-194(S))].

*ok ok sk ok o

(AO No. 18-75; AO No. 82-49; AO No. 85-165; AQ No. 2000-119(S), § 4, 2-20-
01; AO No. 2001-124(S), § 2, 2-20-01; AO No. 2002-68, § 1, 4-23-02; AO No.
2002-119, § 1, 9-10-02; AO No. 2003-74, § 1, 5-20-03; AO No. 2003-129, § 2, 10-
21-03; AO No. 2005-115, § 3, 10-25-05; AO No. 2006-93(S-1), § 2, 12-12-06)
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Section 3. AO 2006-172, Attachment A, adopting Anchorage Municipal Code
section 21.01.080B.1., Table 21.01-1 Comprehensive Plan Elements, is amended to read as
follows (the remainder of the section is not affected and therefore not set forth):

TABLE 21.01-1: COMPREHENSIVE PLLAN ELEMENTS
ArealTopic Plan Adoption Date [1] Amendments

Anchorage AO 2007- ;

Bowl Ancherage Downtown [CENTRAL {insert effective date
BUSINESS DISTRICT] Comprehensive | of this ordinance)
[DEVELOPMENT] Plan [AR 83-194(8); 9-

13-83]

Section 4: This ordinance shall become effective immediately upon its passage and
approval by the Assembly.

PASSED AND APPROVED by the Anchorage Assembly this [{4-4‘-« day of

z Y (L lpt~ 2007

ATTEST:

M?M

Municipal Clerk ”
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MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE
ASSEMBLY MEMORANDUM

No. AM  475.-2007

Meeting Date: August 14, 2007

From: MAYOR

Subject: AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING THE ANCHORAGE DOWNTOWN
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AS AN ELEMENT OF THE
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, AMENDING ANCHORAGE MUNICIPAL
CODE SECTIONS 21.05.030, AND AMENDING AO 2006-172,
ATTACHMENT A, AT ANCHORAGE MUNICIPAL CODE
SECTION 21.01.080.

This ordinance is intended to adopt the Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan, and to
amend the section of the Anchorage Municipal Code which identifies the elements of the
Comprehensive Plan.

The Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan is a complete revision to the 1983
comprehensive development plan for Anchorage’s central business district. It comes in
recognition that the current plan and development regulations for Downtown Anchorage are
in need of updating in order to effectively facilitate new growth. Anchorage’s central
business district has also entered a new generation of public improvements, and this public
commitment to invest in Downtown presented a timely opportunity for coordinating
revitalization efforts and attracting new private investments.

Public Involvement Process. In 2001, the Anchorage 2020—Anchorage Bowl
Comprehensive Plan (Anchorage 2020) established new policies for future growth and
development in existing city centers, and specifically identified a district plan for Downtown
as an essential implementation strategy. In response to the Anchorage 2020 process, central
business district community stakeholders created the Downtown Development Framework, a
market-based strategic framework report to help guide future planning and development and
attract new investment in Downtown.

In 2005, the Municipality retained a multidisciplinary consulting team to develop a new plan
and development regulations for the central business district. The project was led by
consultants from Moore Iacofano Goltsman, Inc. (MIG). They were assisted by a team of
local and national consultants including Robert Odland Consulting, Land Design North, RIM
Architects, Northern Economics, Kittelson & Associates, Shannon & Wilson, Inc., and
Economic and Planning Systems. In addition, MAKERS Architecture + Urban Design,
Earthscape, and CRW Engineering Group developed a streetscape improvements plan for the
Downtown core. The consulting team provided a wide range of expertise in downtown
planning and development.

A0 2007-113
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Under guidance from a local Project Management Group and a Project Advisory Group
composed of community leaders and municipal agencies, the consulting team created a
highly participatory process and a plan that is directly responsive to policies of the
comprehensive plan, conditions and trends in the marketplace and the input of stakeholders
and other community participants.

The public involvement process included over 60 meetings, including three major public
meeting; small group sessions with an extensive range of stakeholders including businesses,
property owners, developers, residents and civic leaders; and regular meetings with the
citizen-based Downtown Advisory Group, Mayor, Assembly and multiple commissions. The
Anchorage Downtown Partnership has participated as a key partner on the client team and
has facilitated business community involvement including the Downtown Advisory Group.

Plan Overview. The purpose of the Downtown Comprehensive Plan is to guide future
growth and development in the Downtown, and encourage its revitalization as a vibrant,
mixed-use city center. Throughout, the Plan emphasizes concentration of resources available
for investment; coordination of land uses; and linkages between key facilities and catalytic
projects—so that new investment and activities are coordinated to achieve their highest
impact and stimulate additional development.

The Plan establishes a vision and six overarching goals (pages 25-27) that emerged from the
public involvement process. To achieve these goals it recommends a strategic framework of:
future land uses and districts, catalytic development projects and supporting strategies. The
supporting strategies include market based development incentives, transportation and
circulation plans, urban design guidelines and programmatic strategics. Two fold-out
diagrams illustrate the strategy framework on pages 29 and 33 respectively. The remainder
of the document elaborates on this framework in four major chapters and then concludes with
an implementation chapter.

Three appendices accompany the Plan. Appendix A, Existing Conditions Analysis and
Appendix B, Development Feasibility Assessment, provide information and analysis.
Appendix C, Anchorage Downtown Core Streets Streetscape Plan (draft), is a policy
document intended to supplement the Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan. It
illustrates in greater detail how streets in the core should be upgraded to enhance pedestrian
activity and support economic development. It is intended to provide guidance for street
improvements in the Core.

Issue-Response and Recommended Changes. The public hearing draft of the Downtown
Plan was released on March 23, 2007. The Planning and Zoning Commission held a public
hearing on April 25, 2007. Following initial deliberations by the Commission, the Planning
Department prepared an Issue-Response memorandum and an Issue-Response Addendum
which addressed several outstanding issues from the draft plan and comments received
during the public hearing review process. Attachment A (PZC Resolution No. 2007-038)
documents the results of Planning and Zoning Commission deliberations and its
recommended changes to the Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan.
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Issues and concerns raised included providing for commercial uses in the proposed
Downtown residential mixed-use district; planning process for any changes to Town Square
Park and other parks; air rights and sunlight access protection for public parks and civic
facilities; seismic risk assessment; traffic impacts of regional highway projects;
recommended street circulation changes such as to the 5%/6" couplet; adequate tour bus
access on 3" Avenue; recommended maximum traffic speed; a recommended transit center
relocation/expansion study; parking strategics; ice-free sidewalks; high-rise building step-
backs; and implementation issues.

In addition, the Urban Design Commission (UDC) was asked to review Appendix C:
Anchorage Downtown Core Streets Streetscape Plan. On July 25, the UDC recommended
approval of the Core Streets Streetscape Plan, subject to certain modifications, as part of the
Downtown Comprehensive Plan. Documentation of the UDC Resolution and recommended
modifications are under preparation for submittal to the Assembly before public hearing.

A Consolidated Issue Response paper currently under preparation is intended to document
for the Assembly all of the recommended amendments from the Planning and Zoning
Commission and the Urban Design Commission for the draft Downtown Comprehensive
Plan and its appendices, and will be submitted to the Assembly prior to the public hearing.

Land Use Code Amendments. The primary regulatory instrument affecting Downtown is
Title 21, the municipal land use code. The revision of Title 21 has been underway for several
years. The three central business district zoning districts were not included in the Title 21
Rewrite project. Instead, the Downtown land use code revision has been integrated into the
Downtown Plan process. This has provided a closer link between policy and
implementation.

The new Downtown land use code is intended to provide new use districts and development
standards in concert with the Downtown Comprehensive Plan. It is also intended to be
compatible in format with the Title 21 Rewrite. A regulatory structure for the Downtown
code has been recommended by Robert Odland Consulting, and a public process to establish
a new Downtown code is anticipated to occur subsequent to adoption of the Downtown Plan.

To adopt the Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan as an element of the Municipality’s
Comprehensive Plan, this ordinance is intended to amend both the existing Anchorage
Municipal Code subsection 21.05.030A.1., and the equivalent provisions in the recently
adopted revision to Title 21 (AO 2006-172). The recently adopted subsection to be amended
is identified as AQ 2006-172, Attachment A, at AMC 21.01.080B.1, Table 21.01-1,
Comprehensive Plan Elements, which is not intended to take effect until the remaining
chapters in the rewrite of Title 21 are adopted.
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THE ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDS APPROVAL OF THE ORDINANCE
ADOPTING THE ANCHORAGE DOWNTOWN COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AS AN
ELEMENT OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, AMENDING ANCHORAGE
MUNICIPAL CODE SECTIONS 21.05.030, AND AMENDING AO 2006-172,
ATTACHMENT A, AT ANCHORAGE MUNICIPAL CODE SECTION 21.01.080.

Prepared by: Tom Nelson, Director, Planning Department
Concurred by: Mary Jane Michael, Executive Director

Office of Economic and Community Development
Concurred by: Denis C. LeBlanc, Municipal Manager

Respectfully submitted: =~ Mark Begich, Mayor

Attachments: A. Planning and Zoning Commission Resolution No. 2007-038
Planning and Zoning Commission Minutes

Planning Staff Report PZC Case 2007-076, dated April 25, 2007
Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan, March 2007 Public
Hearing Draft, with Appendices A-C (Attachment D submitted under
separate cover)

Saw
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Attachment A

Planning and Zoning Commission

Resolution No. 2007-038
with Attachments

A. May 14, 2007 Issue-Response Summary
B. June 11, 2007 Issue-Response Addendum
C. June 8, 2007 Email Modification to I-R Addendum



MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 2007-038

A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING ADOPTION OF THE ANCHORAGE
DOWNTOWN COMPREHENSIVE PLAN.

(Case 2007-076)

WHEREAS, Downtown Anchorage is at the heart of the city, providing a sense of
identity for the community and influcncing the cconomic well-being of the entire region; and

WHEREAS, the current plan for Downtown was developed in the carly 1980s and is in
nced of updating in order to cffectively facilitate ncw growth; and

WHEREAS, the Anchorage 2020 / Anchorage Bowl Comprehensive Plan outlincs
policies to promote infill and redevelopment and to strengthen Downtown as a vibrant city
center, reccommending a new central business district plan as an essential strategy; and

WHEREAS, Anchorage’s central business district has cntered a new generation of public
improvements, and this public commitment to invest in Downtown presents a timely opportunity
for coordinating revitalization efforts and attracting new private investments; and

WHEREAS, the new Anchorage Downtown Comprchensive Plan has been devcloped as
a complete revision to the existing comprehensive development plan for Downtown; and

WHEREAS, the purpose of the Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan is to guide
future growth and development in the Downtown and cncourage its revitalization into a vibrant
city center; and

WHEREAS, the Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan provides a framework of
land use strategics, catalytic development projects, market-based development incentives,
transportation and circulation plans, urban design guidelines, and programmatic strategies; and

WHEREAS, the Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan will provide guidance for
an update to the Title 21 land use and development regulations for the central business district;
and

WHEREAS, the Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan was developed by an
interdisciplinary consulting team bringing a wide range of expertisc and expericnce, under the
guidance of a local project management group and a project advisory group composed of
community leaders; and

WHEREAS, a highly collaborative planning process has produced a new plan for
Downtown that is dircctly responsive to the policics of Anchorage 2020, conditions and trends in
the marketplace, and the input, advice and support from an extensive range of stakeholders and
community participants; and



Planning and Zoning Commission
Resolution No. 2007-038
Page 2

WHEREAS, notice was published and a public hearing was held before the Planning and
Zoning Commission.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Anchorage Planning and Zoning
Commission that:

A. The Commission makes the following finding of fact:

1. The current comprehensive development plan for the central
business district was developed in the carly 1980s.
Circumstances have changed since that time and the current
plan is in need of revision.

2. In response, the Municipality became engaged in a planning
process that was detailed and thorough, and that mvolved
extensive public participation.

3. As a result of the analyses and public involvement, there is a
firm basis for the recommendations contained in the Anchorage
Downtown Comprehensive Plan and the Downtown Core

Streets Streetscape Plan.

4, The review process before the Planning and Zoning
Commission has been thorough.  Issues raised by the
Commission and public have been given due consideration,
with revisions offered in the Issue-Response documents. The
recommendations for changes to the March 2007 public hearing
draft, as offered in the Issue-Response documents, are sensiblc
and reflect this thorough process.

S. It is important that the Municipality adopt this plan as a guide
for growth in the Downtown, rccognizing that there was a
thorough and dynamic public process involved.

6. With the adoption of this plan, therc should be adequate
guidance for the development of Downtown.
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7. In general, this is a plan that recommends important changes,
which will allow Downtown to become a vibrant, compact and
pedestrian-friendly urban center; and its implementation should
make Downtown a magnet for investment and activity.

B. The Commission recommends that:

1. The March 2007 Public Hearing Draft Anchorage Downtown
Comprehensive Plan be adopted by the Anchorage Assembly with
revisions as described by the Issue-Response Summary of May 14,
2007, as modified by the Issue-Response Addendum dated
June 11, 2007 (but written and sent to the Commission on June 5);
and as further modified by the June 8, 2007 email to the Planning
and Zoning Commission.

2. The March 2007 draft Anchorage Downtown Core Streets
Streetscape Plan be adopted by the Anchorage Assembly as an

addendum to the Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan.

PASSED AND APPROVED by the Anchorage Planning and Zoning Commission this
11" day of Tune 2007.

/7/5“{ SN

Tom Nelson ~ ToniM. Jones
Secretary Chair

Attachments: A. May 14, 2007 Issue-Response Summary
B. June 11, 2007 Issue-Response Addendum
C. June 8, 2007 Email with Medification to Issue-Response Addendum

(2007-076)









ATTACHMENT A
To PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION RESOLUTION No. 2007-038

Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan

Issue — Response Summary
for the Planning and Zoning Commission

May 14, 2007

Planning Department
Municipality of Anchorage

4700 Bragaw Street
P.O. Box 196650
Anchorage AK 99519-6650

Telephone: {907) 343-7921
Fax: (907) 343-7927
Website:  http://www.muni.org

Project Email:  downtownplan@muni.org
Project Website: http://www.muni.org/planning/CBD Main.cfm







Introduction

This Issue-Response Summary responds to comments received during review of the public
hearing draft Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan (hereinafter the Downtown Plan),
and to testimony presented to the Planning and Zoning Commission at a public hearing on
April 25, 2007. It responds to questions and concerns raised by Commissioners and
addresses several outstanding issues to resolve and miscellaneous errata that have been
identified. The Department recommendations in this Issue-Response Summary are advisory
to the Planning and Zoning Commission. The Commission is scheduled to deliberate on the
Downtown Plan on May 14, 2007.

Organization

Generally, the issues are listed in order of the major elements of the Downtown Plan,
including Land Use and Economic Development, Transportation and Circulation, Urban
Design and Implementation. Within each major element, issues are grouped by topic, such
as transit-related issues with the Transportation element or park-related issues within the
Land Use Element,

Each numbered issue-response item begins as a summary statement of what is the issue,
concern or question from the commentator(s). Key elements of comments are summarized
or paraphrased by issue. A response with a recommendation from the Planning Department
follows each issue.

A follow-up errata section will be provided, which is intended to correct miscelianeous errors
or clarify language in the public hearing draft. Comments received that were suggested
technical editorial revisions and clarifications/corrections will appear in the errata section.

For reference, written comments and minutes of the public hearing and Commission
discussion are attached (Attachments A and B, respectively).

Additional attachments include a transportation network analysis report by Kittelson &
Associates, Inc. {Attachment C); and AO No. 85-173 (Attachment D), which addresses height
restrictions in the vicinity of Town Square Park.



Land Use and Economic Development

1. Issue: Inclusion of Street Improvement Goal Statements within Land Use Goals

« The supporting sentence for the Land Use and Economic Development Goal at the
top of the second column on page 41 refers only to mixed-use development. Add a
sentence to the effect “Design roadways to reduce and minimize traffic impacts on the
adjoining outdoor and indoor spaces, and with sufficient safe pedestrian crossings
that roadways are not pedestrian barriers.” (Nancy Pease - Planning and Zoning
Commission)

» The supporting sentence for the second Land Use and Economic Development Goal
in the second column on page 41 should include the statement, “and reduce the
barrier-effect of high-traffic roadways, to create a cohesive central city district.”
(Nancy Pease - Planning and Zoning Commission)

Response: Although Planning agrees with the intent of the comments, they are probably
more appropriately addressed in Chapter 5, Transportation and Circulation. The land use
and economic development goals in Chapter 4 focus on improving /and use and encouraging
certain kinds of fand development.

The goal in the first bullet specifically promotes mixed-use development {e.g., upper floor
employment andfor residential mixed with more active ground floor uses) as the most
supportive type of Jand use for an active pedestrian environment. The purpose of the goal in
the second bullet above is to increase the density and improve character of fand use
development to foster vibrant center with distinct sub-districts.

Streetscape and crosswalk enhancements that favor the pedestrian environment and
circulation are addressed on page 80 in Chapter 5 Transportation and Circulation, and in the
“Public Reaim” design guidelines on page 94-99 of Chapter 6 Urban Design.

The comment in the first bullet does articulate a streetscape design goal implied throughout
the Downtown Plan but is absent from chapter's main Urban Design chapter goals on page
91. Therefore, in response to the issues raised, Planning does support adding a bullet under
the first Urban Design Goal, on page 91, to articulate an intent to ‘Design roadways to reduce

and minimize motor vehicle traffic impacts on adjoining outdoor and indoor spaces.”

2. Issue: Office/Commercial Uses in the Residential Mixed-use District (DT-3), Park
Strip North Sub-district

e The Residential Mixed-use (DT-3) District, Park Strip North sub-district designation,
as it is described on pages 49-50 of the Downtown Plan, is not appropriate for the
area bounded by 6™ and 8" Avenues and | and M Streets. The area is an existing
mixed-use area that contains some residential but primarily office uses. The Plan
needs to acknowledge existing uses and the potential for landowners to redevelop
their property with uses that are not strictly residential. It should change the
designation for the area by including it in the Downtown Mixed-use {DT-2) District,
Legal/Office sub-district, because of the similarities in the distribution of legal and

Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan
[ssue ~ Response Summary
-2.
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office uses. If re-designation is not an option, then the definition of the DT-3 Park
Strip North District should be expanded to allow office space in a mixed-use format.
(Alaska Mental Health Trust Land Office)

Response: The Downtown Plan recommends three new districts to guide future growth and
development Downtown. The Downtown Core (DT-1) is intended to be the primary focus of
finite community resources for public investments, high-density commercial redevelopment
and growing civic/cultural activities. The two mixed-use districts, Downfown Mixed-use (DT-
2) and Downtown Mixed-use Residential (DT-3), address most of the remaining Study Area.
The Plan subdivides the DT-2 and DT-3 into geographic sub-districts. it promotes each of
these emerging sub-districts to further develop its unique character and function that
complement rather than compete with the rest of Downtown including the Downtown Core.

The Mixed-Use DT-2 district is a commercial/mixed-use district, with medium- to high-density
employment, retail and entertainment uses. While some housing is encouraged in the
Legal/Office sub-district of DT-2, this sub-district is recommended to be primarily developed
with new medium to high-density office and commercial space to complement uses in the
Downtown Core. This is a continuation of existing development patterns. The area north of
6" Avenue already features large scale commercial, intensity, and design, mid-rise office
towers, the Captain Cook Hotel, and many full-scale active restaurants/entertainment and
arts venues, as well as related traffic. Future housing development opportunities are limited.

The Downtown Mixed-use Residential District (DT-3) responds to the overarching goal of the
Downtown Plan to provide more housing density downtown. Housing is considered essential
for commercial vitality and Downtown revitalization as an active, compact, mixed-use city
center. During the Downtown Plan public participation process, no issue received greater
support and consensus of comment from community participants and stakeholders than the
need to provide for more housing units for a diversity of households. The Downtown Plan
recommends 2,500 housing units in Downtown by 2025 (500 units existed in 2002}, and that
Downtown’s districts have the buildable capacity to accommodate thousands more if the
market opportunity arises.

Mixed-use housing development of this magnitude needs to have buildable space in a district
that provides a residentially-supportive living environment. The DT-3 Mixed-use Residential
District encourages housing development, resident-serving amenities and services, and an
urban design that features an adequately domestic living environment, Located in subareas
outside the busier Downtown Core, it may already be developing a residential-oriented mix of
uses and character. These sub-districts are well-positioned by location and presence of
residential uses for housing infilliredevelopment, and tend to have a low-density and
underdeveloped land use pattern.

The area bounded by 6™ and 8™ Avenues and | and M Streets fits this description. In the
vicinity of K Street, it is a northward continuation of the low density land use pattern and
development character of the Park Strip North block to the south of 8" Avenue. [t consists of
a mix of housing, one-story and low-rise office buildings and parking lots, including a
municipally owned housing opportunity site. It shares a contiguous, relatively quiet sub-
district consisting of local streets with the blocks south of 8" Avenue along the Delaney Park
Strip. Likewise, the area west of L Street between 6™ and 8" includes multi-family and single
family uses, small-scale offices, and shares a contiguous, relatively quiet sub-district with
the block south of 8™ (ref. Diagram 3.1, Appendix A). The entire area in question is
peripheral to the busier core areas, relatively underdeveioped and one of Downtown's
greatest opportunity areas large enough to provide (a) the number of housing units

Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan
Issue - Response Summary
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recommended by the Downtown Plan and (b) a contiguous, viable, identifiable residential
mixed-use district. This changes north of 6" Avenue, where there are many of the higher
intensity entertainment, hotel and office uses of the DT-2, more traffic and little or no
residential use. For these reasons, Planning recommends keeping the area bounded by 6"
and 8™ Avenues and | and M Streets as part of the DT-3 Park Strip North sub-district.

The Planning recommendation to address the concern is to add the following language to the
description of Downtown Mixed-use Residential on the lower left side of page 49: “The
Mixed-Use Residential District accommodates existing office uses and will allow
office/mixed-use development at a scale and intensity that is compatible with a residential-
oriented district.” The details of future regulations and incentives in the DT-3 district will be
worked out as part of the new land use and development code for Downtown.

3. Issue: Housing Feasibility and Affordability

e While it is a laudable goal to have a larger residential component than we currently
do, the Appendix B Downtown Anchorage Feasibility Assessment of residential
development indicates that the residential units will not be affordable. There would
have to be some kind of government interference or something to yield affordable
housing. The market does not seem to be driving a lot of residential into the
Downtown right now. (Jim Fredrick, Planning and Zoning Commission, April 25
worksession)

e On page 126, add language to action LU-6 supporting households of varying income
levels living downtown. (Nancy Pease - Planning and Zoning Commission)

Response: Part of the reason for a new Downtown Plan is represented by the assessment
of existing conditions/trends in the first comment above. The Downtown Plan project came in
recognition that the community’s current plan and development regulations for the central
business district need updating in order to effectively facilitate new growth. The new Plan
provides an array of land use, circulation and urban design strategies that are anticipated to
have a positive impact on housing development trends, such as a housing development
force to identify potential financial incentives for a variety of housing development (page 43);
changes to the zoning and land use regulations to encourage housing development (pp 43,
47-50, Chapter 6); and many other strategies. It does not set a target for the number of
affordable housing units.

in response to the second comment above, Planning does not object to adding: “...a diverse
mix of housing types and income levels Downtown,” to Actiocn LU-6 on page 126.

4. Issue: Housing Growth Targets and Citywide Phasing

e This plan should raise the topic of prioritizing citywide residential growth for
Downtown. Otherwise, Downtown might not achieve the population threshold to
support year-round businesses like a grocery store. All of Anchorage benefits from
new residential development concentrated in Downtown. Other neighborhoods are
resisting dense development. There is a win-win situation if Anchorage enacts
strategies to favor residential infill in Downtown and, simultaneously, avoid denser
rezoning and defer the construction of development-inducing infrastructure in other
neighborhoods. (Nancy Pease - Planning and Zoning Commission)
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s Re-examine the assumptions that target 2,500 housing units for the Downtown, with a
goal to increase Downtown's housing target to absorb more of the Anchorage 2020
Comprehensive Plan housing allocation target of 7,000 — 9,000 households for
Northwest Anchorage. At a minimum, show the 4,000 unit goal in the table not just
the narrative on page 42. Provide a more complete discussion of the types of
changes or conditions needed before Downtown housing can grow beyond the 2,500
units shown in the charts. The Downtown Plan states that its housing target relies on
Anchorage’s Long-range Transportation Plan (LRTP) for housing projections, but the
LRTP projected only 1,510 housing units Downtown in 2025. The LRTP housing
projection relied on trends rather than Anchorage 2020 Comprehensive Policies for a
vibrant urban core. Established neighborhoods near town and employment centers,
including South Addition, want to retain and improve their existing character without
adding more dense zoning or housing within their boundaries. They expect density to
begin Downtown, and will consider zoning changes only after Downtown is more built
out. (Cheryl Richardson — Anchorage Citizens Coalition)

Response: Appendix A, Section 7.4.1, provides a baseline projection for housing market
demand in 2025 of approximately 1,500 housing units (ie., an additional 1,000 units over the
existing 500 units), based on the growth assumptions in the 2005 LRTP (summarized on
page 70 of Appendix A). It states that it is possible that the Downtown study area could
capture a higher percentage of Anchorage's new households through aggressive
implementation of Downtown Plan policies, and illustrates this possibility with a “High Growth
Scenario” of 6,268 housing units Bowntown.

The Downtown Plan must assume that its own policies will be implemented, and so predicts
a market demand for as much as twice as many new units (2,000 instead of 1,000) as the
LRTP-based market demand analysis, for a total of approximately 2,500 housing units
Downtown by 2025. For several reasons the Plan does not predict a market demand for
even more housing, such as 4,000 units or even 6,268 housing units from the “High Growth
Scenario” from Appendix A.

The reason is that the Plan’s forecasts are based on assumptions about what percentage of
Anchorage’s new households Downtown can be expected to capture. Using the latest
growth projections from the UAA Institute of Social and Economic Research (ISER), Planning
has developed a working estimate of future housing demand for the Anchorage Bow! through
the year 2030. This housing demand projection suggests that the Anchorage Bowl may
need to accommodate somewhere between 18,000 and 28,000 new housing units in the by
the year 2030. These figures are very approximate, and should be interpreted only as a
general order of magnitude of potential future growth. They are presented as a range
between a base case projection and a maximum high growth projection built on an
aggregation of ISER's high-growth cases (e.g., a gas pipeline combined with a high oil
revenues, etc.).

If the Downtown Plan forecasts 2,500 additional units in the Downtown Study Area by 2025,
then Downtown will have to capture 10-15% of the overall housing growth projected for the
Bow! in the paragraph above. A market demand projection of 4,000 housing units in the
Downtown study area would have to assume that Downtown could capture more than 15-
20% of the Anchorage Bowl's overall housing growth over the next 20 years. To do this
Downtown would need to add nearly 200 housing units each year. Planning recommends
keeping the 2,500 housing unit growth projection. Planning believes that achieving 2,500
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units alone would be an incredible increase over current trend-based projections for housing
demand, and represent a dramatic success for the community.

This does not preclude allowing 4,000 or more housing units if market opportunities arise—it
is just a projection. What seems most important is that there is agreement among
community participants, stakeholders, agencies that there should be more housing
Downtown.

5. Issue: Employment and Retail Density Targets

* On pages 5 and 44 incorporate criteria from Anchorage 2020 Policy 23 of office
employment densities of more than 50 employees per acre, calculated at the block
level. It would seem rational to extrapolate this to include some sert of retail intensity
threshold as well. (Nancy Pease - Planning and Zoning Commission)

» On pages 48-49, include thresholds for employment and customer/patronage density,
not just residential density, in the development specifications for all DT districts.
Policy 23 has been ignored in numerous large projects in employment centers, and
needs to be activated. (Nancy Pease - Planning and Zoning Commission)

Response: Planning does not object to a target employment density threshold for the
Downtown Core (DT-1) district. However, a number like 50 employees per acre should be
stated as a goal, not a required development specification. A required threshold of 25
employees per acre would be adequate to ensure higher density than suburban strip
commercial. However, any threshold should be subject to other factors such as seismic
hazards or historic preservation that may impact the ability to develop high density.

A minimum employment density threshold of employees per acre is probably not appropriate
for the outlying Downtown Mixed-use DT-2 District, unless it is stated as a general goal
calcuiated at the block level. The Plan recommends concentrating and interconnecting major
public investments and highest density employment growth in the Downtown Core (DT-1) as
a means fo activate and energize the city center. The Plan allows for medium-to-high
density in peripheral DT-2 district areas as market opportunities arise.

While the DT-3 district allows a certain amount of commercial use, its purpose is to provide
housing and a quality living environment, and so it is not an appropriate district to apply a
minimum employment density threshold.

6. Issue: Retaining and Attracting Government Offices

e On page 44, in the second bullet under the strategy Strengthen the hub of
...employment Downtown, add the intent to atiract state and federal offices, not just
municipal offices. (Nancy Pease - Planning and Zoning Commission)

« Two policies of Anchorage 2020 refer to Downtown as a center of government
offices. Yet there is more than one reference in the Downtown Plan that the
municipal Health and Human Services Department is moving from Downtown. It is a
significant government enterprise and employer. It seems to fly in face of the
imperative. (Jim Fredrick - Planning and Zoning Commission, April 25 worksession)

e« On page 44, provide stronger language which requires local government
administrative offices to be located in Downtown. Consider recommending a local
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ordinance that uses as a model the language of the federal law that requires federal
agencies to be located in city centers. (Cheryl Richardson - Anchorage Citizens
Coalition)

Response: Planning agrees with the intent of the first comment regarding the importance of
state and federal level offices. The first bullet in the second column of page 44 establishes
the general strategy intended to capture these levels of government. Planning recommends
adding “...for federal, state and locai government...” to the first bullet.

There are several reasons why the second buliet focuses on municipal government offices.
The Municipality has decision making authority over the future location of its own offices;
there is a high number of municipal offices dispersed through the community; site selections
tend to occur through a public process more frequently at the municipal level. For these
reasons, the Plan identifies the greatest opportunity to implement the policy at the municipal
level. Lastly, it is generally considered a best planning practice to locate in particular the
community-fevel civic services in the city center.

This second bullet is a general policy, and not intended to specify implementation methods
such as an ordinance as the third comment suggests. If the Commission believes it is
necessary to consider specific implementation actions, Planning suggests adding language
the Chapter 8 schedule of implementation actions rather than Chapter 4.

7. Issue: Civic Facilities

* Whatis the planned use for the Egan Center? (Lamar Cotten — Planning and Zoning
Commission, April 25 worksession)

Response: The management plan for the Egan Center is that it will continue to operate as
part of Anchorage's civic/convention center facility.

8. Issue: Strengthening the Hub of Commercial Office Employment Downtown

e On page 44 and/or in LU-7 on page 126, consider a goal for major banks to move
back Downtown from Midtown. (Chery! Richardson - Anchorage Citizens Coalition)

Response: LU-7 is the implementation action for the recruitment strategies on pages 44-46
that target general categories of commercial sectors. It is intended that the Anchorage
Community Development Authority and partners would identify which corporate sectors are
appropriate recruitment candidates through carrying out the implementation action LU-7.
Therefore it would seem premature for the Downtown Plan policy to prioritize specific
corporate sectors such as finance.

It is questionable whether it would be practical to move banking facilities from Midtown to
Downtown. Municipal land use policy reflects that Anchorage is developing a polycentric city
form. The Anchorage 2020/ Anchorage Bow! Comprehensive Plan designates Midtown as a
Major Employment Center alongside Downtown. Each center is therefore by policy
considered legitimate and has a unique function and role to play. As recommended by
Anchorage 2020, the Municipality has commissioned a Midtown District Plan to help manage
Midtown's growth and identify its core areas of high density. Meanwhile, the Downtown Plan
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can help Downtown fulfill its unique role as one kind of vibrant city center coexisting with
Midtown.

9. Issue: Roads and Parking as a Secondary Land Use

+« On page 29, on the chart of eight land uses considered most important for achieving
Downtown revitalization, add Roads and Parking (as a secondary land use). The
purpose is to be aware of the percent in surface area, or the total lane miles, of roads
and parking in Downtown. (Nancy Pease - Planning and Zoning Commission)

Response: The Downtown Plan Strategy Framework establishes a three-tiered hierarchy of
strategies for Downtown. The first tier of strategies is Land Uses. The four “primary” land
uses are most important for Downtown’s development and revitalization as a major city
center. The four “secondary” land uses provide distinct destinations, services, activities and
workplaces. Secondary uses include cultural/entertainment uses such as aris, culture,
restaurants and regular events and festivals; Civic/Government administrative facilities and
historic landmarks; Industrial uses; and Open Space/Recreation uses. It is a recruitment list
containing the proper mix of destinations and activity-generating uses that Downtown needs
to retain and attract for a vibrant, mixed-use urban environment.

Roadways are public infrastructure. Parking is a passive accessory use. It is not a
destination or activity generator. Too much of it creates dead spaces in urban districts. Itis
only necessary to the extent it serves the eight targeted land uses. Therefore, Planning
advises against expanding the list of primary and secondary land uses to include an
accessory use like parking.

If the purpose is to be aware of the percent of surface area encumbered for roads and

parking in the Downtown, Planning suggests that this infoermation could be provided in
Appendix A and/or in the Chapter 2 discussions regarding existing conditions.

10. Issue: Transit as an Economic Development and Employer Incentive

+ On page 44, the second column devctes a lot of space o solving the ‘parking
problem.’” It should be changed to include discussion to increasing transit as the most
viable solution. (Dianne Holmes)

e On page 486, include a bullet to reduce parking demand through employer incentive
programs. (Mancy Pease - Planning and Zoning Commission)

Response: Planning concurs with the general point being made by the first comments, and
can suggest specific language to address it. In response to the second bulleted comment
above, Planning suggests a bullet under the strategy Develop a Coordinated Parking
Program on page 46 to reference the Chapter & employer incentive program and other transit

incentives, as follows: “Reduce parking. demand through fransit services, programs,
incentives and amenities recommended in this plan.”

11. Issue: Expedited Permitting

» Expedited permitting recommended on page 46 and LU-10 on page 126 may become
more difficult as people learn more about how the convention center and adjacent
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parking garage did not undergo Title 21 Land Use Regulations review. (Cheryl
Richardson - Anchorage Citizens Coalition)

Response: Expedited permitting is intended to streamline and shorten the Tille 21
compliance review process, while leaving it essentially intact. Applicants of projects would
save money and time in permitting, yet the land use and development standards still apply.
This is different from exempting a project from Title 21.

12. Issue: Enhancing Downtown’s Arts, Cultural and Entertainment Focus

¢ On page 45, consider adding the concept of a business incubator for the arts. {Nancy
Pease - Planning and Zoning Commission)

Response: Planning concurs and can provide language using the guidance above.

13. Issue: First Avenue Arts District

*» The 1st avenue east of the overpass depicted on page 47 in the Downtown Districts
Diagram and recommended on page 50 seems too isolated to be an arts corridor,
especially with arts corridors in several other places. (Nancy Pease - Planning and
Zoning Commission) :

Response: The 1% Avenue Arts District is reflecting the Alaska Railroad Corporation’s
current master plan and desires for the redevelopment of their property.

14. Issue: Promoting Arts and Culture in Downtown:

 An arts and culural focus is promoted for the downtown area. While many
embellishments in the streetscape design can compliment the Dena’ina Center, a
major focus would detract from Mountain View's similar effort as well as the Native
Cultural Center [Native Heritage Center?] in Muldoon. (Dianne Holmes)

¢« There is also an emphasis on portraying native mythology throughout downtown, but
very little about showing the every day realities of subsistence and the knowledge
that must accompany that lifestyle in our sub-Arctic environment. Additionally, many
native people embrace the Christian religion and find it offensive to dwell on native
mythology. Reconsider the impact of the above in Chapter 4, pages 45, 52, 53 and
elsewhere in the DT Plan. (Dianne Holmes)

* On page 53, the mission of the proposed Arts and Cultural Center in Catalytic Site #1
is unclear. Is it for multi-cultural retail sales? Performances? Consulates and sister
cities offices? Don’t duplicate the Anchorage Museum or private efforts. (Planning
and Zoning Commission)

Response: Planning does not agree with the first bulleted statement. Promoting an arts
and cuitural district in Downtown Anchorage would complement, not detract from the
Mountain View Arts district, the Native Heritage Center and other cultural districts. Arts and
culture can take many forms including heritage and history, visual arts, performing arts, and
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literary arts. Cuitural diversity is one of the many assts Anchorage has to offer both residents
and visitors. By enhancing and promoting arts and culture where they exist in the
community, the Downtown Pian will help to further catalyze an existing asset.

Planning does not understand the intent of the second bulleted statement since it is not
certain there is a reference to portraying native mythology in the Downtown Plan.

The intent of an arts and culture focus Downtown is to promote the unique diversity of
Anchorage and Alaska through its artists and cultura!l assets, and to bring these resources
together in the heart of the city. Promoting arts and culture Downtown can help catalyze the
artist studios, galleries and boutiques that dot particular sections of Downtown. It is an
important element in promote economic revitalization and development in Downtown.
Cultural tourism is an important segment of Alaska tourism that can be built upon through a
distinctive program like an Arts and Culture Center Downtown.

15. Issue: Development Criteria for Catalytic and Other Opportunity Sites

e On page 125, are actions LU-3 and LU-4 suggesting that the municipality becomes
the property owner as a way to implement the policy? (Lamar Cotten - Planning and
Zoning Commission)

e On page 65, in the general criteria for other opportunity sites, change the last criteria
to, “New projects should be designed to preserve views outward to the natural
environments and usable outdoor space, as well as views inward to the city center.”
(Nancy Pease - Planning and Zoning Commission)

Response: LU-3 and LU-4 are market-based, and intended to assist and encourage the
property owner with feasibility studies, property consolidation and other means. They are not
intended to mean acquiring the property or dictating what the development program will be.

it is not clear to Planning whether the intended change in the second comment above
references outdoor spaces outside of / surrounding Downtown, or public spaces within
Downtown. |s the change intended to replace the last part of the sentence?

16. Issue: Providing Parks and Open Space as Downtown Grows

e There is language later in Chapter 4 that recommends an assessment of open space
needs. With a target of up to an eight-fold increase in residential units,
supplementing open space is a likely need. Add a word to the title of the open space
goal on page 41: “Maintain, supplement, and enhance open space, and reword text
of goal: ..."parks and open space is maintained and supplemented to accommodate
new residents and workers.” (Nancy Pease - Planning and Zoning Commission)

+ On page 66, in the second bullet on the right hand side, add: "As Downtown
becomes more densely developed, it is important to preserve, maintain, and
supplement its open spaces. {Nancy Pease - Planning and Zoning Commission)

Response: Planning concurs with both recommendations.
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17. Issue: HLB as an implementer of open space goal and strategies

¢ Add a strategy recommendation bullet on page 66 to enlist HLB as an active player in
obtaining urban open space where needed to support residents and employees in
higher density development. HLB has a mission to ensure an adequate public land
base for future generations, and it is likely that the proposed density of Downtown will
tax the existing open space. (Nancy Pease - Planning and Zoning Cormmission)

Response: The Downtown Plan typically identifies specific implementers of its policies in
Chapter 8: Implementation. The recommendations in Chapter 4 provide only the overall
policy direction; each recommendation might be linked to several different kinds of
implementation actions and implementers in Chapter 8.

Planning believes that it is premature for the Downtown Plan to recommend which specific
agencies (e.g., Planning, ACDA and/or HLB) should assist Parks in securing additional
community open spaces. The Municipality should first complete Action LU-12 on page 127.
LU-12 is a Downtown Park and Open Space Plan which identifies park and open space
needs and acquisition strategies. The needs analysis in LU-12 would help identify potential
contributors such as HLB and/or other agencies.

18. Issue: Park/Open Space Advisory Committee

¢ On pages 66 and 127 (LU-11), why form a Downtown Park. Community Advisory
Group to help determine the needs for open space and recreational needs
Downtown? Granted that there needs to citizen involvement, but why not a working
group rather the formal structure of a committee? |If the Parks Board can function in
this capacity, why not assign this to an existing body like them or the UDC? (Bruce
Phelps - Planning and Zoning Commission)

» |t seems to be an unnecessary recommendation to form a Downtown Park
Community Advisory Group. The real recommendation is contained in the next
recommendation for a type of parks/open space plan. If they want to form a
committee, great, but to make this a requirement now is premature. {Bruce Phelps -
Planning and Zoning Commission)

Response: The Downtown Park Advisory Committee will be an ongoing committee
dedicated solely to Parks and Recreation needs in the Downtown area. It will function like a
subcommittee of the NW Park District Advisory Committee that the 2006 Anchorage Bowl
Parks Plan recommends. It will advise the Parks and Recreation Commission on parks, open
space and trail issues relating specifically to Downtown. A working group may function well
in the short term but this recommendation is a long term strategy and a committee will help
provide continuity to implementing the Park Plan and the Downtown Plan recommendations
for parks in the downtown area.

19. Issue: Delaney Park

¢ Regarding LU-13 and LU-14 in Chapter 8, park advocates are greatly concerned that
the proposed changes to Delaney Park Strip and Town Square do not reflect public
desires. The concern arises from the lack of public process for these changes.
{Cheryl Richardson - Anchorage Citizens Coalition)
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Response: Page 66 of the Plan provides broad strategies for Parks and Open Space in the
context of the overall downtown picture. More specific plans such as the Delaney Park
Master Plan are underway to address more specific goals and sirategies. The Delaney Park
Master Plan has undergone a large public involvement process in the past 2 years. The
Delaney Park Draft Master Plan was first released November 14, 2006. The updated
version, recently released on March 1, 2007, responds to the numerous comments received
throughout the process as well the numerous planning and public involvement efforts.

20. Issue: Town Square Park — Changes to the Park

*

Is it appropriate for the Town Square to function as a major venue? Ensure that only
those functions are added that meet the overall management intent for the park.
Additional work needs to be done to ensure that this is an appropriate
recommendation. Identify the current management intent for Town Square and then
differences between that management intent and the Downtown Plan and, if there are
differences, that they be justified. (Bruce Phelps — Planning and Zoning Commission)

Provide information on jurisdictional questions between the existing park plan for
Town Square Park and the Downtown Plan. Must the Downtown Flan adopt a plan
that has already been finalized? Didn't someone receive the authority to design the
Town Square quite recently the way it currently is? How is that authority trumped by
the Comp Ptan? {Andrew Josephson — Planning and Zoning Commission)

What is the typical process for redesigning a park? Would it not be generated by site
analysis? (Nancy Pease — Planning and Zoning Commission)

Regarding LU-13 and LU-14 in Chapter 8, park advocates are greatly concerned that
the proposed changes to Town Square do not reflect public desires. The concern
arises from the lack of public process for these changes. Ensure there is enough
public process involved in the new plan for Town Sqguare. (Jeanne Devon; John
Blaine; Cheryl Richardson - Anchorage Citizens Coalition)

The Downtown Plan takes many liberties with remodeling Town Square that should
not be adopted until the proper process has been finalized. Of major concern is the
recommendation that Town Square be opened up in corder to hold large revenue-
generating events. Large events are appropriately held at the Delaney Park Strip,
which is provided for such events. Town Square was intended to be a small intimate
area for downtown. Many of the proposed changes are to accommodate the new
convention center—particularly pedestrian access for F Street alongside the PAC.
Town Square should be treated as a separate entity with its own master plan. There
should be a public process for any redevelopment or redesign of Town Square.
Change references for altering Town Square for large events and state the
requirement to complete the public process before redesigning Town Square: p. 66,
Chapter 4; p. 120-121, Chapter 7; p 127, 131, Chapter 8; p.18, Appendix A, Existing
Conditions. {Dianne Holmes)

Security, connectivity and visibility are noted throughout the Downtown Plan for Town
Square. Assertions that Town Square may be unsafe are not supported by evidence.
Accommodating the security assertions and convention center related connectivity
assertions could undermine the character of the park, such as by cutting down the
hills opening up E Street and moving the stage where vendors have located.
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Recommendations for connecting the old and new convention centers along side the
western border of the park are taking precedence over the original desire for Town
Square character; the Downtown Plan accommodates the new convention center to
the exclusion of some other adopted plans. Include a note on the following pages
that changes to Town Square access must be preceded by a public process
specifically for TS: p. 33+, Chapter 3; p. 59, 66, Chapter 4; p. 98, Chapter 6; p. 53
Streetscape Plan; p. 18, Appendix A, Existing Conditions. (Dianne Holmes)

Response: Page 66 of the Downtown Plan provides broad strategies for Parks and Open
Space in the context of the overall downtown picture. These broad strategies are also
consistent with the 2006 adopted Anchorage Park Plan which recommends continuing
upgrades to Town Square as a community use park. The draft Downtown Plan does not
recommend specific design changes. More specific recommendations and any potential
significant changes to Town Square Park will undergo a separate plan process that will
include the public's involvement as wel! as approval by the Parks and Recreation
Commission, the Urban Design Commission and Planning and Zoning Commission.

If the Commission believes it necessary to clarify that any plan for improvements to Town
Square Park will undergo a public process, Planning suggests changing LU-14 on page 127

to read simply as follows: “Complete a public process to create an improvement plan for
Town Square Park.” The second bullet on page 121 could also be modified to read,

“Revelop improvement plans_based on a public process to improve Town Square, Delaney
Park and ..."

LU-14 on page 127 is an implementation action item for the open space policies on page 44.
LU-14 reflects the current uses in Town Sqguare Park and buiids on the recognition that it is a
community gathering area with programmed events on weekends and holidays and more
passive use during the week. The management intent of the Parks and Recreation
Department is to have it remain as a desirable place for the community to gather and to
participate in special events and also as a place for passive park use the majority of the time.
The programs in the park should continue to serve alt members of the community. The safety
of the park hinges on its uses. The more use the park gets and the more people are in the
park, the safer it will be for the community. The park also draws people downtown for events
who would normally not come downtown., Town Square Park currently has the following
programmed uses:

Winter:

Every Sunday there are family skate activities
Curling activities during Fur Rondy

Tree lighting ceremony in October

Lighting of holiday tree day after Thanksgiving
Fire and Ice New Year's Eve celebration

Ice sculpture display during Fur Rondy

ok wN =

Surmnmer
Air Force band performance every Sunday

AWAIC Summer Solstice Festival in June for 3 days

Downtown Partnership "Live at 5” concert series Fridays from June— mid August
Kids Day activities in the park in April

4th of July parade viewing

March of Dimes walk-a-thon in May starts in Park

3
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7. Humpy's Half Marathon post race celebration in Park
8. Performing groups/church group plays
9. The Mayor’s picnic

During the extensive public process for the Anchorage Park Plan (2003-2006) and the Park
District Plans (2004-2005), safety in parks was a concern for residents of Anchorage.
Visibility in and out of parks and the presence of other users were elements that the
community said helped to make them feei safer in parks. Town Square Park in particular was
seen as unsafe for residents walking through the park in the evenings because of the
number of closed off or private areas within the park. In contrast, the openness of Delaney
Park strip made most residents feel safe because their line of sight is much better. The
policies in the Downtown Plan regarding safety and visibility upgrades are general in nature.
Specific recommendations should be addressed in the Town Square master plan update
process discussed above.

No change is being suggested to Town Square Park in the Downtown Plan regarding the
pedestrian access corridor from 5th Ave to 6th avenue along the western boundary of the
Park. AR 85-111 provides for this pedestrian corridor from the north to the south of the Park
as part of the original utility construction easement from the F Street vacation.

21. issue: Town Square Park - Clarify Ownership of the Southwest Corner

» The maps are inconsistent between the Downtown Plan and appendixes regarding
ownership of the southwest corner of Town Square. That area is alternately shown
as being part of F St and stated to be included in the F St/Convention Center
pedestrian plan, or within Town Square property. See maps in Appendix C,
Downtown Core Streets Streetscape Plan and one example map in Chapter 4, p. 57
of main Downtown Plan. This inconsistency should be clarified. It is important to
consult the legal actions in the 1980s for this area to resolve the ownership of that
corner because it will affect pedestrian access. The Commission placed conditions
regarding access on this corner in 1984 or 1985. (Dianne Holmes)

Response: The SW corner of Town Square Park depicted in the Core Streets Document
maps and not depicted in the Downtown Plan maps is a utility easement left over from the F
Street vacation during the establishment of Town Square Park and the Performing Arts
Center. While not cfficially counted as Town Square Park acreage (and thus not depicted on
the Downtown Pian Maps) this plaza area is used as an entrance or “gateway” into the Park
and to the PAC. Parks and Recreation manages the space for programmed events and
maintains the landscaping there.

