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Land Use Plan Map

From: Allen Kemplen <nordicity@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 15, 2016 10:20 AM
To: Land Use Plan Map; Hart, Hal H
Cc: Fairvew's Finest; SJ Klein; Bunnell Kristine; Davis, Tom G.; Mayor Berkowitz; Flynn, 

Patrick P.; !MAS Assembly Members; info@communitycouncils.org; Coffman, Amy J.; 
saselkregg@alaska.edu

Subject: Fairview Community Council LUPM Comments
Attachments: FairviewCouncil_LUPM_Comments_10-14-16.pdf; Final Council Comments LUPM 

ver2.1.pdf

Hello, 

Attached are the official comments from the Fairview Community Council on the latest public draft (September 
2015) of the Anchorage Land Use Plan and Map. 

Please insure these are presented to the Planning and Zoning Commission as they consider public comments. 

Thank you. 

Allen Kemplen 
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October 14, 2016 

Anchorage 2040 Land Use Plan 
September 2016 Public Review Draft 

Fairview Community Council -  Comments 
 

1. Page 7, Housing Space Needs: This section states Anchorage has an 
identified need for 21,000 housing units to meet the needs of the 2040 
market.  The narrative could be improved with terms clearly delineating 
between ““residential units”,  “households” and “housing units”.  
Typically, it is technically more appropriate to convert future population 
into households by estimating average number of people per household 
and dividing.  This estimated number of households is then converted 
into future number of dwelling units by adding a vacancy factor as it is 
rare for housing within a community to be one hundred percent occupied.  

2. Assuming the numbers given are for the actual number of dwelling units 
(including vacancy factor) expected to be needed in the year 2040 the 
following table shows there is a projected shortfall of approximately 

8,100 units.  The 2012 Housing Analysis concluded that in the year 2030 
there would be a deficit of 8,852 units.  Assuming some of the units were 
constructed between 2010 and 2015 thus reducing the number 
somewhat, there still appears to be a discrepancy between the two 
projections.  
a. The narrative states this shortfall will be met by the land use changes 

recommended in the LUPM.  However, there does not appear to be 
adequate documentation of this statement.  This appears to be an 
important point warranting further examination by the Municipality. 

b. For example, the Municipality has access to GIS data that could readily 
show the lots in the proposed Reinvestment Areas, what currently 
exists and what potential number of dwelling units could be built 
given current Title 21 restrictions and what increase could be 
expected if proposed changes in the regulatory framework were 
implemented as suggested by the LUPM Action Table. 

c. The 2012 Analysis breaks the housing market down into segments 
showing a forecasted deficit of 2,389 single-family units, 2,183 two-
family/duplex units, 687 townhomes and 3,594 multi-family/other 
units. The Analysis leaves it to the LUPM to disaggregate these units 

Type of Land Potential Number of 
Units 

Housing Demand 
Reduction from 

21,000 
Residential 9,700 11,300 
Commercial 700 10,600 
Re-Development 2500 8,100 
   

Housing Gap 
Expected 

 8,100 
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throughout the Anchorage Bowl.  However, the LUPM does not appear 
to provide this level of disaggregation, either for the projected 
number of units constructed given the base assumptions (vacant land, 
commercial conversion, redevelopment) or for the “deficit” units 
needed to meet projected demand. 

d. The implication of this information gap is that the Fairview 
Community Council is left wondering how the proposed land use 
changes will impact the neighborhood.  It would be very helpful if 
Planning could provide an estimate of how many dwelling units by 
category are expected, both in the base line low-growth scenario but 
also in the high-growth Reinvestment Area scenario. 

e. The Fairview Neighborhood Plan establishes our collective intent to 
preserve, as much as possible, the remaining owner-occupied low to 
medium density in East and South Fairview.  We request that the 
Action Table include a new item to say: “Continue working with the 
Fairview Community Council on implementation of the Fairview 
Neighborhood Plan, particularly relating to housing density, 
overlay zone and form-based code.” 

3. There is a concern the proposed LUPM may not adequately address 
the housing needs of the Anchorage Bowl in 2040. If this is the case, 
then the Municipality may need to start looking at other land use 
solutions that acknowledge the realities of Anchorage’s housing market. 
It may be time for a serious discussion of what constitutes “highest and 
best use” for certain transportation facilities. 