22. Issue: Town Square Park - Air Rights / Solar Access

¢« Sun rights for Town Square Park should be considered and studied. Insert
throughout the Downtown Plan in every instance where air/sun rights are discussed
AQ 85-173 and include a note that the height limitations should not be exceeded and
that lesser heights should be encouraged. Also include a note to complete research
on separate air rights for the area of the Covenant House as those may have been
purchased separately. Pages where changes should be made are: p. 56-58, 61,
Chapter 4, p. 104, Chapter 6; and p. 125, Chapter 8. There is a concern with what
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40 condominium units on the south side, recommended in Catalytic Development Site
#3 on pages 56-58 will do in terms of access to sunlight in Town Square Park.
Provide more information about what p. 23 of Appendix A says that Town Square is
current protected by city-owned air rights for the properties immediately to the south.
(Dianne Holmes)

There appear to be some issues regarding Town Square's air rights, and how that
relates to some new developments planned across the street. | know that a very big
concern of the citizens who have been involved so far is that Town Square remain
green, and open, with the same access to sun and space as it has now. The wording
in the Plan on this point seems to be vague. The character of the park as an "urban
oasis" should not be compromised by development, and the paperwork concerning
the air rights to the park is published and made available to the public. (Jeanne
Devon)

Response: AQO 85-173 (attached) outlines restrictions on development in blocks
surrounding Town Square Park for protection from shadows. Page 18 of the Ordinance
limits heights of buildings from 85 to 200 feet depending on the location of the development
within the block. Planning staff has not yet found documentation of any separate air rights for
the area of the Covenant House that may have been purchased separately.

The urban design guidelines on page 104 of the Downtown Plan provide the policy guidance
for sunlight access protection for Town Square Park and other open spaces (the second and
third bullets specifically). Specific sunlight access rights will be addressed in greater detail
by the Downtown Land Use and Development Code (see discussion on page 92 of the
Urban Design Chapter). It is unnecessary for the Plan to specify air rights by individual
property around the park.

23. Issue: Historic Preservation Commission

We recommend revising pages 68 and 69 fo refer to the current Anchorage Historic
Preservation Commission and its powers and duties established in AO 2006-175.
(MOA — Anchorage Historic Preservation Commission)

On pages 68 and 69, the formation of a Historic Preservation Commission seems to
be inappropriate as a recommendation in a Downtown Plan. (Bruce Phelps -
Planning and Zoning Commission)

Response: Planning concurs with the comments, and recommends the draft section be
modified to reflect the existence of the AHPC and its purpose, powers and duties as based
on its enabling ordinance.

24. Issue: Historic Overlay Zone

Add a statement to indicate what an overlay zone for historic structures is intended to
regulate and the purpose of such a zone. (Bruce Phelps - Flanning and Zoning
Commission)

We agree with the recommendation that a Historic Overlay Zone is needed to
preserve and enhance Downtown’s historic and cultural resources. Because the
designation of a Historic Overlay Zone is likely the most effective historic district, we
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would recommend expanding the conceptual zone boundaries on page 68 of the plan
to include the entire Downtown Study Area and develop the actual zone through a
public planning process of the commission. (MOA - Anchorage Historic Preservation
Commission)

Response: Discussion of the proper boundaries for a potential historic overlay zone is
beyond the scope of the Downtown Plan, and debate regarding their proper location on the
map would be premature before a historic preservation plan is undertaken. Therefore,
Planning recommends removing the conceptual boundaries of the overlay zone from the
map onh page 68 and stating in the narrative that a historic overlay zone is a potential
implementation tool which could be recommended by a Historic Preservation Plan.
Suggesting the extent of boundaries on a map is not necessary yet and would detract from
the focus on identifying overall historic preservation goals in the Downtown Plan. Removing
the boundaries from the map on page 68 does not diminish a recommendation that there be
an overlay zone. |f merely defers the discussion of boundaries until the appropriate public
process during development of a Historic Preservation Plan and Historic Overlay Zone.

Planning recommends the following changes to the text on page 68:

1. Change the title of the historic preservation section to read in a manner consistent
with the open space section title (p. 66): “Establish Strategies for Downtown Historic

Preservation”

2. Change the last sentence in the first column to read, “The Downtéwn Plan
recommends creating a Historic Preservation Plan Histerie-Oveday-Zene to preserve
and enhance Downtown’s historic and cultural resources.

3. Generalize and qualify the discussion regarding an overlay zone by stating that one
of the potential outcomes of a historic preservation planning process would be a
strategy to establish a historic overlay zone in Downtown.

4. Indicate the owverall purpose, goals and strategies for historic preservation in a
clearer, more organized and comprehensive manner. Potential strategies should
feature but not be limited to a historic overlay zone, and could be derived from the
powers and duties of the new Anchorage Historic Preservation Commission. These
policies would provide a basis for recommending a Historic Preservation Plan
process, to be undertaken by the Historic Preservation Commission.

25. Issue: Seismically Induced Ground Failure — Background Information

¢ The Seismically Induced Ground Failure Zones (Zones 4 and 5) depicted on the 1980
hazard map of the Municipality principally are based on the areas of destructive
landsliding and ground spreading that occurred duding the 1964 M 9.2 earthquake,
and on many studies performed in the area since that event. The potential for
significant failure of the ground in those areas is real. The technical and historical
basis for the delineation of these zones, as well as the current restrictions on
development in these zones, should be presented in Appendix A, existing conditions
analysis. (MOA Geotechnical Advisory Commission)

Response: Planning will prepare the suggested documentation for inclusion in Appendix
A with assistance or review by the Geotechnical Advisory Commission.
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26. Issue: Seismically Induced Ground Failure Zones 4 and 5 — L.and Use Policies

About 60% of the Downtown Study Area lies in Seismically Induced Ground Failure
Zones #4 and #5, and about 12% is in Zone #5. The vulnerability of structures
located in these zones should be a principal challenge to the Downtown Plan area
and treated in the plan as such. Life safety of building occupants should be the first
concern of the Plan, and the economic vulnerability of property owners and the
community as a whole should be a close second. (MOA Geotechnical Advisory
Commission)

If the plan encourages uses and structure configurations that are not compatible with
the geo-hazards of the area, it will be difficult if not impossible to follow the plan. For
example, there may be a conflict between some of plans’ land use recommendations
(eg., promoting high occupancy uses within Zones #4 and #5) and the technical
difficulty and expense that will be necessary to design and actually build these
projects. If certain land use regulations go forward, there may also be a need for
corresponding changes to the local building code to allow these uses to occur. (MOA
Geotechnical Advisory Commission)

Although the Plan (pages 112 and 113) recommends that a risk evaluation be
performed to determine an acceptable level of risk associated with various
development schemes in vulnerable areas of Downtown, the study should be
performed prior to implementing the Downtown Plan. In addition, descriptions
provided in Chapter 4 for land uses and intensity of development for the various
Downtown subdistricts should be preceded with a statement that certain proposed
uses or intensities may be more restricted or not allowed within Seismically Induced
Ground failure Zone #4 or #5, subject to the risk evaluation. If the plan is not
consistent with the results of the risk evaluation, the Plan will not be a useful guide to
future development. (MOA Geotechnical Advisory Commission)

Explain what a seismic overlay zone is and what it will regulate. Explain the
preference for a seismic overlay zone as an implementation tool before the seismic
analysis has been conducted. This analysis should identify a whole bunch of
recommendations, only one of which might be the overiay zone. Don't you want to
state this more generally? What the Downtown Plan needs to indicate is that a
seismic analysis for the downtown is recommended and that it is expected that a
variety of means to control building siting and design/development are envisaged.
(Bruce Phelps - Planning and Zoning Commission)

Response: To address the concerns above, Planning recommends clarifications regarding
seismic hazards and more consistent references to seismic hazards and seismically-induced
ground failure zones #4 and #5 for the land use districts section in Chapter 4. These include
several adjustments to sub-districts’ development specifications for use, intensity and
building height, where these descriptions would otherwise appear to conflict with seismic
hazards and existing building code restrictions in zones #4 and #5. Specific
recommendations are as foliows:

On page 41, change the supporting sentence of the fourth land use goal to, “Minimize

the life safety risks to building occupants and economic vulnerability of property
owners and the community as a whole te-the-publie for any future development
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proposed in areas with potentially high or very high ground failure susceDtlbihty
seismic-hazard-zones#4-and-#6 (see Seismic Hazards Diagram, page [ ... ]).”

On page 47, add an overall statement which precedes the descriptions of the
individual sub-districts: Certain proposed uses or intensities may be more restricted
or not allowed within Seismically Induced Ground failure Zone #4 or #5, subject to
current building code requirements and a Community Risk Assessment discussed in
the seismic section at the end of Chapter 4 and in Appendix A.

On page 48, add a bulleted “Development Specification” for the DT-1 district;

» Certain proposed_uses, intensities_and building heights may be more restricted
within seismic ground failure zones #4 and #5. Seismic constraints in 3" and 4%
Avenues are anticipated to limit the height and size of structures.

On pages 48 and 49, change the first bulleted “Development Specification” for the

DT-2 East Avenues and Legal/Office sub-districts to:

* 2to 10 stories; 20 to 60-plus units/acre per Merrill Field flight path, and depending
on seismic restrictions within seismic ground failure zones #4 and #5

On page 49, add a bulleted “Development Specification” for the DT-3 Park Strip North
sub-district:

ground failure zones, especially near the bluff over Bootleggers Cove,
On page 50 change the narrative description of the DT-3 Pioneer Slope sub-district

as follows: “...is located in geismically induced ground failure zone #5,_ with very high
ground fallure susceptibility a-high-seismicrisk-area and js considered for compriced

of a diverse mix of Jow to medium density uses, including open space, commercial,
re5|dent|al and mdustnal uses. Numereus-pa&ee!&—are—pmne—sﬂes—fe;—se&sme&ly—

Planning also recommends moving the “Seismic Constraints” section from the end of
Chapter 6 Urban Design (pp 112-113} to the end of Chapter 4 after the historic preservation

section.

The content of this section should be changed to summarize the basis for the

mapped seismically induced ground failure zones; improve the sequence of implementation
actions reiated to seismicity; and clarify the purpose of a community risk analysis, a seismic
overlay zoning and other implementation actions. Recommended changes {pp 112-113):

7.
8.

Delete the first two bullets.

Add a brief explanatory narrative that identifies and explains what the seismic risk is,
and the basis for the mapped seismically induced ground failure zones and current
building code requirements. The discussion should also explain the history and
status of the “Buttress Area” north of 4™ Avenue.

Add the boundaries of the Buttress Area to the Seismic Hazards Diagram (p. 113).

. Change the wording of the third bullet to state that a "Community Risk Assessment”

study should be conducted to help the community determine an acceptable level of
risk associated with various development types in vulnerable areas of Downtown |t
should state that, subject to the results of the community risk assessment, land use
code and building code restrictions for certain proposed uses or intensities within
seismic ground failure zones #4 and #5 may be changed in the future, and other
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implementation measures to minimize risk may also be identified. As part of that the
Buttress Area regulations shouid be reconsidered.

11. Replace the last two bullets on page 112 with a recommendation for establishment of
an interim seismic ground failure overlay zone which reflects existing building code
requirements and review procedures in ground failure zones #4 and #5. The purpose
of the overtay zone is only to provide a reference and information to property owners
regarding existing code requirements and help make the community aware of seismic
ground hazards. It is not intended to add or change any restrictions, only to inform.
The overlay zone should be provided as part of the Downtown land use and
development code to be developed following adoption of the plan. Changes to
existing building cede requirements should only occur following the Community Risk
Assessment recommended above.

Planning can prepare specific language based on the guidance above.

Transportation and Circulation

27. Issue: Downtown Plan’s Overarching Goal to Improve Connectivity

« On page 27, the supporting language for the Overarching Goal to Improve
Connectivity seems incomplete. This is the place to set the stage for “walking as the
primary mode” policies. Points to add:

o Design pedestrian connections that make walking convenient, fast, and enticing.

o Strengthen intermodal connections to enable drivers to park and use non-
vehicular travel within Downtown.

o Avoid fragmenting Downtown with high-volume or high-speed roadways. {Nancy
Pease - Planning and Zoning Commission)

Response: The Overarching Goals on page 27 provide the general policy guidance for the
Downtown Plan, including the Transportation and Circulation chapter goals. Because
Transportation and Circulation chapter prioritizes walking as the primary circulation mode
within the Downtown Core, Planning agrees that the draft Overarching Goal for Connectivity
should reference walking as the primary mode and recommends adding a single, general
phrase or short sentence to the overarching goal on page 27, and incorporating the details
suggested in the comment above in the Transportation and Circulation goals on page 75 if
they are not covered there.

28. Impacts of Regional Highway Projects

* In the second to last bullet on page 72, delete the misleading implication that the
potential Knik Arm crossing will have significant benefits to Downtown. Studies show
negative impacts from bridge traffic on Downtown, especially on A/C couplet. (Nancy
Pease - Planning and Zoning Commission)

« |t reflects an automobile-oriented bias for the plan to state on page 72 that the
Fairview Freeway and Knik Arm Crossing will benefit Downtown. Downtown Plan
consultants strongly questioned the wisdom of diverting regional traffic away from
Downtown via the Ingra Gambell couplet, saying it would serve to divert commerce
from downtown. (Cheryl Richardson - Anchorage Citizens Coalition)
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Response: Planning recommends addressing the two projects separately, and explaining
what their impacts are, as follows:

* The planned Seward/ Glenn Highways “Freeway-to-Freeway Connection” couid have
significant benefits fo Downtown, increasing redevelopment potential in Downtown
and neighboring Fairview by alleviating the regional through-traffic in these areas.

» A Freeway-to-Freeway (Gambell/ingra) connection directly to the Knik Arm Crossing

is_critical to reducing impacts on Downtown. If ho connection is made directly to
Gambeli/Ingra, then the couplet would car uch more regional commuter and
freight traffic through Downtown, impacting its revitalization prospects.

29. Transporation Goals. Provide a network of streets

e On page 75, in the last goal, instead of redundancy in the street grid, why not
“efficiency™? (Nancy Pease - Planning and Zoning Comimission)

Planning: The word “redundancy” may the best descriptor in this case. The benefit of a grid
of streets is its redundancy—i.e., it offers more than one choice of routes to get from point A
to B. This redundancy of available routes helps to disperse and calm vehicle traffic.
- Downtown has a fine-grained street grid. However, the current configuration of some one-
way streets in Downtown has eroded the redundancy of available routes.

30. Issue: Street Circulation Recommendations: Traffic Impacts and Analytical Basis

» Explain, in general, the circulation/transportation analysis that was used as the basis
for the recommendations pertaining to circulation in the Downtown Plan {DP). The
specific recommendations need to reference a firm basis for these in a factual
analysis. (Bruce Phelps - Planning and Zoning Commission)

 Explain the reasons why the Downtown Plan believes that principal traffic flows
through Downtown can be moved from the current street configuration in the center to
a peripheral location. (Cr provide a reference to the document.) (Bruce Phelps -
Planning and Zoning Commission)

Response: The multidisciplinary consultant team retained for the Downtown Plan included
Kittleson & Associates., Inc. (KAl), a transportation planning and traffic engineering firm
based in Portland, Oregon. KAl conducted a transportation network analysis of the
Downtown and then recommended transportation policies and objectives. Its report provided
the basis for the street conversions recommended in the Downtown Plan. The transportation
report is provided as an attachment with this issue-response summary, and is suggested to
be incorporated as an appendix to the Plan.

KAl evaluated the existing street network in relation to the Downtown goals and objectives
emerging from the public process for the Plan. The evaluation identified weaknesses in the
existing circulation network that would need to be addressed to meet the goals:

* The current mixture of one- and two-way streets causes driver confusion and out-of-
direction travel, and several super-blocks disrupt the grid street network and
adversely impact traffic circulation.
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Through traffic, particularly trucks, traversing Downtown negatively impacts the
pedestrian environment,

Poor local circulation and high volume streets within the Downtown Core will inhibit
high-density redevelopment of Downtown.

KAl then analyzed the potential Downtown circulation patterns of ten alternative circulation
scenarios. These scenarios tested the impact of changing the directionality and/or functional
classifications of various streets in Downtown. The scenarios were evaluated based on their
likely impact on {a) land use compatibility with Downtown redevelopment goals; (b) a quality
pedestrian environment on which Downtown revitalization will depend; {c) ability to
accommodate regional through-trips, freight mobility, transit access; (d) efficiency and
intuitiveness of the motor vehicle circulation network within Downtown; and (e) construction
feasibility, The following recommendations resuited:

Conversion of D and F Streetls to two-way traffic, to improve local motor vehicle
circuiation in part by reducing driver confusion and out-of-direction travel;

Conversion of 9" Avenue fo a three-lane cross-section, to improve pedestrian
amenities and connections, provide on-street parking and promote mixed-use
residential redevelopment in accordance with the Plan’s land use goals and
objectives. Travel demands under the proposed land use objectives were found to
not exceed the carrying capacity of a typical three-lane cross section.

Conversion of the 5" / 6" Avenue couplet to a 3™ / 6" Avenue couplet and re-creating
5" Avenue as a two-way street similar to 4" Avenue [discussed in issue 31 below]

The KEI analysis concluded that the recommended changes in the circulation system will:

improve vehicle circulation within Downtown
improve transit access and circulation in Downtown,

have minimum impacts on regional through-traffic, contingent on the Freeway-to-
Freeway Connection; and

improve land use / transportation compatibility, by improving the pedestrian
environment and the feasibility of medium-/high-density mixed-use redevelopment

31. Issue: 37/6™ Couplet Phasing, Pedestrian Impacts and Regional Through-Traffic

The Plan intends to reduce through traffic through Downtown and route it elsewhere.
Is this in concert with other elements like the Freeway to Freeway Connection and
LRTP elements to accommodate the traffic in a reasonable manner someplace else?
{Jim Fredrick — Planning and Zoning Commission, April 25 worksession)

On page 77, why is the conversion of 3" Avenue to one-way contingent on the
completion of the Freeway-to-Freeway connection? Seems it would work
independently of that. (Bruce Phelps - Planning and Zoning Commission)

The Downtown Plan consultants initially indicated that they would recommend
eliminating the 5th and 6th Avenue couplets because they were such major barriers
to local circulation. Please conduct a study to reexamine whether 3rd and 6th are
really needed as couplets. (Cheryl Richardson -Anchorage Citizens Coalition)
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» The Downtown Plan advocates a pedestrian dominated development philosophy,
sacrificing the efficiency of vehicular through travel to accommodate pedestrian
amenities. [f efficiency is reduced in the Downtown Core than the outlying roads will
need to handle the through ftraffic. Phasing will be critical. (MOA Project
Management and Engineering Department)

Response: The recommended change to a 3 / 6" couplet is based on the Downtown Plan
transportation network analysis conducted by Kittelson & Associates, Inc. (see issue 30
above and attachment). The analysis tested ten different potential traffic circulation pattern
scenarios, including a comparison of the scenario for a 3 / 8™ couplet and the scenario to
simply decouple 5™ / 6™ Avenues and convert them to two-way.

The analysis indicated that the scenario to decouple 5™ / 6™ Avenues would have a negative
impact on transit access, would not improve the pedestrian envircnment or make the street
circulation system any more compatible for medium- and high-density redevelopment
(including housing) than the current street system.

The scenario to convert 5" Avenue to a pedestrian-oriented two-way street and move the
west-bound couplet north to 3™ Avenue was found to provide the multiple benefits of
alleviating the impacts of regional through traffic in the Downtown Core pedestrian
environment; maintaining an efficient bus circulator route and improving transit circulation in
general;, and avoiding the dispersal of through traffic onto other east-west avenues.

The 3“/6™ couplet is very dependent upon the completion of the Freeway-to-Freeway
Connection. The potentially negative impact on regional through traffic and freight circulation
would be mitigated by prior completion of the regional Freeway-to-Freeway Connection. The
Freeway-to-Freeway Connection would offer a more efficient regional traffic route, and
reduce regional through traffic Downtown, resulting in additional capacity for Downtown
focused traffic.

At first glance the Downtown Plan might seem to be pedestrian-dominated at the expense of
automobile circulation. However, closer review shows the Downtown Plan will reduce out-of-
direction vehicle travel and driver confusion. It is phased in relation to the Freeway-to-
Freeway Connection to maintain sufficient capacity to serve regional through-trips and
provide additional capacity for Downtown-focused traffic circulation. It will also improve
motorist wayfinding and access to vehicle parking.

32. Issue: Extension of the eastbound bus lane proposed in the plan on Third
Avenue

As discussed in the April 25 staff report to the Commission, Planning recommends
consideration of the extension of the eastbound bus lane proposed for Third Avenue from F
to E Street to F to C Street. Chapter 5 Transportation and Circulation on page 77
recommends the cverall conversion of most of Third Avenue to one-way westbound traffic.
As part of this, it supports and illustrates an eastbound lane on the north side of the Hilton
Hotel between F and E Streets to accommodate tour bus locading and unloading {page 87).
As proposed, this configuration would require departing tour buses to turn right on E Street
(contingent on the recommendation to convert part of E Street to two-way traffic).

There is a need for safe bus movements and a pedestrian-friendly 4™ Avenue. Extension of
the proposed eastbound bus lane further east to C Street could provide a more efficient
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circulation route for departing tour buses. It could also minimize unnecessary traffic conflicts
in Downtown's core pedestrian area south on 4™ Avenue and E Street. Such an extension
would need to resolve potential traffic conflicts with a new transit center proposed in the plan
(pages 52-3 and 82). While the Downtown Plan should recommend consideration for
extension of the proposed eastbound bus lane, specific traffic engineering issues can be
resolved through the Third Avenue One-Way Traffic and Pedestrian Safety Implementation
Plan which is proposed on page 78.

33. Issue; Conversion of 9th Avenue to three lanes and on-street parking

o On page 77, which side of street would have on-street parking? (Nancy Pease -
Planning and Zoning Commission)

Response: On-street parking along the north side of the street would probably have the
most direct benefits to the Downtown central business district. On-street parking would
support an enhanced urban sidewalk pedestrian environment, feed customer-criented
ground floor commercial uses, and directly encourage residential/mixed-use redevelopment
recommended between 8" and 9" Avenues. (See lssue 43, On-street Parking, below)

The Downtown Plan provides general policy guidance regarding street conversions and is
not intended to address the level of design detail requested by the comment. The specific
design of the street will be determined through the 9™ Avenue improvement project.

34. Issue: Identification of street typologies in the Downtown Plan.

As discussed in the April 25 staff report to the Commission, during the latter part of the
planning process it became apparent that the Downtown Plan should probably identify a
hierarchy of street tvpologies in the Downtown. Appendix C, Downtown Core Street
Streetscape Plan on pages 25-30 recommends using the street typologies from Anchorage’s
Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) to help guide the design and implementation of
streetscape improvements in the Downtown core.

Anchorage's street typology classification system was established by the LRTP in 2005.
Functional classifications for streets have historically been based on the movement of motor
vehicles. The LRTP recognized the need for a more balanced street classification system
that relates to adjacent land uses and other transportation types. Street typologies speak to
the issue that a right-of-way is more than just a roadway. The inclusion of parking,
sidewalks, and other facilities and amenities are important for compatibility of the street
improvements with a mixed-use land use environment.

The LRTP identified several street typologies which prioritize varicus design elements (eg,
sidewalks, on-street parking, transit facilities and lane widths) by lcoking at factors related to
adjacent land uses, intensity and urban design.  These typologies include for exampie a
mixed use street. The LRTP recommends that a determination of applicable street typology
be established through municipal planning prior to future individual street improvement
projects.

A street typology system could also be important to the implementation of the Downtown
Plan's proposed new districts and urban design guidelines. The new development standards
for Downtown are recommended to be a “form-based” development code. A form-based
code relates the form and orientation of buildings to the type of street. For example, it would
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encourage a building on a designated pedestrian-oriented mixed-use street to have a
relatively strong relationship to the street, with setbacks no wider than necessary to
accommodate the pedestrian space and with entrances, windows and active ground-floor
uses along the public sidewalk.

A street typology system for Downtown can bulild on the Downtown Core Streets Streetscape
Plan and relate to other recommended strategies in the draft Downtown Plan. Planning
recommends a very simple categorization consisting of the following typologies:

a. Mixed-use street: The Core Streets Streetscape Plan concludes that most
streets in Downtown tend to fit the LRTP description for mixed use streets. Mixed-use
streets are located in areas characterized by a mix of high-intensity commercial, retail and
residential areas with substantial pedestrian activities. Mixed-use streets emphasize
pedestrian, bicycle and transit improvements, and frequently provide on-street parking and
wider sidewalks, depending on the street's functional designation and the intensity of
abutting tand uses.

b. Pedestrian-oriented street: As the Core Streets Streetscape Plan suggests on
page 26, the mixed-use typology can be further refined to reflect the unigque character of
certain downtown streets. “Pedestrian-oriented Street” is essentially a sub-typology of
mixed-use street emphasizing areas of highest pedestrian use.

C. Residential-oriented street: The Residential-oriented Street is based on the
LRTP Residential Streets typology, and follows on the Downtown Plan's proposed
residential-oriented sub-districts and urban design guidelines.

Planning recommends adding a new section of Chapter 5 Transportation and Circulation
recommendations begin on page 80, to follow the Street Conversions recommendations.
The new section should include a brief explanatory narrative that explains the purpose of
street typologies in transportation/land use compatibility, a description of the street typologies
recommended for Downtown and a Street Typology Diagram map. The street typology
designations can build on the Downtown Core Streets Streetscape Plan street typology map,
the Downtown Districts Diagram, Street Network Strategy Diagram, Pedestrian and Bicycle
Diagram and other transportation and circulation diagrams in the Downtown Plan.

35. Bulb-outs on Bicycle Connections

s On page 81, how do cyclists who ride in the traffic lane squeeze past buib-outs?
What can bulb-cuts safe for cyclists to pass by? Aiso, shouldn't narrower travel lanes
need designated bike lanes for safety? (Nancy Pease - Planning and Zoning
Commission)

* Page 99, fifth bullet, curb bulb-outs: How safe are bulb-outs on bike routes (where
bike is in traffic lane) (Nancy Pease - Planning and Zoning Commission)

Response: Bulb-outs create two cheices for bicyclists using on-street bike lanes. The first
choice is for the bicycle to move into the vehicle travel lane and obey those rules across the
intersections.  The second choice is for the bicycle lane to be designed to move onto the
sidewalk/trail area and cross the intersection through the crosswalk area as a bicycle lane.
For example, the series of photos below documents the approach to an intersection in a
mixed-use district where the bicycle lane is designed to move onto the sidewalk area behind
a bulb-out containing a transit stop.
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The decision regarding whether to use bulb-outs in a specific street or which way to design
the bulb-out in relation to bike lanes is dependent on whether the bicycle lane is intended to
be (a) a high speed bike travel with a full designated route along the vehicle lane or (b) part
of the overall local street system and can slow down to use the crosswalk areas.

.

—— 4

36. Issue: Pedestrian Circulation Impacts of Major Couplets

e Page 72, Circulation, third bullet, regarding A/C and 5th/6th couplets): Add to end of
sentence: “and deter pedestrian use”. (Nancy Pease - Planning and Zoning
Commission)

Response: Planning concurs.
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37. Issue: Pedestrian Crossings of Major Couplets including C Street

o C Street is a major traffic barrier to pedestrian circulation that runs through the middle
of Downtown. The Downtown Plan needs to address convenient pedestrian
connections between east and west across C Street, for example between the
Downtown Core and the Museum of History and Art. The Downtown Plan on page 65
identifies an infill development opportunity site on the vacant lot next to the National
Park Service building. This could provide a link between the Museum expansion and
the Fifth Avenue Mall, such as by a pedestrian tunnel to bridge the C Street gap.
{(Jim Fredrick - Planning and Zoning Commission)

Response: The Transportation and Circulation chapter promotes walking as the priority
means of local circulation within Downtown. it identifies high vehicular speeds on the major
couplets including A/C and 5"/6"™ as uncomfortable barriers to pedestrian circulation. On
page 80 it recommends enhancing the intersection crossing of C Street and several other
major streets to improve the safety and continuity of pedestrian access around Downtown.

A more comprehensive diagram of intersections with high levels of pedestrian traffic
prioritizing improvements for safe and convenient pedestrian crossings appears on page 98
of the Urban Design chapter. The Urban Design chapter recognizes safe, and convenient
pedestrian crossings as essential to walkable, accessible Downtown, and on page 99
provides general design guidelines for pedestrian crossing enhancements.

In general, the Downtown Plan recommends at-grade enhancements to intersection
crossings, rather than secondary-level pedestrian circulation systems in underground tunnels
or overhead pedestrian bridges. Anchorage is fortunate in that, relative to many northern
cities in North America, it is still primarily a "one-story city”. Most activity still happens at the
ground level, where it benefits the public realm and the vitality of the unique urban
experience that is Downtown can provide.

After disappointing experiences, winter cities in North America that invested resources into
extensive skywalk systems (e.g., Minneapclis and St. Paul) or tunnels {Toronto) discovered
that Downtowns revitalize more effectively not by removing pedestrians from the street level
but instead by competing against suburban commercial centers using their unique
comparative advantages like quality public street environments.

38. Issue: Traffic Signal Speed

e On pages 81 and 129 (T-12), the recommended traffic signal speed of 20 MPH is too
specific of a recommendation for a Downtown Plan. Give some flexibility to Traffic.
(Bruce Phelps - Planning and Zoning Commission)

* The recommendation for such a slow progressed speed as 20 MPH seems to conflict
with the recommendations of the Downtown Plan that in general are intended to
reduce congestion within the downtown core. Or, are further analyses necessary?
(Bruce Phelps - Planning and Zoning Commission)

» |t is hard to imagine Downtown being 20 MPH. It would have to take a lot of traffic
out of Downtown to make it 20 MPH. (Jim Fredrick — Planning and Zoning
Commission, April 25 worksession)

Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan
Issue — Response Summary
- 26 -

34



Response: The Downtown transportation network analysis conducted by the Downtown
Plan traffic engineering consultants (attached) provides the basis for the recommended
progressed traffic speed. KAl expressed the numeric target in terms of a range or threshold
of 20 MPH or fess.  Planning agrees with the commentator's observation regarding a single-
point numeric policy and suggests changing the recommended signal speed on pages 81
and 129 to a range of “20 MPH or less on all Downtown streets”, reflecting the original
analysis by the traffic planning consultant.

KAl emphasizes that one of its most important transportation recommendations is that
vehicle speeds within the Downtown Core be reduced to the extent possible. For example,
the transportation network analysis recommends that average travel speeds on the proposed
new 3"/6™ couplet be managed to approximately 20 miles per hour to improve the pedestrian
environment on the new couplet compared to the current 5"/6™ couplet. Lower speeds do
not decrease regional mobility or economic viability in the CBD. This is because while
decreasing the progressed speeds will lengthen vehicle travel times through Downtown,
current traffic volume capacity will remain unchanged with lower speeds. Traffic speed is a
primary determinant of the quality of the pedestrian environment, and can be controlled by
traffic signal progression because Downtown’s traffic signals are closely spaced.

There are reasons for specifying 20 MPH as the threshold for maximum progressed traffic
speed. It is generally well established in traffic studies that 20 MPH is the tipping point in
terms of the severity of personal losses in pedestrian-vehicle accidents. It is above 20 MPH
that vehicle accidents become exponentially more deadly, and it becomes more difficult for
drivers to stop or respond to situations before it is too late. A progressed speed of 20 MPH
also makes bicycle commuting more viable and safe. Progressed traffic signal speeds in
Downtowns in some cities are designed in part based on the speed of bicycle commuter
traffic.

39. Issue: Downtown Bus Circulator

e On pages 83 and 129 (T-15), qualify the recommendation for a Downtown bus
circulator. It has to derive from the overall transit study recommended in the strategy
to "Coordinate transit services and amenities” on the lower haif of page 83. This
study should determine the reasonability of the bus circulator route. It is premature
for the Downtown Plan to make a specific recommendation for a transit circulator
unless it can describe and justify its specific recommendations on the basis of more
elaborate analysis being available. (Bruce Phelps - Planning and Zoning
Commission)

» On page 83, it would require perhaps 3 buses to provide the five (5) minute headway
recommended for a downtown circulator providing direct access throughout the core
on a regular basis. All of the existing People Mover bus fleet is dedicated to existing
service during peak periods. As referenced in the plan, funding for such increased
transit would have to be established. (MOA — Public Transportation Department)

Response: This is a long-term strategy contingent on prior completion of the Freeway-to-
Freeway Connection, the 3"/6" couplet and a potential relocation of the Transit Center. It is
related to the recommendation for an expanded transit hub at the edge of the pedestrian-
oriented core which allows bus routes to circulate into and out of Downtown much more
efficiently without having to navigate through it. To accomplish this, regular transit routes
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would be relieved of the burden of navigating through Downtown by a special circulator with
5-minute headways.

40. Issue: Transit Center Relocation

On pages 52-55, 83 and 129 (T-13), it is a question as to whether it is proper to
recommend a “Transit Center Relocation Feasibility Study” which includes
recommendation of Catalytic Development Site #1 as part of a reassessment of
transit routes through Downtown. The Plan should first address a general transit
study (as it relates to the Downtown) and then an analysis of facility relocation (or
conduct the two studies concurrently). (Bruce Phelps - Planning and Zoning
Commission)

Please consider retaining the current transit center on 6th and G as a hub because it
is so centrally located to city hall, the convention center and Downtown shopping.
Many Downtowns provide more than one transit hub. The location of the propesed
new site seems to plan for the commuter from out of town, while neglecting the
mobility of in town residents who use transit. (Cheryf Richardson - Anchorage Citizens
Coalition)

Page #36. Peopie Mover plans to have a site selection analysis conducted for a
downtown transit station. There may be more than two options for a transit center in
the downtown area. It is noted that the suggested Transit Station on 3rd and E Street
is outside of the high pedestrian activity area noted in Diagram 4.1 of Appendix A.
{MOA — Public Transportation Department)

On page 72, under Connectivity and Accessibility, bullet #4 states there is a lack of
integration between the existing Transit Center, bus system and parking lots. What
does this statement refer to? The current Transit Center is on the ground fioor of a
parking garage. (MOA — Public Transportation Department)

On page 54, while a new transit center near the Saturday Market and RR area might
be of benefit if a commuter rail system every materialized, there is not one word about
using the parking lot west of the current transit center as a way to accommodate
buses to implement the recent transit plan {where all buses converge in DT for a 10
minute overlap of schedules). It would seem more economical to use the current
building and adjacent lot to keep the transit center in an area where it can best serve
the public. Alter Chapter 4, pages 44 and 54 to include the above comments.
(Dianne Holmes)

On page 54, |t is highly questionable whether the many pecple who work to the south
of 6" Avenue will be inclined to walk to and from a transit center relocated to 3
Avenue. The potential site is not necessarily a bad location; nor is the current
location is necessarily best, we just need to be careful about how we examine the
totality of which public we need to accommodate. (Toni Jones — Planning and Zoning
Commission, April 25 worksession)

Need a better explanation about the reasonability of moving the Transit Center,
because it nhow has a ceniral location; a peripheral location seems problematic.
{Bruce Phelps — Planning and Zoning Commission, April 25 worksession)
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Response: The adopted Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) recommends that by year
2025 the headways on seven bus routes into Downtown should be reduced from 30 to 15
minutes between buses. The LRTP projects transit ridership to more than double during this
period. The KAl transportation network study recommends that this growth creates a strong
need for a new transit center in the CBD to serve these passengers. KAl recommends that
the new transit center should focus on providing easy access for customers to as many
Downtown destinations as possible, and should allow for off-street loading and unloading.

Off-street loading and unloading improves the efficiency of transit operations in the CBD,
improves the efficiency of automobile traffic circulation, and provides more capacity for
expanded bus operations. It also increases opportunities for off-street transit center design
improvements to enhance the comfort and amenities in loading/unloading/waiting areas. The
current transit center does not have adequate capacity to accommodate the level of transit
growth anticipated by the LRTP and needed for Downtown revitalization. Acquiring a city
block for expanded bus operations next to the existing center in the heart of the Downtown
Core would detract from the overall goal to assemble a compact mix of high-intensity active
uses in that area. An off-street transit center on municipal land near the main railway station,
with connection by pedestrian-oriented streets into the city core has precedent in many
successful city centers (particularly in northern Europe), and has positive long-term
implications for coordination between regional and iocal transit systems.

In combination with a dedicated Downtown bus circulator, the proposed new site could allow
the main bus lines to efficiently arrive and depart Downtown without spending extra minutes
navigating through Downtown. For example, People Mover route #75 enters and exits
Downtown on the A/C couplet. Currently #75 must navigate more than 20 blocks through the
Downtown Core in its round-trip to reach the Transit Center and return to A/C. The proposed
new Transit Center site might reduce the #75 round trip to less than five blocks. This couid
improve operational efficiencies and levels of service to the public.

Conditions will change to improve the site, adjacent activities and connections south. The
plan’s vision is that the transit center relocation is part of an overall revitalization of the entire
block between 3" and 4" Avenues, including a public market that provides activity and
services. It also envisions much stronger pedestrian connections to 4" Avenue. It can be
linked very strongly to 4™ Avenue with improved pedestrian facilities. The distance that
people will walk will depend primarily on the level of quality, interest, activity, safety and
comfort of the pedestrian environment. The 5-minute-headway Downtown circulator bus is
recommended to help extend the reach of transit commuters to all of Downtown.

The Downtown Plan does not come to a conclusion or recommend absolutely that the transit
center be relocated to the proposed site. Planning believes the Downtown Plan has encugh
basis to {(a) recommend that a Transit Center relocation be made or strongly considered, and
(b) propose that Catalytic Site #1 be considered as a potential site, subject to a site selection
study. As the MOA Public Transportation Department suggests in the comment above, there
may be more two potential alternative sites, and the Downtown Plan provides site selection
criteria to assist in that study.

41. Issue: Transit Oriented Development around Transit Center

« On page 55, first bullet, what is “transit-oriented development*? (Nancy Pease -
Planning and Zoning Commission
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Response: The bulleted site selection criteria for a potential new Transit Center
recommends a transit-oriented development character in the immediate surroundings of a
Transit Center. “Transit-criented development” is development that maximizes transit
ridership—through its use types and intensity of uses and activities and its physical design.
It locates relatively high-density/intensity active uses (such as housing, employment, and
food stores, efc.) within walking distance of the Transit Center. The orientation of the
buildings, primary entrances and windows physically and visually connects these uses to the
public sidewalks and pedestrian spaces that link directly to the Transit Center. Finally, the
development contributes to streetscape enhancements and pedestrian amenities such as
weather protection, buffers from the effects of moving vehicle traffic or places to sit or relax.

42. Issue: Transit Center Streetscape, Parking and Circulation Criteria

* On page 55, add two bulleted criteria : Pedestrian connections to the Alaska Railroad
intermodal Facility and other key downtown destinations; and the Downtown bus
transit circulator should loop by the transit station. (Nancy Pease - Planning and
Zoning Commission)

Response: Planning concurs.

43. Issue: Policy Support for Regional Bus and Rail Transit Connections

» On page 36, change “possibly” to “ideally” or “eventually”: or re-word this to reflect
that commuter rail makes excellent sense for Downtown workers. (Nancy Pease -
Planning and Zoning Commission)

* On page 54, 4th Ave transit center, the last sentence on who is served shouid be
more supportive of regional transit. Delete word “perhaps” and state with certainty
that the transit center should serve other bus lines serving Southcentral. (Nancy
Pease - Planning and Zoning Commission)

* On page 54, same sentence, add to the bus lines served a future Mat-Su Valley
express bus line. (Nancy Pease - Planning and Zoning Commission)

Response: The adopted Anchorage Bowl 2025 Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP)
recommends area-wide bus transit improvements that will, in turn, “enhance the future
viability of commuter rail”. Although the analyses used by the LRTP did not indicate strong
viability for commuter rail, the LRTP did support future commuter rail in concept, subject to
further improvements in municipal transit and further study. Although these analytical and
policy foundations do not seem sound enough to Planning for an area-specific district plan to
state with certainty that commuter rail will occur, Planning does not object to changing the
language on page 36 to read, “...and ideally commuters from the Mat-Su Valley."

The ability of the future Downtown People Mover Transit Center to serve regional bus lines in
addition to accommodating its own buses may depend on the capacity of the site selected to
accommodate both local and regional bus traffic. Planning recommends qualifying the
statement on page 54, and referencing the ability to serve regional bus lines as a site
selection criteria;
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1. On page 54, change the last sentence in the first column to, "The Transit Center

should, to the extent its location and service capacity enable, perhaps serve not only
local People Mover Buses but also any regional bus transit services that may come

into operation and other bus lines servicing Southcentral Alaska residents such as the
Homer Stage-Line, the Seward Bustine, and the Denali Bbus Sservices.

2. On page 54, in the second cofumn, add the following site selection criteria: “Prioritize
adequate space {o also _accommodate other bus lines providing service to other
communities in Southcentral Alaska.”

44. Issue: Improve Transit Service Levels

¢ The Downtown Plan should better reflect transit-oriented policies in Anchorage 2020.
it should not accept continued reliance on automobiles. Its scope of work should
address how land use changes downtown could coordinate with improvements to
transit service to reduce reliance on the automobile, and set concrete goals to that
end. It makes no sense to increase density without strategies to reduce auto trips.
The Downtown Plan should do a better job of analyzing transit service levels needed
in relationship to recommended increases in density. It should address how transit
ridership depends most on areawide service levels. How would frequent, convenient
transit service affect the need for expensive, new parking structures Downtown; how
would it affect the need to maintain arterial couplets there? (Cheryl Richardson -
Anchorage Citizens Coalition)

* On page 75, the Transportation and Circulation goal for transit should be not just
“‘maximize efficiency” but “provide high frequency of service’. Transit studies show
that about a 10-minute frequency on urban routes attracts riders who would otherwise
drive. (Nancy Pease — Planning and Zoning Commission)

* Include a goal to carry a specific percentage of downtown commuter peak hour traffic
via transit. For instance, in Portland, Oregon, 40 percent of its downtown commuters
use transit. Northern European cities bring 60 percent of their commuters in on
transit, and Portland is aiming that high. (Nancy Pease — Planning and Zoning
Commission)

Response: The Anchorage Bowl Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) adopted in 2005
recommends doubling the transit service frequency, from 30- to 15-minute headways
between buses, on seven bus routes into Downtown by year 2025. The LRTP projects
transit ridership will more than double during this period. Transit research and experience
demonstrate that 15-minute frequency is a threshold for travelers who have to choose
between automobile and transit travel, at which ridership increases substantially.

The Downtown Plan fits within the context of these areawide policies. For example, the
increased ridership and bus traffic projected in the LRTP influenced the Downtown Plan
recommendation that a new, off-street Transit Center site be considered. Although its scope
is basically limited to the Downtown Study Area, the Downtown Plan does provide
recommendations for improvements to transit facilities and efficiencies of service within the
Study Area.

If the Commission believes it necessary to make an areawide policy statement regarding the
frequency of transit service areawide, Planning recommends making a statement in support
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of achievement of LRTP goals for levels of service, particularly headways of 15 minutes and,
if the opportunity arises, a future goal for less than 15 minute headways.

45, Issue: Non-stop Express Transit Routes

¢ Qualify the recommendation for a non-stop express transit route on page 83 and its
related implementation action item T-16 on page 129. Such a recommendation has to
derive from an overall transit study and this study has to determine the reasonability
of the express route. Or, if a detailed transit analysis has been completed, describe
and justify the recommendation on the basis of this analysis. A specific
recommendation should not be made prior to the results of a more elaborate analysis
being available. (Bruce Phelps — Planning and Zoning Commission)

* The recommendation on page 83 does not explain why it specifies the Alaska Native
Medical Center but not other major employment center destinations in the U-Med
District or Midtown. Nor does it provide an explanation of the benefits of express
service over existing fixed route service from Downtown to the ANMC and the U-Med
Area. This raises funding and resource issues. (Nancy Pease — Planning and
Zohing Commission)

Response: The original rationale for the recommendation in question is related to the intent
for Downtown to welcome and improve certain services for Native visitors from rural Alaska,
who often do not drive but do commonly visit the ANMC.

46. issue: Coordinated Parking Strategy —Citywide Parking Policy

*» On page 73 the parking policy fails to address the citywide situation. Downtown
suffers a severe handicap if it is the only commercial center with metered parking and
more parking structures than surface parking. This plan should recommend that Title
21 as well as the Midtown and U-Med District Plans institute parking supply
management, such as metered parking, and reguirements to tip the balance toward
multi-level rather than surface parking. This section on page 73 needs bullets calling
for citywide parking policies so that our intended Downtown major employment center
isn’t at a competitive disadvantage versus unmetered commercial areas. (Nancy
Pease — Planning and Zoning Commission)

Response: Pricing parking in Midtown could perhaps be part of the solution to many parking
related problems and encourage commuters to carpool if not take transit to work. Pricing is a
market based approach that can help pass the true costs of single-occupancy vehicle trips to
the user. However, free parking is ingrained in the local culture, and is currently a
comparative advantage enjoyed by Midtown property owners, businesses and customers.

The greatest imbalance in current municipal parking policy in Downtown versus Midtown is
probabiy in the Title 21 land use code. The Municipality is addressing this in the Title 21
Rewrite. Currently, Midtown developments must provide a minimum number of parking
spaces on site per square foot of proposed use. Research indicates that these existing
parking space standards require developers to “over park” their property with more spaces
than necessary. The Title 21 Rewrite public hearing draft to be released this year will
propose (a) potential reductions to the required amount of parking in mixed-use districts and
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Midtown; (b) parking maximums, and {c) parking “alternatives” such as transit-criented
development or participation in municipal rideshare programs.

47. Issue: Coordinated Parking Strategy - Parking Supply and Travel Mode

+ Need the main focus of parking strategies on pages 84-85 to be reducing the parking
demand, not catering to it. The parking policies of the Downtown Plan appears to
work against the 2020 Comp Plan by facilitating vehicle travel rather than inducing
travel mode shift. The Downtown Plan's goal of ample, well-distributed parking
cancels out its own stated goal of having drivers park their cars once in the downtown
and then circulate on foot (p. 85). Parking facilities should capture motorist
commuters as soon as they enter Downtown on the periphery and then they would
continue on foot or by bus circulator to destinations within Downtown. The maps do
not indicate parking situated to capture that type of vehicular travel. Peripheral
parking rather than evenly dispersed parking would better emphasize walking as the
preferred mode of transportation within the Downtown core. (Nancy Pease — Planning
and Zoning Commission)

+ The plan should examine why there are parking space vacancies. If the plan wishes
to build up new businesses Downtown, at least some of the additional workers and
shoppers will be driving. Factors: they are not conveniently located in relation to
where they work; price is too expensive for many Downtown workers. There needs
to be more detait about how existing spaces can be used more efficiently and parking
be adequate to accommodate redevelopment (Toni Jones — Planning and Zoning
Commission)

Response: To address the first comment, Planning recommends deleting the first bullet on
page 85 under “Strategically locate parking garages, and replacing the last sentence on page
37 with a statement that public parking structures should be located to capture motorists at
the earliest and most convenient locations upon entering Downtown, and be iinked to the
downtown bus circulator route and pedestrian-oriented network of streets to emphasize
walking as the preferred mode of transportation within the Downtown Core.

The Downtown Plan summarizes the factors behind the underutilization of its supply of
parking spaces on pages 73 and 83. Planning suggests adding to these factors a tack of
wayfinding signage, poor pedestrian connections to destinations, unaffordable prices. The
Downtown Plan proposes specific measures to address these factors on pages 84-85.

48. Issue: On-Street Parking

e« On page 84, "Maintain on-street parking wherever possible” is too vague and
promotes more acreage for surface parking. Modify it: “maintain on-street parking
where it has a role in reducing vehicle speed, or buffering major pedestrian sidewalk
areas.” This can encourage people to use parking garages and leave more street
space for pedestrian amenities. (Nancy Pease — Planning and Zoning Commission)

Response: On-street parking is widely-recognized as a best planning practice for a
pedestrian-friendly atmosphere and vibrant mixed-use commercial districts. The sidewalk
section illustration on page 94 of the Downtown Ptan explains that on-street parking next to
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the sidewalk provides ready parking for Downtown businesses and improves pedestrian
comfort. On-street parking provides convenient access to shops, helps slow traffic, and
creates a buffer than shields pedestrians on the sidewalk from street traffic.

On-street parking also provides a relatively small yet visible and strategically vital portion of
Downtown's parking supply. Once the building is pulled to the propenrty line, and its front
facade windows and entrances border the sidewalk edge, on-street parking becomes
essential to the vitality of customer-oriented businesses. A street that includes on-street
parking can still be primarily oriented to pedestrian use, and the best examples of older
commercial streets in America have achieved a balance between vehicular and pedestrian
needs—4™ Avenue is Anchorage’s best case in point. For these reasons, Planning does not
support a change.

Urban Design

49, Issue: Urban Design Goeal, Designh for Density

* Add a builet under the goal Design for density: “Provide access to open space and
sunlight and preserve views of the natural setting.” (Nancy Pease — Planning and
Zoning Commission)

Response: Planning agrees that open spaces with sky views and sunlight access are an
essential amenity for high density development. In the interest of brevity in the Plan, and to
avoid any apparent redundancy, Planning recommends addressing the provision of sunlight
and views of the natural setting in a revised version of the first bullet and the new open space
bullet, with language to be provided for the Commission’s consideration.