4. Page 9, Community Expansion – Other Options: This discussion omits an 
option that is within the control of the Municipality – Relocation of Merrill 
Field Municipal Airport.  Merrill Field was originally located on the Park 
Strip but community growth caused it to be re-located to its present 
location.  As Anchorage has grown, it is perhaps time to seriously evaluate 
the benefits of relocating this transportation facility from what has 
become a densely developed part of the Anchorage Bowl to a more 
remote site on the periphery of the Municipality (perhaps expansion of 
the Campbell airstrip).  The Airport Master Planning process is the 
appropriate functional approach to determining the optimal alternative 
location.  

5. Merrill Field Airport is a locally owned facility composed of 436 acres.  
Setting aside approximately 15% of the site for streets, parks and 
greenways leaves about 371 acres for some appropriate housing-oriented 
development.  If the site were re-developed at 15 dwelling units per acre, 
the site could support 5,565 new residential homes. If the site re-
developed at 22 dwelling units per acre, the projected 2040 housing gap 
would be closed. It is requested the Action Table include: “Conduct a 
cost-benefit analysis for relocation of Merrill Field Airport and 
subsequently reuse of the land to meet the housing needs of the 
Anchorage Bowl.” 
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6. The “Housing Space Needs” section also states the Anchorage Bowl needs 
to see a net gain of 840 units per year.  However, the Housing Analysis in 
Appendix B says the Bowl has historically experienced an annual rate of 
approximately 350 dwelling units per year.  In order to meet projected 
future demand the Municipality would have to more than double the 
annual rate of housing construction and sustain this rate for over 20 
years.   

7. Such an aggressive rate of residential construction is not beyond the 
capacity of the market but there would need to be substantial changes in 
financing and development incentives.  

8. While there is a discussion of total housing demand in the year 2040, 
there appears to be little discussion of housing demand by type or income 
range.  A baseline approach could take the existing percentage 
distribution of housing units by type and apply this same percentage to 
the year 2040. For example:  
a. How many units of market-rate housing units are needed to meet 

forecasted demand?   
b. How many units of workforce or affordable housing are expected?  

9. An ongoing concern expressed by the business community is the lack of 
workforce housing, especially in the Midtown area and in the urban core. 
The labor rates for hotel and retail employees in these areas means they 
are in need of options for home ownership at an “affordable” level.  There 
is some discussion of moving forward with allowing “small-lot” 
development as an option. For this type of housing to be successful in 
Fairview, the Municipality must acknowledge the need, as stated in the 
2012 Housing Analysis, to establish a “Main Street” in the area. It is 
requested the Action Table include: “Support efforts by the Fairview 
neighborhood to develop a Main Street.” 

10. It is recommended the LUPM not rely so strongly on the simple 
mechanism of density to allocate housing units.  Density without clarity 
creates uncertainty.  Such uncertainty generates resistance from existing 
neighborhoods due to the lack of a more robust strategy for matching 
housing demand by type with geographical allocation. This is particularly 
important as it relates to the issue of “affordable” housing.   

11. It is a normal pattern in growing urban areas that are physically 
constrained by topography to see land rents rise to the point where low 
to moderate income residents are priced out of the detached single-family 
market.   This housing type is often supplanted by denser row or 
townhomes, condominiums and other similar options.  

12. At some point, home ownership becomes unaffordable at a certain price 
point and the number of households choosing to rent increases.  This is a 
normal occurrence and market-rate rental units tend to occupy a 
significant percentage of the housing stock where land rents are 
relatively high. As long as average household income levels rise to match 
the increasing land rents, the market stays in balance. 
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13. However, when average household incomes start to lag behind, the issue 
of affordable housing becomes an issue. In the past, this rental gap has 
been met with the use of federal and state subsidies.  These subsidies are 
limited and in order to stretch them as far as possible, there is often a 
tendency to concentrate subsidized housing in areas of town where the 
land rents are cheapest and to develop to the highest density permitted to 
keep per unit costs at minimum levels. This has led to an over-
concentration of subsidized high-density housing in certain parts of town, 
particularly older neighborhoods such as Fairview. Often to the detriment 
of the affected neighborhoods.   
a. It must be noted that the United States Supreme Court, in the 2015 

case titled “Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs vs. 
The Inclusive Communities Project, Inc.”, found that the concentration 
of subsidized housing into low income neighborhoods is 
discriminatory and is a violation of the Fair Housing Act because of 
disparate impacts created by policy. 