50. Issue: Urban Design Goal, Design For the Northern Climate

» Under northern climate goals on page 91: Add a bullet “Evaluate the heat-generating
effect of the building, and use design and materials tc capture or to reduce the heat
effect as seasonally needed.” {Nancy Pease — Planning and Zoning Commission)

Response: The proposed addition wouid be more appropriate as a specific design guideline
detail rather than be proposed among the overall urban design goals for Downtown.
Planning has undertaken substantial research for many years regarding northern city design,
has followed the winter city discussions incorporated into Downtown Plan public process and
continues to learn more. Planning is not aware or informed of evidence or public comment
indicating that the heat effect is an issue at 60 degrees latitude (eq.,
Scandinavia/Anchorage} like it may be at 45 north (e.g., Minneapolis/Toronto). Instead,
urban design principles emphasize capturing more heat to provide a warm, comfortable
pedestrian environment for more of the year. Planning would need evidence or clarification
of what is being proposed to support the proposed change.

51. Issue: Environmental Sustainability Goals and Strategies

« The Downtown Plan should address the topic of climate change with policies to
reduce contributions to global warming, as well as to cope with it
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o On page 91, add a fourth Urban Design Goal; Design for sustainability, including:
encourage durable low-maintenance materials and techniques that will not require
frequent replacement; require hardy landscaping.; etc

o Urban Cold Sink/Heat Island: The use of materials and massing can be used to
retain heat in winter and reduce heat build-up in summer.

o Energy efficiency. The numerous policies for lighting and sidewalk heating need
to have language added to ensure energy efficiency.

o Land use efficiency. Set a goal for reducing the percentage of the road surface
area and the parking area used for vehicles.

o Vehicle reduction strategies. Provide policies to reward employers and business
centers who actively promote energy-efficient travel modes, and users of smaller
vehicles. Promote regicnal rail commuter service and a goal to capture a certain
percent of commuter traffic on transit and ped/bike modes.

Response: Environmental sustainability and energy efficiency are appropriate and very
relevant matters fo consider in the growth and development of the community. Recent
events statewide and beyond, combined with growing scientific evidence of climate change
and appreciation of the economic benefits of energy efficient, “green development” have in
combination heightened community awareness and readiness to take action on sustainability
at the local, state and national levels.

Planning does not object to adding some of the proposed language as specific strategies
within specific sections of the plan. For example, energy efficiency language suggested by
the commentator for some of the Plan's individual urban design guidelines is supported by
Planning (e.g., see issue 52 below)

However, climate change is an areawide community issue that should be addressed in a
more systematic way with areawide policies, rather than at the level of the main three urban
design goals in the Downtown Plan. Planning does not support a new, fourth Urban Design
Goal on page 91 at this late point in the public process. As stated at the top of page 91, the
Urban Design goals come from a community process that specifically emphasized
strengthening Downtown’s competitive advantage as a uniguely urban experience, to
achieve revitalization for this specific city center.

52. Issue: Heated (fce-free) Sidewalk System

» On page 98, insert new bullet to require that energy efficiency will be addressed, and
heating system will be activated as needed by temperature and snow conditions.
(Nancy Pease — Planning and Zoning Commission)

¢« On page 98, heated sidewalks seem like a good idea but how feasible is it? It seems
complicated and expensive. Are incentive methods to be included in the upcoming
land use regulations? It is premature to commit to recommending a heated sidewalk
system without a feasibility study to proceed it. Before committing to it, it would be
good to check the approach out more or caveat the current recommendation in some
way. (Bruce Phelps — Planning and Zoning Commission)
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Response: Planning concurs with the first bulieted suggestion. Heated sidewalks are
intended to provide an ice-free surface convenient for walking. References to these facilities
in the Plan should be changed to “ice-free sidewalks” rather than "heated sidewalks”.

A feasibility analysis is intended to be part of the ice-free sidewalks master plan
recommended on page 98. The revision of the land use and development code for
Downtown will consider an incentive for providing ice-free (heated) sidewalks. Alongside the
goal to increase housing Downtown, proposals for ice-free (heated) sidewalks were the most
popuiar proposal to come out of the Downtown Plan process among public participants.
Some improvements recommended in the map on page 98 are already programmed, funded
or compieted.

However the cost feasibility issue remains a challenge, and Planning suggests changing the
first bullet on page 98 to read:

Phase | (shown in red on map below): the Downtown Plan process Munigipality has
identified priority streets for an ice-free in-peed—of-heated sidewalks system.

Refinement of these priorities and a cost/feasibility/implementation study should be
conducted through H-sheuld-establish an lce-free Heated Sidewalk Master Plan.

53. Issue: Lighting and Energy Efficiency

e On page 100, insert the concept of energy efficiency into several of the bulleted
design guidelines for lighting, including use of light-colored and reflective materials to
refract ambient light or light from a small light source. Fourth bullet is probably not
responsible:  white light from incandescent bulbs is wasteful of energy. (Nancy
Pease — Planning and Zoning Commission)

» On page 106, add a guideline under “Building Lighting”, lighter-colored facade
materials are appropriate at ground level to reduce lighting requirements. (Nancy
Pease — Planning and Zoning Commission)

Response: Planning concurs with the idea to add a guideline to encourage the use of light-
colored and reflective materials on page 100 to refract ambient light or a low intensity light
source, and a guideline on page 106 encouraging lighter building facades. Specific language
can be submitted based on this guidance above.

“White light” is a specific design term that refers to color rendition perfermance and not a
specific lighting technology (such as incandescent). It does not have a direct relationship to
energy efficiency. The lllumination Engineering Society of North America (IESNA), rates the
whiteness of light based on the Color Rendering Index (CRI). Most existing street lights and
many older parking lots use high-pressure sodium lamps that have a yellowish glare and a
low CRI. Most establishments with newer parking lots and the recently updated municipal
street illumination engineering standards are converting to whiter light sources such as metal
halide lamps. Because white light provides superior color/object rendition, a white light
source can provide the same lighting performance with lower lighting intensities, which can
result in greater energy efficiency.
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54. Design Guidelines for Wind Protection

e On page 101, under “Pedestrian Shelter’, add some bullets to address wind shelter,
especially the winter north wind downtown. (Nancy Pease — Planning and Zoning
Commission)

* On page 104, under "Wind Protection”, add a design guideline bullet that requires
evaluation of wind effects. (Nancy Pease — Planning and Zoning Commission)

Response: The Design Guidelines under “Wind Protection” on page 104 encourage the
design of overhead projections such as awnings/canopies to lessen wind impacts at the
ground level. However, there is merit to also suggesting earlier on page 101 in the
"Pedestrian Shelter” that awnings and canopies can be useful in mitigating wind impacts.

Besides overhead projections to block downdrafts, there are additional northern city design
principtes for wind protection which may considered in the “Wind Protection” section:

* Provide pedestrians with a choice of calm or windy areas in part through the use of
building arcades. Partially enclosed walkways should be oriented to consider
prevailing wind directions and winds influenced by nearby buildings. Avoid partially
enclosed walkways through tall buildings.

* Locate and orient pedestrian amenities such as benches, planters and lattice screens
to shelter pedestrians from adverse wind conditions.

55. E Street Removable Bollards

* On page 128 and 131, if Town Square and E-Street are going to be used for large
pubiic events, design E-street for occasional bollard barriers to allow vehicle closure.
This creates a temporary pedestrian promenade. Other streets might also be
designed for short-term pedestrian promenade use. (Nancy Pease — Planning and
Zoning Commission)

Response: The recommended E Street design incorporates removable bollards for a
temporary pedestrian promenade between 5" and 6" Avenues. The Downtown Plan on
page 101 recommends consideration for removable bollards in street improvements,

56. Adequate Building Setbacks

» In the first bullet on page 102, the language “no wider than necessary” will reduce the
desired width of pedestrian sidewalks to the six foot minimum in many cases. This
‘maximum limit" on sidewalk width is not friendly to pedestrians. Delete or modify.
(Nancy Pease — Planning and Zoning Commission)

Response: Although the sentence was not intended to suggest a narrow sidewalk width, the
words “pedestrian network” does seem to leave room for interpretation to mean a very
narrow sidewalk width. Planning recommends changing the sentence to, “Buildings should
have a strong relationship to the street, with setbacks no wider than necessary to

accommodate enhanced sidewalk widths the-pedestdan-notwerk...”
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57. Issue: Appearance, Form and Function of Rooftops in Building Massing

* On page 103, under "Massing and Stepping,” add bulleted design guideline to ensure
that roofs are attractive and are used as outdoor space. Or add a new design section
on roof-tops to make sure they are attractive and usable space. (Nancy Pease -
Planning and Zoning Commission)

Response: Planning concurs with the first suggestion, and can suggest specific language
using its guidance.

58. Issue: Sunlight Access Protection

» The shadowing effects of taller buildings should be considered as increased density
is implemented. (Jana Hayenga, April 25, 2007 public hearing testimony)

¢ Include implementation strategies that ensure winter design standards protecting
sunlight and dampening wind tunnels are met until Title 21 revisions for Downtown
are adopted. (Cheryl Richardson — Anchorage Citizens Coalition)

* The plan’s recommended maximum building heights are a concern. Starting with 3 to
7 stories stepping back from Delaney Park to 20+ story buildings in the 40-block
Downtown Core, it is hard to imagine being able to walk on the “sunny side of the
street” in the future Downtown. Explain the logic behind allowing high-rises and how
this affects solar access. (Chery! Richardson — Anchorage Citizens Coalition)

e Page 104 calls for minimizing shadowing effects between March 21 and September
21. If Anchorage is to be a winter city, the Pian will need to protect sunlight in the
winter too when direct sunlight provides the comfort that keeps the streets active.
{Cheryl Richardson — Anchorage Citizens Coalition)

Response: The Urban Design Chapter addresses shadowing impacts through its urban
design guidelines for “Sunlight Access" (p. 104) and “Massing and Stepping” (p. 103). The
Sunlight Access section establishes the principles, policies and basis for preserving sunlight
access. It prioritizes certain sensitive uses, pedestrian connections and pubiic spaces for
sunlight access.

It also prioritizes sunlight access protection in the spring and fall to extend the yearly period
of warmth and outdoor comfort in pedestrian spaces by up to a third. Summertime is a
highlight of outdoor activity in Anchorage. For example, 4™ Avenue in the picture below
comes alive during spring, summer and fall. Pedestrian activity is essential to Downtown’s
vitality, so it is in Downtown’s interest to employ urban design guidelines that can effectively
extend this peak activity season as early into spring and late into fall as practical.
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It is in the spring and fall when sunlight access becomes a key factor that determines if an
outdoor space is warm and comfortable enough to support prolonged pedestrian activity.
This is illustrated by the early springtime scene below, in which “G" Street is receiving
enough sunlight in March to be a hospitable place for people in the morning hours.

At Anchorage’s latitude in March/September solar radiation is strong enough to greatly
increase warmth and comfort, and the sun is high enough to allow sunlight access in built-up
districts.

Sunlight protection is far more difficult in the winter in a built-up environment. By mid-winter,
the sun is so low that even a two or three story building will cast mid-day shadows over
buildings all the way across the street. Sunlight also makes less difference in the level of
pedestrian activity in the winter, because activity levels are lower and temperatures too low
regardless. However, the Plan does address mid-winter sunlight penetration on page 107,
fourth bullet down

Building massing, placement and stepping is often more important than building height alone
in determining the shadow impact of a fall building. Page 103 introduces a number of
measures including tower step-backs, minimum spacing between towers and slender towers
that cast less shadow. Given Anchorage’s low sun angles, a building that is 8-stories is
probably going to have similar shadowing effects as a 20-story building: Both will cast a very
long shadow for most of the year. The key to ensuring neither tower has unnecessary
sunlight impacts are standards for placement, step-backs, width and bulk.

The Downtown land use and development code is intended to elaborate on the principles
and guidelines in Chapter 6 of the Downtown Plan to provide more detailed information and
standards related to building bulk and sunlight access.

For these reasons, Planning believes the issue is adequately addressed in the Plan and
changes are unnecessary.

Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan
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59. Issue: Parking Design Treatment

*» On page 108, the goal of accommeodating parking requirements within structures is
laudable, but how feasible is the recommendation to build underground structures?
Does the Downtown Plan conclude that only structure parking can meet parking
demand? Provide an introduction to this section that provides a context for these
recommendations and make the statement (if true) that parking supply in the future is
to be provided through structural parking. (I really don't think you can make this
statement, at least at this time, until we know what the land use regulations are to be
for the Downtown; these will determine if parking is only to be provided through
structures.) (Bruce Phelps — Planning and Zoning Commission)

Response: Planning recommends changing the first bullet to read, "Promote the use of
structured parking to accommodate the parking spaces needed for development projects.

Accaommodate-Downtc 5

uuuuuu 3. - Py e e At Tl -

Stradotar ot sy T g oo

This change should help clarify that the purpose of the design guideline is not to state that all
of the parking supply in the future is to be provided in structured parking. [t does not
mandate or set a performance target. It is intended to encourage the use of structured
parking in future development projects.

Likewise, the purpose of the second bullet is to simply encourage greater use of
underground parking, without requiring it or setting a target. Over the twenty-year time
horizon of the Downtown Plan, as the value of tand increases and new development
incentives are established, it is anticipated that underground parking may become more
feasible relative to surface parking or above-ground structured parking.

60. Allowing Underground Parking to Extend Above-Grade

« On page 108 in the 5" bullet, the allowance for underground parking structures to
extend several feet above the street level contradicts policies on having human action
adjoining the street. (Nancy Pease — Planning and Zoning Commission)

Response: A widely used best practice in urban design is to raise the ground floor of street
facing residential living spaces several feet above sidewalk level for privacy. Allowing
underground parking to extend a few feet above street level can be consistent with that goal,
while making underground parking more economically feasible. If this is still a concern,
Planning recommends changing the bullet to read, "Underground parking structures beneath
residential uses can extend several feet above grade, as long as building entrances, front

stoops, first-floor living spaces with windows facing the street, streetscape amenities and

planting beds are not impacted.

Implementation

61. Issue: Ability of Municipality to Implement the Downtown Plan

e |t is questionable that the Municipality has the ability to implement some of the
recommendations contained in the Downtown Plan. The Downtown Pian should not
include recommendations that have not been thought through in terms of their
implementation, or which may not be viable recommendations. Provide a statement
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in the beginning of the Implementation Chapter that indicates that the Municipality is
fully committed to the recommendations contained in this chapter and that
Municipality will provide the time and resources necessary to ensure the
implementation of these measures, to the extent that this is practicable (since not all
of the actions are the responsibility of the Municipality). And, if a continuing
involvement of the private sector is required, more consideration needs to be given to
this than the simple statement of this need on p. 123. There should be specific
implementation recommendations that pertain to this aspect. If this part is as
important as it seems, this section really does need some additional thought. (Bruce
Phelps — Planning and Zoning Commission)

Response: Planning recommends adding the following language to the bottom of the first
column on page 123, to clarify the purpose of the implementation chapter:

This Plan explains what needs to be done to revitalize Downtown over a twenty-year time

horizon.  While there.is no guarantee that all of its strategies and action items will be
achieved, the Municipality intends to make every effort to see that the Plan is realized.

in addition, Planning recommends more explanation in the narrative of page 124, such as
follows:

It is important to achieve all of the goals and strategies. and that all of the implementation
actaons in the schedules beiow be taken However they are not intended to be taken aII at

identify the actlons, resgonsﬂale parties and dgenetal timeframés.

62. Issue: Overall Management of the Implementation Process

« The implementation process is multi-faceted and involves a variety of agencies and
partners. It will be a huge task to get all of the recommended action items
accomplished, and someone needs to be point. A statement needs to be inciuded in
the implementation Chapter naming overall global responsibility for plan update,
coordination and plan implementation. Unless one entity is recoghized as having
responsibility for making the Plan occur, then the Plan may not work or be
implemented. (Bruce Phelps — Planning and Zoning Commission)

Response: The Implementation Chapter addresses responsibilities for implementation
programming on page 125 as the first set of action items of the Implementation Actions
Schedule. Action IP-1 recommends that the Downtown Partnership and the Anchorage
Community Development Authority (ACDA) establish a Downtown Advisory Group with
respensibility for tracking, prioritizing and advocating for continued implementation. Action
IP-2 recommends that a public reminder/indicator kiosk be installed in a civic space such as
in Town Square Park that serves as a reminder to the public.

There are several reasons why the Plan, both in IP-1 and IP-2 above and in the introduction
page of Chapter 8, emphasizes a community participation and private sector role in
maintaining momentum. The community can provide long-term continuity of interest and
advocacy as administrations and agency resources change over time. It is difficult to identify
any one municipal agency which has the capability or potential authority to coordinate
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implementation of all aspects of the Plan. An approach already in practice is coordination of
a Downtown projects agency group which meets regularly. The approach taken by the
Downtown Plan is consistent with other recent local plans and with what Planning observes
occurfing in other local community plans.

63. Issue: Downtown Exemptions from Title 21 / Rewrite of Title 21

e Clarify in what ways Downtown is exempt from Title 21 Rewrite. (Planning and
Zoning Commission worksession)

Response: While the land use regulations specific to the central business district are being
rewritten under the auspices of a separate project from the Title 21 Rewrite project, they are
being coordinated with Title 21 Rewrite so that the Downtown zoning districts will fit into the
revised Title 21. Except where Title 21 states specifically otherwise, the Downtown districts
are not going to be exempt from generally applicable regulations of the revised Title 21. For
example, while Downtown may be specifically exempted from having to provide the required
minimum number of parking spaces, it may stili be subject to the parking maximums and
parking lot design standards in the off-street parking section of Title 21.

64. Issue: Title 21 Bonus System

* What is the Downtown Comprehensive Plan doing regarding the "bonus system"
referenced on page 2 of Appendix A?

Response: This references the current Title 21 Land Use Regulations bonus point system
by which an applicant may receive a height bonus for providing community benefit amenities
in a development proposal. The Downtown Plan will be accompanied by a revised set of
zoning and development regulations for Downtown. It is intended to propose new incentives
that more effectively achieve community development objectives for development.

Attachments: A. Comments Received
B. Planning and Zoning Commission Draft Meeting Minutes of April 25, 2007
C. Kittleson & Associates, Inc., Transportation Network Analysis Report, July 2006
D. AO No. 85-173, Pages 18-19, Height Restrictions Near Town Square Park

NOTE: The above attachments are not included as a part of the PZC Resolution No. 2007-038.
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ATTACHMENT B
TO PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION RESOLUTION No. 2007-038

Municipality of Anchorage

MEMORANDUM

DATE: June 11, 2007
TO: Planning and Zoning Commission

THRU: /‘I‘( Tom Nelson, Director
Planning Department

FROM: /ID Tom Davis, Senior Planner
Physical Planning Division

SUBJECT: Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan
PZC Case 2007-076
Issue-Response Addendum

The Issue-Response Addendum on the following pages addresses questions and comments
made by members of the Planning and Zoning Commission during its review of the Downtown
Comprehensive Plan Issue-Response Summary at its meeting on May 14, 2007. The
Addendum covers only those issues from the original Issue-Response Summary document
(dated May 14) which garnered additional comment from the Commission.

The issues on the following pages appear in the same order (and with the same issue numbers)
as in the May 14 Issue-Response Summary. As before, each numbered issue-response item
begins as a summary statement of what is the issue or comment. A response with a
recommendation from the Planning Department follows.

A section of technical edits and corrections of miscellaneous errata in the public hearing draft
Plan appears at the end of this addendum.

The Commission is scheduled to deliberate on the Downtown Plan on June 11, 2007. A
hardcopy of this memorandum and the minutes of the Planning and Zoning Commission
meeting of May 14, 2007 will be provided in the Commission’s packet for the June 11 meeting.
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Addendum to Land Use and Economic Development lssues
(Issues 15, 20, 22, 24 and 26)

15. Issue: Development Criteria for Opportunity Sites

* At the May 14 Planning and Zoning Commission meeting, Planning concurred with a change which
had been suggested by Nancy Pease after getting some clarification.

Response: Planning recommends changing the last bulleted criteria on page 65 to read:

s New projects should be designed to preserve views outward to the natural cnvironments as well
as views inward to usable outdoor public space within the city center.

20. Issue: Town Square Park — Changes to the Park

* The Downtown Plan should identify the current role and functions of Town Square Park. If no major
change from current functions is suggested, then clarify this. (Bruce Phelps, Toni Jones)

Response: Planning, in the consultation with the Parks Department, recommends adding the
following narrative sidebar to pages 66-67 to clarify the intended function of Town Square:

Town Sguare Park
The Dowrntown Plan strategy for Town Square Park builds on Town Square’s current role and

function as a community gathering area with programmed events on weekends and holidays and more
informal community use during the week. This strategy is consistent with the 2006 Anchorage Bowl
Park, Natural Resource and Recreational Facility Plan, which designates Town Square Park as a
“Community Use: Town Center Park” (Appendix B, Page 7). The management intent is to have
Town Squarc remain as a desirable place for the community to gather and to participate in special

events and also as a place for active and/or passive use the majority of the time. The programs and

usc areas in the park should continue to serve all members of the community.

The Downtown Plan suppotts the 2006 park bond improvements to Town Square which were
approved by the community, and intended to enhance Town Square’s visibility, connectivity and

cffectiveness at hosting large community events. They include specific improvements to the reflection
pond and ice rink, steps and stage, and improved access and visibility from adiacent streets.

The Downtown Plan also recommends an overall parks and open space plan for Downtown.. That

process will identify Jong term future open space needs and enhancements in Downtown. I any
substantial changes to Town Square or other existing park were to be proposed by that process, they

would undergo a_separate site-specific park master plan process -that would include the public’s

involvement as well as approval by the Parks and Recreation Commission and Planning and Zoning

Commission.

This narrative sidebar will probably require shifting the Downtown Open Space Diagram from
page 67 to 66, and removing the "City-wide Open Space Diagram” from page 66 to the open
space background discussion in Appendix A.
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22. Issue: Town Square Park ~ Air Rights / Solar Access

* On pages where sunlight access to parks is discussed, it wouid be useful if there is a referance to
existing height limitations in AO 85-173. (Bruce Phelps, Toni Jones)

Response: Planning recommends the following references to the existing height limitations:

1. Page 58 (Building Design Guidelines for Catalytic Sites #2 and #3) — Add two bulleted
design guidelines which state:

*  Encourage structured parking to be underground, to help avoid unnecessary building heights and
reserve more above-ground space for activity-generating uses near Town Square Park.

*  Preserve sunlight access to Town Square Park through building heights and massing, Ensure that
Catalytic Development Site #3 adheres to height limitations which are already cstablished by

municipal ordinance (AO 85-173).

2. Page 104 (Sunlight Access) — Add language to the third bullet as follows:
¢ Preserve sunlight access to the following sites in Downtown:

—  Public parks and plazas, such as Town Square Park and Delaney Park. Mect or exceed

gxisting sunlight access protections_for Town Square Park including the height
limitations established by municipal ordinance (AQ 85-173).

24. Issue: Historic Overlay Zone

» Clarify if staff's intent is to do a historic preservation plan or just a series of strategies. (Bruce Phelps)

Response: Planning is suggesting that the historic preservation section on pages 68-69
recommend a historic preservation plan process specifically for Downtown which will identify
historic resources, issues and opportunities, and incorporate a series of strategies for historic
preservation in the Downtown. Based on this, following is an elaboration of the May 14 Issue-
Response recommendations for the historic preservation section:

1. The title of the historic preservation section should read in a manner consistent with the
open space section title (p. 66): "Establish Strategies for Downtown Historic Preservation”

2. The section should begin with an intreductory narrative that helps provide a frame of
reference for the historic preservation policy statements and strategies to follow. Provide
some background and establish the significance of historic preservation in Downtown.

3. The section should communicate an overall set of general policy objectives such as
promoting public awareness of Downtown’s historic resocurces and their value for the future
of Downtown and the overall community; encouraging consideration of historic resources in
planning and development decisions by the public and private sectors; providing incentives
to encourage historic preservation; forming strategic partnerships to further the interests of
historic preservation; and/or leveraging historic resources as cultural and economic
development assets for the future growth and vitality of Downtown.

4. The section should recommend an overarching strategy to develop a Historic Preservation
Plan specifically for Downtown, to be undertaken by the Anchorage Historic Preservation
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26.

Commission (AHPC), to identify historic resources, issues and opportunities, and create a
framework of historic preservation policies, guidelines and strategies for Downtown.

The section should identify potential strategies that could be the ocutcome of a Downtown
historic preservation plan. These could be derived in part from the powers and duties of the
Historic Preservation Commission. Generalize and qualify the discussion regarding an
overlay zone by stating that one of the cutcomes of a historic preservation planning process
would be to develop a historic overlay zone in Downtown through a public process. Indicate
its purpose and what it might regulate. Other potential strategies mentioned should include
maintaining an inventory of historic resources; providing financial incentives such as grants,
tax relief, loans and/or loan guarantees; providing information to historic property owners on
methods of maintaining and rehabilitating and etc; creating alternative building code
provisions for the reuse of historic structures; developing guidelines for historic preservation
and identifying appropriate zoning and development provisions applicable to historic
properties; and/or expanding public information and interpretive programs and activities.

Remove the conceptual boundaries of the overlay zone from the historic resources map on
page 68. It is not necessary to define boundaries yet and such a discussion could detract
from the focus on establishing overall historic preservation policies in the Downtown Plan.

in general revise pages 68 and 69 to refer to the current Anchorage Historic Preservation
Commission (AHPC) and its function, powers and duties established in AQ 2006-175.

Issue: Seismically Induced Ground Failure Zones 4 and 5 — Land Use Policies

Make clear whether the Community Risk Assessment referred to in the May 14 Issue-Response
Summary will establish acceptable levels of risk in the downtown area, and, as a result, inciude
recommendations for changing municipal requirements regarding appropriate land uses, building
design criteria and other regulatory changes within ground failure zone #4 or #5. (Bruce Phelps)

The Department's recommended interim seismic ground failure overlay zone (per the May 14 Issue-
Response Summary) should refer to the overlay zone as a "descriptive ground failure overlay zone”
which merely is a description of information about already existing building code requirements and
review procedures in ground failure zones #4 and #5. (Bruce Phelps)

Response: Planning concurs.
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Addendum to Transportation and Circulation Issues
(Issues 28, 30, 34, 38, 39, 40, 44, 45, 47)

28. Impacts of Regional Highway Projects

Inserting the phrase “negatively impact” into Pianning’s recommended language regarding the Knik
Arm Crossing's impacts on page 72 would clarify the intent. Include reasons as to why the impact
would be negative. (Nancy Pease)

More clearly state both the henefits and the negatives of the regional highway projects. The Knik Arm
Crossing should be more than a connection to the Freeway-to-Freeway project. It should be an
integral part of the Freeway-to-Freeway project. (Bruce Phelps)

Response: Planning suggests the following modified bullet to address a Knik Arm Crossing:

*  The proposed Knik Arm Crossing shouid be directly incorporated_into the Freeway-to-Freeway
Connection, to ensure an integrated regional transportation system involving both projects. If a
Knik Ann Crossing were instead connected directly to the A/C couplet, it would carry much
more_regional through traffic, gravel and freight through the Downtown Core, This would

negatively impact local cn’culatlon and thie potential for high- densux mixed-use redevelopment,

.30. Issue: Street Circulation Recommendations: Traffic Impacts and Analytical Basis

The plan shoufd more clearly describe the circulation/transportation analysis that was used as the
basis for the recommendations pertaining to circulation in the Downtown Plan. (Bruce Phelps)

Response: Planning recommends clarifying the analytical basis on page 76 and listing some of
the anticipated benefits of the analytical recommendations, as follows:

1. Street Conversions

Automobiles currently are the primary mode for access to Downtown Anchorage. While the
Downtown Comprchensive Plan will improve access for other modes, automobiles are likely to
remain the primary access mode for the foreseeable future. In addition, the freight movements that
travel through Downtown benefit the regional economy and must be accommodated.

To address these issucs, the planning tcam evaluated the existing street network and identified
weaknesses (listed on page 72) that would need to be addressed to improve circulation and support

successful redevelopment of Downtown. The team used a transportation network modeling analysis
to_developed and evaluated 10 alternative scenarios medeling-alternative for potential circulation

systems for Downtown. These scenarios tested the impact of changing the directionality and/or

functlonal class1ﬁcattons of various streets in Downtown ?he—ﬁaﬁpﬁ&es—ef—the—seeﬁeﬂes—was—te-test

—~Each scenario was evaluated based on lts

nv'ironmcnt, regionat through—trigs, local traffic circulation; freight moblllty, transit access; tour bus
operations: and construction fcasﬂnhty The resu]ts are documented in Apgendlx D, Anchorag

Downtown Transoortanon Anaivsns

&m&aeeess—a&d—ee&s&ue&wn—fe&s&-bﬂﬁ'- [new paragraph 'break]
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As a result of the transportation Ffem-*his—analysw a combmatlon of key strect converslons are
rccommended —These appea ; : :

Anchorage. SOF ' ed in thc d1agram on the opposnc pagc
and are described in the followmg pages. Somc of the rccommcndcd strect conversions can occur in

the near term (9" Avenue, D Street, F St1cct) while others are dependent on unrclated improvements
that must occur first (5" Avenue and 3™ Avenuce). In combination, these street conversions will:

* make street circulation in Downtown gsimpler and more intuitive;

* increase system capacity for local traffic circulation;

e improve transit access;

e increase transportation / land use compatibility;

* improve the pedestrian environment and pedestrian circulation;
¢ open more of the Core to less through-traffic and greater opponunities for redevelopment; and

¢ provide sufficient capacity for anticipated regional through-traffic and freight miobility.

In addition, Planning recommends adding to the street conversion descriptions, as follows:
1. On page 77, revise the description of the D Street and F Street conversions to state:

The near-term conversion of D and F Strects to two-way traffic would improve traffic circulation

in part by reducing driver confusion and out-of direction travel.

2. Also on page 77, add language at the beginning of the description of 3 Avenue conversion:

This Plan recommends pursuing long-term opg_orfunities to achicve ihe conversion of the Sth/ 6th
Avenue couplet to a 3rd / 6th couplet. This will continue to provide for the highest speed and

volumes of motor vehicle traffic. while in a location more compatible with high-density

redevelopment and pedestrian circulation in the heart of the Downtown Core.

3. On page 80, add a sentence to the end of the last bullet:
Calm traffic on the A/C Couplet at key intersections as it passes through Downtown,

34. Issue: Identification of street typologies in the Downtown Plan.

The May 14 Issue-Response Summary discussed the unaddressed issue of street typologies
and recommended adding a new section of Chapter 5. Following is an elaboration of the May
14 recommendations for what the section should include:

1. Add a two-page section to identify a hierarchy of street typologies in the Downtown, which
would occupy pages 80-81 following the Street Conversions section.

2. Begin the section with an explanatory narrative that establishes the background, basis and
purpose of identifying street typologies. Anchorage's street typology classification system
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was established by the LRTP in 2005. Functional classifications for streets have historically
been based on the movement of motor vehicles. The LRTP recognized the need for a more
balanced street classification system that relates to adjacent land uses and other
transportation types. Street typologies speak to the issue that a right-of-way is more than
just a roadway. The inclusion of parking, sidewalks, and other facilities and amenities are
important for compatibility of the street improvements with a mixed-use land use
environment. The LRTP recommends that a determination of applicable street typology be
established through municipal planning prior to future individual street improvement projects.

3. Provide the basis for the "mixed-use” street typology. State the LRTP identified several
street typologies which prioritize various design elements (eg, sidewalks, on-street parking,
transit facilities and lane widths) by looking at factors related to adjacent land uses, intensity
and urban design. These typologies include for example a mixed use street.

4. Explain the objectives of a street typology system for Downtown. [t will be important to the
implementation of the Downtown Plan’s proposed new districts and urban design guidelines.
The new development standards for Downtown are recommended to be a “form-based”
development code. A form-based code relates the form and orientation of buildings to the
type of street. For example, it would encourage a building on a designated pedestrian-
oriented mixed-use street to have a relatively strong relationship to the street, with setbacks
no wider than necessary to accommodate the pedestrian space and with entrances,
windows and active ground-fioor uses along the public sidewalk. Also, Appendix C,
Downtown Core Street Streetscape Plan on pages 25-30 recommends using the street
typologies from Anchorage’s Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) to help guide the
design and implementation of streetscape improvements in the Downtown Core.

5. Explain how the street typology categories for Downtown derive from a combination of the
Downtown Core Streets Streefscape Plan, the Downtown Districts Diagram, the Downtown
Plan’s Street Network Strategy Diagram, Pedestrian and Bicycle Diagram and other
transportation and circulation diagrams and strategies.

6. Provide a very simple categorization consisting of the following typologies, including a
description of each. Explain that the latter two typologies are sub-types of the first.

o Mixed use street: The Core Streets Streetscape Plan concludes that most streets in
Downtown tend to fit the LRTP description for mixed use streets. Mixed use streets are
located in areas characterized by a mix of high-intensity commercial, retail and
residential areas with substantial pedestrian activities. Mixed use streets emphasize
pedestrian, bicycle and transit improvements, and frequently provide on-street parking
and wider sidewalks, depending on the street’s functional designation and the intensity
of abutting land uses.

o Pedestrian oriented mixed use street: As the Core Street Streetscape Plan suggests
on page 26, the mixed-use typology can be further refined to reflect the unique character
of certain downtown streets. “Pedestrian oriented mixed use street” is essentially a sub-
typology of mixed-use street emphasizing areas of highest pedestrian use.

o Residential oriented mixed use street: The Residential oriented mixed use street is
based on the LRTP mixed use and residential streets typologies, and follows on the
Downtown Plan’s proposed residential oriented sub-districts and urban design
guidelines.
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7. Provide an explanation of how the Downtown Plan street typologies relate to the Downtown
Core Streets Streetscape Plan street typologies. Explain the Core Streets typologies are
more detailed and area-specific sub-types of the mixed-use street and pedestrian-oriented
street typologies from the Downtown Plan.

8. Provide a Street Typologies Diagram map which designates the street typology of the
streets in the Downtown Plan study area.

9. Provide guidance for how the street typologies should be used in decision making for the
design of future street improvements, revisions to the Downtown land use and development
code and other planning and development decisions.

38. Issue: Traffic Signal Speed

*« The Downtown Plan's recommendation for progressed speeds of 20 MPH or less on all Downtown
streets is of concern to reviewers including traffic engineers and Planning and Zoning
Commissioners. Anchorage has limited experience with 20 MPH progressed speeds on regional
through streets. While it may be appropriate to have progressed speeds of 20 MPH or less on the
streets that provide mostly local circulation, it seems necessary to have a progressed speed higher
than 20 MPH on the major couplets that provide the major access routes into Downtown and are
integral to the regional through-traffic transportation network.

Questions Regarding Impacts on Traffic Mobility. Using the July 2006 transportation
analysis report as a starting point, provide more information on the likely impacts of a 20 MPH
or less maximum progressed speed on traffic mobility and capacity:

o Wil it reduce traffic volume capacity on major regional-through routes and access routes
into Downtown and impact travel times?

o Will it disperse traffic to less appropriate routes, increase congestion or discourage people
from visiting or conducting business Downtown?

o Does the transportation network analysis or examples from other downtowns provide
evidence that this is an accepted practice that works?

Response: Although decreasing the progressed speeds on major couplets from approximately
28 MPH today to 20 MPH will lengthen automobile travel times through Downtown, current
capacities will remain unchanged with lower speeds. For example, travel time on the longest
traverse through Downtown (the 1.4 mile long trip via 5™ Avenue/L Street, starting at Gambell
Street and ending at the intersection of 9" and L) would increase from approximately 3 to 4
minutes. This kind of increase will not reduce regional mobility, traffic volume capacity or
disperse traffic to less appropriate routes—especially if implemented in tandem with the
Freeway to Freeway Connection. One minute or less is a relatively minor increase in travel time
that comes in exchange for exponential improvements to the quality of urban environment in
Downtown. It opens the Downtown Core up to major revitalization and economic development
as a mixed-use city center. For these reasons, it is a common practice to have low progressed
speeds in downtowns. For example, progressed speeds in Downtown Portland, Oregon range
from 12 mph on local circulation streets to 17 MPH the highest capacity through street
(Broadway). Portland benefits from the diversion of regional through-traffic including freight
trucks to nearby bypass freeways such as 1-405. The Anchorage Downtown Plan recognizes
that Anchorage's Freeway to Freeway Connection will provide similar benefits.
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Questions Regarding Impacts on Land Uses and Pedestrian Circulation. Why is 20 MPH
the threshold for a quality pedestrian environment and mixed-use redevelopment goals?

o  Why not use 20 MPH or less” on most streets and a higher progressed speed such as 25
MPH or 30 MPH on key regional through streets?

o What are the potential air quality impacts of the reduced speed?

Response: Kittelson’s Downtown transportation study emphasizes that one of its most
important recommendations is that vehicle speeds within the Downtown Core should be
reduced to the extent possible, and specifically to 20 MPH or less on all streets. Traffic speed is
a primary determinant of the quality of the pedestrian environment. 1t impacts pedestrian
circulation, which the Downtown Plan identifies as the primary mode of local circulation. These
factors also influence the potential for medium- to high-density mixed-use redevelopment. [t is
generally well established in traffic safety studies that 20 MPH is the approximate threshold
above which pedestrian-vehicle accidents become exponentially more deadly, and it becomes
more difficult for drivers to stop or respond to situations before it is too late. In addition to
providing a safer and more comfortable pedestrian environment, progressed speeds at 20 MPH
or less make bicycling more viable. Where progressed speeds are high, average cyclists will
receive red signals every 2-3 blocks. This increases travel times and the added delay makes it
more likely that cyclists will choose to ignore the signals, thus creating a safety problem.
Additionally, lower traffic speeds create a more comfortable bicycling environment,

Response - Speed Differential Between Streefs. Major couplets can be managed at a higher
speed than other streets, however it is not recommended to create too great of a speed
differential. Crossings of streets with a great speed differential are more dangerous and difficult
to manage in a downtown environment. It is safer when driver and pedestrian expectations
approaching an intersection are more uniform.

Response - Air Quality Impacts. The Municipai Air Quality Program does not anticipate that the
recommended reduction in speed would have a significant impact on carbon monoxide or PM-
10 (particulate matter) concentrations in downtown. Although the EPA MOBILE6 emissions
model predicts that lowering speeds from 28 to 20 MPH would result in a 4% increase in CO
emissions along the corridor, this increase would have a very little impact on overall pollution
levels in Downtown. Monitoring has shown that CQO levels in the downtown area are among the
fowest in Anchorage. No violations of the federal air quality for CO standard have been
measured in the downtown area since the mid-1980's. Although speed reduction is not usually
considered to be among the major factors affecting PM-10 particulate (dust) emissions, data
have shown that lowering speeds among large vehicles such as buses and trucks can result in
a reduction in PM-10 emissions along the corridor.

Questions Regarding Implementation Timeframe. Clarify if slower progressed speeds can
be a near term operational improvement, or are contingent on first completing the Freeway-to-
Freeway Connection. Could slower speeds be introduced incrementally over time, i.e., some
streets and not others? If the speed change is related to operational improvements, those
improvements should be specified.

Response: The Downtown Plan on page 81 states that improvements such as changing traffic
signal timing and progressed speeds can occur individually or system-wide, depending on
available funding. However, the Plan implies that a progressed speed of 20 MPH or less on the
major east-west couplet should occur in tandem with compietion of the 3 / 6™ couplet and
Freeway-to-Freeway Connection.
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39. Issue: Downtown Bus Circulator

¢ In general, reviewers are concerned that it seems premature for the Downtown Plan to make a
recommendation for a transit circulator. Describe and justify its specific recommendations. Should it
have as a basis a more overall transit study that would determine the reascnability of the bus
circulator route. How might a transit circulator might relate to regular fixed route service? Can a
transit circulator be implemented in the relative near-term or is it a long term strategy contingent on a
transit center relocation or street conversion?

Response: If a circulator were implemented and the route carefully laid out to extend the
walking trip in order to carry people the extra distance they wouldn't otherwise walk, then it
becomes highly effective when it is free. Frequent service intervals, quick connections to major
destinations and free service are what make the circulator a convenient extension of the walking
trip. This allows the rest of the transit system to work for fee (e.g., $1.75 bus fare) even if
operating on the same route as the circulator. Only a circulator allows free service without
having to create a “ride for free zone" within the existing transit system.

A circulator can also make connections between attractions within Downtown. Its route can be
carefully laid out to connect the housing, retail, cultural and other destinations and activity
centers Downtown, without the constraints of a regular transit route. The circulator ties as many
pieces together as possible. It is these connections which allow the circulator to leverage the
various destinations. This will become more important especially when more residential
development begins to happen. 1t makes mixed-use projects incorporating neighborhood
services like grocery stores more feasible for development. Developers will see that their
project will be accessible to more residents, employees and visitors from throughout Downtown.

40. Issue: Transit Center Relocation

¢ In general, reviewers are concerned that it seems premature to recommend a transit center relocation
study before completing a review of the overall needs of the transit system. Elaborate on the basis
for the recommendation that the existing transit center must relocate or expand. Reviewers are also
concerned about the peripheral nature of the location of the candidate site. The proposed new transit
center location does not seem to be more efficient than the current location. How can it be good
policy to move a Transit Center from a central location to a peripheral location?

Response: The transportation network analysis conducted for the Downtown Plan by Kittelson
and Associates established that projected transit service and ridership growth creates a strong
need for a new or expanded transit center site. The existing transit center is approaching
operational capacity. The Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) recommends to double the
frequency of bus service over the next 20 years on many bus routes serving Downtown, and
projects that transit ridership will more than double during this period. This could result in a
doubling of daily boardings and alightings in Downtown from 7,000 to 14,000 by 2025. For
these reasons, an overall system study is unnecessary in order to determine whether or not
there is a need to expand or relocate. The main question remaining is “where” to expand or
relocate. Although the Downtown Plan’s proposed site on 3™ Avenue is the most ambitious in
achieving multiple Downtown Plan objectives, the Plan states that final selection of a new
location will be subject to the results of a site selection study.

To clarify the basis for a transit center relocation in the Downtown Plan, planning recommends
the following changes, as well as more changes under issue #44 below:
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1. Provide a reference to pages 82 — 83 at the beginning of page 54: “The Downtown Plan
recommends that the cxisting Transit Center be relocated or expanded (see page 82).”

2. Add the following bulleted statement to the section describing current conditions for
connectivity and accessibility, in the second column of page 72: "“The Downtown Transit
Center is approaching its operational capacity. ‘Bus loading. unloading and storage occupy strect
areas that could otherwise provide for pedestrian and traffic circulation.”

3. Add a sentence to the first paragraph in the section on page 82 to briefly indicate the
rationale for relocating a transit center (See recommended changes under Issue 44 below).

44. Issue: Improve Transit Service Levels

The Downtown Plan should establish a target for improving transit service and ridership levels as a
percentage of trips Downtown. (Mancy Pease)

Planning recommends changing the transit section on pages 82-83 as follows,

45,

3. Impreove the Downtown Transit System

The increased density planned for the city center will significantly increase Downtown traffic
volumes unless the community provides viable alternatives to driving are-previded. This Plan
builds on city’s Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) objective to double the frequency of
bus service oveér the next 20 years on many bus routes serving Downtown, as well as the LRTP

projection that transit ridership will more than double during this period. This could result in a
doubling of daily boardings and alightings in Downtown from 7,0{)0 to 14,000 by 2023,

In_response, this gection recommends: exnandmg and/or rclocatmg the transit center, mxtxatmg a
Downtown bus circulator to extend the Frans d
e#—e*teﬂdm‘g-{he distance people walk to destmatlons throughout in Downtown, and coordlnatmg

transit service with destinations and amenities.
viable-aliernative-for- Dewntewn-commutors:

Expand Medernize and/or Relocate the Transit Center

The anticipated growth in the number of passengers creates a need for a larger transit center. The
Muncicipality should conduct a Transit Center Relocation Feasibility Study to determine, ..

Issue: Non-stop Express Transit Routes

Qualify the recommendation for a non-stop express transit route on page 83. Such a recommendation
has to derive from an overall transit study and this study has to determine the reasonability of the
express route. Or, if a detailed transit analysis has been completed, describe and justify the
recommendation on the basis of this analysis. (Bruce Phelps)

More stops in the U-Med District should be added. (Nancy Pease)

Response: Planning recommends changing the bullet on page 83 to read:

e As part of strategies for Downtown to be the ¢ity’s center for accommodating visitors from all

over Alaska, establish a non-stop express transit route conncets the Alaska Native Medical Center
and overall Universities/Medical District to Downtown. Pursue partnerships and/or other special
funding strategies to avoid impacting transit service levels on regular routes:
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Planning does not support recommending a non-stop express transit route to Midtown at this
time. Because Midtown and Downtown are only a mile apart, and many existing bus routes
already connect the two with relatively few stops in between, it is questionable whether a non-
stop express route would reduce travel times enough to return the investment. Midtown
destinations are also spread out over a relatively wide geographic area. A non-stop express
route may not be an efficient service for such a dispersed employment area.

47. Issue: Coordinated Parking Strategy — Parking Supply and Travel Mode

¢ The Downtown Plan should look at the pricing of garages as a factor in the usage of parking garage
spaces. The typical entrant into the job market cannot afford parking in a garage. (Toni Jones)

Response: Anchorage Parking Authority reports that its public parking rates for hourly, daily
and monthly permit parking in Downtown are the lowest public parking rates of any downtown in
the nation (Collier's survey — 2005 and 2008). Because Anchorage does not charge the market
rate even for the best-located parking spaces in the center of Downtown, there are problems of
availability of parking in the high demand locations. This creates the impression among parkers
that parking spaces are full throughout Downtown. In fact, Anchorage’s supply of on-street
meters, garages and surface iot spaces at other locations are empty because they are several
blocks further from the center. Pricing encourages everyone to park right in the center.

The Parking Authority is considering changing the pricing structure of parking to be more
reflective of market supply and demand. High demand parking spaces in the heart of the
Downtown Core would be priced higher than they are today, certainly higher than lower demand
public parking spaces several blocks further away from the center of Downtown. This should
more equally distribute the parking demand and more efficiently use existing parking spaces.

The Downtown Plan on page 84 recommends considering pricing parking to match demand, as
well as other methods of managing parking pricing, even free parking. The Plan also
recommends addressing other factors which contribute to the inefficient use of parking
resources. Its strategies include publicizing and providing wayfinding to available parking;
strategically locating new parking garages; and improving the pedestrian / transit circulation
network in Downtown so it is less daunting and more attractive to walk and/or ride a transit
circulator a few extra blocks between car and destination.

Planning recommends adding convenient location and pricing to the list of factors affecting
parking usage on pages 84 and 85.
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Errata: Technical Edits and Clarifications

Cover Page: Add, "Destination Downtown:" to the top of the cover page above the main title and
increase the visibility of the subtitle "Downtown Comprehensive Plan”.

Page 1: Clarify the sentence in the second column by changing it to read, "Land uses must be
coordinated to achieve their greatest synergy and potential highestimpaet.”

Page 6: Due to a printing error the right-side column of text on page 6 was missing in the March 2007
public hearing draft. Recover the column content as it appeared in the January 2007 public review draft,

Page 11, Settings, last bullet: Change "two season climate” to “four season climate”.

Page 28, second paragraph in the second column”: Correct the sentence as follows: “"Each red
rectangle (right) represents an Gatalytis-and Opportunity Site within Downtown”.

Page 41, second-to-last goal: Correct the last sentence as follows: “ldentify each sub-district of
Downtown so each can further develop its own unique character, identity and function, and so they
complement, rather than compete with each other.

Page 43, second bullet: Change “"special needs people” to "peopie with special needs”.

Page 44, photo caption: Move the caption underneath the picture.

Page 66, first bullet: Rephrase the supporting sentence for the strategy as an action sentence, as

follows: “Provide safe, visible connections between civic plazas, parks and open space corridors as an
are essential part of the te-a-suscesshst parks and open space network.”

Page 48, second column: Add period to the end of the first paragraph and add the word “Street” after
“Gambell" in the second paragraph.

Page 49, first column: Correct the blue text header “fi" to read “Development Specifications”

Page 49, second column:

¢ Change the first sentence in the paragraph at mid-page to, “The Park Strip North sub-district is a
prime opportunity...”

. Chan%e the third-to-last bullet to, “...5 to 7 stories on betwesn north half of the block between 8"
and 9" Avenues;”

Page 50, Barrow Street sub-district

+ Change the second sentence in the description as follows, "A small sub-district situated between
the Downtown Core. .. [...] ...has its own identity separate from the Park Strip North residences to
the west...

e Correct the blue text header “fi” to read "Development Specifications”

Page 50, Pioneer Slope sub-district:

+ Delete the comma in first sentence.
» Correct the blue text header “fi" to read “Development Specifications”

Page 51, sidebar in right margin: Add the missing title, “Catalytic Development Sites”
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Page 56, caption below bottom photo: Change the second sentence to, “Both the E Street Opportunity
Site and the Sixth Avenue |nfill Development Sites should incorporate...”

Page 58, second bullet: Change the last line to, *...E Street and 5" and 6" Avenues.”