14. Thus, use by the LUPM of assigning high densities to neighborhoods 
struggling to maintain a sense of community without clarifying intent 
language on the housing type has the potential to push certain 
neighborhoods over the edge of civic viability.  Such an occurrence would 
not be in the best interests of the Municipality as it would start to incur 
additional public safety costs and experience lower tax revenues as 
properties in the affected area lose their investment appeal and begin to 
slide toward marginality.  

15. According to Table 1, page 239 of the 2012-2017 HUD Final Consolidated 
Plan produced by the Municipality, of the top ten Census Tracts with 
Median Household Income below 80% Area Median Income (AMI) three 
of them are in the Fairview Community Council area.  It is obvious that 
the data clearly shows that Fairview has more than its fair share of 
subsidized “affordable housing”.  

16. Housing is a critical cog in the economic engine of vibrant downtown 
areas.  No housing or too much subsidized housing equates to too few 
people with enough disposable income to support dynamic 
downtowns/neighborhood shopping areas, particularly on weekends and 
in the evening.  You need people with disposable income to support retail. 
It is requested the Action Table include: “Establish policy protocols 
for equitable distribution of subsidized “affordable housing” to 
ensure a geographical balance with “workforce housing” and 
“market-rate housing.” 

17. The LUPM does discuss ancillary dwelling units as an alternative option 
for addressing the need for affordable housing. However, one cannot 
readily ascertain how many such units are expected to be in place by the 
year 2040.  It is recommended the LUPM set specific quantitative goals 
for how many ancillary dwelling units are expected to be in place as part 
of a strategy to ensure “affordable housing” is distributed equitably 
throughout the Anchorage Bowl.  

48 of 154



 

October 14, 2016 

18. The Land Use Plan should include a discussion of: 
a. Location Efficient Mortgages whereby mortgage entities allow for a 

higher loan to value ratio because the unit is located where the 
homeowner can use mobility alternatives other than an automobile.  
Because transportation costs can consume up to 19 percent of 
household income, developing an urban form whereby the automobile 
is not a mandatory need can allow the market to provide more 
affordable housing, particularly for low to moderate income residents. 
It is requested that the Action Table include: “Explore how to 
maximize the use of Location-Efficient Mortgages in transit 
corridors and reinvestment areas.” 

b. The Municipality should be more proactive in spurring the Alaska 
Housing Finance Corporation (AHFC) to implement the recent law 
change that allows them to develop a new mixed-use development 
program.  Since the law was passed, the AHFC has made very little 
progress.  This funding mechanism is critical to the success of the 
recommendations in the LUPM for mixed-use development. It is 
requested that the Action Table include: “Work with AHFC on a 
prototype mixed-use development financing program.” 

c. An urban form supporting higher densities in strategic locations such 
as Primary Transit Corridors, Reinvestment Focus Areas, etc. needs a 
different regulatory framework.  This new regulatory approach would 
shift from the current burdensome prescriptive Euclidean zoning 
approach to a more flexible design and results oriented Form Based 
Code (FBC) approach.  It is requested the Action Table include: 
“Evaluate the development of form-based codes for primary 
transit corridors and reinvestment focus areas.” 

d. Implementation of the FBC would not necessitate wholesale re-
working of Title 21.  The FBC could instead be implemented using the 
“overlay zoning” identified in the LUPM.  Overlay Zones for the 
strategically targeted sub-areas within the Anchorage Bowl would 
allow for well-designed denser development to merge unobtrusively 
through thoughtful use of transition spaces and techniques.  It is 
recommended the Municipality work with the Fairview Community 
Council to develop the first FBC overlay zone. 

19. There appears to be a reluctance to discuss the role of the automobile 
within the 2040 Anchorage Bowl.  If the intent is to create higher 
densities within the Anchorage Bowl, then it would be prudent to shift 
from the current auto-centric regulatory and design framework to one 
more oriented around people.   