Page 59:

s Change the second sentence in the first bullet to, “No loading/unloading should occur on 5" or 8™
Avenues or E Street.” o _
» Change the last line of the second bullet to, “...Downtown circulation and parking strategies of

this Franspeosrtation Plan.”

Page 68:

» Correct the name of the Naticnal Register Site n.2 to read “Leopold David Leepold House",
» Correct the name of the Historic Site h.2 to read "Delaney Park Strip”.

Page 83, Tour Bus Drop-off Locations Diagram: Move the drop off-location depicted on G Street north
of 5" to south of 5™ on the west side of the street next to the hotel.

Page 92: Delete the last two bullets which repeat previous information.

Page 93:

e Delete word "through” from the second bullet.
« Add alegend to the Viewshed and Vantage Point Diagram which explains features on the map.
+ Add a Vantage Point asterisk symbol to Resolution Park (at the corner of 3 and L).

Page 94, sidewalk widths:

o Change the first bullet to read, “Maintain a pedestrian clear zone of a minimum width of six feet
on all sidewalks (left}.”

+ Change the third bullet to, “...consider converting one on-street parking space into a bulb-out with
a construsting treed planting beds-inplace-of-ohe-parking-spasce”.

Page 101, Pedestrian Shelter: An illustration depicting the concept of a covered arcade which appeared
in previous drafts had to be removed from the public hearing draft shortly before release to make way for
technical edits and clarifications to the narrative content of the section. Additional
informational/explanatory illustrations including photographic examples of arcades, awnings and canopies
which were intended to be added were not due to lack of space and time. Planning recommends
expanding the “Pedestrian Shelter” section to span two pages in order to provide adequate rcom for the
informational illustration and photographs missing from the public hearing draft.  This graphic
improvement would help illustrate what is meant by an "arcade”, "cancpy” or “awning” and would not
change the narrative text or policy content of the section.

Page 104, wind protection

e Correct the second to last bullet to read, “...to lessen wind impacts at and the ground level.”
+ Thelast bullet is a nonsensical sentence fragment. Delete.

Page 112, Wayfinding Signage: Move this section to be the last section of urban design guidelines
which address the public realm. It is a streetscape/public realm design guideline which organizationally
does not belong at the end of the “building design” guidelines.
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ATTACHMENT C
TO PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 2007-038

June 8, 2007 Sent to Commissioners via email

To Planning & Zoning Commissioners:

Following is a revision to the Issue-Response Addendum that Planning Department provided to
the Commission this week, regarding Case 2007-076, Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive
Plan. The revision is to Issue #20 on page 2 of the Addendum.

20. Issue: Town Square Park — Changes to the Park

After receiving clarification from the Parks Director, Planning recommends revising the language
of the proposed new narrative sidebar addressing Town Square Park, as follows:

Town Square Park

The Downtown Plan strategy for Town Squarc Park builds on Town Square’s current role
and function as a community gathering area with programmed events on weekends and
holidays and more informal community use during the weck. This strategy is consistent with
the 2006 Anchorage Bowl Park, Natural Resource and Recreational Facility Plan, which
designates Town Square Park as a “Community Use: Town Center Park” {Appendix B, Page
7).  The management intent is to have Town Square remain as a desirable place for the
community to gather and to participate in special events and also as a place for active and/or
passive usc the majority of the time. The programs and use areas in the park should continue
to serve all members of the community.

The Downtown Plan recommends consideration of improvements to Town Square Park that

can support and enhance these functions. The Downtown Plan also recommends that an
overall parks and open space plan be developed for Downtown. That process will identify
long term future open space nceds and enhancements in Downtown. Any proposed

nprovement s H-any-substantial or changes to the demgn of Town Square ?ark beyond Lhe

repair or replacement of existing elements et-othe ; ;!
proeess;-they-weuld will undergo a scparate site-specific park master plan process that W&H’}é

includes the public’s involvement as well as approval by the Parks and Recreation
Commission and Planning and Zoning Commission.

Tom Davis

Senior Planner - Physical Planning Division
Planning Department

Municipality of Anchorage
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June 11, 2007

67



63



PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING

Assembly Chambers
Z.J. Loussac Library
3600 Denali Street
Anchorage, Alaska

MINUTES OF
April 25, 2007
6:30 PM

A worksession on the Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan was
conducted at 5:30 p.m., preceding this meeting.

A.

ROLL CALL

Present

Excused

Toni Jones, Chair
Jim Fredrick
Nancy Pease
Andrew Josephson
Jim Palmer*
Bruce Phelps
Lamar Cotten

Art Isham, Vice Chair
Thomas Vincent Wang

Cathy Hammond
Jerry Weaver
Tom Davis

*Arrived at 6:56 p.m.

B.

C.

D.

MINUTES — None

SPECIAL ORDER OF BUSINESS

1. Disclosures
COMMISSIONER PEASE requested that members make disclosures
regarding items on this evening's agenda. There were no disclosures.

CONSENT AGENDA — None
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E. UNFINISHED BUSINESS AND ACTIONS ON PUBLIC
HEARINGS — None

F. REGULAR AGENDA — None
G. PUBLIC HEARINGS

1. 2007-076 Municipality of Anchorage. Anchorage
Downtown Comprehensive Plan, March
2007.

Staff member TOM DAVIS explained that the Commission is being
asked to review and make recommendation to the Assembly on the
Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan. This is a plan that would
be officially adopted as an element of Anchorage 2020. Its purpose is to
provide guidance for the future growth and development of downtown
and establish strategies for the revitalization of Anchorage’s city
center. The Plan consists of eight chapters, including Chapter 1, an
introduction; Chapter 2, an assessment of assets and challenges facing
downtown and the trends; Chapter 3, establishing the overall vision,
overarching goals and strategy framework; Chapters 4 through 7
relating to goals and strategies regarding land use, economic
development, transportation, urban design, and programmatic
strategies; and Chapter 8 dealing with specific implementation actions
and leader implementers. This is a Plan that has enjoyed strong public
participation by a process conducted by a multi-disciplinary consultant
team. The Department recommends approval of the draft Anchorage
Downtown Comprehensive Plan.

The public hearing was opened.

DIANNE HOLMES stated that downtown is a great place. Many think the
soul of downtown centers around Town Square. Her verbal comments were
limited to Town Square Park, but her written comments cover her concerns
on the lack of emphasis on transit to solve some of the parking problems, as
well as some arts and cultural recommendations. She stated this is her first
opportunity to comment on the full Plan. She has four concerns on Town
Square: sun rights, redesigning for large events, emphasis on
interconnectivity, and the inconsistency in maps. The maps in the
Streetscape Plan are not consistent with the March 2007 Plan, especially in
the southwest corner of Town Square. It is important to consult the legal
actions in the 1980s for this area to resolve the ownership of that corner
because it will affect pedestrian access. Regarding that pedestrian access, the
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Downtown Plan accommodates the new convention center to the exclusion of
some other adopted plans. The 2007 parks bond estimated that $750,000 was
to be expended for connectivity and visibility. The Downtown Plan asserts
the Town Square Park has security issues. She asked where this is evident.
The Plan states that sun rights should be considered or studied. AQ 85-173
must be inserted into this Plan in every instance where air rights are
discussed because it sets the maximum height for this three-block area. Of
most concern 1s the recommendation to open Town Square for large venue-
generating events. The Park Strip is for such events. Town Square is too
small for that purpose without changing its character. Town Square was
intended to be an intimate park fitting with the environment and for a
quieter complement to the condominiums recommended on the south and
east. She asked that the Ruth Moulton Town Square be treated as a separate
entity with its own master plan, perhaps as an overlay in the Downtown
Plan. She stated there must be a public process for any redevelopment or
redesign of Town Square. Town Square only exists because of some hard won
battles. She stated that Town Square should not be swallowed by the
Downtown Plan.

COMMISSIONER PEASE stated Ms. Holmes’s written comments refer to
page 66 speaking to opening Town Square for large events, but she could not
locate that in the text. MS. HOLMES explained that she analyzed the Plan
on the web and the citations may be different. She cited Chapter 8, page 121.
COMMISSIONER PEASE asked what is the typical process for redesigning a
park, would it not be generated by site analysis. She asked if this plan
process 1s appropriate to designate new uses or should the site plan occur
first and feed 1nto the general plan. MR. DAVIS replied that the Downtown
Plan is intended to provide general guidance and the recommendations
related to Town Square are probably related to the overall intent of the Plan
for downtown to become a more convenient venue for large outdoor public
events. These events are considered important for maintaining and
increasing downtown’s position in the public’s eye as a key area for gathering.
The Plan was probably considering Town Square Park as a key venue for
large events today and to improve it to facilitate large events in downtown.
He stated that the Parks Plan revision process is public and large; it has not
yet begun. He presumed the Town Square Park would likely go through a
similar process as Cuddy Midtown Park did recently. COMMISSIONER
PEASE asked if the schematic provided by Ms. Holmes is the design proposed
in the recent bond issue. MS. HOLMES replied in the affirmative.
COMMISSIONER PEASE asked what changes in the southwest corner of
Town Square were of concern to her. MS. HOLMES replied that the maps in
the Downtown Plan note that it is either park property or generic F Street
property that is a pedestrian corridor along F Street connected to the
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convention center. She recalled conditions that the Commission placed on
this corner in 1984 or 1985 regarding access. CHAIR JONES asked that this
be followed up in the Issue-Response Summary.

COMMISSIONER JOSEPHSON asked, assuming that the Municipality is
overstating security concerns, what is wrong with that. MS. HOLMES
thought it was a way to undermine the character of the Park. The references
to increasing visibility involves cutting down the hills, opening up E Street
and moving the stage where vendors have located in order to create a
pedestrian corridor. If the reflecting pool has barriers, it would not be easy to
drain it to put vendors there for various events. There were plans for a
publicly funded ice rink, which will have refrigeration. Many people like to go
to the Park for its intimate character. Some people refer to grand plazas in
Europe, but she thinks maybe this Park is the way the people want it.
COMMISSIONER PEASE felt the Downtown Plan addresses this without
going into details. She saw the reference as improving Town Square to
accommodate more events. She asked if there are references to opening it up
or other recommendations that should be left to a park plan revision. MR.
DAVIS was not aware of these references, but suggested that this be dealt
with in the Issue-Response Summary.

COMMISSIONER PHELPS asked Staff to identify the current management
intent for Town Square Park and then differences between that management
intent and this Plan and, if there are differences, that they be justified.

COMMISSIONER JOSEPHSON asked that Staff supply information on
jurisdictional questions. He understood there was a plan for Town Square
and people need to be vigilant to monitor it and now there is a plan for
downtown redevelopment. He asked whether procedurally this Downtown
Plan must adopt something that has already been finalized.

CHAIR JONES asked if the version of the Downtown Plan supplied to the
Commission is the same as on the Internet, including all appendices. MR.
DAVIS replied in the affirmative.

JOHN BLAINE, resident on Susitna Street, supported the statements made
by Ms. Holmes. He appreciated the concern the Commission has expressed in
terms of being careful in Town Square and to engage whoever is needed to
ensure that decisions are done in concert. He had concern with what 40
condominium units on the south side will do in terms of access to sunlight
from Town Square. He stated he attended some meetings on the Downtown
Plan and he did not remember the differences in the document tonight and
what was seen then, except there was a proposal to open the southeast entry
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into Town Square. It was felt that people on the street could not see into the
Park and that would create visual access and better physical access. He
stated regarding affordable housing downtown that he owns some
condominiums in Knik Arms and if there is a way the Commission can
influence public policy to avoid owner/occupants of these types of units being
driven out by extraordinary maintenance costs, it would be appreciated. His
units are looking at a $1 million replumbing cost. There are many who live in
that development that will be driven out if there is not some way to
ameliorate these enormous maintenance costs.

COMMISSIONER PALMER arrived at 6:56 p.m.

CHAIR JONES explained the latter issue is beyond the scope of the
Commission’s authority. She recommended that Mr. Blaine raise the issue
with the Assembly.

COMMISSIONER PEASE understood that Mr. Blaine approves of the idea of
opening up the southeast corner of Town Square. MR. BLAINE responded in
the affirmative. '

COMMISSIONER FREDRICK referred to page 23 of Appendix A, the
existing conditions analysis regarding solar access, and noted that it says
Town Square Park is currently protected by city-owned air rights for the
properties immediately to the south. He would like more information on this
from Staff in the Issue-Response Summary.

JANA HAYENGA, South Addition resident and owner of two businesses
downtown, stated she serves on the boards of directors for the Anchorage
Downtown Partnership and the Community Development Authority. She was
approached early in the process to discuss downtown’s strengths and
weaknesses and what she would like downtown to be in the future. She
attended community meetings and planning sessions. She supports the Plan
for several reasons. Her shops are located on G Street, which has become
known as an arts district. The retailers on G Street banded together to
promote a unique character for the street. The Downtown Plan specifically
recognizes the importance of such districts in creating neighborhoods of
distinct character, functionality, and a sense of place. This is what
Anchorage needs. As someone who owns retail shops along G Street, she has
worked hard to make her building attractive to pedestrians; she supports the
Plan’s recommendation to create active and inviting ground fleors to entice
pedestrians year round. She supports recommendations to improve
connectivity between the buildings downtown and various attractions. She
stated she 1s asked daily for the location of the Museum, Ship Creek, and the
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Coastal Trail. The Plan recommends an ice-free sidewalk, which she strongly
supports, believing that it will encourage walking activity downtown and
bring more shoppers, Museum attendees, and residents walking to
restaurants after enjoying a performance. The Plan recognizes the unique
culture and history of Anchorage and recommends creating an historic
overlay zone to preserve and enhance downtown’s historic and cultural
resources. Her shop is next to the Fourth Avenue Theater and across from
the Federal Building. She agreed that both of these buildings should be
incorporated into the Plan. Creating an historic overlay zone will ensure that
Anchorage preserves these buildings. She reiterated support for the
Downtown Plan, which is good for downtown businesses and for the potential
walkable city of the future. She supports increased residential density in
downtown. She asked that shadowing effects of taller buildings be considered
as increased density is implemented.

COMMISSIONER FREDRICK asked if Ms. Hayenga, as a downtown
business owner, would be interested in financial participation in heating
sidewalks near her businesses. MS. HAYENGA replied in the affirmative.

The public hearing was closed.

MR. DAVIS indicated that the Commission’s May 14 meeting is intended for
deliberation and action.

COMMISSIONER PHELPS indicated he would provide written comments to
Staff for response in the Issue-Response Summary. CHAIR JONES asked if
there is a deadline for submittal of written comments. MR. DAVIS replied
that in order to provide an Issue-Response Summary timely for the
Commission’s review, a deadline for submittal would be May 1.

COMMISSIONER PEASE indicated she would submit written comments,
but had another question about the parking strategy. There are policies such
as on page 37 to distribute parking structures throughout downtown and
policies for on-street parking on every street. There are also policies that
parking should capture people in vehicles as soon as they enter downtown
and then they would continue on foot. She was not sure whether those might
work against each other; she questioned whether, if there is parking
everywhere, people are in fact encouraged to move their vehicles from
parking space to parking space. She also asked if serious consideration was
given to points raised in earlier meetings on trying to capture commuters to
park on the periphery and then circulate through downtown on the
circulator. She did not see parking lots situated to capture that type of

74



PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING Page 7
April 25, 2007

vehicular travel. She imagined there would need to be price incentives to
park on the periphery.

COMMISSIONER FREDRICK was concerned about C Street being a “moat”
running through the middle of downtown that separates downtown, working
against pedestrian connectivity while there will be a massive and attractive
addition to the Museum that will attract pedestrians. The Plan does not
indicate how it would be more convenient for pedestrians to get from the east
to the west and vice versa of C Street. There is one reference on page 41 of
the Plan that prospective development of the vacant lot next to the National
Park Service building could provide a link between the Museum expansion
and the Fifth Avenue Mall. He envisioned some sort of pedestrian tunnel to
bridge the C Street gap. He asked whether there 1s a vision for addressing
this pedestrian impediment. MR. DAVIS replied that the third bullet in the
second column on page 80 contains a recommendation about improving
certain pedestrian crossings. This Plan focuses on ground-level improvements
to the pedestrian system.

COMMISSIONER PALMER noted that on page 3 of the Staff memorandum
the downtown zoning districts are not included in the Title 21 Rewrite
project. He asked if this area is excluded from any other citywide
requirements, such as signage. He also had concern what studies have been
done to the surrounding areas outside of the business district; if the
assumption is believed that traffic will be pushed to those areas, he wished to
know what would be the traffic impact to those areas. His final concern is
regarding sidewalks. He has lived in many cities and enjoys walking in the
inner city, but Anchorage is a winter city six months of the year and heated
sidewalks would make downtown more walkable. He asked if studies have
been done to show whether increased usability of sidewalks so that people
will use the sidewalks will increase downtown use or would people avoid the
downtown because they cannot park near where they want to shop or
restaurants.

CHAIR JONES indicated she would submit written comments to Mr. Davis,
She encouraged members of the public to submit written comments to Staff.

COMMISSIONER COTTEN asked whether the Commission could assume
that Staff will answer questions posed in written comments that are
submitted. MR. DAVIS replied that Staff intends to respond to all 1ssues and
comments raised in either in writing or verbally. CHAIR JONES understood
that members of the public would also have an opportunity to submit
additional written comments and Staff would respond to those.
COMMISSIONER COTTEN indicated he would be interested in cost figures
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related to heated sidewalks, given the assumption that property owners or
lessees would pay for those improvements.

COMMISSIONER PHELPS assumed that the Issue-Response Summary
would specify any recommended changes in the Plan, if changes were found
to be reasonable. CHAIR JONES replied that has been the tradition and she
would assume it would be done with this Plan. She anticipated that if there
were major changes, those would be clearly delineated vis-a-vis the original
language so the Commission can compare. MR. DAVIS stated that where the
1ssue or comment results in a change in recommendation, that change would
be specified. He noted that there are also errata to the Plan, which the Issue-
Response Summary will contain.

COMMISSIONER PHELPS moved to postpone case 2007-076 to May 14,
2007. COMMISSIONER PEASE seconded.

AYE: Cotten, Pease, Josephson, Jones, Fredrick, Phelps, Palmer
NAY: None

PASSED

H. APPEARANCE REQUESTS — None

1. REPORTS - None

J. COMMISSIONER COMMENTS

COMMISSIONER PEASE thanked Mr. Davis for giving the Commission the
Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan documents early. She also found
them well laid out and easy to follow.

K. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 7:22 p.m.
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RGD 'ect that pernut i1s underway. Staff has found that this a11 CT 1o

NAY None
ABSTAIN: Jong

D

E. UNFINISHED BUSINESS AND ACTIONS ON PUBLIC
HEARINGS (continued)

2. 2007-076 Municipality of Anchorage, Planning
Department. Anchorage Downtown
Comprehensive Plan, March 2007.

CHAIR JONES stated the public hearing is closed in this matter and
the Staff has supplied the Commission with a May 14, 2007 Issue-
Response Summary. She recommended that the Commission convene a
Committee of the Whole.

COMMISSIONER ISHAM moved to convene a Committee of the Whole.
COMMISSIONER PEASE seconded.

AYE: Pease, Josephson, Jones, Isham, Fredrick, Palmer, Wang, Phelps
NAY: None

PASSED

Staff member TOM DAVIS stated the Commission has been supplied
with a packet containing all comments received through the public
hearing process, draft minutes from the April 25 hearing, and the
Issue-Response Summary document responding to comments from the
public, the Commission, the Geotechnical Advisory Commission, and
 Anchorage Historical Preservation Commission. Staff wishes to review
the comments and issues and explain the Department’s response to
each. The Issue-Response Summary is organized by section of the
Downtown Plan with major subtopics within each section. Some issues
were organized by topic. The format first enunciates the issue, followed
by the Department’s response. There were also comments about
technical corrections; the Department will submit an errata sheet to
the Commission as soon as possible. Attached to the Issue-Response
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Summary are several source documents, including the source of the
transportation recommendations, a Transportation Network Analysis
Report by Kittleson & Associates, Inc. Also included 1s a more complete
copy of AO 85-173 that addresses height restrictions in the vicinity of
Town Square Park.

Land Use and Economic Development

MR. DAVIS explained Issue 1 1s a comment and suggestion related to
overarching land use goals on page 41 of the Plan. Several of those
goals relate to encouraging certain types of development and
increasing the intensity of uses. While the Department agrees with the
general intent of the comments, they would be more appropriately
addressed in Chapter 5, Transportation and Circulation. The
Department supports adding a bullet under the first Urban Design
Goal on page 91, “Design roadways to reduce and minimize motor
vehicle traffic impacts on adjoining outdoor and indoor spaces.”

Issue 2 1s a comment by a property owner in a designated Residential
Mixed Use subarea in downtown. The commentator is concerned about
the designation of the area bounded by L Street, I Street and M Street
and 6t and 8th Avenues. They question if this is appropriately
residentially oriented rather than mixed use and suggest that it either
be mixed use or that the defimition be expanded to accommodate
existing commercial uses and allow for future office/commercial
development. The Department explains why this area is appropriately
designated as Residential. The Department suggests adding language
to clearly state that this district “will accommodate existing office uses
and will allow office/mixed-use development at a scale and intensity
that 1s compatible with a residential-oriented district.” The details as
to the size of commercial or size of residential development will be
worked out in the development of the downtown land use code.

Issue 3 speaks to housing feasibility and affordability. The first
question is whether it is feasible to believe that Downtown will see
market rate, affordable housing. The second suggests adding language
to an implementation action to encourage affordable housing
development downtown. The Department believes the conditions will
change in Downtown, in part because of the implementation of the
Downtown Plan. If implemented, the strategies will be more favorable
to housing in downtown.

COMMISSIONER PEASE asked if other cities have requirements for a
percentage of affordable housing in downtown. MR. DAVIS replied
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that some do and some do not; he has seen a requirement that a
percentage of units in a residential development be affordable per the
HUD definition. For instance, Boulder Colorado requires that 20% of
housing units in the central area be affordable. The Anchorage
community is interested in encouraging development of affordable
housing, but that did not elevate to a requirement. On page 43 of the
Plan are the strategies for creating a diverse mix of housing types in
downtown. Therein is a requirement to “Ensure that zoning in
downtown and surrounding neighborhoods facilitates multi-family
residential development as related to zoning,” and another bullet that
states, “Encourage mixed-income housing developments.” These are
broad policy statements that do not specify an implementation action
or a specific zoning provision. COMMISSIONER PEASE asked if any
of the city’s district or neighborhood plans that are underway, such as
Hillside, Midtown, Fairview or Mountain View, are considering a
requirement for affordable housing. MR. NELSON could not respond
with certainty. The Fairview Community Council is sponsoring the
Fairview Neighborhood Plan and it has not been submitted. The
Hillside District Plan is underway. A strong desire was expressed
during public forums for housing in downtown. Page 126 of the Plan
focuses on convening a downtown housing development task force. A
regulatory process to require affordable housing 1s not proposed at this
time.

MR. DAVIS continued his review. Issue 4 speaks to a housing growth
target in downtown of 2,500 total housing units by 2025. The 1ssue was
that this does not appear to be many units. The commentator also
points out that the narrative of the Plan states it is a goal to
accommodate and encourage up to 4,000 housing umts and asks why
that figure is not in the target table. Staff has responded that 2,500 is
a projection only and it does not preclude allowing and encouraging up
to 4,000 housing units. The projection has to relate to how much
housing is anticipated in the Bowl over 20 to 30 years. To reach 2,500
the downtown would have to absorb 10% of the growth in the Bowl in
the next 20 years. Increasing the figure to 4,000 would require
absorbing 15-20% or more of the housing growth for the overall Bowl.
The Department believes 2,500 is an aggressive forecast.

COMMISSIONER PEASE understood that the Plan is projecting a
number, but asked how it is supporting that number. She asked
whether, if other plans seek aggressive residential development, there
will be enough overall growth to sustain all of those projections. She
noted that in Anchorage 2020 there were many town centers and,
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because there was not a focus on a particular number of those, only one
1s coming forward. She wanted some language that says creating a
vibrant urban core will be supported with investment, MR. NELSON
stated Anchorage 2020 did lay out a projection and overall policy for
housing distribution over a 20-year period, based on projections by the
Institute for Social and Economic Research (ISER). Since that time
there have been subsequent projections by ISER that are lower. As
area plans are developed, those more recent projections are being used
as a guide for distribution and targets. It 1s important to recognize that
proportionality of distribution is still being considered. MR, DAVIS
added that as part of the Anchorage Bowl Land Use Plan Map analysis
there has been analysis of what density could be accommodated in the
five sub-areas in Anchorage. The northwest subarea, including
downtown and midtown, clearly had a deficitin capacity. To the extent
downtown and midtown can provide as much housing capacity as
possible, the northwest subarea will reach closer to the goals. From
1998 when the analysis that was used in Anchorage 2020 was done
through 2004, there was a net housing gain of 10 in this area, relative
to a goal of 7,000 to 10,000 units in that area. COMMISSIONER
PEASE understood there are lower projected growth rates citywide
and midtown and downtown are being coordinated, but 1t sounds as if
it will be difficult for northwest to meet its projected housing growth.
She asked if there should not be a statement that this is where the
urban core 1s being developed and growth in other areas will have to be
reconsidered. MR. NELSON stated that everything possible is being
done to ensure there is infrastructure to support housing development,
but ultimately the degree to which this area can support housing will
be based on market conditions, economic opportunities, and local
cultural values. A shift is beginning toward a demand for housing in
urban core areas. There will be factors beyond a local ability to control.
Whether or not these objectives are achieved, efforts will be made to
control things that can be controlled locally.

CHAIR JONES remarked that in downtown there are small lots, so
property will have to be replatted in order to accommodate higher
density development. Many of the drivers for this development are
market forces. MR. NELSON stated that a catalyst is needed to
generate the first mixed use development that includes housing.

COMMISSIONER PEASE asked whether it 1s possible to not
encourage housing in other areas in order to achieve housing in
downtown.
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MR. DAVIS next reviewed Issue 5. He stated this comment refers to
Anchorage 2020, which includes a stated a goal for major employment
centers, including downtown. The commentator noticed there are no
thresholds for employees per acre in the Downtown Plan. The
Department does not object to a target employment density threshold
for the core, but recommends stating the threshold more as a goal than
a requirement. A density of 50 employees or more per acre is an
appropriate goal. This goal is not appropriate for DT-2 or DT-3. A
major goal of this plan is to concentrate most development in DT-1.

Issue 6 1s various comments regarding page 44 of the Downtown Plan,
which is a set of strategies to encourage employment density in the
downtown core, specifically related to locating governmental offices.
The first comment asks why federal and state offices are not specified
in the second bullet, 1n addition to municipal offices. The Department
suggests focusing on municipal offices and instead clarifying that
federal and state government levels are priorities in the previous
bullet. Another comment was to more strongly state that government
offices will be required to locate downtown. The Department suggests
this be left as a policy statement.

Issue 7 1s a question that was answered.

Issue 8 suggests that the Plan consider a goal for major banks to move
from midtown to downtown. Planning feels it is premature to target a
specific employment sector. There 1s an implementation action that
calls for a group to identify target sectors.

Issue 9 suggests that the eight targeted land uses on page 29 of the
Plan be amended to add Roads and Parking in order to be aware of
surface area used for parking. The Department suggests not
addressing parking and roads in this way, but rather to include this
information in Appendix A or Chapter 2. CHAIR JONES believed that
parking is a recruitment target. She note that as a patron of the arts
there are times she does not attend events because parking is so
inconvenient. Parking is also a target for people who work and who
shop downtown. MR. DAVIS stated if the Commission feels parking
should be added as a target use, Staff would suggest using the term
“Transportation Facility” and also include intermodal transit, transit
centers, and structure parking. COMMISSIONER PEASE took more of
Mr. Davis’s perspective on this 1ssue. She stated she raised the 1ssue in
her comments because parking is a use and a measure of the
compactness of development. She favored the suggestion of making
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this an awareness measure. COMMISSIONER JOSEPHSON stated
that one of the main 1deas in the Plan is to have more retail on ground
floors, so with that and heated sidewalks, people will not mind more
peripheral parking; people in Seattle do not object to walking
downtown because 1t 1s interesting.

MR. DAVIS continued his review. Issue 10 speaks to the fact that
much of the focus of economic development incentives are on parking
and there 1s little about transit, such as encouraging employers to take
part in alternative transportation programs. The Department
acknowledges this and suggests adding language that provides a
balance: “Reduce parking demand through transit services, programs,
incentives and amenities recommended in this plan.”

[ssue 11 speaks to_éxpedited permitting. The Plan was not changed in
response to this comment.

Issue 12 suggests an additional strategy to attract the arts. The
Department agrees there could be a strategy regarding encouraging
businesses to grow, whether they are art studios or galleries.

Issue 13 addresses a question why there is an arts district corridor
along First Avenue as there are others along G Street and in Mountain
View. This reference reflects the Alaska Railroad master
redevelopment plan for Ship Creek.

[ssue 14 asks about Catalytic Site #1, which includes the Transit
Center, a food market, and an arts and cultural center at the current
location of the Post Office Mall. The question was whether this might
take away from other cultural centers in downtown and elsewhere. The
Department response 1s that this type of arts and cultural center will
not compete with others. This center would catalyze other centers.

Issue 15 is a question that was answered and also a suggestion to
change the criteria for other opportunity sites. Staff may need
clarification on the suggestion or its purpose. COMMISSIONER
PEASE clarified that there are not many spaces that qualify as totally
natural environments downtown. MR. DAVIS stated that Staff then
concurs with the suggestion.

Issue 16 deals with parks and open space. There is an observation that
the parks and open space goals on page 41 of the Plan and the
strategies on 66 of the Plan do not clearly state that existing parks will



PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING Page 17
May 14, 2007

be supplemented. The Plan does recommend dramatic increases in
density and residential activity in downtown. The Department
concurred with the suggestion that the goal statements “maintain and
enhance open space” include the word “supplement.”

Issue 17 suggests that the Heritage Land Bank be named as a specific
implementer to add to open spaces. The Department feels this is
premature as the policies and strategies are intended as such and
generally do not name the implementers, which occurs in Chapter 8.
LU-12 recommends a parks and open space plan for downtown.
Through that process Parks and others would identify those entities
that could help secure more open space for downtown.

Issue 18 asks why there is a recommendation for a Parks and
Recreation Advisory Committee for downtown only rather than just for
a Parks and Open Space Plan with the Parks & Recreation
Commission functioning as an advisory board. The Parks Department
explains that the idea behind the Advisory Committee stems from the
2006 Bowl Parks Plan. COMMISSIONER PEASE supported the Staff
finding. She noted that in the past some groups have assembled and
developed lists of park projects and those lists have become lost. She
thinks that this advisory committee would be a good use of citizen time
that will help the Parks Department.

Issue 19 relates to the Delaney Park. The Department documents that
the public participation process for Delaney has occurred.

Issue 20 relates to changes in Town Square Park. The first comment is
whether it is appropriate for the Park to be a venue for large events
and whether it is appropriate to make changes for visibility and
connectivity. The second issue was jurisdiction, particularly the
relationship between the overall Downtown Plan and site planning for
parks. The third issue was concerns about adeguate public process.
The Department notes that the Downtown Plan does not suggest major
changes to how the Park is managed today. Town Square is already
operated as a large venue and it 1s seen that way in the Parks Plan.
COMMISSIONER JOSEPHSON understood there is a constituency
that believes the Park does not need improvement. He understood that
the Department is aware of that constituency and is sensitive to it.

COMMISSIONER PHELPS thought it would be necessary or
appropriate to define the current functions and roles of the Town
Square Park in the Downtown Plan. In his review of this section of the
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Plan it appeared that a major change was envisioned, but Staff
indicates that is not the case. MR. DAVIS thought it may be a good
idea to add information on the function of parks per the Park Plan.

CHAIR JONES stated a recent joint briefing was given to the Planning
and Zoning Commission and the Urban Design Commission regarding
the F Street Corridor project. The proposed plans and the various
phases were reviewed. At that session, she asked specifically regarding
any proposed changes related to Town Square Park and it was
confirmed that anything associated with that Park would undergo a
public process. She felt it was important and helpful for decision-
makers to have the stated function and purpose of the Park in writing.

MR. DAVIS continued with his review. Issues 21 and 22 were
questions and the Department provided answers. Issue 21 speaks to
the ownership of F Street at the south entrance to the Performing Arts
Center. Issue 22 regards air rights and solar access to Town Square
Park. AQ 85-173 establishes air rights to the south of the Town Square
Park, affecting three blocks. Height limitations range from 85 feet to
200 feet, depending on the location of development. On page 104, the
Plan provides adequate, overarching general policy guidance about
protecting sunlight access to the Park and other sensitive locations.

COMMISSIONER PHELPS felt this is a significant issue. He felt it
was useful to refer to the AO. He recommended an informational
statement to this effect. MR. NELSON expressed agreement with this
suggestion.

Issue 23 refers to the establishment of an Historic Preservation
Commission; this has already occurred.

Issue 24 regards the Historic Overlay Zone. Page 68 of the Plan is a
map showing conceptual boundaries for this zone, The Department
recommends removing the conceptual boundaries from the map
because it is premature to suggest those boundaries. The Department
further suggests moving language away from specifically
recommending the Zone and instead suggests that the Commission be
engaged in the development of an Historic Preservation Plan for
downtown.

COMMISSIONER JOSEPHSON thought that this type of designation
is important to tourists and he would hate to see it drift. MR. DAVIS
explained the intent is to give back-up for the designation of historic
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preservation and then provide a more comprehensive range of
strategies in a plan. COMMISSIONER PHELPS was glad to see the
changes Staff proposes. He had concerns with the specificity of the
Overlay Zone. He asked that Staff consider the language that
recommends a plan and whether they would prefer to recommend
developing strategies. MR. NELSON stated that the issue is allowing
the Historic Preservation Commission to do further research into this
issue and make specific recommendations. COMMISSIONER PHELPS
stated if the recommendation is that the Commission develops a plan,
the language is correct, but if the intent is that they develop strategies,
that does not have the same standing as a plan.

CHAIR JONES asked who has made the designation of historic sites
shown on page 68 of the Plan. MR. NELSON replied that in the 1980s
an active Historic Preservation Commission nominated a number of
sites. The State Historic Preservation Office is also active. There 1s an
intention to become eligible to receive federal financial aid by virtue of
an Historic Preservation Plan and a Commission administering that
plan. An inventory was also done in the 1980s and there is an
intention to update that list. COMMISSIONER PHELPS noted that
the Department of Natural Resources, Office of History and
Archaeology has a list of historic structures in downtown. It 1s
confidential, but could be reviewed.

MR. DAVIS continued his review. [ssue 25 deals with seismically
induced ground failure. The Geotechnical Advisory Commission found
the basis for the Zones 4 and 5 to be insufficiently summarized in
Appendix A. The Geotechnical Advisory Commission recommended a
clearer and better presentation of the historical and technical basis for
the delineation of those zones, as well as a discussion of the current
restrictions in the building code for construction in these zones. Staff
concurred.

Issue 26 gets to the Geotechnical Advisory Commission’s comments
how seismically induced ground failure 1s addressed in the Downtown
Plan. They are concerned that some of the land use districts and
recommendations for height, intensity and density appear to be
inconsistent with known geohazards in Zones #4 and #5, as well as
current building code. They suggest including clarification along with
development specifications for these districts. The Geotechnical
Advisory Commission also suggests a statement on page 47 preceding
language on development specifications to the effect that certain
proposed uses or intensities may be more restricted or not allowed
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within seismically induced ground failure Zones #4 and 35 subject to a
community risk assessment. Commissioner Phelps asked if it is
premature to recommend a Seismic Overlay Zone when the seismic
community risk assessment is not completed. The Department
responds that language would be clarified on page 41 in the seismic
hazards goal, and on page 47, 48, 49 and 50 to add references to
seismic hazards in the development specifications for the DT-1, DT-2,
and DT-3 districts.

The Department also recommends specific changes to Chapter 6, pages
112 and 113 to Chapter 4 and includes an explanatory narrative. The
Department further recommends deleting the Seismic Overlay Zone
and instead developing an interim zone that is informational in
nature.

COMMISSIONER PHELPS thanked Staff for reviewing this issue
comprehensively. His question on the community risk assessment is
that he presumes it will establish acceptable levels of risk in the
downtown area and, as a result, the appropriate land uses in the
downtown area. He also presumed it would generate design changes
and other land use regulatory changes. He strongly recommended
using the term “descriptive ground failure zone.” MR. NELSON
concurred with these suggestions. He stated the risk assessment study
will include building design criteria and identify certain uses that the
public feels are inappropriate for location in high risk zones.

CHAIR JONES remarked that most of the areas in Zones #4 and #5
are already developed. Whatever strategies are developed with regard
to new construction will apply in limited instances. She raised the
question how, if at all, the Municipality might plan to address major
renovations to existing buildings.

Transportation Circulation

Issue 27 suggests that the overarching goal related to transportation
and circulation mention walking as a primary mode. Staff concurs with
the suggestion that Goal 4 include mention of the intention to
encourage pedestrian circulation as a primary mode of travel.

Issue 28 suggests clarifying or correcting misleading statements about
impacts of regional projects, including the Freeway-to-Freeway project
and the Knik Arm Crossing to more clearly state that the Knik Arm
Crossing is not necessarily going to have a positive impact on
downtown. Staff agrees that this needs to be rephrased and clarified.
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New language is suggested. COMMISSIONER PEASE thought that
inserting the phrase “negatively impacting” would clarify and
suggested including why this is the case. Through traffic, truck traffic,
and high speed traffic are negative because: they interfere with local
access, which is desirous in residential areas; they interrupt
compatibility between transportation and land use; and they
negatively affect the pedestrian use of the streetscape. MR. NELSON
had no ohjection to expanding on this topic. COMMISSIONER
PHELPS felt the existing language does not properly convey the
distribution of benefits and detriments; language regarding the Knik
Arm Crossing is too positively stated and should be more neutral. He
also felt that there should be mention that the Knik Arm Crossing
connection is an integral part of the Freeway-to-Freeway connection; 1t
might be best characterized as an integrated transportation system
involving the Freeway-to-Freeway connection and the Knik Arm
Crossing.

Issue 29 regarding providing a network of streets generated no change
to the Plan.

Issue 30 and Issue 31 question the analytical basis for street
conversions and concerns with the change from a 5th/6th to a 3rd/4th
couplet. In response, the Department has provided the Kittleson &
Associates Transportation Network Analysis as Attachment C. The
Department suggests that it be included in Appendix A. page 76 of the
Plan contains some discussion of the basis for these suggested changes,
but language could be added to that page summarizing some of the
benefits of the Kittleson recommendations, including improvements to
vehicle circulation, improved transit access and circulation, minimum
impacts to regional through traffic contingent on the Freeway-to-
Freeway connection, and improving land use-transportation
compatibility.

Issue 32 speaks to the extension of the eastbound us lane on 314
Avenue. This is supported by the Traffic Department and 1s a
recommendation by Public Transportation to expand an eastbound
tour bus lane on 3" Avenue between F and E Streets up to C Street.
CHAIR JONES noted that the trucks with luggage from the tour
companies park on 34 Avenue. She asked where those buses would
park when transit buses use that lane. MR. NELSON replied that
current operations would continue. Kittleson staff worked with
municipal staff, the Hilton Hotel, and tour bus companies and looked
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at a full range of alternatives. He clarified the number and direction of
travel and parking lanes on the streets.

Issue 33 is a question regarding which side of the street would have
on-street parking in a 9th Avenue conversion to three lanes with on-
street parking. The Plan does not get to that level of specificity.

Issue 34 recommends adding a section in the Downtown Plan to
1dentify street typologies. This is included in Appendix C, the
Downtown Core Street Streetscape Plan. The LRTP developed the
concept of street typologies, one of which is mixed use. Appendix C
identified most of the streets downtown as mixed-use streets.

COMMISSIONER PHELPS noted there 1s no back up for these
recommendations, which Mr. Davis indicates are from the consultant.
He thought the Plan should describe that background, which is a fairly
sophisticated transportation modeling effort. MR. DAVIS felt this
could be included on page 76.

Issue 35 was a question regarding bulb-outs that was answered.

Issue 36 suggests amending language regarding pedestrian circulation
impacts of major couplets. Planning concurred with a minor wording
change to page 72.

Issue 37 deals with crossing of major couplets including C Street and a
suggestion that the Plan provide some direction regarding pedestrian
crossing of C Street between the Museum and the downtown core.

Issue 38 regards traffic signal speed. The Plan recommends a
maximum speed of 20 mph and the commentators noted that is a
specific number to recommend. Staff responds that number should be
expressed as a range of 20 mph or less, per the Kittleson Report. They
believe that this speed slows traffic, but will not decrease capacity.
This is under discussion with the Traffic Department. MR. NELSON
noted that the Freeway-to-Freeway project will reduce much of the
through traffic. CHAIR JONES asked if Kittleson looked at the impact
of reduced speeds on air quality. MR. DAVIS did not believe so. CHAIR
JONES asked where traffic flow would improve in downtown with the
Freeway-to-Freeway. MR. NELSON replied that it would initially
improve west of Gambell Street and west of C Street.
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COMMISSIONER PHELPS presumed that the recommendation for 20
mph is not time certain. He tended to agree with the Department’s
assessment regarding capacity, but is concerned with signal timing. He
suggested there be more discussion that this is meant to be an
operational recommendation that should occur prior to the
improvements Mr. Nelson is describing. If the speed change is related
to operational improvements, those improvements should be specified.
COMMISSIONER WANG thought 20 mph 1s very slow. He did not
have the sense that traffic is currently moving slowly.

MR. DAVIS continued with his review. Issue 39 and Issue 40 deal with
a downtown bus circulator and the transit center location. The
overriding concerns are with moving the transit center from its current
central location to a peripheral location, thereby increasing walking
distances to the core and possibly reducing the likelihood that people
will use transit. There were also concerns whether it 1s presumptuous
to specify a site before more general transit studies have been done.
the Public Transportation Department commented that they intend to
do a site selection analysis for locating a downtown transit station. The
recommendation was based on Kittleson’s work, which envisioned a
doubling of ridership and frequency of buses in downtown through the
20-year period. A facility with larger capacity than the current facility
would be needed with off-street loading and unloading to improve the
efficiency of the buses and traffic. Catalytic Site #1 1is one that would
strongly increase the efficiencies of transit operations downtown. For
example, Bus 75 currently loops a 20-block round trip, whereas a
location on the periphery could reduce the loop from 15-18 blocks.
Locating a transit core on the edge of downtown with strong
connections into the downtown core is a strong model in Europe. It is
typical in northern European cities for the transit center to be located
near the regional rail entry into downtown with a strong pedestrian
connection into the core. The Plan recommends only that Catalytic Site
#1 be considered. Using the lot to the east of the current center for an
off-street loading and unloading area 1s not conducive to the type of
development desired in the core.

COMMISSIONER JOSEPHSON was not sure the northern European
cities model 1s totally analogous to Anchorage because often people are
traveling by train in Europe. Although the Commission is against
adding the Knik Arm Crossing to the LRTP, if it happens, it might be
sensible to move the transit center closer to the location of the former
Holiday Inn because it 1s closer to the Knik Arm Crossing. MR. DAVIS
stated Staff 1s recommending efficiencies in bus services, focusing on
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the current local routes. Assuming there is a circulator bus route, a lot
of time would be saved for the routes from the south.
COMMISSIONER JOSEPHSON felt a sophisticated escalator system
would be needed to transport people up the hill to 4th Avenue. MR,
DAVIS indicated this language could be added. MR. NELSON stated
there is not disagreement with this, but it is a long process to look at a
facility at Catalytic Site #1. This site would not be optimal until the
westbound couplet converts from 5th Avenue to 3'4 Avenue. The Public
Transportation Department has concern that most of the ridership
comes from the Conoco Phillips area near the current center. Because
of the outstanding questions, the Department is not making a final site
selection recommendation.

COMMISSIONER PHELPS stated he uses the bus often and he does
not share the opinions of Staff about the new transit center location
being more efficient. His concern is that if the downtown center and
the efficiency of the transit center are affected, a site feasibility study
is needed only after Public Transportation conducts a route study; a
systems analysis should precede a recommendation for a site. He
would also be more comfortable if Public Transportation fully endorsed
this concept.

CHAIR JONES stated circulator buses can be beneficial, dependent on
timing and where they stop.

[ssue 41 is a question regarding transit oriented development around
the transit center, which 1s answered.

[ssue 42 is a suggestion for site criteria for a transit center to include
pedestrian connections to the Alaska Railroad facility and the
downtown bus transit circulator. Planning concurred with this
suggestion,

Issue 43 is a wording change from “possibly” to “ideally” when
speaking about serving commuters from the Mat-Su Valley. There
were also language changes regarding whether or not the transit
center should serve regional bus services.

Issue 44 to improve transit service levels was raised by several
individuals. The Downtown Plan does not seem to aggressively
promote increases in transit levels areawide or provide performance
targets as to what percentage of trips into downtown should be
accommodated by transit. The Department’s response is based on the
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LRTP; the Downtown Plan takes place in the context of the LRTP
policies to double the level of service in terms of reducing headways
from 30 to 15 minutes on the 7 major bus routes into downtown by
2025. Public Transportation research and experience demonstrates
that 15-minute headway frequency is the threshold where ridership
increases. The concept of identifying the percentage of trips into
downtown that are transit is not within the scope of the analysis.
COMMISSIONER PEASE encouraged establishing a percentage
target.

Issue 45 regards several comments recommending a non-stop transit
route to the Alaska Native Medical Center (ANMC) when others are
not highlighted. He thought that through the public process it was
demonstrated that many out of town visitors are from rural Alaska
and many visitors travel to the ANMC. COMMISSIONER PEASE
suggested that perhaps more stops be added rather than singling out
one subgroup for express service. She suggested including reference to
the U-Med District. -

Issue 46 recommends a citywide parking policy. One strategy would be
metered parking in downtown. The Department responds that the
municipal parking policy is in Title 21. This year the public hearing
draft of Title 21 standards for off-street parking will try to reduce
parking requirements in midtown, providing more alternatives, and
establishing some parking maximums. This should substantially
decrease the differences in terms of how Title 21 addresses parking in
downtown versus midtown.

Issue 47 regards parking supply. The Department concurs that there is
a conflict between the policy on page 85 that “parking garages should
be well distributed and more conveniently located throughout
downtown” and the following bullet to “locate public parking at the
periphery.” The Department suggests de-emphasizing the first bullet.
CHAIR JONES asked how to address people who cannot walk long
distances. MR. DAVIS stated the Department suggests connecting the
garages with the downtown bus circulator with a stronger pedestrian
network downtown. CHAIR JONES suggested also looking at the
pricing in garages, noting that the typical entrant into the job market
cannot afford parking in a parking garage. MR. DAVIS noted that
there is also a comment on inefficiencies in the current parking system
and the comment suggests additional factors such as convenient
location and that the price is too expensive for many downtown
workers. Staff concurred that these factors could be added to the list of
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factors at the beginning of the chapter and on pages 84 and 85. He
stated he would speak with the Community Development Authority
and Anchorage Parking Authority to further address this. There is also
a suggestion for wayfinding and real-time information on available
parking.

Issue 48 is a concern about on-street parking and that the emphasis be
changed because it promotes more acreage for surface parking. Staff
understands the concern about the vagueness of the strategy, but the
overall policy in favor of on-street parking is supported by best
practices. COMMISSIONER PEASE asked if there is any fear that
when there is a choice between widening a sidewalk or maintaining on-
street parking, the latter will prevail. MR. NELSON stated this is a
challenge, but in the Department’s judgment both are important. On-
street parking is important to the economic viability of downtown.

| Urban Design J
Issue 49 regards the Design for Density goal. The Department concurs
with a recommendation to add a bullet under the Urban Design Goal
for Density on page 91 to “Provide access to open space and sunlight
and preserve views of the natural setting.”

Issue 50 suggests adding a bullet to page 91, the Urban Design Goal to
Design for the Northern Climate to, “Evaluate the heat-generating
effect of the building, and use design materials to capture or to reduce
the heat effect as seasonally needed.” The Department feels this is
more appropriately addressed within the chapter and not as an
overarching goal for downtown. The Department would want to see
more evidence and clarification on what is being proposed.

Issue 51 regards environmental sustainability goals and strategies.
The suggestion is that the Downtown Plan address the topic of climate
change with policies to reduce contribution to global warming as well
as cope with it. There are five specific recommendations in this regard.
The Department agrees that this is an appropriate and relevant issue
to address in the growth and development policies for the community.
The Department does not recommend including a new goal in the
Environmental Sustainability Goals and Strategies. Sustainability 1s
an areawide community concern that should be addressed at an
areawide level.

Issue 52 regards a heated (ice-free) sidewalk system. The Department
agrees with adding a new bullet to that effect to page 98. There is also
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a question whether the heated sidewalk system is feasible or if it is
premature to recommend a heated sidewalk system before a feasibility
study is conducted. Staff believes the first bullet on page 98 can be
clearer and responds to this concern by changing the language of the
bullet to more clearly state that the Heated Sidewalk Master Plan
address refinement of the heated sidewalk priorities and a cost
feasibility implementation study. Heated sidewalks are one of two
most popular recommendations, along with providing more housing.
Some heated sidewalks are being funded, but cost feasibility 1s
recognized as an issue.