20. A more evenly balanced approach to transportation in the Land Use Plan 
Map would include a discussion of:  
a. Reduction and/or elimination of Minimum Off-Street Parking 

Requirements within the strategically targeted areas.  If the labor 
force is located within walking/biking/transit distance of where they 
live, work and play then there is little practical need to require 
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mandatory set asides for vehicle storage.  This would reduce site 
development costs and allow a developer to construct more 
affordable market-rate housing. 

b. The Municipality could manage the transition to such a new non-auto 
centric design approach by identifying land within the targeted areas 
for publically-owned structured parking facilities.  The cost of which 
could be financed through revenue bonds retired by implementing a 
Payment in lieu of parking fee for development. 

c. The amount of land devoted to the movement and storage of 
automobiles within the Anchorage Bowl is significant.  However, there 
appears to be no quantitative assessment and as a result the reader is 
led to conclude the automobile is sacrosanct.  If the Municipality is 
truly serious about supporting a denser, people-oriented urban form 
that is vibrant and full of life then the amount of land dedicated to the 
automobile needs to be reduced and re-assigned to other uses. 

d. A people-oriented urban form does not need every arterial to be 
dedicated to the automobile.  If the strategic objective is to convert 
15th and DeBarr to a Primary Transit Corridor, then it must have a 
non-autocentric design.  Such a Complete Streets design is already 
evident in the East Fairview section between Ingra Street and Orca 
Street. 

e. However, the Complete Streets design approach can only be 
implemented when the owner of the right-of-way is explicitly 
supportive of a more balanced approach to mobility.  One cannot help 
but notice that most arterials in the Anchorage Bowl are owned by the 
DOT&PF and are designed almost exclusively for the movement of 
vehicles. 

f. It is noted for the record that the first successful major application of 
Complete Streets design on an arterial occurred when the Municipality 
assumed responsibility for the facility. Attempts to implement similar 
designs on arterials owned by the DOT&PF (i.e. I and L Street) have 
met with great resistance. 

g. The Municipality states it seeks to support higher density, people-
oriented Live, Work and Play spaces at strategic locations within the 
Anchorage Bowl.  Such a strategy requires the arterial roads within 
these reinvestment areas to be designed so that people are treated as 
equals to the automobile.  This cannot occur as long as the arterials 
are owned and maintained by the DOT&PF.  It is recommended the 
Municipality exercise more aggressive leadership on this important 
issue and assume ownership of the key transportation assets within 
the targeted reinvestment areas.  It is requested the Action Table 
include: “Develop a prioritization schedule for considering 
Municipal ownership of select arterials within the Anchorage 
Bowl to support implementation of Complete Streets Policy and 
Transit Corridors.” 
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21. The LUPM soft-pedals the land use issues associated with connecting the 
Glenn Highway and the New Seward Highway. The Fairview Community 
Council is on record requesting the Municipality to take a more assertive 
leadership role in resolving the land use uncertainties associated with 
this major piece of infrastructure.  As long as the land use issues are 
uncertain, there is a dark cloud hovering over the future of Fairview.   

22. The proposed alignment shown in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan 
makes it difficult for property owners and businesses in the impacted 
area to obtain long-term financing for re-development initiatives.  This 
negatively impacts the greater community as increased tax revenues are 
foregone due to the lack of investment.  Urban cores throughout the 
Lower 48 are experiencing new investment as the market responds to the 
larger societal shift of Mills and retiring Baby Boomers migrate back to 
city centers.  Anchorage is missing out on the opportunities created by 
such change because of its inability to promote a positive land use vision 
for the entire urban core area. 

23. Strategy 8: Special Study Areas/Small Area Plan on page 56 identifies the 

Fairview Gambell Street Corridor as an example of where a Special Study 

is needed.  However, the Actions Map dated September 24, 2016 does not 

show one proposed.  This omission needs to be corrected.  

a. A key reason denser development is difficult to finance in the 

Anchorage area is identified on page 34 of the McDowell Group 

Housing Analysis.  “Anchorage lacks neighborhoods with a traditional 

“main street” architectural form where higher density development 

typically develops.” 

b. The Fairview Neighborhood Plan explicitly recognizes this omission in 

the urban fabric of Anchorage and recommends the restoration of 

Gambell Street to Fairview’s Main Street as a solution. 

c. Taking the necessary land use and policy actions to move regional 

traffic below ground and restore Gambell and Ingra Street to two-way 

traffic is a required supplemental public policy initiative for the LUPM 

in order to support the higher market-rate residential and mixed-use 

densities recommended for the Fairview neighborhood. 