Issue 53 regards lighting and energy efficiency. The Department
concurs with adding a bullet that the use of light-colored and reflective
building materials on facades to reduce the need for intense lighting.
There was also a suggestion that white light is not energy efficient and
that was addressed through background information.

Issue 54 regards wind protection. Suggestions were made to add
bullets addressing wind shelter under the pedestrian shelter section on
page 101. Staff concurred with these suggestions. There was also a
suggestion to add a design guideline on page 104 to require evaluation
of wind effects.

Issue 55 regards E Street removable bollards. This i1s a minor
suggestion and it is being addressed through the E Street project.

Issue 56 regards adequate building setbacks. The language was
leaving room for interpretation that a narrow sidewalk width was
encouraged. The Department suggests a wording change to clarify that
sidewalk widths should be adequate and enhanced.

Issue 57 regards appearance, form and function of rooftops 1n building
massing. The suggestion is to add a bullet to the design guidelines or
add a new Design Section regarding the importance of rooftops. The
Department concurs and suggests amending the Building Massing
section by adding a bullet regarding rooftops and the importance of
their design relative to the skyline.

Issue 58 regards sunlight access protection. There were a variety of
comments regarding adequacy of sunlight access in downtown. This is
an extremely important issue for downtown that revolves around the
density needed and preservation of sunlight. Several changes were
recommended, but the Department believes that the massing and
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stepping guideline on page 103 and sunlight access guideline on page
104 adequately address the issue.

Issue 59 regards the goal on page 108 of accommodating parking
requirements within structures and questioning how feasible is the
recommendation to build underground structures. That almost implied
that all downtown parking is to be supplied in structures. The
Department attempted to clarify that the intent is to promote the use
of structured parking to accommodate needed parking spaces.

Issue 60 is a concern about allowing underground parking garages to
extend above ground when placed under residential uses. The
Department responded with a line item change. It is a best planning
practice to raise the first floor of ground level residential units several
feet above ground, if only for privacy purposes.

I Implementation

Issue 61 regards the ability of the Municipality to implement the
Downtown Plan. The issue is whether the Municipality is committed to
carrying out the action items in Chapter 8. The comment is that if the
Municipality is not committed or 1s not sure i1t has the resources to
carry out an action, the Plan should not recommend it.
COMMISSIONER JOSEPHSON thought that since thisis a
comprehensive plan, even if this goal is not followed through, it might
be cited as an authority in the future and can be used to defeat
arguments in the same way Anchorage 2020 does. MR. DAVIS noted
that this plan is an element of Anchorage 2020, once adopted. MR.
NELSON stated the Downtown Plan expresses goals and aspirations
and, in some respects, may go beyond what is reasonably feasible as
far as articulating the vision. There has been a concerted attempt to
identify those things that are tangible, achievable, and that would be
beneficial to reaching the vision. The Implementation chapter
attempts to place a time frame and general indication of cost involved
in the implementation measures.

MR. DAVIS stated the Department’s response to Issue 61 is to add a
line item. COMMISSIONER PHELPS explained the reason for his
comment was to establish an overall management responsibility. He
noted that a single department has not been identified for overall
implementation of the Plan. There is a diffused set of responsibilities
among various agencies, but a single agency is not identified for
making it all work together. COMMISSIONER PEASE concurred with
this comment that citing responsibility gives more assurance to
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implementation. MR. NELSON responded that this problem has
existed throughout his experience with the Municipality; that is, the
Planning Department has not had overall lead responsibility for plans
because 1t is not an operational department. He viewed the responsible
parties as the executive level of the Municipality. He felt this comment
would be better made to the Assembly or the Mayor’s Office.
COMMISSIONER PHELPS remained concerned about the feasibility
of Plan recommendations when an entity is not assigned responsibility.
He hoped some attempt would be made to identify organizational
responsibility before the Plan is approved.

Issue 62 regards overall management of the implementation process
has been addressed.

Issue 63 regarding downtown exemptions from Title 21 is
informational only

Issue 64 regarding Title 21 bonus system 1is informational only

CHAIR JONES complimented Mr. Davis for his hard work on the I/R.

COMMISSIONER ISHAM moved to adjourn the Committee of the Whole.
COMMISSIONER WANG seconded.

AYE: Pease, Josephson, Jones, Isham, Fredrick, Palmer, Wang, Phelps
NAY: None

PASSED

MR. NELSON suggested that on June 4 Commissioners identify the issues
with which they disagree and take action on issues with which there 1s
agreement with Staff. CHAIR JONES anticipated that on June 4 the
Commission would convene a Commaittee of the Whole and reach consensus
on large blocks of the proposals in the Downtown Plan.

COMMISSIONER PHELPS stated he would be in Barrow on June 4 and
asked if action could be taken on June 11. MR. NELSON felt it was

important that the Commissioners participate, so if June 11 is more
practical, Staff would not object. COMMISSIONER PEASE indicated she also
would be absent June 4, COMMISSIONER ISHAM indicated he may be

absent on June 11.
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COMMISSIONER ISHAM moved to postpone case 2007-076 to June 11,
2007. COMMISSIONER JOSEPHSON seconded.

AYE: Pease, Josephson, Jones, isham, Fredrick, Palmer, Wang, Phelps
NAY: None

PASSED
REPORTS

CHAIR J®RES anncunced a meeting with the Director on Thugg#y, May 17,
2007. MR. NEMRON noted that a memorandum clarifying ge€rorage 2020
Policy #14 dealing W& retention of residential lands j#® distributed this
evening and will be disc™sged at the Director’s mge®ing. The Midtown
District Plan is also on the aPwgda. CHAIR J@NES asked that there be
discussion of a request the Comnmglog#s received for a letter of support for
the F Street project and that the gp#i™fge received on the subject be
forwarded to the full Commiggi¥n. '

J. COMMISSINER COMMENTS
K. ADJSOURNMENT

e meeting was adjourned at 10:55 p.m.
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ANnendment
AYW, Cotten, Pease, Josephson, Fredrick
NAY:NYang, Phelps, Jones

FAILED
Main Motion

AYE: Cotten, PeasW\Josephson, Jones, Fredrick, Wang, Phelps 4 |
NAY: None g

PASSED _
COMMISSIONER PEASE moveN hat the Planningfand Zoning Commission
srant approval of the Public ReviewNy ognchorage Pedestrian Plan

March 2007 with the suggested chang@wpropg#ed by Staff numbered 1-49
and the revisions and additions agreed tN#he Committee of the Whole.
COMMISSIONER WANG seconded.

COMMISSIONER PEASE noted t#S Plan was ca¥gd for in Anchorage 2020
and is a critical piece of planningfto move the city inNge direction that
comprehensive plan intendedgfhat it go, which is a moypedestrian friendly
city with reduced dependepffe on vehicles. In addition, thé%g has been much
discussion in recent yeayf of the benefits of pedestrian and b¥g travel. This
lays out, in addition j#fscoring procedures, design criteria that Sgn now
become part of thegfandard practice as subdivisions are laid out My streets
are upgraded. Tfs benefits all of the city, including some of the
disadvantageffareas where transportation by vehicle is a struggle.

AYE: ten, Pease, Josephson, Jones, Fredrick, Wang, Phelps
NAY#Mone

PASSED

2. 2007-076 Municipality of Anchorage, Planning
Department. Anchorage Downtown
Comprehensive Plan, March 2007

CHAIR JONES noted that the Commission has completed its work as
a Committee of the Whole and is working this evening at somewhat of
a disadvantage as Tom Davis, the Staff member who has been primary
on this task, was unable to attend due to a medical problem.
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Staff member TOM NELSON explained that before the body is the
public hearing draft of the Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan
dated March 2007, as well as the Anchorage Core Streets Streetscape
Plan and the Issue-Response Summary prepared by Staff in response
to the comments of the Commission and public dated May 14, 2007.
The Commission reviewed the Issue-Response Summary as a
Committee of the Whole and, as a result of that discussion, the
Department prepared an addendum dated June 11, 2007. There was
an outstanding concern with Issue 20 regarding Town Square Park.
After further consideration, the Commission was given an email from
Tom Davis on modification of the language. He stated the Staff has
attempted to be responsive to the Commission’s and the public’s
comments. He offered to respond to any further questions.

COMMISSIONER PHELPS stated that one of his principal concerns is
the relocation of the transit facility, specifically that it is based upon a
comprehensive transit analysis. He believed the response was that the
Long-Range Transportation Plan contains a transit component and it
envisions a doubling of trips in the downtown area. Therefore, the
question is not “if” but “when” the transit center will be necessary and
where it will be located. MR. NELSON stated this is correct.

COMMISSIONER PEASE asked for comment on Dianne Holmes’s
question regarding the utility easement in relation to Town Square
Park. MR. NELSON replied that he was not sure of the answer to this
question, but was also not sure it was necessary to address this in
relation to the Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan. 1t 1s
important to recognize that the only recommendation for additional
improvements in Town Square Park is maintenance of existing
facilities. Any change to the use or design of the Park would go
through a separate public planning process.

COMMISSIONER JOSEPHSON thought there could be an issue in
terms of the public’s sense of needing to be vigilant and aware of any
changes to the Town Square Park. MR. NELSON agreed there was an
extensive process involved in the design of the Town Square Park in
the 1980s. There may be a need for a public process to review the Park
to see whether there are appropriate changes. In this Plan the
importance of the Park is acknowledged, but no changes are being
made. COMMISSIONER JOSEPHSON noted that often the fact that
there could be a change causes distress.
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COMMISSICNER PHELPS moved for approval of the Anchorage Downtown

Comprehensive Plan Public Hearing Draft dated March 2007 as modified by

Issue-Response Summary of May 7, 2007 and the I[ssue-Response Addendum
of June 11, 2007. COMMISSIONER JOSEPHSON seconded.

MR. NELSON clarified that the motion should include the Downtown Core
Streets Streetscape Plan as an addendum to the Anchorage Downtown
Comprehensive Plan.

COMMISSIONER PHELPS amended his motion to include adoption of the
Downtown Core Streets Streetscape Plan. COMMISSIONER JOSEPHSON
agreed as the gecond.

COMMISSIONER PHELPS supported his motion, finding that the
comprehensive plan for downtown needs to be revised. The original Central
Business District Plan was developed in the mid-1980s. Circumstances have
changed since that time and in response the Municipality became engaged
inside a planning process that was detailed and thorough, and that involved
extensive public participation. As a result of analyses there is a firm basis for
the recommendations contained in the Anchorage Downtown Comprehenstive
Plan and the Downtown Core Streets Streetscape Plan. He noted that in this
process of review, the review before this body has been thorough. In his
review of the Issue-Response documents, all of the issues raised by the
Commission were dealt with and the recommendations he saw for changes in
the Issue-Response documents made sense to him and he supports them. He
felt it was important that the Municipality and this body adopt this plan as a
guide for growth in the downtown area, recognizing that there was a
thorough and dynamic public process involved. With the adoption of this
plan, there should be adequate guidance for the development of this area.

COMMISSIONER PEASE felt Staff has been thorough and thoughtful in
responding to the Commission’s comments and questions and in the language
proposed for change. She was somewhat unsure about the total traffic growth
resulting from the intensified development in downtown, as well as from the
potential Knik Arm Bridge traffic. On the whole, she felt this was a bold plan
that makes important changes that allow downtown to move into a vibrant,
compact, pedestrian friendly, urban center. She felt that the implementation
of the Plan would make downtown a magnet and she was excited about the
direction the Plan provides.
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AYE: Cotten, Pease, Josephson, Jones, Fredrick, Wang, Phelps
NAY: None

PASSED

COMMISSIONER PHELPS moved regarding Issue 20 Town Square Park, to
accept the Department’s latest modification contained in the June 8, 2007
email from Tom Davis to the Commission to revise the second paragraph of
the narrative sidebar to delete the second paragraph and change the third to
state “The Downtown Plan recommends consideration of improvements to
Town Square Park that can support and enhance these functions. The
Downtown Plan also recommends that an overall parks and open space plan
be developed for Downtown. That process will identify long term future open

space needs and enhancements in Downtown. Any proposed improvements or
changes to the design of Town Square Park beyond the repair or replacement
of existing elements will undergo a separate site-specific park master plan
process that includes the public’s involvement as well as approval by the

Parks and Recreation Commission and Planning and Zoning Commission.
COMMISSIONER COTTEN seconded.

COMMISSIONER PHELPS felt Town Square Park is a special area. There
have been discussions about and conflicts over this area for the past 20 years
of which he was aware. Many, including he, were concerned that the Plan
was providing a direction for the Park, which is a concern because of the high
level of community involvement in the Park. He was glad to see the language
proposed that although some changes may be proposed to the Park, there
would be a separate site-specific park plan that includes public involvement
and approval of the Parks and Recreation Commission and the Planning and
Zoning Commaission.

AYE: Cotten, Pease, Josephson, Jones, Fredrick, Wang, Phelps
NAY: None

PASSED

COMMISSIONER PHELPS thanked the Staff for their work on the Issue-
Response document and the fact they gave the Commission’s and the public’s
comments due consideration and offered revisions, as appropriate.

CHAIR JONES asked that Mr. Nelson extend the Commission’s thanks to
Mr. Davis.

100



Attachment C

Planning Staff Report

P/C Case 2007-076
April 25, 2007

101



G. 1.

Municipality of Anchorage

MEMORANDUM

DATE: April 25, 2007
TO: Planning and Zoning Commission

THRU: /\ Tom Nelson, Director
Planning Department

THRU: athy Hammond, Planning Supervisor
Physical Planning Division

FROM: /(V Tom Davis, Senior Planner
Physical Planning Division

SUBJECT: Case 2007-076, Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan

The Planning and Zoning Commission is being asked to review and make a
recommendation to the Anchorage Assembly on the Anchorage Downtown
Comprehensive Plan (hereinafter the Downtown Plan). The Downtown Plan (previously
conveyed to the Planning and Zoning Commission members) is a complete revision to
the 1985 comprehensive development plan for Anchorage’s central business district
(CBD).

This memorandum provides the project background and an overview of the Downtown
Plan document, explains its relationship to the Anchorage 2020 / Anchorage Bowl
Comprehensive Plan and the Title 21 Rewrite, discusses several ottstanding issues to
be addressed, and summarizes the Commission review process. -

Relationship tq the Comprehensive Plan

The Downtown Plan is one of the first neighborhood or district plans recommended in
the Anchorage 2020 / Anchorage Bowi Comprehensive Plan (Anchorage 2020) to arrive
at the Planning and Zoning Commission for review and approval. Neighborhood or
district plans are identified as a key implementation strategy of Anchorage 2020. Each
neighborhood or district plan is intended to be adopted as an official element of the
Comprehensive Plan and supplement it with customized guidance for growth and
development in specific areas of town. Other area-specific plans are currently
underway in Midtown, Fairview, Mountain View, and the Hillside.

The Downtown Plan is specifically identified as an essential implementation strategy for
policies 10, 18, 19, and 23 of Anchorage 2020. Anchorage 2020 policies for Downtown
are discussed on page 4 of the Downtown Plan.
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Project Background Summary

The current Anchorage CBD Comprehensive Development Plan was adopted in 1983.
Based on conditions and growth projections of its era, it provided guidance for new
investment in the 1980s and a substantive modification to the CBD land use regulations
that are still in effect today.

The new Downtown Plan comes in recognition that the Municipality's current plan and
development regulations for Downtown are in need of updating in order to effectively
facilitate new growth. Anchorage has changed profoundly since 1983 and so have the
market trends that affect Downtown. [n addition, the Anchorage 2020 / Anchorage Bowl
Comprehensive Plan, adopted in 2001, set new policy directions for future growth and
development. Anchorage 2020 recommends that a greater share of future growth occur
as redevelopment within existing city centers. Finally, Anchorage’s central business
district has entered a new generation of public improvements, and this public
commitment to invest in Downtown presented a timely opportunity for revitalizing and
attracting new private investments.

In 2005, the Municipality retained a multidisciplinary consulting team to develop a new
plan and development regulations for the central business district. The project was led
by consultants from Moore lacofano Goltsman, Inc. (MIG). They were assisted by a
team of local and national consuitants including Robert Odland Consulting, Land Design
North, RIM Architects, Northern Economics, Kittelson & Associates, Shannon & Wilson,
inc., and Economic and Planning Systems (EPS). In addition, MAKERS Architecture +
Urban Design of Seattle, Washington, developed a streetscape improvements plan for
the Downtown core. The consulting team provided a wide range of expertise and
experience in downtown planning and development.

Under guidance from a local project management group and project advisory group
composed of community leaders and municipal agencies, the consulting team created a
process and a draft plan document that was directly responsive to the policies of
Anchorage 2020, conditions and trends in the marketplace, and the input of
stakeholders and other community participants. Widely recognized for facilitating highly
collaborative public processes, the MIG team did an excellent job in garnering the
participation, advice, and support from an extensive range of stakeholders. A synopsis
of the public process is provided on pages 2 and 3 of the Downtown Plan.

Downtown Plan Overview

The purpose of the Downtown Plan is to guide future growth and development in the
Downtown and encourage its revitalization into a vibrant, mixed-use northern city
center. The Plan first establishes a Vision Statement and six Overarching Goals (pages
25-27). To achieve these goals, it recommends a three-tiered strategic framework of
(1) future land uses and districts, (2) catalytic development projects and opportunities,
and (3) supporting strategies. The supporting strategies include market-based
development incentives, transportation and circulation plans, urban design guidelines,
and programmatic strategies. Two fold-out diagrams illustrate this strategy framework
and its geographic relationships appear on pages 29 and 33 respectively.
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The remainder of the document elaborates on this strategy framework in four major
chapters: land use and economic development, transportation and circulation, urban
design, and program strategies. In particular, the new Downtown districts proposed on
pages 47-50 of Chapter 4 and the Urban Design Guidelines on pages 92-112 of
Chapter 6 are intended to guide the intensity and character of future development. The
plan concludes with an implementation chapter and action chart.

Throughout, the Downtown Plan emphasizes concentration of resources available for
investment, coordination of land uses, and linkages between key facilities and catalytic
projects—so that new investment and activities are coordinated to achieve their highest
impact and stimulate additional development.

Three appendices accompany the public hearing draft. Appendix A, Phase One Report:
Existing Conditions Analysis, and Appendix B, Downtown Anchorage Development
Feasibifity Assessment, provide information and analysis regarding existing conditions.

Appendix C, Anchorage Downtown Core Streets Streetscape Plan is a policy document
intended to supplement the Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan. It illustrates in
greater detail how streets in the core should be upgraded to enhance pedestrian activity
and support economic development. '

Downtown Land Use Code Revision

The primary regulatory instrument affecting Downtown is Title 21, the municipal land
use code. The revision of Title 21 has been underway for several years. The three
Downtown zoning districts were not included in the Title 21 Rewrite project. Instead, the
Downtown land use code revision has been integrated into the Downtown Plan process
in recognition of Downtown’s unique characteristics and to provide a closer link between
policy and impiementation.

Therefore, the Downtown Plan will be accompanied by an evaluation and revision of the
central business district land use code. The new code will provide new development
standards and use districts in concert with the Downtown Plan. It is intended to be
consistent and compatible with the format for the Title 21 Rewrite. Currently, a
proposed regulatory structure for Downtown is under development by Robert Odland
Consulting; and a public process to establish a new Downtown code will occur after
adoption of the Downtown Plan.

Qutstanding Issues to Be Addressed

At the conclusion of the planning process culminating in the public hearing draft, several
outstanding issues emerged which the draft Downtown Plan has yet to address. These
issues follow and are for consideration by the community and Commission:

1. Extension of the eastbound bus lane proposed in the Plan for Third
Avenue. It is recommended that the Commission consider the extension of the
eastbound bus lane proposed for Third Avenue from F to E Street to F to C
Street. Chapter 5 Transportation and Circulation recommends the overall
conversion of most of Third Avenue to one-way westbound traffic. As part of this, 104
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it supports and illustrates an eastbound lane on the north side of the Hiiton Hotel
between F and E Streets to accommodate tour bus loading and unloading (page
87). As proposed, this configuration would require departing tour buses to turn
right on E Street (contingent on the recommendation to convert part of E Street
to two-way traffic).

Extension of the proposed eastbound bus lane further east to C Street could
provide a more efficient circulation route for departing tour buses. It could also
minimize unnecessary traffic conflicts in Downtown'’s core pedestrian area south
on E Street. Such an extension would need to resolve potential traffic conflicts
with a new bus transit center proposed in the plan (pages 52, 53, and 82). While
the Downtown Plan should provide policy guidance regarding the extension of
the proposed eastbound bus lane, specific traffic engineering issues can be
resolved through the Third Avenue One-Way Traffic and Pedestrian Safety
Implementation Plan which is proposed on page 78.

2. Identification of street typologies in the Downtown Plan. During the latter
part of the planning process, it became apparent that the Downtown Plan shouid
probably identify a hierarchy of street typologies in the Downtown. Appendix C,
Downtown Core Streets Streetscape Plan on pages 25-30 recommends using
the street typologies from Anchorage’s Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP)
to help guide the design and implementation of streetscape improvements in the
Downtown core.

Anchorage’s street typology classification system was established by the LRTP
in 2005. Functional classifications for streets have historically been based on the
movement of motor vehicles. The LRTP recognized the need for a more
balanced street classification system that relates to adjacent land uses and other
transportation types. The LRTP identified several street typologies which
prioritize various design elements (e.g., sidewalks, on-street parking, transit
facilities, and lane widths) by looking at factors related to adjacent land uses,
intensity, and urban design. These typologies include, for example, a mixed-use
street. The LRTP recommends that a determination of applicable street typology
be established through municipal planning prior to future individual street
improvement projects.

A street typology system could also be important to the implementation of the
Downtown Plan's proposed new districts and urban design guidelines. The new
development standards for Downtown are recommended to be a “form-based”
development code. A form-based code relates the form and orientation of
buildings to the type of street. For example, it would encourage a building on a
designated pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use street to have a relatively strong
relationship to the street, with setbacks no wider than necessary to
accommodate the pedestrian space and with entrances, windows, and active
ground-floor uses along the public sidewalk.

105



Planning and Zoning Commission

Case 2007-076: Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan
April 25, 2007

Page 5 0of 6

A street typology system for Downtown can build on the Downtown Core Streets
Streetscape Plan and relate to other recommended strategies in the draft
Downtown Plan. The following typologies are suggested for consideration by the
Commission:

a. Mixed-use street. The Downtown Core Streets Streetscape Plan concludes
that most streets in Downtown tend to fit the LRTP description for mixed-use
streets. Mixed-use streets are located in areas characterized by a mix of
high-intensity commercial, retail, and residential areas with substantial
pedestrian activities. Mixed-use streets emphasize pedestrian, bicycle, and
transit improvements and frequently provide on-street parking and wider
sidewalks, depending on the street’s functional designation and the intensity
of abutting land uses.

b. Pedestrian-oriented street: As the Downtown Core Streets Sfreetscape
Plan suggests on page 26, the mixed-use typology can be further refined to
reflect the unique character of certain downtown streets. “Pedestrian-oriented
Street” is essentially a sub-typology of mixed-use street emphasizing areas of
highest pedestrian use.

c. Residential-oriented street: The Residential-oriented Street is based on the
LRTP Residential Streets typology and follows on the Downtown Plan’s
proposed residential-oriented sub-districts and urban design guidelines.

The Planning Department will provide further discussion of the outstanding issues to be
addressed during the April 25 worksession presentation to the Planning and Zoning
Commission and an issue/response paper to be provided during the Commission’s
review process.

Commission Review and Approval Process

The public hearing draft of the Downtown Plan was released on March 23, 2007. It was
distributed to community councils, agencies and other interested parties for review and
comment. Public hearing draft comments received to date are included in this packet.

The Planning and Zoning Commission is scheduled to hear public comment on the draft
Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan in a special meeting on April 25. The draft
Downtown Plan will be presented to the Commission that same evening at the
worksession held prior to the public hearing.

Following the April 25 public hearing, Planning staff will prepare an issue/response
paper to address the outstanding issues of concern from the draft plan, other comments
received, and concerns identified during the public hearing. The Planning and Zoning
Commission will receive the issue/response prior to its deliberations and action on the
Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan.

The Commission is tentatively scheduled to deliberate the Downtown Plan at its regular
meeting on May 14. Following action, the Commission’s recommendations will be
forwarded to the Assembly for consideration in that body's deliberations.
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Planning and Zoning Commission

Case 2007-076: Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan
April 25, 2007

Page 6 of 6

The Urban Design Commission (UDC) is also being asked to review and comment to
the Assembly, specifically on Chapter 8: Urban Design Goals and Guidelines, as well as
Appendix C: Downtown Core Streets Streetscape Plan. UDC deliberations are
scheduled to occur in mid to late May.

The recommendations of the Planning and Zoning Commission and the urban design
comments of the UDC will be forwarded to the Assembly for consideration in that body's
deliberations and final action.

Department Recommendation

Upon resolution of the outstanding issues outlined above, the Planning Department
recommends approval of the Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan and its
supplementary Downtown Core Streets Streetscape Plan.

Attachment: Comments Received
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MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE e 4 J

(g
PARKS & RECREATION DEPARTMENT ﬁ%f}
MEMORANDUM A veope
DATE: April 17, 2007
TO: Planning Department
Physical Planning Division
FROM: Parks and Recreation Department

SUBJECT: Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan Public Hearing Draft
Case No. 2007-076

The Parks and Recreation Department supports the concepts of the Downtown Plan and generally concurs
with the strategies and recommendations in particular regarding parks, open space, and pedestrian
circulation and amenities.

It will be necessary to identify Operation and Maintenance funding sources to maintain the increased
infrastructure as projects are completed.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft plan.

P&Z 041507 Dnt Comp Pindoc
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From: Staff, Alton R.

Sent: Tuesday, April 17, 2007 5:36 PM
To: Downtown Plan
Cc: Bergt, Randy; Karcz, Jody M.; Schmidt, James W.
Subject: Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan Commenis
i
Anchorage

antown Comprehen:

Alton R. Staff

Planning Manager

Public Transportation Department
3650A East Tudor Road
Anchorage, AK 99507
907-343-8230

- Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan Public Hearing Draft Comments

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Downtown Comprehensive Plan,
Planning and Zoning Case 2007-076.

The general emphasis of the plan for pedestrian safety and comfort is desirable for
Transit customers and encourages bus ridership. Increasing the bus service is of course
desirable.

Page #36. Transit Stations - states that two options are under consideration. People
Mover plans to have a site selection analysis conducted for a downtown transit station.
There may be more than two options for a transit center in the downtown area. It is noted
that the suggested Transit Station on 3" and E Street is outside of the high pedestrian
activity area noted in Diagram 4.1 of Appendix A.

Page #72. Connectivity and Accessibility, bullet #4 States: There is a lack of integration
between the Transit Center, bus system and parking lots. As our Transit Center is on the
ground floor of a parking garage I am not sure what this statement refers to.

Page #83. Initiate a downtown circulator to provide direct access throughout the core on
aregular basis. To provide the five (5) minute headway recommended would require
perhaps 3 buses. All of our buses are dedicated to existing service during peak periods.
As referenced in the plan, funding for such increased transit would have to be established.

Page #83. Coordinate transit services and amenities. I like a lot of the pro transit
recommendations but the fifth bullet calls for establishing a non-stop express transit route
that connects the Alaska Native Medical Center to downtown. People Mover aiready has
considerable fixed route service to ANMC and the U-Med Area. I question why a
specific dedicated route to ANMC is singled out over a dedicated route to perhaps
Providence or Alaska Regional Hospital. This would again be a funding and resource
question. :
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APR-19-2007 THU 10:20 AM TRUST LAND OFFIGE FAX NO. 1 907 269 8805 P, 02

April 19,2007

- The [RUST
i Tom Nt Lanp Ormce

Municipality of Anchorage
P.O, Box 196650
Anchorage, AK 99519

RE: Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan Strategies & Guidelines
Dear Mr., Nelson:

The Trust Land Office manages Alaska Mental Health Trust Lands on behalf of the Alaska Mental Health
Trust Authority (Trust). As you know, the Trust owns five lots in the Downtown Anchorage area between
T and 8% Avenues on L Street. Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments on the Anchorage
Downtown Comprehensive Plan as an update to our comments of May 18, 2006, We support the
Municipality’s implementation of the Anchorage 2020 Comprehensive Plan, particularly in Downtown
through the current plenning effort.

The Park Strip North district of the Downtown Plan contains the Trust’s’s property and is au appropriate
designation for the first block north of 9" Avenue, but the area bounded by 6™ and 8" Avenues and I and M
Streets would be more appropriately contained in a different sub-district. The area is currently somewhat
transitional between an existing mixed-use area of office and residential, with a majority of the uses in
office. The Plan needs to acknowledge the current uses and the potential for landowners to redevelop their
occupied and unoccupied sites in uses that ave not strictly residential. The area would be more
appropriately included in the Downtown Mixed-use: Legal/Office sub-district due to the proliferation of
law offices and the similarity in distribution of office and residential uses. The Trust Land Office therefore
respectfully request that the area encompassing the Trust’s parcels be redesignated in the Downtown
Mixed-use: Legal/Office sub-district. If redesignation is not an option for the MOA at this time, then the
Trust Land Office requests that the definition of the Park Strip North district be expanded to allow at a
minimum, office space in a mixed-use format,

Thank you for your time and consideration of our comments. Please feel free to contact me at 269-8421 or
alisons@dnr.state.ak.us if you have any questions.

Alison L:
Senior Resource Manager

cc! wendy Woolf, Aoting Executive DHeector
Jeff Jessce, Chief Executlve Officer, Trust Authority

L)
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MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE

Development Services Department

Right of Way Division
MEMORANDUM
DATE:  April 17,2007 | | RECENED
TO: . Planning Department, Zoning and Platting Division CAPR 17 2007
THRU:  Jack L. Frost, Jr., Right of Way Supervisor < Mdﬂ,ﬁ::.‘j.‘:ﬂ:‘;ga%
FROM ' Lynn McGese, Senibr Plan Reviewer &i
SUBJ: Request for Comments on Planning and Zoning Commission case(s) for April 25,

2007.
Right of Way has reviewed the following case(s) due April 17, 2007.

07-076  Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan, grids 1229, 1230, 1231, 1329, 1330 &
- 1331 '
(Public Hearing)
Right of Way Division has no comments at this time.
Review time 15 minutes,

v
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Aﬂachment D

Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan

March 2007 Public Hearing Draft
with Appendices A-C

Appendix A: Phase One Report, Exiting Conditions Analysis
Appendix B: Development Feasibility Study
Appendix C: Downtown Core Streets Streetscape Plan

These documents are provided under separate cover to the
Assembly.

These documents are online at:
http://www.muni.org/planning/CBD_CompPlanPHD_Mar07.cfm
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owhere clse in Alaska is there an urban center that compares to Downtown
Anchoragc. With a strong economic base, cultural and historical attractions, natural beauty,
and diverse recreational opportunities, Downtown Anchorage has long been considered
Alaskd’s civic and culeural destination.

In the first decade of the 21st Century, Downtown Anchorage is at an important crossroads.
Construction of the new convention center, expansion of the museum, plus many park and
roadway improvements represent the highest level of public investment in the Downtown
core in more than twenty years. Thus, now is the time to provide new direction and design
standards to guide new growth and transform the city center into a vital, dynamic urban

environment with a thriving economy.

Despite these assers, Downtown

will only reach its full potential with
a strategic planning approach ro

fully take advantage of this unique
time in its history. The Downtown
Comprehensive Plan provides a
strategic framework to guide the
futurc development of Downtown.
It outlines a vision for a vibrant
Northern city center that serves all of
Alaska and welcomes the world—an
active, walkable, mixed-use cultural
and economic urban hub that is an
exciting and livable place for residents,
workers and visitors alike.

Central to achieving thar vision is
focusing and concentrating limited
resources, Land uses must be
coordinated to achieve cheir highest
impact; key facilities and amenities
must be strongly linked through
streetscape enhancements and good
building design; catalytic projects must
be developed in the right locations ro
stimulate additional development; and
public improvements must be phased
properly so thar, when integrared with
new development, they create a real
sense of place and vitality.

The Anchorage Downtown
Comptehensive Plan, coupled with
the companion Downtown Land
Use Code document, provides the
blueprint for achieving success in the
coming years.
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INTRODUCTION

THE DOWNTOWN PLAN
PROCESS

The Anchorage Downrown
Comprehensive Plan process began in
August 2005 with the goal of creating
a visionary—yet realistic, strategic
and action-orfented—plan to guide
Downtown’s future, Drawing upon
extensive community resources,
municipal staff time and energy

and consultant team expertise,

the planning process was highly
collaborative and participatory.

The process included over G0
meetings, including three major
public meetings; small group

sessions with an extensive range of
stakeholders and community leaders;
and regular meetings with che citizen-
based Downtown Advisory Group,
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Mayor, Assembly, Urban Design
Commission; Planning and Zoning
Commission, and Geotechnical
Advisory Commission to guide

the plan elements. All of these
groups and hundreds of community
members were Important resources in
crafting and refining the Downtown
Comprehensive Plan.

The planning process was led by the
Municipality'’s Planning Department
and the Moore lacofano Goltsman,
Ine. (MIG) consultant team. The
MIG team was comprised of local
and national planners, engineers and
economists, including Robert Cdland
Consulting, Land Design Norch, RIM
Architects, Northern Economics,
Kittelson 8¢ Associates, Shannon

& Wilson, Inc. and Economic and
Planning Systems. The Client team




was comprised of the Municipality of
Anchorage's Planning, Economic and
Community Development, Parks and
Recreation, Project Management and
Engineering and Traffic deparrments;
Anchorage Downtown Partnetship;
Anchorage Parking Authority; and
Sheila Selkregg and Assocates.

Throughout the process, the
consultant team and Planning staff
engaged the community ar large and
worked side by side with stakeholders,
community members and city officials
10 creare a comprehensive plan that
everyone can embrace.

The process began with a three-day
planning session in August 2005,
during which time the team met with
stakeholders, toured the Downtown
area, and met with the Mayor and
Assembly members,

Following the initial kickoff session,
consultants pursued the existing
conditions and site analysis, In
October 2003, the team reviewed
their progress, met with additional
stakeholders and introduced the
process to the community at large.
The Mayor, Assembly members and

the Downtown Advisory Group (made
up of a diverse group of Downtown
stakeholders) convened to identify
Downrown’s strengths, weaknesses
and key opportunities. More than
100 citizens attended the first major
public workshop to help identify

and articulate community members'
visions and goals for Downtown,

Four other intensive planning sessions
took place to develop alternative

plans and strategies for Downtown;
refine a concept plan and preferred
strategies; draft design guidelines;

and present the draft Downrown

land use and development code, In
Match 2006 more than 90 people
participated in the second community
wide workshop. In May 2006,
additional large work sessions were
held that focused on review of and
feedback on the plan and its emerging
components.

The plan’s inclusiveness~—and the
importance placed on hearing all
voices and worldng to build consensus
and alignment—will help ensure
suceess during implementation of the
plan.

INTRODUCTION
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INTRODUCTION

The new Dena’lna Clvic and Conventlen
Center Is one of many profects that will
have a big Impact on Downtown’s econamy
and overal| fevels of activity.

RELATIONSHIP TO
EXISTING PLANS AND
POLICIES

Projects such as a new Dena'ina Civic
and Convention Center, expansion
of the Anchorage Museum of History
and Art, and transformarion of E
Streec into an active, pedestrian
oriented corridor are just a few of the
ongoing plans that will enhance the
Downtown environment and attract
more people to experience its historic
and cultural resources.

A major goal of the Downtown
Comprehensive Plan is to provide
straregle direction for development
and growth, while embracing livabilicy
and a sense of place. In doing so, the
planning process coordinated with

all major ongoing projects and plans,
‘The team worked ro fully integrate
these initiatives, with the goal of
collectively strengthening Downtown
Anchorage and firmly positioning it as
Alaska’s civic, cultural and economic
heart.

The Anchorage 2020 Plan

The Municipality Initiated a series of
planning efforts to provide the city,
and the Downrown specifically, with

a clear directlon to strengthen its
standing as a regional destination. The
Anchorage Bowl 2020 Comprehensive
Plan (The Anchorage 2020 Plan)

and the Downtown Development
Framework were developed through
these efforts. The Anchorage 2020

4 anchorage dovmtown comprehensive plan

Plan is the adopted policy framework
for guiding growth and development
within the Anchorage Bowl. The
Anchorage 2020 Plan outlines policies
thar are designed to shape Downtown
into a vibrant northern city center,
Three Anchorage 2020 Plan policies
and their supporting scrategies

focus on Downtown and have been
incorporared in this plan:

Anchorage 2020 Policy #18:

Strengthen the Central Business
Districr’s role as the regional center
for commerce, services, finance, arts
and culture, government offices, and
medium- to high-density residential
development.

Anchorage 2020 Policy #19:

Locate municipal, state and federal
administrative offices in the Central
Business District,

Anchorage 2020 Policy #23:

Downtown is a designated major
employment center,

These policles call for a year-round
walkable, urban serring with accractive
and diverse housing, retail, cuftural
facilities, art, open space and business
development,

Togecdher with the Downtown
Development Framework, the
Anchorage 2020 Plan sets the stage
for the Downtown Comprehensive
Plan and Downtown land use code.
These documents further articulate



the vision for Downtown Anchorage
and identify how Downtown should
best enhance its civic, cultural and
natural resources through coordinated
guidelines and regulations for land
use, zoning, economic development
and design.

Titie 21

The primary regulatory instrument
affecting the Downtown area of
Anchorage is Title 21 Land Use
Planning of the Anchorage Municipal
Code (Title 21). Although many
sections of Title 21 are applicable to
the Downtown, the principal sections
are those that address the three central
business zoning districes: B-2A,
B-2B, and B-2C, Diaft revisions

of all portions of Title 21 except for
these three zonlng districts have been
prepared as part of a separate project
and, ar the time of the development
of this plan, are undergoing
continued revision for public review.
A major implementation strategy
recomnmended in the Anchorage 2020
Plan was the revision of Title 21, The
three Downtown zoning districts were
not a part of the initial revision of
Title 21 because municlpal officials
believed they should be integrated
into the Downtown Comprehensive
Plan project to provide a closer link
between policy and implementation.
Therefore, an additional document
entitled Downtown land use code
accompanies this plan and addresses
the zoning districts within the
Downtown area.

Downtown Market Study

In the fall of 2005, the Municipality
and the Anchorage Downtown
Pastnership hired a marketing

and branding firm o conduct

a Downrown Marler Seudy to
derermine the best approach for
attracting future visitors and residents
1o Downtown Anchorage, The
imperus for this study was the fact
that although Ancherage draws more
visitors than any other city in Alaska,
most visitors make only a brief stop
in Anchorage and spend mote time in
other parts of Alaska.

‘The study analyzed whar the
community, visitor and business
perceptions of Downtown Anchorage
are taday; what visitors are looking
for when they visit Downtown
Anchorage; and whezre these visitors
are coming from. To gauge the
perceptions of local residents, the
study also analyzed who currently lives
in Downtown; which segments of
Anchorage’s population would like to
live Downtown; and which activities
cuerencly ateract locals to the city
center. The recommendations of this
study support the goals identified in
the Downtown Comprehensive Plan
to continue to embrace the artraction
of Downtown for all users,

INTRODUCTION

Anchorage 2020/Anchorage Bow!

Comprehensive Plan

anchorage downtown comprehensive plan
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INTRODUCTION

Numerous references and links to Anchor-
age's history are found throughout Down-
town, such as this monument overlooking
Ship Creek paying tribute to the historic
“Tent Clty” (above). Plcturesque Ship Creek
(balow) is a source of livellhood and central
gatherfng space for the city’s fishermen
and outdoor recreationallists, as weli as
tourists.

HISTORY AND REGIONAL
CONTEXT

Anchorage has a rich history serving
as the stare’s transportation and
trading hub. The area surrounding
Ship Creek, just north of what

is considered Downtown today,
became a tempotary tent camp when
construction of the Alaska Railroad
began. In 1915, this “Tent City” was
relocated to a permanent town site

on the refatively flar plain above the
south side of Ship Creek and in 1920,
the new town became incorporated

as the City of Anchorage. Growing
from these early roots, Anchorage now
comprises a metropelitan area of more
than 270,000 people spread out across
the Anchorage Bowl and in smaller
communities along Knik Arm and
Turnagain Arm,

6- anchorage downtown comprehensive plan
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Unlilee most urban environments,
Downtown Anchorage is surrounded
by stunning views and connections ro
regional open space. It s also home
to some of the reglon’s most popular
cultural and enterrainmene facilities
and annual events. The historic
character of Downtown reminds
sesidents and visitors of the diverse
culture and rich history of the city,

Downtown Anchorage truly serves

as the heast of the region. Its diverse
population, services and amenlties
continue to attract Alaskans and
visitors from all over the wotld, The
planning of Downtown must take
this regional context and significance
into account, coordinaring with the
interests of the entire Anchorage Bowl
to best meer the needs of all.
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owntown Anchorage is
at an exciting time in jts history. Not
since the major public improvements
of the Project 80’s era has the clry
core seen such activity and interest,
Througheur the Dewntown Study
Area, housing opportunities, civic
enhancements, open space and
recreational improvements are shaping
it into a destination for Anchorage
residents and visitors alike.

To fully understand the current
state of Downtown, the consulrant
team conducted an analysis of the
area’s existing conditions. The
analysis helped the planning team o
understand the city center’s serengths
and weaknesses; derermine what
current Jand use and development
trends are beginning to take shape;
understand how to best reconcile
incongruent development and
infragrructure; and identify what
enhancements will have the most
significant pesitive impact on
Downtown for years to came.

This chaprer first identifies the most
noteworthy assets and the critical
challenges that must be acknowledged
as the plan moves forward, It then
provides a snapshot of the Downtown
market analysis, which outlines who
is living, working and shopping in
Downtown Anchorage today and
where marker opportunities exist for
furure development of various land
uses,

More specific descriptions of existing
land use, transportation, and urban
design conditions are located in the
beginning of Chapters 4, 5 and 6,
respectively.

A derailed existing conditions analysis
of the following focus areas appears in
Appendix A (Anchorage Downtown

Comprehensive Plan Existing
Conditions Analysis):

* Natural, Culeural and Social

* Land Use and Development

* Utrban Design

* 'Transportation and Circulation
* Seismic

* Economic

* Regulatory Framework

enchorage downtown comprehensive plan
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DOWNTOWN ANCHORAGE IN 2006

The popiilation of Downtawn Ancharage is
growing, especially among peaple between
the ages of 35 and 54.

MARKET ANALYSIS

The overall Anchorage marker is
strong. Porty four percent of che srate’s
residents live in the merropolitan area.
Anchorage is a smrewide distribution
center and reglonal hub. More than
80 percent of the Municipalitys
residents live in the Anchiorage Bowl.
Downtown is the heart of civic and
public activity and a major center of
shopping and office employment.
Downtown is also the regional center
for civic and culeural activitles, retail,
and government employment. The
Anchiorage Museum History and Art,
Performing Arts Center, Town Square
Parlc, Bgan Convention Center,
Visitois Information Center, Weekend
Market, shopfront retail, two major
departmenc srores and Fifth Avenue
Mall, and major hotels and restaurants
all coneribute ro Downtown's vitaliry.

The industrial activities at the Alaslca
Railroad Cotpordrion headquartess,
rail yard and Port of Anchorage
notth of the Downtown core are vital
transportation and commerce links in
the regional and stace economy.

In addition, Downtown serves

as an employment center with a ,
concentratlon of local, state, and

federal offices and financial, legal,
and architectural and engineering
professional service offices.

Finally, Downtown is a popular
degtination for visitors and
conventioneers, particularly in the
summer,

14 horage d
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Demographic Overview
Anchorage reflects three population
trends that will be powerful influences
nationwide in the future;

* Growing number of young, diverse
minority residents

* Large number of affluent baby
boomers near retirement

* Growing elderly population

These trends, coupled with other

economie indicacors, provide

information about future market

potential for housing, services and

facilities. The following pages provide

an overview of these trends.

Population Growth

The Municipality of Anchorage
grew to more than 277,000 people
in 2004, comprising more than 44
percent of Alaskas total population.
Over 225,000 people reside in the
Anchorage Bowl.,

Beeween 1990 and 2000, the
Anchorage Bowl population grew

by 1.6 percent annually, for an
additional 31,560 residents berween
1990 and 2000. During the same
period, the Downtown Study Areds
resident population grew at a faster
rate than the Bowl overall, increasing
by 6.2 percent annually, adding 648

residents.

The rable of Population and Growth
Projections on the following

page presents population growth
projections for the Municipallty of
Anchorage, the Anchorage Bowl



and the Downrown Study Area. The
Downtown study area is expected

to add around 2800 new residents,
growing by 3.8 percent annually,
while the Anchorage Bow! is projected
to grow by 1.1 percent annually for
an additional 50,000 residents. The
overall Municipalicy is projected to
grow by 1.3 percent annuaily and add
over 90,000 residents berween 2002
and 2025,

Age

Age distribution provides further
details abont population composition,
and gives an indication of whether
the population of a community is
generally young or old and growing
or declining. In contrast to the other
study areas, growth occurred for all
ape cohorts in the Downeown study
area between 1990 and 2000, The
age group that experienced the fastest
growth was persons ages 35 through
54. This age group grew by 5.5
percent annually between 1990 and
2000,

DOWNTOWN ANCHORAGE IN 2006

Race/Ethnicity

Anchorage is an increasingly culturally
diverse city, The Anchorage School
Districe has identified mote than 90
languages and dialects spoken by its

“student population. Racial and ethnic

minorities are the fastest growing
population groups in the Municipality
of Anchorage. Racial/ethnic groups
comprise about 28 percent of

the Anchorage Bowl's population
(Municipality of Anchotage, 2002).
Alaska Natives and American Indians
make up the largest minority,
comprlsing over seven percent of

the Municipality of Anchorage’s
population,

The Downtown study area has an

even higher percentage of minority
residents than the Anchorage Bowl in
general. In 2000, about 37 percent of
the people living in the Downtown
Study Area were minorities. Almost 22
percent of the population was Alaska
Narive or American Indian, and about
10 percent of the population was
African American,

Population Growth Projections 2002 to 2025

- 2002 2025 Annual percent
change
Munlcipatity of An- | 268,900 |361,100 |13
chorage
Anchorage Bowl 236,130 285,500 1.1

ern Economics, Inc., 2005.

Source: Municlpality of Anchorage Transportation Planning Divislon, 2004, and  North-
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DOWNTOWN ANCHORAGE IN 2006

Employment Trends

While the Downtown area is an
employment center for residents
throughout the Municipality, lshor
force participation of residents in the
study area declined becween 2000
and 1990. In 1990, abour 56 percent
of Downtown residents 16 years and
clder particlpated in che labor force;

by 2000 [abor force participation had

fallen o 45 percent. By contrast, 74
percent of persons 16 years and older
living in the greater Municipality of

Anchorage were in the labor force.

In contrast to the larger areas of the
Municipality of Anchorage including
the Anchorage Bowl, the Downtown
Study Area experienced an increase in
Its unemployment rate for residents
between 1990 and 2000, The
unemployment race In the Downtown
study area increased rapidly between
1990 and 2000, climbing from

11 percent in 1990 to 35 percent

in 2000. In the Municipality of

Employment in Downtown Anchorage:
Number of Employees by Sector

Services (Except Health) 7,488
Government 5,664
Retall 1,687
Mining 865
Fire 850
Heaith Services 589
Wholesale 472
Construction - 338

| Transportation, Communications & Utilities | 300
Manufacturing 207
School 131
University 64
Total Employees 18,455

area for this plan.

Based on employment data from the Alaska Department of Labor for the fourth quarter
of 2002, Note that boundaries for this data are close but do not match the exact study

plan



Anchorage, the unemployment rate
fell slightly from 7.0 percent in 1990
10 6.8 percent in 2000, while the
unemployment rate in the Anchorage
Bowl fell from 7.3 percent in 1990 o
7.0 percent in 2000,

The table on the opposite page,
Employment in Downtown
Anchorage, illustrares that the city
center employed more than 18,455
people as of 2002, This plan intends to
make the Downtown a more atrractive
and affordable area for workers to live
close to their jobs. Downtown ateracts
more retired people in comparison to
other areas of the Anchorage bowl,
and thus, a significant portion of
Downtown residents will not need
access to employment. Rather, they
will likely need improved access to
services.

DOWNTOWN ANCHORAGE IN 2006

Market Potential

The economic ability for Downtown
to increase housing densities, services
and amenities and employment
opportunities forms the basis

for mixed-use development to
encourage walking and public transit
usage. Crearing such an Integrated
environment will lead toward success
in Downtown, as well as positively
impact Anchorage’s long-term
economic virality and quality of life.

Based on predicted population and
employment growth, Downtown
Anchorage should be prepared ro

add to its existing mix of restdential,
retail, office, hotel and land uses in the
coming years.

Sections on the following pages
describe the current state of supply
and demand for each land use.

These conditions guided the plan’
projections for future growth in these
categories.

anchomge downtown comprehensive plan 17




DOWNTOWN ANCHORAGE IN 2006

Maost of Downtown's older residential units
are in the form of single family houses
outside of the Downtown Core,

Residential

A key planning issue, which presents
both a challenge and an opportunity,
is the need for more housing and

a larger resident population within
the Downtown Study Area. With
stable population and employment

_growth in Anchorage and public

and private investment Downtown
through the new convention center,
museum expansion, parking facilities
and transportation and pedestrian
improvements, there are opportuniries
for higher density residendal
development and commercial and
retail development, and infill and
redevelopment in older areas in the
Study Area. The housing market
analysis reveals a number of essential

findings:

* The market is scrong in Anchorage,
as new units ate in demand and
Pprices are rising, '

* As the amount of developable land
within Anchorage decreases, the
feasibility of redevelopment-and
rehabilitation will increase.

* More than half of new housing
units buile in Anchorage over the
past couple of years have been
mulrifamily developmens.

+ Housing affordability is an issue
that plagues many would-be
homeowners—making multi-
family dwellings and denser
housing development at lower costs
per unit more appealing,

18 anchorage downtown comprehensive plan

Retail

Downtown Anchorage’s retail secror
includes the Fifth Avenue Mall with
its national name brand tenants
including Nordstrom and JC Penney,

many locaily owned shops and
restaurants and the Weekend Marker.

The retail sector is in transition.
There has been a shift in the
character of retail Downtown over
the last 30 years related to seasonal
tourism. Qriginally, retail space

was general purpose and served all
of the community, There has been

a shift from shoe stores, jewelry and
watch shops, small pharmacy, and
neighborhood grocery to souvenir and
t-shirt shops. These new retail stores
often do not cater primaily to local
residents. Downtown retail is also
shifting toward more restaurants and
entertainment,

The challenge is to leverage new public
and private investments in facilities
and infrastructure to support the
Downrtown retail sector, particularly
storefrony retail. Significant retail
sector market opportunities exist with
co-development with the new Civic
and Convention Center, building on
the strength of Fifth Avenue Mall,

the Performing Atts Center and the
Weekend Marker.

The Fifth Avenue Mall enjoys more
than 90 percent tenant occupancy and
high growth in revenues {four percent
average annual growth over the last
five years). Its anchors, Nordstrom and
JCPenney, flourish Downtown.



DOWNTOWN ANCHORAGE IN 2006

The exodus of retail shops from
Downtown during che late 1980s

was a teflection of both wealkened
economic conditions and the
development of strip malls and indoor
shopping malls in the outlying areas.
However, retail establishments and the
hospitality industry have returned as
traffic to the Performing Arts Cenrer
and other tl'u:iving entertainment
venues including museums, theaters,
visitor Informatfon centers and the
convention center has increased. In
large measure, new venues must be
designed to draw increased numbers of
local residents,

The Weekend Matker presents both
challenges and opportunities. The
Weekend Marker has an estimated
668,100 annual visitors. These
visitors spend approximarely §12.1
million in the Weekend Marker, plus
an additional $9.3 million in other
Downtown establishments. The
perceived lack of parking in the ciry
center and the impact of the Weekend
Market on storefront retailers are
important planning considerations.
Coordination, joint marketing and
physical linkages are needed so that
the Weekend Market strengthens
Downtown retall and creates new
market niches.

Small shops and restaurants line 4th Avenue today (above top), attracting tourists and
Downtown workers. JCPenney, Nordstrom and the Sth Avenue Mall serve reglonal shopplng

demands {above).
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DOWNTOWN ANCHORAGE IN 2006

Déwntown office space Is primarily housed
In offlce kowers, such as the Atwood bulld-
ing (above), new mid-rise offlce complexes
(above foreground)} or converted single
family homes (below).

. Office .

Over the past several years the

marker for commercial office space

in Anchordge has been strong, as
employment [evels have grown and
the availability of low interést loans
for purchasing land and constructing
office buildings has attractéd investors.
The growth in office space has been -
focused primaiily iri Mideown. The
preference towards Midtown Is related
to the lower cost of land relative to.

- Do@towh,'die'ééntral location, and
' free parking. According to Anchorage

coramercial real estace brokers and
municipal tax assessment staff, the
marker for commercial real estate
in the area has remained steady. No
new private commercial ofice space
development has occurred in the
Downtown Study Area, although
some government office spaced has

been constructed.

20 forags d compreh

Employment levels ate expected

to increase in Downtown buc the
majority of growth will likely occur in
positions related to che retail industry,
the hospitality industry (hotel and
restaurant positions), and public
service and adminiseration positions.
As a result, additional commercial
office space will be needed ro support
the growing Anchorage workforce,

A recent trend occlirring in the
commercial real estate marker is the
redevelopment of old or less appealing
buildings for use as commercial office
space. This strategy may become

mote common as the inventory

-of buildable lands shrinks and the

commeicial real estate market stays
strong. ‘The situation may also lead to
consideration of redeveloping sites in
the Downtown Study Area, and a new
desire for commercial office space in
Downtown, Another trend impacting
central business districts nationally

is the development of mixed-use
projects, and dhis has begun to occur
in Downtown Anchorage. Several
residential/office mixed-use projects
are currendy belng considered in the
city center. In addition to the privace
sector, the policy in the Anchorage
2020 Plan to Jocate civic and public
facilities and government office in
Downtown should be prioritized

and implemented. To encourage
these rypes of development, the
Municipality recently completed a
comprehensive parking plan update.



Hotel

Hotel and hospitality-related services
have long been a staple of the
Downrown Anchorage economy.
The city is nine hours by air to 95
percent of the industrialized world's
population, and it is the gateway
into and out of the stare, Almost all
flights to and from Alasle po through
Anchorage. In 2004, over 2.2 million
people deplaned ar che Ted Stevens
Anchorage Internacional Airporr.
Another 400,000 passed chrough in

transit,

Besides being a transportation hub
for the state, Anchorage attracts
visitors to the many activities, services
and destinations located in or near
the Anchorage Bowl. In 2004,
approximately 900,000 people visized
Anchorage. The city is also growing as
a desirable convention destination.

'The building boom in hotels in the
Downtown study area and greater
Anchorage suggests a robust market
and steadily growing demand for
hotel rooms. The number of people
visiting Anchorage and subsequendy
the hotel occupancy is higher during
the summer menths than the winter
months; in June through August
occupancy rates are typically 85 to
90 percent while in the winter time
occupancy rates are 45 to 60 percent,

Anchorage has a variety of hotels
located throughout the city, but they
are largely concentrated in three areas:
Downtown, Midtown around A and
C streets; and near the International

DOWNTOWN ANCHORAGE IN 2006

Airport. All of these areas are a
relatively shore drive from each other
(approximately 10 to 15 minutes)
and many business and independent
travelers do not base their decisions
solely on geographic focation,

Downtown Anchorage offers a variety
of hotel choices, from high-end,
service oriented hotels that offer many
amenities, to hotels that are more basic
in their services and are less expensive.
Currently, there are 21 hotels and
3,407 hotel rooms in the Downtown
study area.

A large convention or meeting at the
convention cencer complex, which
includes the Egan Center and the

new Dend'ina Civic and Convention
Center, can fill Downtown hotels with
attendees, sending other Anchorage
visitors to rooms in Midtown and

the airport area. There are four

hotels within walking distance of the
convention cencer that can offer blocks
of rooms and have enough space
within the hotel to hold meetings

and conventions. The Anchorage
Convention and Visitors’ Bureau
anticipates thar the new convention
center complex will create demand for
approximately 1,000 new hotel rooms
in Downtown.

For more information, see
Appendix A: Anchorage Downtown
Comprehensive Plan Existing
Conditions Analysis,
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o/ strategy for
 downtown revitalization

nchorage’s existing condi-  The vision and strategies must work

tions—its unique setting, economic together—while leveraging recent
and social environment and buile investments and optimizing limited
realm——set the context and foundation  resources—to create a strong, imple-
for envisioning the future of Down- mentable strategy for revitalization,
town.

This chapter Arst articulates the vi-
sion for Dewntown Ancherage and
describes the overarching goals that
must be met to realize this vision. It
then provides an overall framework
of strategies for improving the entire
Downtown environment.
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THE VISION FOR
DOWNTOWN ANCHORAGE

Anchorage 2020 Plan

In recent years, the communiry par-
ticipared in the visioning process for
the greater region as part of the An-
chorage 2020 Plan. While focused on
the encire Anchorage Bowl, the vision
principles sec forth by the Anchorage
2020 Plan also serve as a foundarion
for planning Downtown’s fueure. The
Anchorage 2020 Plan Vision Is high-
lighted below.

‘'This Vision statement provides general
guidance for all Anchorage 2020 poli-
cics, including the policies related to
Downtown discussed on Page 4.

24
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Downtown Comprehensive
Plan

‘The Downtown Comprehensive Plan
articulates a vision and ser of overarch-
ing goals that are specific to the city
center. The vision was created through
discussions with a wide range of com-
munity members and local stakehold-
ets, including residents, business own-
ers, property owners, developers, the
Anchorage Downtown Partnership,
and multiple other agencies.

Cultvaring a strong, clear vision
specific to Downtown is an imporrant
milesrone in setting its future course,
The overarching goals guide the path
to achieving char vision. ‘These con-
cepts and direction are illustrated on
the following pages.




STRATEGY FOR DOWNTOWN REVITALIZATION

Downtown Anchorage is a vibrant
Northern city center that serves all of
Alaska and welcomes the world. Its unparalleled
coninections to nature and open spaces and its
© stunning views make Downtown like no other urban
~environment,

‘Residents and visitors dre attracted to Downtown's
innovative urban d design; creative use of _,ustalnable

“technologies, and celebratlon of Alaska's umque
culture. '

Downtown embraces a cluverse concentlahon of
'people employment, shoppmq, entertainment, _
government services; cultural facmt iesand events
public spaces and housmg '

_ Downtown's-comfortable 2lgls eXCItmg pedestr lan
“environment, inviting open spaces, events for -
, am|[|es and children and mix of cu!tural and
~entertainment facilities offer-a refmed urban-living
: ___expenence m he glandest of settmgs _ :

anchorage downtown comprehensive plan 25
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STRATEGY FOR DOWNTOWN REVITALIZATION

STRATEGY FRAMEWORK

The Strategy Framework on the op-
posite page provides a conceptual
structure forachieving the Downtown
Vision and Overarching Goalé. The
Strategy Pramework prioritizes action

categories Into a thrcc-’tle_ted hierarchy.

Land Uses

This hlerarchy Identlﬁa primaxy and :
- seconidary land uses, représented.in rhe |

blue circles (right). The primary fand .
uses are most imporrant for achieving
the vision and goals for Downtown

Anchorage and are considered essential -

to Downtown’s devclopment The
secondary land uses augment the
primary uses, providing Downtown
with distinct destinations, services,
activities and workplaces. Withour this
mix, the goal of achieving a vibrant,
mixed-use urban environment will be
compromised.

Development Projects
and Opportunities

The next tier of Downtown's Strategy
Framework is comprised of Develop-
ment Projects and Opportunities.
Each of che Catalytic Development
Sites and Opportunity Sites will be
developed with a mix of the Primary
Land Uses. Each yellow recrangle
(right) represents a Catalytic Develop-
ment Site that should be prioritized
for development or redevelopment
due to its prime location and poten-
tial o strengthen che urban intensity

28
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_ within the Downtown Core. These

sites are described in more detail in
Chapter 4: Land Use and Economic

Development.

Fach red rectangle (right) represents a
Catalytic and Opportunity Site within
Downtown. These sites are eicher proj-
ects that are currently in the planning

o proccss, ‘aré alrwdy under construc:

tion, ‘or have Been tdeniified ro have
potential for dcve[opmcnt or redevel—
opment. Thelr locations are noted on
the Strategy Dlag_ram on page 33.

Supporting Strategies.

‘The third der of the Framéwork is
made up oFSuppon:mg Strategies.
These strategies are identified. to sup-
port development of the Primary Land
Uses, aid upcoming Development
Projects and Opportunities and pro-
vide the fabric to knit these individual
sites together into a comprehensive
Downtown environment. Each of
these strategies is addressed in this
Plan. The strategies in the first column
ate addressed in Chapter 4: Land Use
and Beonomic Development. The
strategies in the second column are ad-
dressed in Chapter 5: Transportation
and Circulation. The strategies in the
third column are addressed in Chap-
ter 4 and Chapter 6: Utban Design.
Lastly, the strategies in the fourth
column are addressed in Chapter 7:
Program Strategies.

Together, these levels provide a frame-
work for addressing issues and ensur-
ing implementation of the Downtown
Comptehensive Plan,
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STRATEGY DIAGRAM

The Strategy Diagram on page 33
illustrates the key land uses, adjacen-
cies and interconnections identified
as most important for achieving the
vision and goals for Downtown. It
outlines the relationships among

key housing and mixed-use districts,
development projects, opportunity
sites, straerscape Improvements and
other physical and perceptual lnkages
between them. In short, the Strategy
Diagram is the visual blueprint or
“road map” for Downtown’s futute
development,

The Downtown Study Area encom-
passes a substantial amount of land,
and the majority of recent public and
private investments are focused in a
Downtown Core within the larger
area, These investments must be

STRATEGY FOR DOWNTOWN REVITALIZATION

enhanced and interconnected. Mean-
while, smaller scale improvements to
the public realm in the surrounding
Downtown sub-districes wilt continue
to enhance the private investment
alteady occuring on a site by site
basts. The concentration of major
investments will create a boost of new
energy in the core, which can caralyze
revitalizarion chroughout the Study
Area and Into adjacent neighborhoods
and districes.

The following pages describe the
Strategy Diagram and its key elements
in greater derail.

The strategy for Downtown takes advantage of the cultural and commerclal momentum,

public and private investments and development opportunities within the study area.

anchompe downtown comprehensive plan
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STRATEGY FOR DOWNTOWN REVITALIZATION

Downtown Study Area/
Mixed-Use Core

The Downtown Study Area extends
from che east edge of Bootlegger's

Cove to Gambell Streer, and from

10ch Avenue to the southern banks of
Ship Creek. In inicial implementation
phases, priotitized improvements should
be concencrated within the mixed-use
civic, office and commercial-oriented
Downtown Core. This will build syn-
ergy among new and planned develop-
mene projects, both public and private,
and focus finite resources to create a
stable and dynamic city center. While
private development interest is encour-
aged throughout Downtown, major
public improvements outside of the
core in the adjacent mixed-use districts
should occur in snbsequent phases. Pri-
oritization, concentration and strong
linkages are the keys to Downtown’s
revitalization.

Mixed-Use Districts

Two mixed-use districes are identified
within the Downtown Study Area,
These districts complement each other
and worle in conjunction with the
focused Downrown Core. Both have
their own strategy, character, areas of
concencration and preferred develop-
ment guidelines and prototypes, The
specific nature of these districts is
described in detail in Chaprer 4: Land
Use and Economic Development.

Street fevel environments created by mixed-use development are energized day and night
with commercial activity on the ground fioor and residentlal or offlce space above,

prehensive plan
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Catalytic Development
Sites

Four sites are identified as Caralyric
Development opportunitles because
of their potential to add vibrancy to
Downtown and leverage further devel-
opment in the immediate surround-
ings. Each project will provide the
ciey center with new energy, encourage
pedestrian walkability and fit within
the overall land use strategy.

STRATEGY FOR DOWNTOWN REVITALIZATION

The sites are highlighted on the Strat-
egy Diagram and described in derail in
Chapter 4: Land Use and Economic

Development.

More than ten additional Opportu-
nity Sites, also noted on the Strategy
Diagratn, are other important projects
or sites In various stages of planning or
construction,

Delaney Park is a vital resource that Downtown can leverage for Its recreational and open
space assets, potential for facilitating connectivity, and abllity to catalyze future mixed-use

residential development adjacent to the park,
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One of Downtown's actively used parking
structures is located above the Pecple
Mover Station, just west of City Hall, serv-
ing municipal employees and the public,

Transit Stations

The current Downtown Transit Center
at 6th Avenue and H Street is the hub
for citywide bus service. Two options
are under consideration—refurbishing
the current site or potentially develop-
ing a new transit center located on

3rd Avenue across from the Weekend
Marker. See Chapter 4: Land Use and
Economic Development for further
discussion.

In addition, an intermodal train termi-
nal planned for Ship Creek will serve
tourists, other visitors, and possibly
commurers from the Mat-Su Valley.
Connections berween the Transit Cen-
ter and rail rerminal will be provided
vla an escalator berween Ship Creek
and convenient Downtown walkwagys.

Parks and Open Space

The areas shown in green on the
Strategy Diagram are existing packs
and open space within the Downtown
Core, They illustrate the tremendous
resources that Downtown already pos-
sesses. At least two of these parks have
been identified for improvements:
Town Square and Delaney Park. The
connection between these parks will
be enhanced by the E Street corridor
project, as well as trail and pathway
improvements.

Strategies for mainraining, protecting
and enhancing Downtown’s system of
open spaces appear in Chaprer 4: Land
Use and Economic Development,

Peratrovich Park sits adacent to the otd City Hall buitding and Visitor Center, which makes It
ldeal for a central gatherlng space and culdoor performances.

36
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Pedestrian Connections

A successful Downtown requires a
safe, ateractive and hospitable pe-
destrian environment, Anchorage’s
climate requires an extra effort to
accommodate and promote pedestrian
circulation and comfore during the
spring, fall and winter months.

The Strategy Diagram distinguishes
between primary and secondary
connections in an effort to focus
Infrasttucture investment in the core
area where there is anticipated-the
greatest concentration of activiry and
highesr usage. These connections will
be improved through a number of
streetscape enhancements discussed
in Chapters 4, 5 and 6. Such en-
hancements include wider sidewalks,
pedestrian scale lighting and other
streetscape ameniries. Once enhanced
primary connections are established,
secondary pedestrian connections will
be improved berween the Downtown
Core and other city center districts.

Tralls/Connections

Two of Anchorage’s most extensive -
trails enter into the Downtown Study
Aredr Ship Creek Trall and the Tony
Knowles Coastal Trail, There are plans
underway to connect them along
the tidal flats. These trails should be
linked to the pedestrian connections
to best integrate non-vehicular citcula-
tion throughout Downtown, Most
importantly, chese cratls will ditectly
link pedestrians and bicyclists to the
. eransie statlons, parks and open space,
as well as Downtown's cultural sites,

STRATEGY FOR DOWNTOWN REVITALIZATION

facilities and neighborhoods.
Parking Structures

As Downtown grows and densifies
and land values increase, many exist-
ing parking lots will be developed
wich other uses. Mixed-use garages
and underground structures will be
necessary to accommodate packing for
existing and new uses. Existing and
new public parcking strucrures should
be distributed throughout Downtown
in order to provide easy access and
connectivicy for residents, workers and
visltors,

wildlite sltings are commonplace right next to Downtown (above top). The Coastal Trail
provides direct bicycle and pedestrian connectivity te the city center.
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OVERVIEW

Downtown Anchorage’s future as a
vibrant and successful center is depen-
dent on its overall economic health
and growth potential.

A people-oriented, vibrant, 24/7 expe-
tience is the desired future for Down-
town Anchorage, To attain thac energy
and vibrancy, Downtown needs to in-
clude a mix of land uses thar caters o
a variety of people and income levels.
The range and types of retail ameni-
ties are also critical, These amenities
should provide Downtown residents
with much-needed facilities, such as
schools, fresh food and convenient
services. They should be designed with
the highest regard to aestherics, seis-
mic safety and the northern climate,

This chapser ficst provides an under-
standing of the existing Downtown
land uses, as well as projected future
demand for these uses. It then recom-
mends strategies necessary to capture
economic investment and locate
development appropriately. Finally,
the chapter identifies the special
development and land use character
that should be achieved within each
Downtown district.

economic development

Four primary land use categories are
identified below for Downtown An-
chotage, These vital drivers for growth
should be rerained and enhanced

in the coming years. Four existing
secondary land uses are also identi-
fied. They augment the primary land
uses to serve Anchorage’s residents and
employees and create a truly diverse,
integrared place.

" PFlmary Land Uses

- S5eacondary

Municinal, sala and

galleriny/thasers toderal faciilins

Reguiar avents/Testivals Historle landmarks and uses
Restaurnris/bars/chbs

Yout-orented aciiviles

‘Land Uses.

Stipping and rall aciviy
Fishing

Port services

Live/work buildings

Pedesttan/blcycle
connections.

Paria
Natural resources

anchorage downtown comprehensive plan
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LAND USE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

PLANNING
CONSIDERATIONS

A starewide distribution cencer

and regional hub, Anchorage is the
centerpiece of Alaska’s commerce
and economic activity. Downtown
Anchorage plays an important role
for both the city and state, provid-
ing civic facilicles, public activity,
shopping and employment options.
There is opportunity to leverage
Downtown's existing land uses and
supplement its underused areas with
new development that a} meets the
performance targecs chat Down-
town can achleve and b) provides
workers, residents and visitors with
a balanced mix of land uses thar
serve them,

The following key considerations
are made for the four primary land
uses: residential, retail, office and
hotel. Then several land use goals
and strategies are oudined on the
following pages to enhance these
primary land uses.

Residential

* Housing development is a key
opporeunity for revitalizing
Downtown.

+ There is a slow but steady popu-
lation growth.

* National trends show an increas-
ing desire for “urban” lifestyles.

« Downtown home values are
increasing,

* Downtown needs additional
amenities to support housing,

anchorage downtown comprehensive plun

Retail

* Downtown is one of Alagka’s pri-
mary rerail, culture and entertain-
ment destination.

« Downtown faces retail competition
with other areas.

Office

» Downtown is competing with other
areas for office development,

* Downtown should build upon its
strength as a hub of government
offices, amenities and density.

Hotel

» Though many rourists arrive in An-
chorage, few spend more than one
or two nights in Downtown.

* The new convenrion center will
support additional hotel rcoms.

Primary residential, rerail, office,

and hotel land uses will be bolstered
through further development of sec-
ondary cultural/entertainment and
civic/government land wses. More
destinarions with special goods, ser-
vices or acrivities will arerace people to
the city center. Although Downtown
Anchorage evolved from the initial
construction of the Alaska Railroad,
the Port and associated industrial uses,
their roles have diminished in impor-
tance to Downtown vitality compared
with other economic sectors. These
uses should continue to be supported
where appropriate. Maintaining and
enhancing open space and recreation
areas will also be necessary to attract
and recain residents.



LAND USE AND ECO-
NOMIC DEVELOPMENT
GOALS

The land use and economic devel-
opment goals outline the physical
framework for enhancing Downtown
Anchorage.

Seven primary goals (right) guide
Downtown's land use and develop-

ment pateerns.

LAND USE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
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A series of recommendarions are our-
lined in the following pages in order

to meet the land use and economic
development goals,

1. Meet Growth
Performance Targets

The exiscing conditions analysis
included an assessment of supply and
demand for the primary land uses vital
for Downtown’s evolution into a more
active urban center with core office,
business, arts and culrural facilities, as

2010 Targets .
Land Use In 2002 Projected for 2010*
RESIDENTIAL | 500 units 350 units
RETAIL 590,000 sq. ft. 110,500 sq. ft.
OFFICE 4,700,000 sq. ft, | 300,000 sg. ft,
HOTEL 3,400 rooms 75 rooms

*Numbers reflect toral new development ro 2010,

2015 Targets
Land Use in 2002 Projected for 2015**
RESIDENTIAL | 500 units 11,200 units
RETAIL 590,000 sq. ft. 185,000 sq. ft.
OFFICE 4,700,000 sq. ft. [1,257.500 sq. ft.
HOTEL 3,400 rooms 375 rooms

*Numbers reflect total new development 1o 2015.

2025 Targets

Land Use In 2002 Projected for 2025***
RESIDENTIAL |500 units 2,500 units

RETAIL 590,000 sq. ft. 270,000 sq. ft.

OFFICE 4,700,000 sq. ft. | 2,425,000 sq. ft.
HOTEL 3,400 rooms 1,000 rooms

***Numbers reflect total new development to 2025.

camp.

hensive plan

well as higher residential densities. ‘The
table below refleces medium to high
demand projections for these land uses
in the Downtown Study Area for the
short-, mid- and long-term develop-
ment forecast for 2010, 2015 and
2025,

These targets are based on aggres-

sive employment forecasts from the
Municipality’s Long Range Trans-
porration Plan, These forecasts have
been converred to housing units and
commercial square foorage based on
assumptions regarding household size
and commercial space per employee,
Taken together, these projections
represent aggressive, yer plausible as-
sumptions for future growth potential
in Downtown. The actual amount of
development will depend in part upon
the interconnections of these [and
uses, and public and private invest-
ment.

“The goal of this plan is 1o accom-
modate and encourage up to 4,000
housing units, which is more than
the housing demand projection. This
is because a demand projection Is
based in part on current and histori-
cal trends. Rather than reflect passive
acceptance of current forecasts, this
plan prioritizes growth in Downtown,
recommending development incen-
tives and land use regulations that
will make housing easier to build
Downtown. The plan also recognizes
that Anchorage’s demographic and
economic indicators continue o shift
in favor of Downrown living. There-
fore, if the market opportunity arises,
Downrown can and should have the
capacity to accommodate up to 4,000
housing units by the year 2023,



2. Establish Economic
Development Strategies

Making Downtown accessible and
arrracrive for residents and visitors
throughout the year will require
proggessive land use planning, design
guidelines, development and financial
incentives and accompanying land use
regulations. The following set of strat-
egies wotk rogether with Downrown’s
land use regulations to intensify land
use by developing vacant and under-
used parcels; strengthen Downtown’s
markets for residential, rerail, commer-
cial and hotel activities; and catalyze
new marler niches.

Develop incentives for a diverse
mix of housing types Dawntown,
including affordable and market
rate for-sale and rental units.

+ Ensure that the zoning in Down-
town and surrounding neighbor-
hoods facilitates multifarnily
residential development, and that
live/worl space is also allowed.

«  Offer incentives, through AHFC,
Fannie Mae, Anchorage Hous-
ing Authority and others, to build
public/private partnerships with
developers to provide affordable
housing, senior housing, housing
for special needs people and marker
rate rental housing,

¢+ Encourage mixed-income housing
developments with units for lower-,
middle- and upper-income house-
holds in the same development.

+ Consider the use of tax increment
financing and/or tax abatement as
revenue sources to reduce develop-

LAND USE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Downtown Vancouver is a good example of a city that balances high-rise development with
low-rise townhomes and offices. A portion of new units are affordable.

ment costs (such as for structured
patking) or increase unit values to
enhance residential feasibility.

* Develop land assembly and site
control straregies.

«  Identify a specific publicly owned
property to serve as a model for
public/private housing develop-
ment, solicitation of development
proposals and provision of creative
financing techniques to enable the
development.

+ Tdentify other publicly owned
properties that may be appropriate
for housing development.

Medium density famlly ang senfor hous-
Ing should be encouraged in Downtown's
mixed-use residential sub-districts.
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Develop a targeted retail
recrultment and retention
strategy.

Identify and pursue opportunities
for neighborhood remil such asa
small grocery store, drug store and/
or other services for current and
future Downtown residents.
Identify and pursue additional an-
chor retail renants such as another
deparrment store arid/or ci'r_lepléx,
that can strengthen Downtown's

~ drawing power.

Identify and pussue retailérs that
appeal to vacation and convention

‘visitors, including restaurants'and

“one-of-a-kind™ shops in addition
to more typical souvenir stores,
Encourape streetscape and store-
front fagade improvements, in
addition to active ground floor
retail uses, to enhance Downtown’s
comparative advantage as a unique
shopping environment,

Develop cootdination, joint
marketing and physical linkages
between the Weekend Market and
Downtown retailers.

Expand retail setvices to serve resi-
dents and tourists year-round.
Require ground-floor retail in new
buildings in some locations {e.g.,
4th and 5th avenues), while allow-
Ing it in others {e.g., 9th Avenue),
Co-locare retail space with new
parking parage development.

The Iecation of City Hall on 6th Avenue (above
top) and the Federal Buliding on 4th Avenue (above) establish a base of government offices

and clvic facilities Downtown.
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Strengthen the hub of clvic fa-
cilities, offices and employment
Downtown.

Make Downtown a priority loca-
tion for government administrative
employment and services,

Concentrate on attracting and re-
raining Municipality of Anchorage
offices and services, specifically.
Develop a targeted office recruit-
ment program aimed at identifying
and artracting cotporate employers,
such ag native corporations.
Leverage public and private part-
nerships with assistance from the
Anchorage development authoricy.

Seek to reduce development

costs (e.g. for structured parking)
through tax incentives or other
means to enhance office feasibiliry:
Encourage office developers to
utilize the Downtown parking
exemption to enhance the feasibil-
ity of development, and ensure
that other public parking {publicly
or privately owned) is adequate to
serve a growing employment base.
Co-locate office development with
new parking garage development.
Consider parking provisions that
offer parking providers with incen-
tives to share parking resoutces.
Support a new Downtown location
for the transit center.

Provide capiral improvements

to the surrounding streetscape
environment along with macketing
Downtown amenities to employers.
Establish incentives to make reha-
bilitation andfor redevelopment of
older properties, underused parcels
and surface parking lots cost effec-
tive.



Increase Downtown's hotel sup-

ply and occupancy rates.

* Increase hotel supply ro accommo-
date large conventions.

* Increase the year-round visitor oc-
cupancy by marketing Downtown
as a winter destination.

* Identify specific publicly and pri-
vately owned properties that may
be appropriate for hotel develop-
ment, and solicit hotel developers/
operators for those sites.

*+ Worl with cruise operators to
identify services and amenities that
could enhance visitors’ experiences
in Downtown and encourage lon-
ger stays in focal hotels.

* Encourage hotel developers to
utilize the Downtown patking
exemption to enhance the feasibil-
ity of development, and ensure
that other public packing (publicly
or privately owned) is adequate to
serve a growing hotel base,

Enhance Downtown's arts, cul-

tural and entertainment focus.

* Develop an outreach/recruitment
program for gallery owners,

* Prioritize space for studios and
galleries in the arts districts (identi-
fied on the Downrown Districts
Diagram, opposite page).

* Enhance arts districts’ identities
through streetscape design.

*  Preserve the 4th Avenue Theater by
making it a viable operation asa
Downtown destination venue,

* Examine the feasibility of an arts
end culrural center celebrating
Anchorage’s diversity chrough

educational, recreational and en-

LAND USE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Incentives Lo rehabllitate older properties, such as the JCPenney parking garage currently
undergaoing facade renovatfons (above top) and consolidation of small lots for catalytic
development opportunities (above), should be encouraged.
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The 4th Avenue Theater Is cne of Anchor-
age’s great historlc landmarks.

Slgns outside parking garages or in strate-
lc Downtown locations can notify drivers
of the number of parking spaces available.
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tertainment programming in ars,
languages, cuisine and other unique
cultural traditlons,

Provide fun attractions and evenrs
to draw visitors Downtowa.

Develop a coordinated parking
program.

Create a distributed parking pae-
tern that aflows visitors to park in
one garage Downtown and easily
traverse the Core area without
needing to park again.

Develop a system-wide wayfinding
signage program that directs users
to parking and informs them of
vacancies.

Encourage alternatives such as
shared parking and aucomated
parking structures.

Provide gap financing for struc-
cured parking,

Develop an expedited permitting
strategy.

Develop a program of expediced,
fast-crack land use and site plan
permirting for development pro-
posals thar achieve the Plan’s land
use strategies, district development
specifications and urhan design
guidelines.

Explore a program of expedited
building permits for specific desized
land uses such as affordable hous-

ing.



3. Establish Downtown
Districts

The Downtown is comprised of sub-
districts, each with its own character,
acrivitles and levels of intensity. The
delineation of these districts has not
been articulated in previous planning
efforts. Designating and reinforcing
the districts offers the opportunity to
create neighborhoods of distiner char-
acter, functionality and sense of place.
'The Downtown Districts Diagram
{below) identifies four discricts wichin
the Study Area: Downtown Core,

Legend
= = Downtown Study Area

M N Downtown Core
Seismig Hazerd Zone #5

j Park/Open Space
§ "Notable* Bulding Foolprint Rowniown Mixed-Use:

LAND USE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Downtown Mixed-use, Downtown
Mixed-use Residential and Ship
Creek.

The following pages define each
districe with a set of development
specifications and design prototypes to
guide future development. These in-
clude suggested ranges of density and
general guidance for Jand use and the
physical character of development,

LRy
r;ﬁ

T

)

Downtown Districts Diagram

Downtown Mixed-Use

Ship Creek
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Downtown grocery store with housing,
Vancouver, BC .

Downtown mixed-use d'evelapment,
Denver, CO

Varying development densities,
QOakland, CA

Downtown Core (DT-1)

As the most acrive and intense pare of
the city center, the Downctown Core

is the priority area for high-density,
mixed-use development. This district
has the greatest development intensity
and building heights in the Municipal-
ity, creating a concentration of office,
civic, cultural, entertainment, hous-
ing and retail uses, all within close
proximity to each other, The Core will
build on its rich heritage and collec-
tion of historic buildings o create an
environmenc of distincrive character
and qualiey. Arrracrive public and
semi-private open spaces for celebra-
tion and relaxation should be provided
for Anchorage residents, workers and
visitors. The arts district on G Street
should be enhanced with additional

gallery space and streetscape improve-

ments promoting {ts identity.

Devalopment Specifications:
3 o 20-plus svories; 30 o 80-plus
unirsfacre per Merrill Field flight path

* Ground floor retail, housing,
civic/government, cultural/enter-
tainment, office, open space and
hotels/visitor services

+ Tall building massing set back from
street; ground floor design to ac-
commodare sun-lit plazas and pub-
lic interior spaces (see top image)

+ Highly acrive streetscape with
pedestrian amenitles, ground floor
uses oriented to the sidewalk,
multiple building entries and no
blank walls—especlally on primary
pedestrian oriented streets.

48 anchorage downtown comprehensiva plan

Downtown Mixed-use; East Av-
enues (DT-2)

Two areas adjacent to the Downcown
Core are characterized by commercial
and mixed-use development. These ar-
eas conslst of a compact mix of office,
retall, lodging and entertainment uses,
bt also accommodate civic uses and
encourage residential development

The East Avenues sub-district com-
prises the eastern end of the city cen-

“ter. Tt is already home to a variety of

uses and building heights, The district
is bordered by some light induserial
use along Gambell and contains
dispersed high rise development. New
development should cater to popula-
tions interested in a live/work environ-
ment.

Daspelopruent Specifications:

'+ 2 to 10 stories; 20 to 60-plus units/

acte per Mesrlll Field flight pach

+ Medium to high-density residen-
tial, .livefwork, office, hotel, lo-
cal-serving retail development (see
bottom image)

+ Tl building massing is set back
from street; steps down to the
pedestrian scale at street level and is
sensitive to climatic effects.

Dewntown Mixed-use:
Legal/Office (DT-2)

‘The Legal/Office sub-district is the
second district characterized by
broader mixed-use development, Ir is
already a hub for law and professional
offices and is home to a number of
historic buildings. While some hous-
ing is encouraged, the districe should



be primarily developed with new
medium to high-density office space
that will complement office uses in

the Downtown Core, Strong connec-
tion to the Coastal Trail, respectful
relationships to hiscoric structures, and
careful transition to Bootlegger's Cove
will be important.

Development Specifications:

* 2 to 10 stories; 20 to 60-plus units/
acre depending on seismic restric-
tions—a seismic overlay zone to
address seismic hazards is discussed
at the end of this chapter.

* Housing, offices, small hotels,
ground-floor retail (see top image),
restaurants/cafes, offices and small-
scale public spaces for worlkers and
residents {see middle image)

* Preserve view corridors west and
north across the Cook Inler

Downtown Mixed-use Residential
Park Strip North (DT-3):

Three areas adjacent to the Downtown
Core are characterized by low- to mid-
rise residential development. These
areas are intended to provide hous-
ing opportunities and a grear living
environment. They include a range

of housing types to ensure afford-
ability and accommodate compatible
commercial uses such as neighbor-
hood-serving retail, and access to open
space, The three mixed-use residential
sub-districts should include the fol-

lowing amenities and incentives:

* Services such as grocery stores, day
care and drugstores aimed ar local
residents should be available in

LAND USE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

select locations (see bottom image),

* Neighborhood parks, gardens,
pleasant streetscapes and pedestrian
linkages through blocks should be
provided as residencial development
occurs.

= Tax abatement and other incenrives
should be applied to encourage
residential development; ueilize
destgn review to ensure quality.

* A mix of marker-rate housing and
affordable housing is encouraged;
avold large concentrations of high-
income and/or low-income units.

* Residential design should include
features such as fronc stoops, bay
windows, facade arriculation,
balconies or sun rooms and upper

level step-backs.

The Pack Strip North districe is a
prime opportunity for developing a
mixed-use district comprised primat-
ily of medium density housing. The
Park Strip provides a great resource for
active or passive recreation and creates
a buffer between the Downtown Core

and the neighborhoods to the south.

Developnent Specifications:

* 3 1o 4 stories along park strip and
5 to 7 stories berween north half of
block berween 8th and 9th avenues;
20 ro 50 unics/acre

* "Stepping up” of density and build-
Ing height toward the Downrown
Core

* Housing and neighborhood serving
ground foor rerail at key cornets
and intersections (bottom image)

Mixed-use development,
Denver, CO

Downtown plaza,
San Diego, CA

Downtown mixed-use development,
San Franclsco, CA
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Medium density residential development,
Burbank, CA

Llve-work housing,
Emeryville, CA

Warehause redevelopment,
Vancouver, BC

* Muliple entries on ground floor;
individual entrances raised several
feet for privacy or screened with
landscaping or stoop design

Downtown Mixed-use Residen-
tlal: Barrow Street (DT-3)

The second area chatacrerized by low-
to mid-rise residential development is
Barrow Street. A small district situated
berween the Downtown Core and the
Anchorage Memorial Cemetery, Bar-
row Street has its own identity sepa-
rate from che Park Serip residences to
the west and the East Avenues to the
north. Housing in this small, mixed-
use neighborhood will be comprised
of medium density residential.

Development Specifications:

* 2 to 4 stories; 15 o 50 unitsfacre

*+  Primarily residential uses; some
small home office and corner retail

+ Townhouses and condo units with
front door entries to street and ga-
rage entry from rear (see top image)

Downtown Mixed-use Reslden-
tial: Ploneer Slope (DT-3)

The Pioneer Slope residential mixed-
use development sub-district, is
located in a high seismic risl area and
is comprised of a diverse mix of uszs,
including open space, commercial,
residential and industrial uses. Numer-
ous parcels are prime sites for seismi-
cally-engineered, medium density
mixed-use development.

Developrsent Specifications:

« 2 1o 4 stories; 15 to 30 units/acre
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» Primarily residential and tive/work
uses; some open space, small home
office, artist studios, gaileries, cor-
ner rerail and light indusceial (see
middle lmage)

* Development takes advantage of
existing open spaces and views o

the north.

Ship Creek (PC District)

Ship Creek district is distinguished
from adjacent Downtown disericts by
lts historic and Industrlal uses, The
area is well-positioned for medium
density, residential development,
supplemented with comimercial uses
such as restaurants, small scale horels,
ares production spaces and railroad-
related uses. New development should
reflect the industrial history of the
area, incorparate live-work units and
maximize Ship Creek as a recreational
respuree, while adhering ro seismic
constraints. The Ship Creek Masrer
Plan and recently adopted Planned
Community zoning district design
standards further articulate planning
and design parameters for the area.
The following recommendations
should be consldered as develapment

occurs:

* Support Ship Creelds development
strategy to preserve the historic
character, promote an arts corcidor
along st Avenue and integrate new
development {see bottom image).

* st Avenue east of the overpass
should be a “slow” traffic streer that
fosters an arts corridos, providing
easy access to shops and galleries
and creating a comfortable pedes-
trian environment.



4. Move Forward on Cata-
lytic Development Sites

Pour highly visible projects that will
attract additional investment are
identified as Downtown's Catalytic
Development Sites. They are catalytic
due to their prime location in the
core, proximity to recent investment,
or ability to provide much needed ser-
vices or activities currently lacking in
Downtown. They are also likely to en-
courage other new investment. These
sites, highlighted on the diagram
below, have particular importance to
Downrown and should be considered
top priority for development, The
following pages describe the desirable
land uses, development program and
design character for each of the sites.

LAND USE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

A financial feasibility analysis based on
the conceptual development programs
has been performed for three of the
four sites. The residual land vatue of
the development prajects indicates
how much a developer could afford ro
pay for the existing property and still
generate an adequate financial return
to pursue development. In order to
determine these values, the develop-
ment revenue estimates (based on lease
rates and sales prices), development
costs {based on hard and soft costs for
buildings and parking) and property
operating costs (based on maintenance
and leasing estimates} were estimated
and then reviewed by local teal estate
experts, developers and architects.

4ih Avenue Davelopment Ska (Possibly Public |
Cutura) Cenler and Transk Conter)

o E Swreat Infll Development Siie
e 6ih Avenua lnfilf Developmant Sha.
0 Payk Sukp Hinasing Prototype.

Catalytic Development Sites Diagram

wn comprehensive plan 5]
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Fourth Avenue
Development Site

Situated in a strategic position be-
tween central Downtown and Ship
Creck, this site should be a low- 10
mid-rise development with a one-of-
a-kind mix of uses, including a Public
Market, Arts and Cultural Center
and possibly a new Transit Center.
The activity of this development can
complement the tourist-oriented
Weekend Market, [ocated immediately
to the north, and create a connection
between the Market and 4th Avenue

commerce,

The public market in.Portland, Malne draws residents and visltors year-round. it offers fresh
produce, speclalty goods and pfaces to slt and eat.

ive plan

Public Market

As Downtown housing grows and
evolves, the increased number of resi-
dents will require amenities that can
provide for their daily needs. A Public
Market—with food, dry goods and
other household items—can meet
these needs while being a unique focal
point for the Downrown community.,
The market can also be an attraction
for visitors.

* Create a quality Public Market
project that has authenticity asa
local-serving commercial enserprise.

+ Include rerail outlets and services
focused mostly on the daily needs
of residents, such as fresh food
and beverages (including a bakery,
butcher and wine seller) and dry
goods.

* Include places for eating and relax-
ing, such as indoor cafe space and
counter dining, as well as social

gathering spaces.

Arte and Cultaral Conter

Anchorage is home to an incredible
array of cultural diversity, including
Alaska Native, Buropean, Asian and
Pacific Islander, Aftican and other
influences. Downtown should reflect
and celebrate that hetitage, serving as
a “home” where all people are wel-
come and all cultures and traditions
are respected. An ares and cultural cen-
ter in the heart of Anchorage would
help link together the city and state’s
diverse peoples and be a place for
education, celebration, discussion and
reflection.



* Create an Arts and Culoural Center
thae celebrates the area’s multi-cul-
wiral heritage and truly reflects the
diversity of Anchorage and Alaska.

* Complement orher arts and cul-
rural faciliries, such as the Alaska
Native Heritage Center, Anchorage
Museum of History and Arr and
local art galleries.

* Encourage Alaska Native and eth-

nic communities and local artists to
be involved in the center’s develop-
ment.

LAND USE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Position the Arts and Cultural Cen-
ter as a draw for economic activity,
attracting local residents, tourists
and in-state visitors and benefiting
both the center and the surround-
ing Downcown businesses.
Showcase local arrists’ work to
strengthen Downtown's role as an
arts and culture hub and improve
visibility of Downtown’s arts dis-
triets/eorridors.

The center should provide space for
artists to gain visibility and share
their histories and techniques.

tucked under
Cultural Cenley.

AVE

@ f I— |

0 50 o0 200'
= = Pedestran Cormections Exlsting Bulldings
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Waiting areas for transit, both indoor and
outside, should be comfortable and well-1it,
The transparent awning above provides
protection from the elements, while allow-
Ing sunshine to access the sidewalk. The
proposed Transit Center and Public Market
should provide spaces ke the one plctured
below for passengers to wait for thelr bus,
plck up produce, buy a magazine or relax
after the workday.

Trausit Center

A potential locatlon for the Tran-

sit Center is on the northern half

of the site, adjacent to 3rd Avenue.
The activity generated by the Public
Market and Cultural Center would
make a new Translt Center a popular
destinadon for workers and residents.
Amenities for riders should be ori-
ented toward pedestrians and provide
an interesting and varied north-facing
facade. The possible relocation should
occur when 3rd Avenue has been re-
confipured into a one-way westbound
avenue, The Teansit Center should
pethaps serve not only local People
Mover buses but also other bus lines
serving Southcenrral Alaska residents
such as the Homer Stage Line, the
Seward Bus Line, and the Denali Bus
Service.
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Aleernacively, the existing Transit
Center can remain in its current
centralized location, serving atcrac-
tions and destinations in all directions.
Refurbishing the Center and making
maodest curb space adjustments can
improve its capacity to stage up to 18
buses. Optional capacity for three ad-
ditional spaces exlsts west of H Street
on 6th Avenue, allowing for a total of
21 bus staging spaces. The Municipal-
ity should use the following Transit
Center Site Criteria ro guide its deci-
ston to refurbish or relocate the center.

Travel Center Site Criteria

* Identify a central location with
good access to the facility. Assess
ridership data to determine the
destinatians of daily users,

+ Provide adequare space for vehicle
storage and passenger transfers.

» Prioritize the safety of passengers,
bus drivers, mororists and pedes-
trians,

« Ensure the facility program accom-
modates:

- Room for loading and queuing
of up o 20 buses

- Office/customer service space:
4,000 sq.f.

- Waiting and common space:
5,000 sq.ft.

*  Give rransie vehicles prioritization
with traffic signalization and dedi-
cared bus lanes,

* Allow on-street stops in the Down-
town Core.

» Create a multi-use facility that
provides amenities for Downtown
residents, tourists and commurers.
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* Promote transit-oriented develop-
ment around transit centet.

+ Phase improvements so the existing
faciliry remains in use while a new
Transit Center develops.

Building Design

+ Create a landmark building chac
has visual appeal and recognition
and benefits from a visible, acces-
sible location in Downtown.

* Ensure the south-facing facade
along Fourth Avenue is transpar-
ent, inviting and has pedestrian-
otlented uses such as displays and
outdoor seating on the sidewalk.

* Plazas and outdaor dining areas
should be located at the corner
of 4th Avenue and E Street and
ovetlooking the Transit Center to

the north. A weft-designed open air staircase can provide linkages for shoppers between the 5th
. i . Avenue Mall and 4th Avenue shopping areas, the Transit Center, and the Weekend Market
Strestseaps, Parking & Gireulation {above). Examples of attractive transit center designs are shown below.

* A prominent open air staircase and
arcade will provide north-south
mid-block pedestrian connections.

*  Parking should be accommodated
in the lot to the north.

*  Bus queuing for People Mover and
tour operators would occur within
the existing parking lot. Buses
would enter from the northeast
corner of the site and exit on the
northwest corner.

* Buses would be stored off-site in
2 lot determined appropriate by
People Mover and the Municipaliry.

ancherage downtown comprehensive plan 55




LAND USE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

New development should opén ontd the
sidewatk and engage Town Square.

E Street Infill

e Development Site

The area just east of Town Square is

a prime opportunity site for mixed-
use development that would provide
connections to Town Square, integrate
with the E Street Corridor Improve-
ments and connect to JC Penney’s
and the 5th Aveniue Mall to the east.
This site should have a quality mid- to
high-rise mixed-use development with
one to two levels of retail and hous-
ing above, A key characteristic of the
site should be a publicly accessible
ateium that provides a sun-lit space
year-round, taking advantage of its
position, o

This glass-enclosed cafe extends out of the bullding's facade with outdoor seating to
activate the street environment, Both the E Street Opportunity Site and the Sixth Avenue
should incorporate such elements into their design.
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Sixth Avenue Infill
e Development Site
The area across 6th Avenue from Town
Square offers prime opportunities for
redevelopment. The parcels could be
consolidated into a mixed-use devel-
opment with ground foar rerail and
housing or hotel above. The building
design would have to pay particularly
close attention to heighr restricrions
and shadow impacts due to its prox-
imity to Town Square. The ground
floor of the site requires a strong reeail
presence. The Municipality should
work with property ownets and de-
velopers to redevelop the patcels, This
site is of particular importance because
of its ability to:

* Define and activate the south edge
of Town Square

* Provide a critical mass of shopping
and activity

* Link 5th Avenue Mall recail with
the new Dena’ina Convention Cen-
ter, City Hall and the Performing
Arts Center.
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This mixed-use development provides
active ground floor retail, variation in its
facade treatment and rooftop balconies
and courtyards overlooking the public
realm. Similar treatment on 6th Avenue
would provide direct connections between
development and Town Square, activating It
day and night,

5TH AVE

o 50 100 Z00'
Pedasirian Cennections

Sidewalks

Plpzas

anchorage downtown comprehensive plan 57




LAND USE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Building Design

* Ensure that the building facade
and streetscape treatment are as
inviting, transparent and pedestrian
friendly as possible.

* Special attention must be paid to
create a pedestrian-scale thythm ro
openings and visual features along
E Streer and Sth Avenue,

* The design and articulation of isp-
pe stories should conisider wind
and shadow Impacts on Town
Square and the streetscape. Wind
and shadow studies should be per-
formed to measure these impacts.

s Ensure the ground floor uses
actively engage the pedestrian; the
ground floor should include retail,
outdoor dining and public ameni-
ties.

The repetition of window bays, entrances and li{ Interior spaces aleng with storefront
displays and creative use of buitding lighting, should enliven the ground floor environment
year-round.
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Streetscaps, Parking and Circulalion

* Bnsure thar the Joading/unload-
ing zone accommodates pedestrian
flow. No loading/unloading should
occur on 5th Avenue or E Street.
‘The sidewalk macerials and treat-
ment of loading zone should be
selected with the pedestrian envi-
ronment in mind.

* Coordinate circulation, drop-off
and parking requirements with the
Downtown Transportation Plan.

» Ensure that F Street provides a safe,
comfortable pedestrian connection
between 6th and 7th Avenues.

= Sidewalk condirions/widths should
be coordinared with rest of Down-
town {particulatly E Street Corri-
dor Improvements),

A pedestrian-friendly
streetscape can be
enhanced by Integrat-
ing the driveway to the
parking garage into the
bullding design, such
as the example above,
which tucks the garage
Into the middle of the
bullding, just under the
address "1370" (above).
The rhythm of bays
and buliding materlals
should be consistent
along the entlre fa-
cade, Incorporating the
garage entrance (left).
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Catalytic Development Site 2: Residual Land Value Estimate

A developmenr program of 60 con-
dominium units above 60,000 square
feet of rerail and 180 patking spaces

Total Sale Value of Unlts 528,800,000 idual |
appears [L0] suppon: a resiau; and

Total Constructlon Costs of Units* ($25,021,550) value in excess of $2.5 million for

Total Residual Land Value for Residential Units £3,778,450 Catalytic Developmenc Site 2. This

site, just over one-half acre in size,
presents a strong market opportunity

Square Footage : ‘ 60,000

_ for mixed-use development.
Total Capitalized Value of Square Footage . - - $18,318,268
Total Construction Costs of 'Squa're'_l-‘rootéc}é"r‘i , ($16,001,593)

Total Residual Land Value for Retail Sqiiare Footage 52’.316,6?5 j

Sguare Footage _ . -1 60000
Total Spaces at 333f"* sguare feet per space 180
Non-Revenue Spaces for Residential Units*** 108
Revenue-Generating Spaces 72 . _
Capltallzed Value of Revenue-Generating Spaces 51,443,604
Construction Costs for Total Spaces ($4,200,000)
Total Residual Land Value for Parking {$3,456,396)

e

Slte Area Square Foage

T

* Excluding parking

** Based on an assumption that an average parking garage can accommodate 3.0 -
parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of garage area, Including drive lanes, ramps,
atc., or 333 total square feet per parking space. In practice, structured parking
garages typlcaliy require anywhere from 300 to 350 square feet per space, depend-
Ing on site layout, sizes of cars, etc. As such, these parking assumptions are within
the range displayed In actual projects, and generate a full integer number of parking
spaces when divided by the square footage of the parking area.

***Based on an assumption that the residential development would require 1.8
parking spaces per residental unit, resulting in 108 spaces for 60 residentiaf units
on Site 2. The remalning parking spaces could therefore be used for hourly, daily, or
monthly parking for other Downtown patrons and could generate revenues that can
help to offset the canstruction and operations costs.
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A development program of 40 con-
dominium units above 42,000 square
feet of retail and 252 parking spaces
appears to support a residual land
valve in excess of $2 million for Cara-
Iytic Development Site 3, The overall
feasibility of this site, nearly one acre
in size, will depend on whether the
existing uses on this site could be in-

corporated into the redevelopment or .

be purchased or relocated for less chan
the estimated residual land value,

LAND USE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Catalytic Development Site 3: Residual Land Value Estimatea

Fleellantetdey

RN

Units

Total Sale Vaiue of Units $19,200,000
Total Construction Costs of Units* (516,681,034}
Total Residuat Land Value for Residential Units $2,518,966

42,000

Square Footage

Total Capitalized Value of Square Footage $12,282,881
Total Construction Costs of Square Footage* ($1,101,587)
Total Residual Land Value for Retait Square Footage $§1,181,294

Total Spaces at 333** square feet per space 252
Non-Revenue Spaces for Residential Units**#* 72
Revenue-Generating Spaces 180
Capltalized Value of Revenue-Generating Spaces $3,605,045
Construction Costs for Total Spaces (56,860,000}
Total Residual Land Value for Parking {53,254,955)

»* Based on an assumption that an average parking garage can accommodate 3.0
parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of garage area, including drive lanes, ramps,
etc., or 333 folal square feet per parking space. In practice, structured parking
garages typically require anywhere from 300 to 350 square feet per space, depend-
Ing on site layout, sizes of cars, ete. As such, these parking assumptions are within
the range displayed in actual projects, and generate a full integer number of parking
spaces when divided by the square footage of the parking area.

**++Based on an assumption that the residential development would require 1.8
parking spaces per residentlal unit, resutting in 72 spaces for 40 resldential unlts on
Slte 3. The remaining parking spaces could therefore be used for hourly,-dally, or
monthly parking for other Downtown patrons and could generate revenues that can
help to offset the construction and operations costs.
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Thls example of mixed-use housing in San
Francfsco, CA illustrates how buildings
within the Park Strip North District will step
up northward from Delaney Park. The Park
Strip Housing Pratotype will be a total of
four floors along 9th Avenue, and step up
to six floors along 8th Avenue, Upper units
in the northern half of the deveiopment wiii
afford views of the open space resource.

. Park Strip Housing
Prototype

The development of this site on E
Street berween 8th and 9th Avenues
can act as a prototypical project for
fucure construction in the Park Stelp
North district. This site will consist of
mid-rise residential units overlooking
Delaney Park, The ground floor will
accommodate some neighborhood-
serving retail,

The site is currently a State-owned
surface parking lot, Parking should be
relocated to nearby parling structures
or locs.
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Buifding Design

* The building massing should step
back from 9th Avenue.

* Building massing should be broken
into distinguishable bays wich
variations in rnaterials, stepbacks,
roof form, heights and balconies,

* Ground floor residencial units
along 9th Avenue should be de-
signed to face the Park; each unit
should have its own stoop with
a landscaped buffer between the
building and the sidewallc,

* Ground floor units along 8ch
Avenue should have shared or
individual stoops.

* Buildings should be set back to
accommodate generons space for
privare landscaping and stoops that
ensures privacy for residents.

* Upper floor units should have
shared use of outdoor courtyards or
rooftop gardens, designed for both
winter and summer use,

*  Retail space should be located ar
the comner of 8th Avenue and B
Street and should accommodate
outdoor amenlties, such as seating,
public art and special landscaping,

* Special attention to the facade
treatment along E Street will be
crltical as chis inzersection serves as
one of Downtown’s southern gare-
ways. The facade of the retail space
should be transparent and inviting.



Streetscape, Pavking and Cirenlation
* 'The parking garage should be un-
derground or wrapped with ground
floor residential unirts or the corner
retail space.
* Ingress and egress from the parking
garage will:
- Be located along 8th Avenue or
D Screet.
- Be no wider than 22 feet ar any
particular driveway.
- Be accommodated in no more
than two driveways.

LAND USE AND ECONOMIC DEVELGPMENT

+ Sidewalks should be wide enough
to accommodare streer trees, light
fixtures, amenities and a pedestrian
movement zone of at least six feer
and eight to twelve feet on primary
pedestrian stceets.

8TH AVE

The design sheuld create a varled build-
ing facade with the use of color, materials,
setbachs and building heights. Ground floor
units shouid be ralsed several feet above
sldewalk leve! for privacy.

Catalytic Development Site #4
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Catalytic Development Site 4: Residual Land Value Estimate

Units 70

Total Sale Value of Units $26,950,000
Total Construction Costs of Units* {$19,361,038)
Total Residual Land Value for Wood frame Residential 57,588,962

Units™ ~

S L 170
Total Sale Value of Units $81,600,000
Total Construction Costs of Units* (570,894,393)
Total Residual Land Value for Steel frame Residen- 510,705,607

tial

Square Footage 14,000
Total Capitalized Value of Square Footage $4,274,263
Total Construction Costs of Square Footage* {$3,733,705)
Total Residual Land Value for Retail Square Footage 5$540,538

Square Footage 137,000

Total Spaces at 333** square feet per space*** 411
Revenue-Generating Spaces 0

Capitalized Value of Revenue-Generating Spaces 50
Construction Costs for Total Spaces (511,188,333)
Total Resldual Land Value for Parking ($11,188,333)

T

Slte Area Square Footage 69,312 7

* Excluding parking

** Based on an assumption that an average parking-garage can accommodate 3.0
parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of garage area, including drive lanes, ramps,
etc., or 333 total square feet per parking space. In practice, structured parking ga-
rages typlcally require anywhere from 300 to 350 square feet per space, depending
on site layout, sizes of cars, eic.

*++Based on an assumption that the residential development would require 1.8 park-
ing spaces per residential unit, resuiting in 411 spaces for 240 residential units on
Site 4.
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A development program of 240 wood
frame and steel frame condominium
units above 14,000 square feet of retail
and 411 parking spaces appears to
support 2 residual land value in excess
of $7.5 million for Caralyric Develop-
ment Site 4. Owned by the public
sector and currently used for surface
parling, this one and one-half acre site
represents a promising opportunity for
development tha could demonstrate
the market acceptance and financial

feasibility of desired urban housing,



5. Develop Other
Opportunity Sites

In addirion to the Caralytic Op-
portunity Sites, there are many other
development projects and opportu-
nities thar are poised to rransform
Downtown Anchorage. They range
from big ideas thar have yet to reach
the drawing beard to projecrs under
development, including the Anchorage
Museumn of Art and History Expan-
ston, Dend’ina Civic and Convention
Center, large scale redevelopment in
Ship Creek and 2 number of other re-
development opportuniries in Down-
town. These sites should be especially
responsive to upholding the Plan’s
vision, goals and design guidelines

as they will lay the groundwork for

Downtown development.

LAND USE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

General Criteria

* All new development should
include attractive building facades
and ground level ereatment that
creates an active and engaging
pedestrian experience,

* Buildings should incorporate pe-
destrian scale deslgn with multiple
entrances, windaws, articulared
facades and outdoor dining ap-
porrunities where feasible, Avoid
creating blank walls on any build-
ing frontage.

* New projects should be designed
to preserve views outward to the
natural environments, as well views
inward to the city center.

Primary Opportunity Sites
6 Ship Creek Redevelopment
6 InterModal Transportation Cemer

6 Mckinley Buliding

o FPeach Tower

Q Cathedral Sha

@ Koalag laf#l Opportunity Ska

) o orasaon i Gpprnky Sea
@ Mixed-Use Hotal Opportunity Sita
@ Mixed-ise Parking Opportuilty Ska
@ Museun Expansion

® Addhionsl Pack S«p Houslng Prototype
® Civie/Convenlion Conler

@ Mixad-Use Parking Opportunity SAg

Opportunity Sites Diagram
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6. Establish Strategies for Maintain and enhance strong

Parks and Open Space pedestrian and bike connections.

Downtown Anchorage has incred- + Safe, visible connections between

ible access to the surrounding narural civic plazas, parks and open space

corridors are essentlal 1o a suceess-
ful parks and open space network.

environment, 25 well as 2 number
of significant parks and open spaces
within the Study Area. The follow-
ing strategies are necessary to create a
fully integrated parks and open space
nerwork for Downtown and its sur- * As Downtown becomes more
roundings. densely developed, it is important
to preserve-and maintain its open
spaces. These spaces provide respire
from the urban environment and
“should be designed for use year-
round.

Provide space for outdoor recre-
atlion within the Downtown Area.

» Complete the Delaney Park Master
Plan and a plan for improvements
to Town Square Park.

Provide indoor publicly acces-

sible spaces for year-round use.

+ Public and private developments
should integrate publicly accessible
spaces with sunlight access and
comfortable temperatures into new
buildings. These spaces should be
tinked to the nerwork of pedestrian
oriented streets.

Determine appropriate type of
activities within the parks and
apen space network.

» Establish an open space advisory
committee to determine what

additional types of open spaces
g : o and/or recreational opportunities
Legend ' ' B are desirable in the seudy area.
BE3 Downtown Study Area U Parks and Open Space mee Exlsting Trall “ Devclop a Downtown parks and
228 Malor Water Bodles PMud Flals == Proposed Trail open space plan identifylng furure
City-wide Open Space Diagram open space needs, acquisition serat-

egies and park design guidelines.
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The parks and open space strategy should
ensure that Downtown has a range of

open spaces that provide space for publlc
gatherings, like Town Square {below), and
recreatlonal opportunities for all ages year-
round (right). Though Downtown's parks
are plentiful, they should be bolstered to
serve the growing community with more
pragrammed space and activities.

Legend
~— = Downtown Study Area
B M Downlown Core Area

PaOpinSpoca ¢mm QUSeR Bicycl Downtown Open Space
O BIY g i i Diagram
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— — Downloyn Sudy Area B8] ParkiOpen Space
= B Downtown Core Area i8] “Noteble” Buliding
foolprint

7. Create a Historic Overlay
Zone and Commission

There is widespread incerest in pro-
moting Anchorage’s xich history to
Anchorage and Alaska residents and
out-of-state visitors, encouraging them
to experience more of the city’s history
and culture while visiting Downtown.
There is a rich and diversé collection
of significant historic and éultural sites
withjn Downtown Anchorage (most
of which are reflected on the diagram

- below). The plan recommends creating

a Historic Overlay Zorie to preserve
and enhance Downtown'’s historic and
cultural resources. The Downtown
Historic Overlay Zone will serve as

Historic and

{--73 Possible Downlown Hislorl
Zone
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a cultural anchor to preserve and
celebrate Downcown’s heritage and
unique sense of place. The 4ch Avenue
corridor is generally recognized as the
historic heart of downtown Anchot-
age, which supports its designation as
the core of an historic zone. Radiating
from this core are several other identi-
fied buildings that exemplify the same
historic development patrerns of eacly
Anchorage. Though conceptual zone
boundaries are shown below, the exact
area of this zone should be established
through a separate historic preserva-
tion planning effort. |

Cultural Resources Diagram



The identified area includes nine com-
mercial or government buildings and
several original town site houses which
are listed in the National Register of
Historic Places.

Economic Benefits

In addition to the cultural benefits of
historic zone designation, there are
economic benefits that accompany this
designation, To build a comparable
building with comparable materials to-
day, the costs quickly escalate, Historic
preservation projects are more labor
intensive than new construction which
results in the use of more local labor.
New matetials are the focus of new
construction. There are also financial
incentives for individual preservacion
projects. The Historle Preservation Tax
Credit program provides a 20% tax
credit for certified historic preservation
projects. The New Markets Tax Credir
is a 39% tax credit that is rarpered
toward revitalization efforts. Herlrage
tourism is now a major component

of the toutism industry which can be
tapped through historic preservation
and the dedication of a historic zone,

LAND USE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Historic Preservation
Commission

The Historic Preservation Commis-
sion will work with the community to
determine how this designation will
affect businesses, visitors and residents
in the area. 'The zone could maintain
the size, scale and mass of the build-
ings located in the zone. There could
be active encouragement to preserve
and resrore the bulldings located in
the zone through incentives such as
tax credits, grants, loans, etc. Other
possibilities include public interpre-
tation and heritage education for
residents and visitors.

The following steps should be taken to
jump-stare this effort:

* Establish Historic Preservation
Commission to address short and
long-term activities, inventory sites
and determine appropriate stan-
dards and incentives.

*+ Develop policies and guidelines for
historic protection.

+ Identify appropriate restrictions of
new development and redevelop-
ment for protection of histaric
landmarks.

* Develop a Historic Overlay Zone
through a public planning process.

Downtown's historlc sites range from Im-
portant cultural venues, such as the Fourth
Avenue Theatre (top right); the tribute to
Alaska's statehood averiooking the orlginal
Tent City (upper right); the historic Anchor-
age Hotel (middte right); and the orfginal
cottages constructed for the raiiroad during
early years of operation (bottom right).
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OVERVIEW

This chapter addresses the complex-
ity of Downtown’s transportation and
circulation system as it relates to the
vision for strengthening Downtown
as a vital place in which to live, work,
shop, conduct business, and support
tourism.

The first priority is to optimize mulci-
modal access to Downtown and create
a place that is enjoyable and safe for
walking, biking and using public
trangir, This goal will not only make
possible the development density
desired in Downtown, it will also
enhance the retail experience, boost
business, and make Downtown even
more of a destination for cultural and
social gatherings.

In addition to meeting the needs of
pedestrians, bicyclists and transie rid-
ers, the transportation system must
also serve local automobile and tour
bus access and circulation while reduc-
ing the adverse impacts of through-
traffic and freight movement.

vy _'t_rans_'po_rtiat_ion !
and circalation

This chapter identifies specific plan-
ning considerarions, cutlines trans-
portation goals thar support the plans
vision, and recornmends sclutions to
realize the full potential of Downtown
Anchorage.

anchomge downtown comprehensive plan
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TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

PLANNING Connectivity and
CONSIDERATIONS Accessibility
A number of factors in Downtown * Pedestrian movement in many
Anchorage currendy influence heavlly traveled areas is constralned
transportation and crculation par- by narrow sidewalks, physical barri-
terns. Through field observations and ers and piecemeal improvements,
reviews of previous transporration « The grade change between the
studies, several issues and challenges Dowatown Core and Ship Creek
in the Downtown circulation nerwork prevents an easy connection to
were identified during the planning Alaska Railroad headquarrers and
process, the proposed railread intermodal

. center,
Circulation + Lack of good pedestrian wayfind-

ing in low-light conditions impedes
pedestrian movement, especially
berween Downtown destinations
(hotels, Performing Arts Center,

Narrow sidewalks in some places Downtown Egan Civic Center, 5th Avenue
can Inhibit pedestrian comfort and flow. * Through traffic and truck traf Mall, Delaney Park, Ship Creek
fic adversely impacts Downtown

* Circulation constraints and high-
volume sereers wichin the Down-
town Core limit higher-density
redevelopment opporrunities.

trails, etc.).
circulation and pedestrian, bicycle . i .

. » There is a lack of integration
and transit movements. .
berween the Transit Center, bus

+ High vehicular speeds on major
couplets (A/C and 5th/6th) make

pedestrians uncomforeable.

system and parking lots.

» Downtown lacks direct local eransit

o connections to the airport and rail
« Downtown must facilizare easy links

circulation for tour companies, tour

bus roures, bus queuing and safe * The planned Seward-to-Glenn

Highway freeway ro freeway con-

drop-off.
passenger drop-o nection and the potential Knik

* The current mixture of one- and
two-way streets intetrupts the street
grid nerwork and causes driver con-
fusion and out-of-direction rravel,

+  Several “super-blocks” disrupt the
grid street nerwork and adversely

Arm crossing connectlon directly
into that will have significant im-
pacts and benefits to Downtown.

* Streer maintenance requirements
including winter snow and ice
temoval affect streetscape design

Bleycle amenitles and access are key fo
creating an active city center that is less
dependent on the automobile. impact pedestrian and vehicular

; criteria and upkeep.
operations.

» Parade, race and festival rourtes and
staging areas are needed to preserve
Downtown’s role in promoting
community identity.
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Ownership of Downtown’s streets
is splic berween the Municipality
and State, which impacts the form,
function and overall integration

of the street system. For example,
Nacional Highway System require-
ments prevent cercain retail signage,
and the Municlpality’s policies for
progressed speeds along cerrain
corridors impact the pedestrian
environment.

Parking

Downtown currently has an abun-
dance of surface parking lots.

The perception of Downtown’s -
lack of patking is largely due ro the
timing of on-street parking metess

— — Cimvmiown Shdy Area Park/Open Space
B W Oowmown Cora Area -] mwnm

@ TranshSuon

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

and drivers’ reluctance to park in

surface lots or structures. -
*  Asinfill development replaces

surface parking lots and Downtown

has an increasing number of resi-

dents and employees, a coordinated

parking strategy will be necessary.

‘The Downtown street network,
roadway ownership and prevalence

of parking lots are illustrated in the
diagram below. The shared ownership
requires coordination in operating and
maintaining existing facilities. Ir also
demands collaboration in planning
and providing for facility and service
expansions.

m ADOT 1 9F Road Ownership Diagram

s Privita
[ZZ) Parking LavSiuctre
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Qn many streets Downtown, pedestrians are exposed to three lanes of fasi-moving vehicles
(above top). Bus access to, from and around Downtown is key to creating a vibrant urban
center (above).
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TRANSPORTATION AND
CIRCULATION GOALS

‘The Downtown transportation system
must support the Downtown vi-

sion and accomplish many goals ac
once. The goals on the opposite page
arriculate the way in which future
transportation should provide access
to and within Downtown. These goals
provide a framework for analyzing
potential trir_nsporration Improvements
in Downtown Anchorage,



TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

The Downtown transportation network and
streetscape design should adhere to ADA
standards and cultivate a universally acces-
sible environment,
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TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

A number of key recommendatons
will eransform the narure of the city
center's transportation network and, in
turn, the entire Downtown environ-
ment. All recommendations adhere to
the goals ser forth at the beginning of
the chapter; they must be particularly
sensitive to the first rwo goals.

The specific recommendations in this
section focus on the following topics:

* Street Conversions, -

« Pedestrian & Bicycle Improvemenits

¢ Transit System Improvernenté

* Coordinated Parking Management
Program

+ Tour Bus Operations

« Phasing of Improvements

The changes must be carefully phased
over time to maintain appropriate
levels of service for users of the multi-
modal transportation system. See Ap-
pendix B: Transportation Recommen-
dations Memorandum for detailed
technical analysis that supports these
recommendations.

1. Street Conversions

Auromabiles currenty are the pri-
mary mode for access to Downtown
Anchorage. While the Downtown
Comprehensive Plan will improve
aceess for other modes, auromobiles
are likely to remain the primary access
maode for the fareseeable future. In
addirion, the freight movements that
travel through Downtown benefit the
regional economy and must be accom-

modated.
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- To address these issues, the planning
team developed and evaluated 10 sce-
narios modeling alternative circulation
systems for Downtown. The purpose

of the scenarios was to test many con-
cepts and learn what works and what
does not.

Before identifying a final recommen-
datlon, the planning team evaluated
each scenario based on its effect on
the pedestrian environment, land use
compatibility, tour operators and pas-
senger circulation, régional through-
trips, negadve circulation, freight
mobility, transit access and construc-
tion feasibility. From this analysis, a
combination of key street conversions.
are recommended to improve mobil-
Ity, access, safery and the economy in
Downtown Anchorage.

The recommended street conver-
stons are illustrated in the diagram

on the opposite page and described
on the following pages. Some of the
recommended street conversions can
occur in cthe near-term {9th Avenue,
D Street, F Streer), while others are
dependent on unrelated improvements
that muist oceur firse (Sch Avenue and
3rd Avenue). Though no conversions
to the A/C couplet are identified due
to its role in the srate highway system,
efforts should be made to calm traf-
fic as it passes through Downtown,
particularly at key intersecrions with
heavy pedestrian movement.



Convert 9th Avenue to a typical
three-lane cross section

The near-term conversion of 9th

Avenue to a typical three-lane cross-

section berween Gambell and 1
Streets would allow for the provi-
sion of improved pedestrian ameni-
ties and on-street parking.

This change would support efforts
to connect all of Downtown with
an effective pedestrian system

and strengthen connections from
Downtown to Delaney Park.

‘The conversion requires an opera-
tions plan to ensure that bus trn-
ing movements, appropriate turn
lanes and safe pedestrian crosswalks

are incorporated.

[ Parking Sinucture

*Notabla® Building Footprint

"TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

Convert D Street and F Street {o
two-way traffic

The near-term conversion of D

and F streets to two-way traffic
would improve traffic circulation,
particularly in the area north of 5th
Avenue and wesc of C Street.
On-streer parking should be
malntained and expanded wherever
possible,

Convert 3rd Avenue to one-way
westbound traffict

.

Conversion of 3rd Avenue to one-
way westbound is contingent upon
the Freeway-to-Freeway connec-
tion project being completed, 3rd
Avenue would provide a direct

Street Netw

&= 7 Lanss, OneWey w2 Lanes, Two-Way
e 3 Lanes, O Way v 3 L, T Wy
é— 41anes, One-Way w4 L3nes, Two-Way

Changes to Sth Avenue wlll facilitate better
pedestrlan access to Delaney Park,

1T : aite
ork Strategy Diagram

anchorage dow comp
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TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

connection from the Freeway-to-
Freeway into Downtown, with a
three-lane cross section likely being
provided east of C Street and then
transitioning to a two-lane cross
section west of C Street.

*  3rd Avenue should be equipped

with a continuous sidewalk on both

- sides, The section west of C Street
should have high-quality pedes-
trian amenities, such as lighting,
street furniture, seasonal plantings
(baskets or planters) and an ample
sidewalk width. Heated sidewalks
are highly desirable.

*  On-srreet parking should be
maintained and expanded wherever
possible.

* Travel speeds on 3td Avenue should
be managed.to provide an artractive
pedestrian environment, particu-
larly west of C Street. A progressed
speed of 20 MPH o less is recom-
mended, '

Trafftc analysls suggests that 3rd Avenue can convert to a two-lane, one-way westbound
street while maintaining parallel parking fanes on both sides and widened sidewalks.
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Truck craffic should be limited o

local access only.

In conjunction with implementa-

tion of the Freeway-to-Freeway

project, the Municipality should
complete 2 3rd Avenue One-Way

Traffic and Pedestrian Safery Imple-

mentation Plan that addresses:

- Mitigation measures for bus
loading, taxi queuing, auto
parcking and general impacts on
business,

- Downtown rour bus access
routes and safe drop-off and
pick-up sites.

- Pedestrian safecy.

- Reducing routing of Downtown
through-traffic movement,

- Efficient routing of downtawn-
local rraffic movement.

- Efficient truck routing to ensure
teuck services are not negatively
impacted. .

- lmpacts on 3rd Avenue busi-
nesses to ensure that the conver-
sion strengthens business,

Convert 5th Avenue to two-way
traffic

Conversion of 5th Avenue to two-
way waffic is also dependent on the
Freeway-to-Freeway connection
project being completed, as well as
3rd Avenue being converted to one-
way westbound,

Conversion of 5th and 3rd would
result in an attractive walking
district being created for the entire
Downtown area west of C Street
berween 3rd and 6th Avenues.



TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

‘The district would benefit from
reduced volumes of rraffic, due to
the Freeway-to-Freeway project and

Convert E Street to a two-way
street north of 4th Avenue

» Following the conversion of 3rd

the street conversions, and lower
progressed speeds {recommended at
20 MPH or less).

Reconfiguring 5th Avenue ro a
two-way road similar o 4th Avenue
will allow for convenient passen-
ger drop-off (tour bus and private
vehicle) at the Alaska Center for
Performing Arcs.

Two-way traffic on 5th Avenue

will potentially reduce auro traffic
arcund the Egan Center, Perform-
ing Arts Center and other destina-

tions that receive high foot-traffic.
Traffic light synchronization will
be a critical element to managing
traffic flow and maintaining low
travel speeds,

Avenue to one-way traffic, the
intersection of 3rd Avenue and

B Street will need to allow auro
movement north and south.
Two-way traffic on E Street be-
tween 3rd Avenue and 4th Avenue
will provide mortorists an additional
opportunity to travel south into
Downtown.

Maintain B Street as a one-way

- northbound street south of 4th

Avenue.

Coordinate streetscape and infra-
structure improvements with the
E Street Corridor Enhancement
Project. '

The strategy calls for converslon of
E Street to a two-way street north of
4th Avenue,

The current configuration of three lanes of westbound traffic on 5th Avenue glves more
prlority Lo through traffic than to pedestrfans in the heart of Downtown.
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2. Improve the Pedestrian
and Bicycle Environment

A safe and attractive pedesteian en-
vironment supporeed by an efficient
bicycle and transit network is a key
component of the economic health
and social vitality of Downtown.

Create a network of high quality
street environments that provide
continuous, safe and universal
pedestrian access.

* Improve the Primary and Second-
ary Pedestrian Connections identi-
fied in the Pedestrian and Bicycle

Diagram.

Walking should be considered the .
* Promote streetscape improvements

primary mode of cravel within the
Downtown Core. Many improve-
ments to the pedestrian environment
would also benefie bicyclists. Opportu-
nities to make improvements for both
modes include physical and opera-
tional changes.

recommended in the Downtown
Core Streets Streetscape Plan {ap-
pendices), ro enhance pedestrian
activity and support development
and economic growth.

* Enhance pedestrian crossings for
continuity of access around Down-
town. Install safe crossings across
the A and C, 5th and 6ch and 1 and
L couplets.
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Connect regional blcycle and pe-
destrian trails inte Downtown.

* Improve the Pedestrian and Bicycle
Trails and On-street Bicycle Con-
nections identified on the Pedes-
trian and Bicycle Diagram.

* Link Anchorage’s trails system into
Downtown’s Pedestrian Connec-
tions 1o integrate non-vehicular
circulation throughout Downtown.
Directly link pedestrians and
bicyclists to Downtown’s transit
stations, parks and open spaces,
cultural sites, facilities and neigh-
borhoods.

* Ensure that safe, identifiable bicycle
routes ate prioritized, A bicycle
lane should be designated as part of
the 5th Avenue street conversion.
Rights-of-way such as E and G that
cannot accommodate a separate
bicycle lane should include traffic
calming and bicycle amenities.

Manage traffic speed and vol-
umes on Downtown streets to
minimize the perceptions of
pedestrian barriers.

= Encourage average speeds of 20

Forthcoming changes to E Street will help to create a more pedestrian friendly environment
MPH or less on all Downtown (above top), Street level pedestrian deslgn shouid take Into account access to parking areas

streets using traffic calming mea- {above).

sures such as:

- Raised intersections * Adjust the progressed speeds of
traffic signals along arterials. Traffic
signals should provide adequate

- Curb extensions

- Bike lanes b edests &l

- Better street lighting time for pedestrians to safely cross.
These improverments can be installed

- Bulb-outs

individually to address specific prob-
lems or system-wide, depending on
available funding,

- Narrower travel lanes
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3. Improve the Downtown
Transit System

The increased densicy planned for the
city center will significantly increase
Downtown traffic volumes unless vi-
able alrernarives to driving are pro-
vided. Transit should be perceived as
the most effective means of extending
the distance people walk in Down-
town. Translt and share-a-ride pro-
grams should also be a viable aleerna-
tive for Downtown commurers.

Modernize and/or relocate the

Transit Center.

» The Municipality should conduct a
“Transit Center Relocation Feasibil-
Ity Study to derermine the best

location and improvements. This
plan suggests the Municipality con-
sider moving the center to Carta-
lytic Development Site #1 on 3rd
Avenue, in order to create a safe,
accessible multi-use transit facility;
improve Downtown transit func-
rionality; and improve overall traffic
circulation, See Chapter 4: Land
Use and Economic Development
for Transit Cencer site criteria.
Improve pedestrian connections to
‘Third Avenue via E Streer corridor
improvements and the public stair-
case in line with D Screer.
Off-sereet loading at the Transit
Center will improve the efficiency
of both transit and traffic opera-
tions in Downrown.
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Initiate a Downtown Circulator to
provide direct access throughout
the core on a regular basis.

s ‘The Circulator route (shown io the
diagram on the opposite page) will
provide a direct link between the
Transit Center and many important
Downtown destinations.

» 'This special dedicated bus line
would provide close access to every
public parking garage within the
Core, allowing people to park once
and take the Circulator to specific
destinations.

* The Circulator headway should not
be more than five minures.

* 'The Municipality should consider
public/private funding strategies,
such as Business Improvement Dis-
trict contributions for the operating
costs.

Coordinate transit services and

amenities.

* Reassess the transit network to de-
termine the best transit routes that
will provide Downtown workers,
residents and shoppers with conve-
nient and efficient options.

+ Locate transit stops outside all ma-
Jor civic and culrural destinations,

*  Construct curb extensions at bus
stops to facilitate universal acces-
sibility and improve travel time,
Transition away from turnouts as
part of street and transit improve-
ment projects,

= Provide amenities that make cransic
use more viable, such as heaced bus
stops and schedule information.

= Establish a non-stop express transit
route that connects the Alaska Na-

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

tive Medical Center to Downtown.

* Encourage major Downtown
employers to promore employee
transit use and provide bonuses to
developments thac are transit-sup-
portive.

+ The Transit Center, Downtown
Circularor, and transit routes
should be located to efficiendy
connect Downtown to the larger
metropolitan region and provide
convenient service coverage for
the Downtown area. For example,
Downtown transit should connect

to the proposed circularor route for

the Midtown area.

4. Develop a Coordinated
Parking Strategy

Parking management is one of the
most important facets of an effective
transportation and circulation system.
As in most urban environments, there
Is a perception In Anchorage that
Downtown lacks adequate parking.
Research on parking garage vacancy
rates has shown thar there is a surplus
of parking spaces during the most

active times of the day. In concrast, the

number of on-street parking spaces

are limited. Lighting and safety within

parking structures and meter manage-

ment have been identified as the grear-

est barziers to parking in Downtown.
As a result, in particular locarions the
demand for on-street parking exceeds
the supply, and drivers searching for
vacant parking spaces increase conges-
don.

Providing packing facilities in the right

locations not only alleviates traffic
congestion, but can also encourage

The Downtown Circulator should be a spe-
cial, dedicated bus translt line that is quick,
efficient and easlly recognizable.
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pedestrian activity. If mocorists enter- Consider parking fee structure

ing Downtawn are able to quickly alternatives.

patk, they can complete their journey + Explore managing Downtown

through Downtown on foot, It is also parking by pricing parking to

important to ensure thar parking facil- match demand.

ities are a well-designed and integrated . Ateernarively, consider different

part of the streetscape experience. methods of managing parking

Publicize and provide wayfinding that will draw visicors Downtown,

to avaifable parking Including free parking.

* Publicize and promote the Down- Provide on-street parking oppor-
rown patking system, including tunities.
maps that locate parking options *  Maintain packing lanes wherever
for residents and visitors. possible.

* Inform the public thac the parking ~ + “Transition to the kiosk system of
supply Downtown—14,000 spaces, parking meters that accept mul-
7,000 of which are operated by the tiple forms of payment and reduce
Municipality—exceeds the demand sidewalk impediments.
for spaces. + Implement and manage time limits

+ Utilize technology such as real-time and fees for on-street parking to
informarional signs to publicize the help encourage parking turnover.
number and location of available On-streer parking fee structure and
parking spaces. time limits should favor shoppers,

LT
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not employees. Greater on-street
packing turnover Downtown leads
to less congestion. It also ben-
efits businesses by increasing the
amotint of parking for petential
CUstomers.

Strategically locate parking
garages.

Parking garages should be well-
distributed and more conveniently
located throughout Downtown.
Locate public parking to capture
motorists at the earliest and most
convenient locatlons upon entering
Downrown.

Seamlessly connect parking garages
to pedestrian-friendly streets and
transic systems, including the
Downtown Circnlator.

As Downtown builds ouc in the
future, consider developing parking
garages under Delaney Park.

Design pedestrian-friendly
parking facilitles.

Sereen surface lots with landscap-
ing, and pur active uses on the
ground floor of parking strucrures,
For a more complere descriprion of
design guidelines regulating park-
Ing facilidies, please refer to Chaprer
6: Urban Design.

Require parking structures to be
well-lit, easy ro navigare and well-
marked.

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

The stereotype of parking garages as unsafe, dark places shouid be diminished with new
parking structure design requirements that ensure well-lIt environments with ground-level
businesses to attract activity, such as the structure above. Klosk parking meters, such as the
two pictured below, accept multiple forms of payments and are an efficlent use of space
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5. Accommodate Tour Bus
Operations

Ensure adequate passenger drop-off
locations for overnight passengers

Downtown benefits from over 1,700 at frequented hotels.

- day-ttlp cruise passengers arriving via
bus to spend three to six hours n the
clty center. In addition, approximately
1,750 passengers stay overnight in
Dow.'v_ntown hotels. The tour bus cir-
culation routes and passenger drop-off
locations are critical to the success of
Downtown's circulation sysrem.-

Coordinare tour bus circularion
with truck routes and local rraffic
patrerns.

*  Avold bus queuing and idling
adjacent to primary pedestrian cor-
ridors so that pedestrian comfore
is not impacted by exhaust fumes.
Locate bus idling on peripheral

‘ LT : lots.

» Welconie day-tzip fourists into the

heart of Downtown and poslion

drop-off locations in close proxim-

ity to irs cultural and commercial
amenities. Existing drop-off loca-
tions are noted on the diagram
below.

+ Work with tour bus operators to
locate bus and luggage truck opera-
tions at sites with adequate curb
accessibility, curb approaches, inter-
section turning radii and efficient
routing. Scrive to create sites that

Heiaeae

= ~DownenSuadyAme [ Nogbie GuRdingFootpinl W TourBusDrep<oftocslons (D Tronst Salion Tour Bus Dl'Op"Off
B pasComenry 3] Paing Suchee € proposed T Rosn Locations Diagram
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allow independent bus movements,
avoid public streer crossings by
passengers to final destinations (i.e,
hotels, hospirality suites, etc.) and
allow easy ingress/egress.

* Apply techniques as illustraced
at right to provide adequate tour
bus and Juggage rruck access and
operations at key destinations. This
illustration shows a two-way treat-
ment of 3rd Avenue on the north
side of the Hilton Hotel to accom-
modate bus loading and unloading.
Luggage truck and tour bus loading
and unloading could also be ac-
commodated on F Street, as shown.

6. Phase Improvements
Over Time

Serving the mixed-use needs of Down-
town Anchorage, while also meeting
the needs of surrounding ateas {ports,
industry, warchousing, etc.} and the
mobility needs of the region, Is a sig-
nificant load for Downtown. Down-
‘town'’s streets must simultaneously ace
as highways, arterials, truck roures,
transit routes, bicycle routes, and
pedestrian routes. The current network
has been sufficient over the past several
decades, but it is not appropriate for
Downtown’s future growch,

‘The phasing of future improvements
will provide appropriate rransporta-
tion services in 2 manner well suited to
adjacent land uses and development.
A phased approach that is sensitive to
the myriad complexities of transporta-
tion and land use will ultimacely result
In a stronger, more viable system for
Downtown.

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

This concept provides an example of how tour bus and luggage truck operations can be
accommodated at the Hilton Hotel, with conversian of 3rd Avenue to one-way westbound,
Curbslde access Is provided such that passengers have direct access to building entrances
without crossing any streets, The same Is true for luggage trucks. Bus approach and depar-
ture routes aliow for independent movement of each bus. Curb frontage is adequate for ex-
isting demands with flexIbility to expand as demand Increases, Curb returns can be shaped

and sized to provide generous turning radil

Success will depend on many factors,
such as funding, right-of-way, policy
prioritles and system flexibility and
redundancy. Cutrent policies have
not been wholly successful in creating
a harmonious relationship between
Downtown land use and the trans-
portation system. in addicion o the
recommendations outlined in the
Downtown Comprehensive Plan, fu-
ture policies should strive to improve
local circulation and access in areas
with high redevelopment potential,
Future policies and projects should
also attempt to separate high-volume
thoroughfares from streets with mul-
tiple pedestrian attracrions,

to accommodate bus movements,

anchorage downtown comprehensive plan
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OVERVIEW

Downtown Anchorage is the urban
hub of not only Anchorage, but the
entire state of Alaska. Its unique his-
toty, natural serting, cultural events,
and architectural and streecscape
design all combine to create an wrban
design environment like no other in
the world.

Recognizing both che strengths and
function of the built environment and
the physical impacts of existing zon-
ing—and determining what new regu-
lations and guidelines are necessary to
enhance these characteristics—is criti-
cal during this phase in Downtown’s
development. By doing so, Downtown
Anchorage can celebrate its past,
embrace its unique northern climate
conditions and becomne Americs’s best
example of a Winter City— designed
to be a great place for its residents,
workers and visitors.

This chapter reviews the existing con-
ditions of Downtown’s urban design;
identiftes the goals for maintaining
and improving the design of the
urban environment; and articulates
the guidelines needed to enhance the
special qualiries of the Downtown
experience.

n
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URBAN DESIGN

PLANNING
CONSIDERATIONS

Downtown faces a number of environ-
mental and physical constraints that
affect how people experience the city
center. The most pressing constraints
that should be addressed with the de-
sipn guidelines fall into two categories:
Pedestrian Environment and Climate-
Sensltive Design.

Pedestrian Environment

*  Many sidewalks are of insufficient
width for pedestrian mobility and
comfort,

* There are {imited opportunities to

stop, sit and relax.

Ground floor uses that spill onto wide,

well-designed sidewalks combine to make
the Downtown environment a place where bilicy in the winter,
people want to be,

* Icy sidewalks limit pedestsian mo-

* The ground level of many buildings
does not open onto the sidewalk
or provide visual access between
the sidewalk and interior spaces.
Long blank walls, mirrored glass
and a lack of encry ways oriented to
the sidewalk affect the pedestrian
environment.

* Dedestrian lighting Is often poor
and inconsistent from one street to
the next,

+ The prevalence of surface parking
lots takes away from an interesting
and safe pedestrian experience.

» DParking garages often lack active
uses on the first several stories fac-
ing the streer, creating dead spaces.
Garages should be underground or
wrapped with mixed-use space.
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Climate and Setting

* Existing structures have not maxi-

mized sun penetration and wind
protection in the public realm.
Taller building designs have failed
to incorporate canopies, step-backs
or other architectural elements to
create a more comforrable ground
level pedestrian environment. This
has resulted in many windy, dark
entry plazas, sidewalks and open
spaces.

Many buildings lack appropri-
ately designed pedestrian shelter.
Awnings and canopies often block
sundight and shed rain, snow and
ice onto the sidewalk,

The use of heavy equipment and
salt to remove snow reduces the
lifespan ind impacts the aeschetics
of the streetscape.

The streetscape lacks amenities and
visual attractions during winter.
Certain scenic view corridors are
impacred by building massing or
projections such as skywalks.
References to local culture or the
natural setting ate often absent
from the design of streets, apen
spaces and buildings. Downtown
daes have a significant collection
of historic buildings which give the
city center a distinctive character
along portions of 4th Avenue as
well as other locations.



URBAN DESIGN

URBAN DESIGN GOALS

Downtown's livabilicy is largely
dependent on the design of its public
and private realms. The urban design
goals aim to strengthen Downtown's
uniquely urban experience,

Deslgn elements such as this outdoor
heater in Kiruna, Sweden (above top) or
T =8 this open alr atrlum in Downtown Denver,
e ’ i CO (above) create more hospitable public
spaces throughout the year.

i

horage do hensive plan 91




URBAN DESIGN

As the density of Downtown Anchor-
age increases, it is especially important
to develop guidelines that foster urban
development that is compatible with
existing uses; are respectful of the
natural environment and views; and -
support creation of an exciting and
vibrant notthern climate city environ-
ment. The guidelines are intended

to uphold the vision for Dovnrown
Anchorage and realize its urban design
‘These guidelines are for both public
and private development, ranging
from districc-wide improvemeénts to
individual building design; ‘providing
the Municipality, architects and devel-
opers with guidance as to community’s
expectations for the quality and com-
patibility of design in the clty centér
They also provide general guidance
for the preparation of the Downtown
land use and development code, which
will establish specific requirements and
incentives for future development. In ¥

certain cases the design guidelines may ~
also be used to supplement the land
use code during discretionary design

reviews, such as by a boan;l or com- -
mission. In such cases, the guidelmes ’
would be recommendartions and:
subjecr o discretionary review:

‘The design guidelines for Downtown

are divided into two categories; | v

* Enhance the Public Realm ¥

* Improve the Quality of Building
Design

92
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Downtown Land Use and
Development Code

In conjunction with the Tide 21
Rewrire, the Downtown Comprehen-
sive Plan is accompanied by a separate
land use and development code for
Downtown. These regulations will

be used to implement the Downtown
Compmhcnswe Plan and fit within
the frameworlg of thie Tide 21 Rewrite.
The new Downtown devclopmem

code will: o

»  Sit form-based contextual rules for
" building type and form.

« Becléh andrungmbiguous.

* Address arcas with high sefsmic risk
with a selsmlc overlay zone. Land
use or design standards may be
appropriate In areas with greatest
potential for ground failure.

* Define three distinct districts
within Downtown, and provide
different treatments for the differ-
ent districts in the Downtown.

* Encourage compatible mixed-uses.

= + Encourage multi-family and ar-

tached residenttal uses.
. ‘Use graphics as needed to improve
understanding
- Streamline review processes,
*  Wse graphics as needed to improve
understanding.
* Streamline review processes,

)

5
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1. Enhance the Public
Realm

Public View Protection

Preserve visual connections to
surrounding natural scenery from
street corridors and public spaces.
Encourage the creation of new
vantage points, such as through
public viewing areas at the top of
buildings,

Protect the view corridots on the
cast-west oriented avenues by

.designing buildings, skywalks and

awnings to minimize view obstruc-
tions,

Identify specific vantage points and
the priority viewsheds for protec-
tion. These viewsheds and vantage

points include (as shown in the
Viewshed and Vantage point Dia-
gram below);

URBAN DESIGN

Views of Denali and the wa-
terfrone ro the north and the
Alaska Range and Inlet to the
west , especially from streets
ending near the bluffs or the
waret,

Views south and east to the
Chugach Mounrain Range.
Views of landmark buildings,
art work or major public spaces
or activities,

Vanrage points ovetlooking the
; The vlews from Delaney Park (top right)
Posc and Ship Creek. and the Downtown Core (right) showcase
the Chugach Mountalns, Vlewshed Impacts
should be strongly consldered for the
location and design of new development in
Downtown.

Viewshed and Vantage Point Diagram
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Sidewalk Section

Storefront
Sidewalk Utllity Zone —j—>—~, j , ClearZone  Zone
Allowes for opening car dooss, - * - 7} Shefoot minimum; Eight to
strest Hghting, trees, parking twelve-feat is recommended,
meters, newspaper particularly on primary
dispensers, benches, pedestrian connections. Skx feet
signage, landscaping and allows two pzople to walk
other streetscape objects abreast. Elght to twelve feet
that should be kept clear of allows two couples to
the walkway. comfortably pass.
Two-foot minlmum width,
aithough four-foot minimum
s encouraged on Primary
Pedestrian Connections. .
Storefrant zone has two-foot
S LoD minimum width, Protects
" paraliel piirking adjacent 16 the - . pedestilans from apening
walkway provides ready parkingfor doors and accommedates
Dowritown businesses and impraves window shopping.

pedestrian comfort. - -

This sidewalk maintains a clear padestrian clear zone and is extended Into the parking lane
for additlonal tree planting beds. The sidewalk width also accommodates outdoor seating.
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Sidewalk Widths

Maintain a pedestrian clear zone
of a minimum of six feet on all
sidewalks (left). Increase the width
to berween eight and twelve feet
wherever possible, especially on
Primary Pedestrian Connections,
Provide a two-foor wide sidewalk
storefront zone and a sidewalk ucil-
ity zone as shown in the diagram
(left).

Include parking lanes on all strects.
If sidewalk width is less than six
feer, consider constructing tree
planting beds in place of one park-
ing space.

Inventory street rights-of-way to
determine where sidewalk widen-
ing can occur. Where excess travel
capacity exists, widen sidewalks o
accommodate at least che mini-

mum clear zone,

Wherever street conversions or
reconseructions occur, give priority
to extending sidewalk widths.

Maintaining a minimum six-foot wide side-
walk clear zone width Is especially impor-
tant in ensuring Anchorage is a universally
accessible clty that accommodates a range
of abillties,



Public Streetscape Amenities

Provide public seating opportuni-
ties clustered with other amentties,
such as lighting, shelter, trash re-
ceptacles, public art and landscap-
ing. Every streee block within che
Downtown Core should include at
least one seating opportunity.
Encourage dining areas outside
restaurants and cafes wherever
sidewatk width accommodates.
Dining areas should not interfere
with the clear zone for pedestrian
movement.

Provide places for stopping, such as
something to lean on (e.g., bol-
lards or short fences) or edge spaces
along building facades (e.g., niches
in the fagade, slightly recessed
entrances, window bays, porches or
verandas).

Create “secondary seating opportu-

- nitles” such as steps, pedesrals, low

walls or edges of monuments or
fountains.

Encourage stopping places that are
sunlir, wind-protected spaces, or
“sun pockets”,

Encourage small pedestrian ameni-
ties that help make the winter
walling environment more hospita-
ble—by creating comfort, con-
venience and interest-such as gas
stoves that provide light decoration
and warmth, self-cleaning public
restrooms, winter lighting, and
heated benches.

Promote street-level spaces for ven-
dors 1o sefl hot food or drinks,

URBAN DESIGN

An18-foot wide sidewalk, pedestrian Iighting, annuals planting, and Interesting storefronts
combine to make a lively streetscape on 4th Avenue (above), Even with wide sldewalks
(beiow), care should be taken to maintaln a direct pedestrian travel way suitable for at least
two people walking abreast.
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Tree Well [Section)

Face of Bullding —m

Face of Curh

Concrete retaining wall

of tree wall, contalning soif
and supporting pre-cast-panels
and tree grates

Tree Grale

— Pre-cest concrete panel

q| spanning trea wel
du| — Area of Continuous Tree Well |

Tree Well (Plan View)
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Landscaping and Art Palette

»  Encourage the use of landscaping
where appropriate for pedestrian
safery and aesthetic benefits.

* Plant and maintain sereer trees
where sidewalk width is sufficient
for a minimum of five-foot plant-
ing bed.

*  Use suspended slabs or trench
planters to provide more protection
1o tree roots.

* Where sidewalk widths do not
accommodate streer tree planting,
construct areas for clustered plane-
ing and/ar public art,

* Preserve mature trees wherever
possible,

* Ensure that power ouders for light-
ing displays are installed ac regular
intervals and maintained.

* Plant annuals throughout the
Downtown Core.

* Encourage integration of public are
into public areas, including parks,
plazas and sldewalks. Use arr o
foster a sense of place and promote
understanding of the local culture,
heritage and natural serting.

* Ensure minimum pedestrian clear
zone is maintained. Cluster art
features with other streetscape arne-
nities, including seating, lighting,
trash receptacles and sheleer,

+ Tntroduce seasonal are that cel-
ebrates winter, such as warer
features that become ice sculprures
in wintet.



URBAN DESIGN

Sculptural elements can take on a func:
tional nature, This urban fence {above top)
separates pedestrians from adjacent sur-
face parking. Sculpture that integrates art,
cultural and natural references and water
or lighting elements can be used for small
gathering areas (above} or to make a big
statement (upper and lower right).
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Heated Sidewalks + Provide incentives for property
+ Phase I (shown in red on map owiers afid developeis
below): the Municipality has - Develop a cost strategy for pub-
identified priority streets in need of lic/private pastnership.
heated sidewalks. It should escablish - Develop a maintenance stracegy
: a2 Heated Sidewalk Master Plan, for public/private partnership,
-+ Phase Il: Work with property own- . - Offer Incentives for existing
. ers to determine distribution and . building owners to upgrade
-~ responsibility of infrastrucrure costs - accéss to their properties;

and opérating costs:. " consider focusing tax incentives
"+ ito heated sidewalk construction,

"« Require riew publi¢ investment
" "projects to heat selective adjacent
T o e sidewalksy s
Heated sidewalks In Trondheim, Norway, @ eI
make’pedestrlan access safe and easy. : L

: - AT PR 3 =227
Sidewalk Improvements Diagram

- ;- 12} B o y
e 8% DovsenCas ] "Wowal polldbog Fomprist S Hosied Stewsh.
] 29 [ .
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Pedestrian Crossings

* Streer crossings are integral to a
pedestrian network that provides
continuous access throughout
Downtown year-round. Make
street intersections safe and conve-
nient for pedestrians to cross.

*  All intersections with high levels of
pedestrian traffic (identified on the
Sidewalk Improvements Diagram,
opposite page) should be raised
or considered for specially-treated
crosswalks, through the use of
special materials or signage.

*  Give preference to raised intersec-

tiens and crossings because they
give pedestrians a continuous,
at-grade walking surface while
eliminating icy curb cut ramps and
standing warter. They can also calm
traffic 2nd make pedestrians more
visible to appreaching drivers.

» Ensure thar raised crosswalks and
intersections are sloped up gradu-
ally to minimize impacts on waffic
movement and snow removal.

« Incorporate curk bulb-outs at
intersections to reduce crossing
distances and increase space for

. sidewalk ameniries.

* Minimize vehicular driveways
across sidewatks to reduce the
impact on pedestrians from cars

entering and exiring parking areas.

+ Mirigate drainage issues during

street reconstructions . Consider Raised Intersections (middle left and right) or raised crosswalks (bottom left), or special

. s K material treatment {top and bottom right} at key pedestrian crossings will help distinguish
relocating drainage catch basins ro the pedestrian zone, improve watking conditions and stow down through-traffic.

mid-block to prevent puddling at
crosswalles.
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Dawntown Denver's 16th Street Mall (above)

‘ nVer. i d iden-
lights up at nlght and attracts pedestrians llluminate front doots on residen

‘Lighting

with a combination of storefront lighting, » Enhance visibility, public safety and tial screets.
gtreet lamps, and decoratlve tree lighting. the atcractiveness of Downtown * Encourage decorative seasonal
' 5 ' in the evenings and during winter lighting.

Lighting from building interiors and sculp-
tural elements can bring warmth to the
street, improve safety and create intimate
spaces In the outdoor environment,

with high quality lighting.
E_stﬁblish base-level iliﬁnﬂﬁation
standards for adequate, uniform
]ightihg for sidewalks; streets and

. open spaces,

Hluminate ﬁdewalks_ with pedes-
trian-scale fixtures to promote com-
fort, security and safety. Intensify
lighting levels at key crossings.
Area lighting should use white
light for its aesthetic benefits and
its clear rendering of colors and
objects.

Area lighting should be directed
generally downward and use cut-
off fixtures to minimize glare and
trespass light.
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Lighting fixcure styles should
provide a unifying urban design
element to Downtown while allow-
ing for variety and fostering a sense
of place in Downtown’s individual
sub-districrs, The new lighting
paletee should complement existing
Downtown lighring and reflect the
distinet sub-district in which it is
located.

Design light poles to accommo-
dare banners and hanging flower
baskets.

Bring indoor illumination to the
sidewalk with lighting from build-
Ing interiors through the windows.



Pedestrian Shelter

* Provide ovethead protection that
promotes year round comfort and
adds color and visual interest,

* Create building arcades along
streets with narrow sidewalks. An
arcade is indented into the ground
Hoor building wall and creates a
sheltered walleway adjacent to the
public sidewalk {see top illustra-
tion at right and photographs
on the next page). Arcades are
preferable to awnings or canopies
becanse they permit an extension of
sidewalk width, avoid obstructing
sunlight or views along the existing
sidewalk and can provide a more
comforrable, sheltered transition
space between the indoors and
outdoors.

+ The interior of arcades should be
wide enough for two couples to
pass comfortably, have high enough
ceilings to provide ventilation and
openness and be luminated.

* Design awnings and canopies to
avoid shedding snow and icy drip
lines on the sidewalk.

* Canopies should have transparent
roofs that allow sunlight to reach
the sidewalk.

« Awnings and canopies should be
designed to complement the archi-
tectural design of their buildings.

* Primary building entrances along
major pedestrian routes, pick-up/
drop-off zones and next to transit
stops should incorporate overhead
protecrion,

* Encourage publicly accesstble
indoor spaces and indoor/outdoor
transition spaces with seating and
amenities for public use. ‘These
spaces should be located in areas
that have a high level of public use,
be direcdy connecred to public
streets and open spaces, be visually
inceresting and afford views and
sunlight access.

* Encourage publicly accessible
indoor spaces and indoor/ourdoor
transition spaces with seating and
amenities for public use. These
spaces should be located in areas
that have a high level of public use,
be disecely connected to public
streets and open spaces, be visually
interesting and afford views and
sunlight access,

Public Events Facilitation

* Coordinate with E and F Street
cotridot improvements.

* Conslder installing removable bol-
lards to prevent vehicular traffic at
key public areas,

URBAN DESIGN

The canopy on the south-faclng side of
the Egan Center Is an example of good
northern climate design, its transparency
allows sunlight access, while sheltering
pedestrians and preventing the bulid up of
Ice and snow.

This private arcade with public-use gase-
ment on 4th Avenue (above) provides a
small dining area, pedestrian shelter and
a much wider sidewalk than would be pro-
vided within the public right-of-way.
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Building Setbacks

102
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2. Improve the Quality of
Building Design

Bullding Setbacks

» Buildings should have a strong
relationship to the street, with
setbacks no wider than necessary
to accommodate the pedestrian
network. However, a stricdy
uniform “build-to” line along the
street is not always necessary, and
some variation in the facades can be
desirable.

+  Provide minor building setbacks
from the property line if they
permit additional public sidewalk
width on streers with insufficient
right-of-way,

Encourage a building setback of
up to 12 or more feet whete it can
deliver significant sunlight access
benefits in addition to a wider
pedestrizan area.

A limited porrion of a building’s
ground level facade may be set back
a greater distance if the additional
set back offers:

- Variety and “relief” from the

uniform street wall

Pedestrian-scale facade articula-
tion

Sunlit “sun pocket” spaces for

stopping and relaxing

- Protection from wind tunnel
effects on north-south streets

Locate building arcades adjacent

to, but outside of, the sidewalk area

needed for the walkway clear zone.



URBAN DESIGN

Massing and Stepping Bullding Massing and Stepping

* Provide human scale to buildings
along sidewalks and public spaces,
in pare through variation in the
massing of large buildings and
stepping back the height of rall
buildings.

*  Medium- to high-rise buildings
should feature slender towers with
condensed floor plates. Slender
towers stepped back from the street

cast less shadow during summer,
spring and fall and allow more air,
ambient daylight and warm tem-
petatures at the ground level,

*  Step back medium- to high-rise
buildings at the third or fourth
flaor and above, toward the middle
of the city block, to minimize the
shadows they cast and any undesir-
able wind Impacts at the ground
level,

+ Tower placemnent, spacing and di-
mensions should strive to preserve
views and daylight in berween tall
buildings,

+ Tower design should be of the
highest quality and contribute 1o
the Anchorage skyline. Massing,
stepping, modulation, tapering,
fagade materials, colors and articu-
lation of prominent towers should
enhance the image of Downtown.

Buildings with upper floors stepped back This high-rise constructlon in Vancouver,
can Incorporate rooftop balconies and BC steps back from the street edge above
provide rellef to the streetscape. the second floor.
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Sunlight Access

* The lifeblood of a downtown is the
pedestrians who enjoy and enliven
its public spaces. Pedestrians feed
the businesses and cultural ven-
ues, bringing vicaliry and reducing
crime, .An Important factor for a
comfortable and attractive cutdoor
environment is access to sunlighe.
New buildings should minimize

or nearby open spaces, particulasly
In the spring and fall to extend the
warmth, comfore and activity level
of the summer peak season,

+  Minimize mid-day shadows on
public open spaces between the
Spring and Fall equinoxes.

* Preserve sunlight access to the fol-

This building In San Francisco, CA gradually lowing sites in Downtowru:

steps back from the street edge to ensure
sunfight access to all units. - Public Parlgs and plazas’ SUCh as

Town Square Park and Delaney
Park Strip

- North side of east-west streets
designated as Primary Pedes-
trian Connections

- Important civic buildings with
latge numbers of visitors {e.g.,
Old Federal Building)

« Evaluate the impact of medium-
and high-rise development propos-
als on sun and shade conditiens to
determine the appropriate design
measures needed to reduce or

mitigate any undesirable shadow

This buflding in Lulea, Sweden has a narrow conditions.
east-west profile, a roof that slopes down

toward the north, and a stepped fagade

that allows sunlight to reach nelghbors for

more of the year. Numerous facade ele-

ments break up the downward wind flow,

lessening wind impacts at the street level,
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Private developments should:

- Optimize sunlight access and

sky views, particularly for civic
buildings, schools, ptivate open
spaces and residential districts.

- Locate open spaces (private and
semi-public) to capture as much
sut as possible during hours of
peak use, '

shadows cast on opposing sidewalks ~ Wind Protection

Medium- to high-rise buildings
should be designed to reduce or
mitigate undesirable wind impacts
on streets, open spaces and other
pedestrian activity areas. Buildings
which are substantially higher than
the surrounding buildings in the
area should be designed with regard
to wind conditions.

Evaluate the impact of medium-
and high-rise development pro-
posals on wind conditions to
determine the appropriate design
measures needed to reduce or miti-
gate any undesirable ground floor
wind condirions and down drafs.
Step towers back from the property
line and from che lower leve! build-
ing wall on all designated pedes-
trian connections and on streets
within the residential mixed-use
districts.

Deslgn overhead projections such
as awnings/canopies to lessen wind
impacts and the ground level.

Wind impacts at the ground level.



Ground-Level Treatment

+ Design buildings with individual
fagade characreristics that dis-
tinguish each from neighboring
buildings.

* Use building wall modulation and
facade articulation to bring visual
interest and a human scale to build-
ing frontages.

* Design ground level residential
units to face the street with win-
dows, front stoops and streer access.

¢ Design the ground level of non-res-
idential buildings to be transparent
and physically and visually oriented
toward the sidewalk,

+  Design retail storefronts to be
comprised mostly of windows,
doors and other openings. Win-
dows should provide visual access
to interior retail spaces and displays
within the building.

* Bays with visual and/or physical
access should be created at frequent
intervals to avoid long blank walls.

*  Design buildings to contribute
to the streetscape and open space
netwotk (bottom right).

URBAN DESIGN

Tha facades of this mixed-use buildlng (above) and residential bullding (below) are
articulated w[t_h individuai bays, each with its own window treatment or entry way.

The built environment adjacent to the side-
walk can be as Important as the walkway
itself. In spite of a narrow walkway and
adjacent travel lane (left), an eclectic mix of
storefronts increases pedestrian interest.
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Materials and Texture

*  Utilize facade matetials that create a
warm, transparent building edpe at
the pedestrian level.

* Incorporate lighter colors and
reflective materials on upper floors
for aesthetic benefits and to redirece
sunlight radiation to public spaces
below. Avoid reflective glass near
the ground level as it limits pedes-
uzians’ ability to see into buildings
and inhibits sereetscape activiry.

*  Create light/shadow effects using
minor recesses or projections in the

fagade,

et e B P Building Lighting
These Images represent the va f building materlals and lighting technigues that can e v
be used to convey warmth and actlvate the strest In wintér months. The commerclal and * Design building lighting to help
mixed-use buildings In Germany (above), Finland (bielow left), Nariway (below middle) and with wayfinding (i.e., accentuat-
- Sweden (below right) use miaterials'and ilghting that Muininate the sidewalk and buildlnq . ¢ d exits) and/
facades and create usah!e. Invltlng spaces dur!nq cold, dark months o Ing entry ways an ts) and/or
, . enhance architectural distinction.

* Minimize glare, light tiespass and
light pollution from building light-
ing. Light fixeures should in gen-
eral be located, aimed and shielded
so that lighe is directed downward
rather than upward, or directed
only onto the building fagade.
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Skywalks

* Minimize the use of skywalks, Spe-
clal exceptions may be condition-
ally allowed where:

- Proposals demonstrate signifi-
cant special need for a skywalk
between related and important
uses or functions

- The area impacted by shadows
and blocked vlews Is not a pri-
mary pedestrian connection or
a view corridor identified in the
Downtown Plan

- Street level alternatives for
protecting pedestrians from
the elements are explored and
exhausted.

* Give preference to steer level alter-
natives to skywalks. These might
include: overhead canopies, arcades
that can be climate-controlled and
illuminared; raised and heated
intersection crossings; overhead
canopy extensions to the street cor-
ner curb or all the way across the
street; wind protection; and active
ground-floor uses and pedestrian
ameniries.

» Locate skywalks mid-block rather
than at intersections to minimize
impacts on views and sunlight ac-
cess,

= Avoid skywalk crossings of north-
south streets; the north-south street
corrldors are primary sources of
winter sunlight into Downtown.

» Discourage skywalks across primary
pedestrian connections and view
corridots, such as 4th and 5th
Avenues,

Design skywalks with light colored
and transparent facade materials to
minimize their impacts on sunlighe
and views.

Limit skywalks to one story.
Discourage skywalk designs which
accommodate retail uses that can
be offered at street [evel.

URBAN DESIGN

Concerns have been raised about skywatks
because skywalls often take activity and
investment away from the sidewalk, cast
deep shadows, obstruct view corridors and
disconnect people from the environment.
Downtown Anchorage contalns several
skywalks, some of which do maximize
transparency and avold creating cavernous
spaces below (above top). Other cities,
such as Minneapolis, MN (above) have
constructed too many skywalks and
struggle to get life back on the streets and
regaln thelr views.
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Traditionally, parking garages have beeri -

designed to do ilttle else than store cars
(above). Such single-use structures de-
slgned with littie regard for the comfort

of pedestrlans and the grotind floar are. .-
not allowad In Downtown Anchorage. in -
recent years, garage deslgn has advanced

1o aliow other uses to take place on the
ground level, providing a more engaging
streetfront.

Parking Treatment

Accommodate Downtown’s parking
needs in built structures, preferably
underground.

Encourage undérground parking

in order to minimize impacts on
the public realin and reserve more
above-grourid space for activity-
generating uses. -

- Above-grade parking structures

should be wrappéd with active uses
on the ground floor, and préferably
the second Aoor as well, that open
to the street and conceal parking
from the sidewalk.

The upper floors of the parking
structure should be concealed with
Interesting facade treatment.

This parking structure In Downtown Boulder, CO takes the form of a typical mixed-use com-
merclal/office building, with its entrance and exit set back from sidewalk {In the far right of
the photo).
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*+ Underground parking struciures
beneath residential uses can extend
several feet above grade, as long
as building entrances, streetscape
amenities and planting beds are not
impacted.

Improve surface parking lots to

accornmodate landscaping, buffers

andfor ornamental fencing. Im-

provements should include:

- Planters, shrubs, other landscap-
ing or fencing at least chree feet
in height

- Benches for seating

- Bicycle packing

- Trash receptacles

- Seat walls

- Light fixtures

- Publicart

This example uses an artistic facade treat-
ment and ground floor retalf to fransform
the garage into an interesting addition to
Downtown Albuguergue, NM.,



This parking garage in Downtown Pasa-
dena, CA {right} follows cues from adjacent
historle architecture and maintains the
same scale and rhythm of bays and window
treatment.

Parking lot buffers canrvary according to
ad)acent uses, This parking lot In Berkeley,
CA (Images below) Integrates seatwalls,
benches, planters, trees, shrubs and blcycle
parking to create a friendly pedestrian envl-
ranment. These amenitles greatly enhance
the popularity and use of adjacent shops.

URBAN DESIGN
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The stepped back, mid-density resldential bufiding (above top) and the duplexes and four-
plexes facing onto a pedestrian pathway (above) exemplify how residential development can
combine varying levels of density and malntal_n access to open space and sunlight.
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Residentiafl Treatment

Design residential development to
be varied in building form and in-
clude features such as front stoops,
bay windows, fagade articuladion,

balconies or sun rooms and upper

leve! step-backs.

Line residential streets with grass,
landscaping and more street trees to
soften the urban environment.
Provide open spaces, gardens, pe-
destrian linkages through, blocks or
neighborhood parks as residential
development occurs.

Reduce noise and glare through
design, lighting and materials that
buffer or minimize the disturbance
created by noise and trespass lighe,
Provide multiple encrances ro resi-
dentlal buildings along the street,
such as individual fronc stoops and
doorways for ground-foor resi-
dential units. Individual encrances
should be raised several feet for

privacy.
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Interior Public/Semi-public
Spaces

* Design Interior publicly accessible
spaces such as atria or winter gar-
dens that include high ceilings with
a major portion of the roof and/or
walls transparent to the sky. They
should be temperature controlled
and furnished with features and
amenities that encourage use by the
public,

* Locate interior and semi-interior
open spaces to maximizs site at-
tributes that enhance the quality
and enjoyment of the space. For
example, spaces should caprure 2
view, allow sunlight access and be
sheltered from wind effects.

* Integrate interior open spaces with
Downtown’s nerwork of public
sidewalks, especially the Primary
Pedestrian Connectlons, in order
to enhance the overall pedestrian
environment;

- Interior open spaces should be
co-located with a high leve] of
pedestrian activity or public use
within or adjacent to the site, or

- Interior open spaces should
adjoin and directly connect to

designated Primary Pedestrian

Connections. A well-lit, open atrium like this one in the Vancouver, B.C. Public Library can provide a public
gathering space year-round.,
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The Interpretive wayfinding sign (above) Is.
an example of a small, pedestrian-orlented. -
slgn that should be updated on a regular -

basls with upcoming events. .

Wayfinding Signage

+ Install comprehensive signage for
muleiple users, including:
- Signage viewable by drivets and
pedestrians, '
- Consisten, attractive signage
and wayfinding stations with
“You are here” maps o direct
Downtown pedestrians and
_ Bicyclist.é, U
- Wayfinding elements along ma-
jor arterials (including the A/C
couplet) so links are made with
other areas of the city.

» Confirm locations and phasing for

wayfinding signage per the Signage
and Wayfinding program (See
Chapter 7: Program Strategies)

-**" Signage should incorporate Alaska

Mative art and history to enhance

A gateway design element could be used at significant entry polnts to Downtown to
announce the entrance into the unlque city center.
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Downtown Anchorage’s unique
idendty.

» At key locations such as the
Gateways on the Scrategy Diagram
(page 33}, mark the gateways to
Downtown in the form of arch-
ways, sculprural elements and/or
plantings.

*  Create 2 gateway feature marking
the entrance to the Downrown
Core at 9th Avenue and E Streer.

Seismlc Constraints

* Limit development intensity within
high ground-failure zones.

«  Prohibit development of critical
public facilities, such as hospirals,
police or fire stations, or other
high-intensity commercial or
high-occupancy residential uses in
seismic hazard zones #4 and #5.

» Conduct a risk assessment to assist
in derermining the level of risk that
is acceprable to the community for
locating various uses and develop-
ment intensities within seismic
hazard zones #4 and #5,

+ Draft new regulations for Down-
town that include a seismic hazard
ovetlay diserice for seismic hazard
zones #4 and #5. These regulations
should outline the types and in-
tensity of uses that are appropriate
or not appropriate for these hazard
zones, and the mitigarion of risks ro
the public for developments located
in them.,

* Establish development testrictions
for each hazard zone.



The Seismic Hazards Diagram (below)
shows the relative potentiat for
seismically-induced ground failure
such as land sliding, land spreading,
surface cracking and liquefacrion,
Seismically-related ground failure

susceptibility has been rated on
the maps on a scale of one (low
susceptibility} to five (very high
susceptibilicy).

[égend
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Source: Municipality of Anchorage 1980 Anchorage Coastal Reso
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These seismic zones are referenced

in the local amendments to the
International Building Code and

are the basis for required levels of
special geotechnical and structural
engineering for proposed development
in these areas.

33
AT 7 R i L e ek e

urce Atlas, Volume 11 The Anchorage Bowl

B B Downlown Core Area RS Zone 5: Very High Ground Fallure Susceptiblilty  E2ER Zone 3: Moderate Ground Fallure Susceptibilfty
= = Downtown Study Area BB Zone 4: High Ground Fallure Susceptibllity S 7one 2: Moderately Low Ground Falfure Susceptibliity

Naote: Areas within Zone 1: Low Ground Fallure
Susceptibiilly sre off the tmap.

Seismic Hazards Diagram

anchorage downtown comprehensive plan 1i3







OVERVIEW

Four overarching program strategies
are identified in this chapter which
accompany the recommendations
listed in previous chapters. The

four program strategies have been
identified to help Downtown become
Anchorage’s residents favored place to
live, work and play:

*- Image and Branding Program

» Signage and Wayfinding Program
+ Safety and Security Program

* Activity and Event Program

These strategies are necessary to
enhance the Downtown experience for
Alaskans and tourists, as well. From
Downtown’s image and repurarion,
to people’s ease in getting around
and their sense of comfort and
security; these four programs can
help weave the land use, economic
development, transporration, and
utban deslgn recommendarions into
a comprehensive Downtown where
everyone feels safe and welcome.

ancherage downtown comprehensive plan
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PROGRAM STRATEGIES

Banners throughout Downtown can help ac-
centuate Downtown's distinct character, like
these banners in Downtown Denver.

IMAGE AND BRANDING
PROGRAM

An image and branding program is
an imporrant strategy in evolving the
character and quality of Downtown's
social, cultural and natural
environments. This program will
help to characterize the urban core
and establish a distinct Downrown
idenciry.

Rccommcndatiom for a complete
image and branding program include:
j .

* TPromote distince district characters
with marketing, events and
branding.

+ Promote Anchorage’s history and
rich culrural diversity.

* Coordinate a marketing strategy to
promote rourism nationally:

»  Create benefits for both the
loeal community and out-of

state tourists.

- Promote the theme of “Alasla’s
Downtown, America’s Winter

116
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Create a task force to promote
the “Stay an extra day in
Anchorage” campaign.

Promote Anchorage as Alaska’s
Downtown to rural communities:

Accentuare Downtown as 2
vibrant "urban oasis” that is safe
and casy to visit,

Advertise access to the state’s
premier shopping options.
Incorporate shopping and
medical visits with cultural and
recreational activities.

Link with statewide athletic
activities such as basketball and
wrestling tournaments,

Marker Downtown as a point of
entry to Alaska’s acrivities:

Matker the resource of salmon
fishing at Ship Creek.

Advertise access to regional bike
wrails and biking opportunities.
Advertise access ro regional
hiking trails.




Branding Purpose

In late 2005, the Anchorage
Downtown Partnership hired

a markering firm to determine
how to best marker Downtown.
Together, they identified number
of distinguishing atcributes of
Downtown' Anchorage that shape
residents’ perceptions and visltors'
experiences. See Anchorage Brand
Print for more details.

From this analysis, a comprehensive
branding and positioning strategy was
formed, The branding strategy for
Downtown Anchorage aims to achieve

the following:

+ It fills the unmer expectations
of Downtown residents, Alaska
Natives and visitors.

+ Itis distinct and relevant; only
Downtown Anchorage can own
this territory as Alaska’s Welcome
Center.

* It packages together the many
things afready available that is
authentic and fun in Downtown
{Oomingmak, Ulu factory, railroad,
Idirarod, restaurants, shops).

* Tourists ger the Alaska experience
even though they will never see all
of Alaska’s splendor.

» It ateracts young, adventure-seeking
travelers to visic Downtown on
their way in and out of the state.

PROGRAM STRATEGIES

Branding Statement

The branding statement thar was
developed will help connect visitors
experience with the soul of Alaska,

* No other Downtown provides the
combination of an urban district

and the Alaska experience.

* Anchorage residents get the culture
and gathering place they expeat.

*  Alaska Natives can experience
connection with one another and
be proud of their home land.

+ Alaslea Natives can be proud of and
celebrate their heritage.

Branding Methods

The next steps for the city are to utilize
this branding message and incorporate
it advertising, tourism and the
Downtown environment, including:

» Pacleage existing products together
Downtown already has many
cultural arrractions and products,

+  Focus advertising with a strong
message.

* Develop signage distinct from
the rest of Anchorage reflective of
Alaskan cultureé and Downtown
districrs.

* Consider naming streets or parks
after Alaska Native tribes or leaders.

+  Marker Downtown'’s exceptional
arts and cultural facilities, especially
the Anchorage Museum of History’
and Art and the Performing Arts
Center,
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PROGRAM STRATEGIES

This directlonal sign serves pedestrians
In an active padestrian area In Downtown
Berkeley, CA.

v Frimary Pedestrian Conmeaton
€ = Secondary Pedesrian Cooncciion

SIGNAGE AND
WAYFINDING PROGRAM

Currently, Downtown’s wayfinding
system is inconsistent and piecemeal,
A comprehensive wayfinding
system that establishes continuity in
Downtown’s signs, street furniture and
lighting is needed. This system will
direct residents and visitors toward
“key destinations, advertise upcoming
events and celebrate significant
historic, culrural or narural sites and
resources, ‘The systemn should make
wravelling to desirable destinaclons
easy—which Is essential to attracting
more locals and visitors Downtown.

e BikaFededrian Trll

Legend . .

== Do sudyarss  (F) fiarlSire &

EE Downtown Core A Inlergretive Sigrage

B PurkiOpen Space & Gaiewsy € Ooonsiiode
| R Tosile® Guiding ® T Staion
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Wayfinding signage is comprised of
directional signs to orient and direct
pedestrians and drivers (noted on the
diagram below). Interpretive signage is
in the form of a display board, which
describes and illustrates a particular
event or resource. Recommendations
to help make this program posmble,
include:

* Establish a Signage and Wayfinding
Committeé to determine
appropriate aesthetics and
dimensions of new signage.

Wayfinding and Signage Diagram



PROGRAM STRATEGIES

Wayfinding and interpretive slgnage can take many forms. The example of the informatlon
kiosk (above left) can be used to supplement the visltor center elsewhere in Downtown. The
historic Interpretive sign (above right) Is an example that exists In Downtown today. Such
signs should be incorporated into the comprehensive stgnage program.

* Create district signage codes unique  * Wayfinding should incorporate

to cheir character to bolster their
identiries.

Determine significant sites

and events thar ace in need of
interpretive signs to showcase their
importance in Anchorage’s history.,
Integrate Alaska Native art and
history into Downtown's streetscape
through signage design, particularly
that of local/regional tribes, This

is essential in distinguishing
Anchorage from other cities and
celebraring what makes it unique.

work from local artists wherever
possible. Consider establishing
public art competitions to increase
the diversity and quality of
Downtown’s public art.

Engure design guidelines for signage
are implemented (See Chaprer &:
Urban Design, page 112).
Consider a “heritage trail” or
“urban trail” with a sequence of
interpretive signage.

Natlve Alaskan art should be integratad
into Downtown Anchorage's signage and
wayflnding elements, such as the example
above exhiblting S'Kallam Tribe Carvings
from Olympic Peninsula, Washington

anchorage downtown comprehensive plan
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PROGRAM STRATEGIES

SAFETY AND SEC U RI TY + Provide distributed social service
PROGRAM " facliries throughout the ciry that
offer shelter and care for homeless

The real and petceived feelings
populations.

of safety impact how visitors and
residents experience Downtown. In
addition to an increase in the number
of “eyes on the street” and improved
lighting Downtown, a iumber of

* Maintain a safe and clean
environiment by installing regularly-
spaced trash arid recycling bins and
yeai-round street cleaning,

rccommendauons are llstecl below * Provide access to selficleaning
: publlc restrooms within the -
. Address issues of safcty and : Downtawn Core,

understanding for Alaska Nauves

B *  Priotitize impleménitation of a
~ through a com prchcnslvc cultural :

- comprehensive street lighting

sensitivicy campaiga. : program throughout Downtown to
* Provide wayﬂndmg and welcoming increase v:sub:hty and safcty on all

outreach strategies for all ruraJ - stieats.

visitors. -

+ Incrédse commumty policmg to
address public safety concerns in -
areas considered particularly unsafe,
including 4th Avenue between C
and E Streets, Town Square and the

existing Transit Center.

Self-cleaning public restrooms, such as this |
one in San Francisco (right} are attractiva,
safe, energy efficient and offer advertising
and revenue opportunities for the city.

120 anchorage downtown comprehensive plan



ACTIVITY AND EVENT
PROGRAMMING
STRATEGY

A coordinated approach to activity
and event planning can help
Downtown build upon existing events,
such as First Fridays and the Iditarod
Thall Sled Dog Race, and create a
range of spectator and participatory
events for all user groups year-round.

* Develop strategies for planning and
promoting Winter City themed
events throughout the year,

* Determine appropriate activities
during the shoulder seasons and
promote them nationally.

* Promote healthy cultural and
recreational activities for youth.

¢ Improve Town Square, Delaney
Park and the Weekend Marker site
to host large community events
that generate city revenue and spark
more interest in Downtown.

£vents that embrace winter conditions
can bring all ages together. Ranging from
the small scale (above top) to the large
scale (above and top right), communlty
events engage residents, attract visitors
and enliven the public spaces. Live music
performances In Downtown parks (middle
right) are a hit during spring and summer
months. Informal events such as Ice skating
in Town Square (bottom right) will become
more popular ence perceptions of safety
Improve.

PROGRAM STRATEGIES
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G

he implementation
actions of this chapter
are designed to support
and carry out the land use, economic
development, transportation, urban
design, and program strategy rec-
ommendations of the Downtown
Comprehensive Plan. They provide
the Municipality of Anchorage,
Anchorage Downtown Partnership
and other privare and public partners
with direction to guide future devel-
opment and investment. Specifically,
the implementation action schedule in
this chapter outlines general time-
frames, costs and responsibilities for a
range of actions.

While zll of the Plan’s recommenda-
tions are important, the immediate
implementation actions outlined in
the follewing pages will establish 2
significant foundation upon which to
build. The path to realizing these rec-
ommendarions will require a focused,
clear approach. These specific actions
identified here will help to provide the
osganizational and programmatic in-
frastruccure that will lead to successful
fruition of the Downtown vision.

To ensure completion of the Plan’s
recommendations, regular reviews
of the staws of the implementation

-actions are paramount. As part of

these periodic reviews, the responsible
implementer(s) listed for cach action
should reassess the resources avallable
to complete each action according to
the time frame, and adjust the time
frame or priorities as needed, Most
importantly, privare sector stew-

ards, community members and plan

-advocates who are dedicated to the

Plan's realization should maintain the
momentum by continuing to meet

as a Downrown Advisory Group,
reviewing che status of the acrions

and acting as project leaders to track
project implementation. Finally, a
highly graphic and publicly visible
checklist should be placed in a civic
space to publicize and celebrace the
Plan’s benchmarks so its momentum

continues to build.

anchernge downtown comprehenstve plan
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IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES

Implementation Actions
Schedule

Specific implementation actions in the
charts below implement the Down-
town Comprehensive Plan’s strategies
and recommendations. Acdons are
assigned a time frame for action and
an implementation leader or leaders.
They are adopted with the undersrand-
ing thar some sctions will need to

be adjusted and others replaced with
more feasible proposals, and future
circumseances may affect a proposed
implementer’s ability to take action.

Time frames are approximate and will
have to be determined by available
resources. A very generalized indicator
of the potentlal cost of each acrion Is
also provided.

Many of the near term acrions are
sither already underway or pro-
grammed during the recommended
time frame. Until applicable acrions
are implemented, the Plan’s straregies
and recommendations are intended to
guide municipal decision-making.

KEY TO PROPOSED IMPLEMENTERS IN SCHEDULE

MUNICIPAL (MOA) AGENCIES:

ACDA
APD
GAC
QECD
Parks
Planning
PM&E
Traffic
Transic

OTHER PARTNERS:

ACVB

ADOTE&PF

Alaska Railroad
Downtown Parrnership

ancherage downtown comprehensive plas

Anchorage Community Development Authoricy
Anchorage Police Deparement

Geotechnical Advisory Commission

Office of Economic and Community Development
Parks and Recreation Department

Planning Department

Project Management and Engineering Department
Traffic Engineering Department

Public Transportation Department/People Mover

Anchorage Convention & Visitors Bureau

Alaska Department of Transportation & Public Facilities
Alaska Railroad Corporation

Anchorage Downtown Partnership



IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES

Implementation Programming

Action Time Cost Proposed
_ : Frame Implementer
Pt Establish a Downtown Advisory Group to track the achieve- 1year 5 Downtown
ment of the Plan, review the status and prioritization of Imple- Partnership
mentation actions, and advocate for the Plan's realization. MOA (ACDA)
IP2 | Install and maintain 2 highly graphic Plan implementation 1year $ MOA (Parks and
Checkliist in a Downtown civic space to publicize and celebrate Recreation)
achievement of the Plan's benchmarks. Downtown
Partnership

COST BREAKDOWN: $ = < $100,000; $5 = $100,000 - $500,000; $55 =>$500,000

Land Use and Economic Deve{opment Implementation

Action Time Cost Proposed
Frame implementer
LU-1 | Enact a new Downtown land use and development code 1-2 years |5$ MOA (Planning)
and amend the Downtown zoning map to reflect the recom-
mended land use strategies, design guldelines and proposed
Downtown district specifications.

LU-2 | Determine feasibility and programming of a new Public 1-2years |$ Property Owner
Market and Cultural Center as a public/private partnership at
Catalytic Development Site #1: Fourth Avenue Development MOA (Pfanning)

Site. MOA (ACDA)
Downtown
) Partnership
LU-3 | Develop Catalytic Development Site #2: E Street Infill Devel- | 2-5 years | 8% Property Owner

opment Site. Support private development of mixed-use retall
and housing (Pages 56-60). Ensure design and construction
adheres to development specifications for the Downtown Core
(Pages 47-50),

LU-4 | Develop Catalytic Development Site #3: 6th Avenue Infill 37 years {355 Property Owner
Development Site. Support private devefopment of mixed-use

retail and housing (Pages 56-61) by helping property owners MOA (ACDA)
consolidate parcels. £nsure deslgn adheres to specifications
for the Downtown Core {Pages 47-50).

MOA (ACDA)

COST BREAKDOWN: $ = ¢ $100,000; $5 = $100,000 - $500,000; $46 =>5500,000
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IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES

Land Use and Economic Deveiopment, continued

Lu-6

Lu-7

| (Pages 62-64).

publicly owned housing project. Ensure deslgn adheres to
tuilding design, streetscape, parking and circulation criteria

Umpsstantikipasing;Developme

‘Convérie a Downtown housing development task force to
develop incentives, funding opportunities and land assem-
bly/slte focatlon strategfes for a diverse mix of housing types

Acfion Time Cost Proposed
' Frame Implementer
LU-S | Develop Catalytic Development Site-#4: Park Strip Housing 2-5 years | 555 MOA (ACDA) -
Prototype, Evaluate feasibllity and programming of a new
State of Alaska

1year ] MOA (ACDA)
Programmatic

dis e

2years |55 . | Downtown

generate longer hotel stays.

Develop a targeted recrultment prog‘ram:\irlth'strafegfes to )
attract specific businasses from the retall, office and hotel Partnership
secfors, and Including Identification of opportunity sites and
locations. Key sectors inqlu_dg: § MOA (ACDA)
L Retall anchors such as a department store;
2, Entertainment attractions such as a cineplex or -
additlonal restaurants;
3. Neighborhood retail uses especially grocery stores
and pharmacies;
4. Corporate employers, such as Native Corporations,
and office developers; .
5.  Hotel deyelopersfoperators: and
6. Art galleries and cultural attractions.
LU-8 | Develop coordination between the Weékend Market and 12 years |5 MOA (ACDA)

Dowitown retallers, inciuding Joint marketing and physical

Downtown
linkages.

Partnership

LU-9 | Work with cruise operators to identify services and amenities |12 years |$% ACVB

that could enhance visitors’ experiences in Downtown and Downtown

Partnership

LU0 | Create an expedited permitting pregram for Downtown 1-2years |$ MOA (Planning)
development proposals that meet community standards.
COST BREAKDOWN:  $ = < $100,000; $$ = $100,000 - $500,000: $45 =>$500,000
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Land Use and Economic Develbpment, continued

IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES

Zoney s o i

Action Time Cost Proposed
Frame Implementer
E SR et AT "' R L Ll -

LU-1T | Establish a Downtown Park Community Advisory Group to 1year Pregrammatic | MOA (Parks)
help determine open space and recreational needs and op- ‘
portunities in the Downfown area.

LU-Z [ Develop a Downtewn Park and Open Space Plan which identl- |12 years |$ MOA (Parks)
fies fuiure open space needs and includes acquisition strate-
gles, incentives and open space design guldelines,

LU-13 | Complete the Delaney Park Master Pian, and Its first-phase 1-2 years |55 MOA (Parks)
implementation, coordinated with street Improvement plans
for 9th Avenue,

LU-14 | Improve Town Sguare Park to be a more effective venue for 12 years | $5% MOA (Parks}
large communlity events,

= HIANOZOVEr] : : Sl
LU-15 | Establish a Historic Preservation Commission that can ad- 1year s MOA {QECD)
dress Immediate and long term historic preservation policies,
initiatives and incentives; inventory historic resources.
LU<16 | Work with the community to establish a Historic Overlay Zone, [ 2-3 years | $ MOA (OECD)
MOA {Planning)

for a seismic overlay zone.

MOA (Planning}
MOA (GAC)

LU-18 | Enact a seismic overlay zone to address land use and develop- | 2-3 years | $ MOA (Planning)
ment in areas with greatest potential for ground fallure,
MOA (GAC)
COST BREAKDOWN: $ =< $100,000; $$ = $100,000 - $500,000; $$% =»%$500,000
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IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES

Transportation and Circulation Strategles implementation

™

Convert 9th Avenue to a typical three-fane cross sectlon,

T SR R T TR e R R B R T

Time
Frame

Cost

Proposed
Implementer

12 years {555 MOA (Traffic)
coordinating with transit operations planning and pedestrian
improvements recommended by this Plan and the Delaney MOA (PM&E)
Park Master Plan.
T2 Convert D Street to a two-way traffic street, adhering to the 2-5 years |53 MOA (Traffic)
Core Streets Street Pland uidelines,
ore etscape Plan design g ine MOA (PMSE)
T3 Convert F Street to a two-way traffic street, adhering tothe | 1-2 years | $$ MOA (Traffic)
Core Streets Street 1 | idetines.
ore Streets Streetscape Plan des qn_gu elines MOA (PM&E)
T4 Reconstruct G Street between 3rd and 5th Avenues in accor- | 2-5 years | $$ MOA (Traffic)
-} dance with the Core Streets Streetscape Plan. . i
P MOA (PMSE)
T5 Reconstruct 7th Avepue between the Den‘aina Convention 37 years |$$% MOA (Traffic)
Center and C Street in accordance with the Core Streets
Streetscape Plan, . MOA (PM&E)
T6 Make streetscape Improvements to 6th Avenue between 37 years |$ MOA (Traffic)
E and D Streets in accordance with the Core Streets
Streetscape Plan. MQA (PM&E)
ADOT & PF
T7 | Construct Phase 1 of the E Street Corridor Enhancement 1year 555 MOA (Parks)
Project in the central Downtown Core between 4th and 8th
Avenues. : . MOA (Traffic)
MOA (PM&E) .
T8 | Program the construction of Phase 2 of the E Street Corridor ]3-7 years }$5$ MOA (Parks)
Enhancement Project including pedestrian connections to .
Delaney Park and the Alaska Rallroad Intermodal Transporta- MOA (Traftic)
tion Facilitv. MOA (PMS&E)
Alaska Rallroad
T9°  {Convert 3rd Avenue to one-way westbound traffic. Preparea |57 years |$5$ ADOT & PF
3rd Avenue one-way westbound traffic and pedestrian safety
plan, and ensure redesign includes continuous sidewalks, pe- MOA (Trafflc)
destrian amenities, on-street parking, reduced travel speeds
and areas for bus loading. |
T40 | Convert Sth Avenue to two-way traffic, contingent on the 7 or more | $55 ADOT & PF
conversion of 3rd Avenue, years
MOA (Traffic)
COST BREAKDOWN:  $ =<¢$100,000;  $$ = $100,000 - $500,000; $$$ =»$500,000
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Transportation and Circulation Strategies Implementation, continued

IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES

Develop a Pedestrian improvements

Implementation program for Improving the Downtown Plan’s
designated primary and secondary pedestrian cennections,
enhanced Intersection crossings, pedestrian and bicycle trails,
on-street bicycle connectlons and other pedestrian ameni-
ties and traific calming strategles. include street amenities
for transit ridership (Page 83) such as curb extenslons at bus
stops, heated bus stops and schedule information.

1-2years |$

Proposed
Implementer

MOA (Traffic)
MOA (Parks)
MOA (Planning)
MOA (Transit)

Downtown
Partnership

| Downtown,

Adjust the timing of traffic signals on arterials in the Down-
town to reduce average speeds to 20 MPH or less within

e A O L e DA
Hove the Downhtown

i L P S T

TEansitsVsteml L0

12vyears |§

MOA (Traffic)
ADOT & PF

and the Alaska Native Medical Center and overall Universities/
tMedical District,

T13 Conduct a Translt Center Relocation Feasibility Study which
Includes consideration of Catalytic Development Site #1and a
reassessment of transit routes through Downtown to improve MOA (Transit)
convenience.
MOA (Traffic)
T4 | Relocate the Transit Center and/or transit routes through 2-5 years | $%% MOA (ACDA)
Downtown, contingent on the results of the relocation feasl-
bllity study. MOA (Transit)
T15 | Initiate a Downtown Circulator bus route 3-5 years | 5% Downtown
Partnership
. MOA (Transit)
T16 | Inltlate a direct, non-stop transit route between Downtown 3-5 years | $$ MOA (Transit}

= T LT i
|Accommodate Tour Bls Operat

proved lighting and security patrols.

T R IS
” tionsi i

Estabilish tour bus circulation routes and the locations f

queulng, Idling, loading and passenger drop-off,

L Develoh i CoordinatediParking Stratdays 7 e
" [ ]
T47 Improve parking wayfinding signage to advertise the location |[1-2 years |$% MOA {(ACDA)
and number of available spaces.
T48 | Program the transition of on-street parking from individual 1-2years [SS MOA {ACDA)
parking meters to a kiosk system of parking meters.
T19 | Construct a parking structure at 7th Avenue and C Street, 2-5years |$ MOA (ACDA)
T-2G | Install safety precautions in parking structures Including im- |12 years |$ I MOA (ACDA)

12years |§

COST BREAKDOWN: $ =< $100,000;

$5 = $100,000 -

$500,000;

$$3% = $500,000
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IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES

Urban Design Strategles Implementation

Coordinate and Improve marketlng efforts

1-2 years

Action Time Cost Proposed
Frame Implementer

‘UD-1" | As pait of the Downtown park and open space plan (LU-<12 - 1year 5 ‘MOA (Planning}
above), identify and prioritize scenic view corridors, and po-
tential measures and incentives for thelr protection.

UD-2 | As part of the Pedestrian improvements Plan (T-11 above)- 12 years |$ MOA (Parks)
and Downtown Core Streets Streatscape Plan, identify and i
prioritize pedestrlan amenities, including funding sources and MOA (Traffic)
potential locations. Amenitles include public art, landscap-
ing, seating opportunities self-cleaning restrooms, and other
amenlties recommended in the Downtown Plan.

UD-3 | Complete a Heated Sidewalk Master Plan to defermine the 1year 5 'MOA (ACDA)
appropriate technology, construction phasing, financing and )
public/private responsibllities for heated sidewalks. MOA (Traftic)

UD-4 | Construct one or several priority blocks of heated sidewalks 23 years |$4% MOA (PM&E)
as a model for future areas.

MOA (Trafflc)
up-5 | Complete construction of the remalining phases of heated 37 years [$5% "MOA (PM&E)
sidewalks. .
‘ MOA (Traffic)
Programming Strategies Implementation
Action Time Cost Proposed
Frame Implementer

Partnership

Downtown

Increase vear-round hotel occupancv rates

Establlsh a Downtown Slgnage and Wavﬂnding Commlttee

MOA (OECD)
P2 | Build upon the Brand Print recommendations to promote 12 vears |§ ‘Downtown
Anchorage’s heritage, culfure and distinct Downtown sub-dis- Partnership
tricts.
MOA (OECD)
P-3 Market Anchorage and Downtown as a winter destinationto | Ongoing | $ ACVB

$ Downtown
Partnership
MOA (Parks)

P-5 Develop a comprehensive Downtown streetscape and way- 12 years |$ Downtown
finding signage design palette. Partnership
MOA (Parks)

COST BREAKDOWN: $ = ¢$100,000; 55 = $100,000 - $500,000; §$$ = »5$500,000
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Programming Strateglies Implementation, continued

PROGRAM STRATEGIES

Establish a Downtown Safety and Security Committee to
strengthen current efforis to Improve safety and Security
Downtown.

Action Time Cost Proposed
Frame Implementer
P-6 Design distinct district slgnage. 23 years |5 Downtown
Partnership
MOA (Parks)
p-7 Identify significant sites and event locations for interpretive | 2-3 years |$ Downtown
signage. Partnarship

MOA (Parks)

Downtown
Partnership

season events.

Ongoing

MOA (APD)
P-9 Initiate a program for wayflnding and welcoming for Alaska 1 year 5 Downtown
Natives and ail visitors from rural Alaska. Partnership
P10 | Increase community policing in certain areas identified in the |1vyear 5 Downtown
Plan. Partnership
P Prloritize locations for trash/recycling bins, public restrooms |1 year $ MOA (PM&E)
and street lighting.
MOA (Parks)
. MOA (Traffic)
P42 |Enhance year-round street cleaning Downtown. 1-2vyears |$S MOA (Traffic)
Downtown
Partnership
P13 | Install seif-cleaning public restrooms Downtown. 1 year $ MOA (PM&E)
Downtown
Partnership

? §w
Downtown
Partnershlp

MOA (Parks)

-\,__A S.E

munity events.

P-15 | Promote activities for youth and familles with children. Ongoing |5 Downtown
Partnership
MOA (Parks)
P16 | Improve Town Square Park for large community events. 12 years | $5% MOA (Parks)
P47 | Implement the Delaney Park Master Plan and improve Del- 1-2 years | $5% MOA (Parks)
aney Park as a venue for large community events,
P18 {improve the Weekend Market Site as a venue for large com- 1-2 years |55 MOA (ACDA)

COST BREAKDOWN: 5 = ¢<$100,000;

$5 = $100,000 - $500,000;

$55 =»$500,000
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