d. Ignoring this important action will very likely lead to the market being 

non-responsive to the LUPM in the eastern core area. 

e. As such, it is critical for the Actions Map to add a Special Study Area 

for the Gambell Main Street Corridor and for a new Section to be 

added to the LUPM narrative. 

f. A new # 6-6 should be added to Table 4: Actions Checklist to say 

“Advance a Special Study Area project for the Gambell Street 

corridor to support Fairview revitalization efforts.” 
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24. The Council supports Goal 8 and its recommendation to add parks and 

greenbelt connections to offset neighborhood deficiencies and to support 

higher density development (page 16). However, while the LUPM has 

identified West Fairview and the Gambell Street Corridor for extensive 

new residential and mixed-use densities there is no corresponding 

acknowledgement of the need to provide additional parks and greenbelt 

connections to accommodate the increased number of residents.  

Fairview is already underserved per capita in terms of parks and green 

space and the LUPM approach will worsen this situation unless this 

omission is reconciled.  This can be achieved by: 

a. Inserting a new Section into the overall document so that it more closely 

aligns with the vision outlined in the Fairview Neighborhood Plan.  

b. The new Section should include narrative discussing the importance 

of the Highway to Highway connection, both to revitalization of the 

Fairview neighborhood, growth of the downtown urban core and 

mobility for the Anchorage Bowl and the Region. 

c. The new Section should provide conceptual graphics illustrating how 

current traffic will be moved below grade and then covered over.  The 

covers themselves will have mixed-used development with an 

appropriate amount of green space and park area. 

d. The new Section should also provide conceptual graphics illustrating 

a new greenway connection between Chester Creek and Ship Creek 

along the rebuilt corridor.  Such a new greenway connection would 

complete a green beltway around the urban center and it represents a 

critical infrastructure investment to support the sense of place 

characteristics and green amenities so highly desired by market rate 

housing occupants. 

e. The LUPM narrative should add a new GSD-Linear Feature bullet 

on page 47 to say “New greenway corridor connecting Chester 

Creek to Ship Creek through Fairview as part of any future Glenn 

Highway to New Seward Highway improvement.” 

f. A new # 8-10 should be added to Table 4: Actions Checklist to say 

– “Evaluate the potential of an Urban Core Area Non-motorized 

Beltway by connecting Ship Creek and Chester Creek Greenbelts 

with a greenway through Fairview.” 

25. The Council wishes to note for the record that the 2012 Housing Analysis 

conducted by McDowell documents that existing higher density land has 

not historically been built out to what is allowed by zoning due to the lack 

of supporting amenities. The lack of such critical urban livability 

infrastructure for the eastern side of the urban core increases the 
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probability that market rate development will not occur, land values will 

lag behind other parts of town and there will be continued pressure for 

non-profit social service agencies to take advantage of below-market land 

values to continue their placement of facilities serving the destitute, 

mentally-ill and other socially challenged members of the greater 

community.  

a. Should such a scenario be realized without mitigating actions, the 

eastern edge of the urban core will not take advantage of 

revitalization forces occurring in other similarly sized cities in the 

Lower 48.  Instead the trend for the eastern edge will be to become 

what could be characterized as the “slums” of Anchorage.  

26. The Council is opposed to the recommendation converting the land 

east of Orca Street and south of 15th from Residential to other land 

uses. The existing housing units help to anchor the sense of 

neighborhood for this section of Fairview and need to be retained.   

a. Retention aligns with proposed LUP 10.1 “Expand and encourage 

partnerships with Anchorage’s anchor institutions and facilities to 

promote and coordinate growth and development with surrounding 

neighborhoods.” 

27. The Council supports the addition of a new Greenway connection 

between Sitka Park and Chester Creek following the existing or re-

routed north fork of Chester Creek. Such a connection would create a 

new circular sub-area route for bicyclists and pedestrians and provide for 

an improved greenway link between the Complete Streets design of 15th 

Avenue (Orca to Ingra) and Chester Creek. 

28. The LUPM does not adequately address the need for buffering of 

residential land uses from industrial land uses.  This is particularly 

evident on Orca Street as Merrill Field developed its industrial hangers. 

The lack of buffering creates a visually jarring environment, is not 

conducive establishing livable, pedestrian-friendly streetscapes and 

lowers the property values of residential properties.  The presence of 

chain-link fences topped by barbed-wire in front of a long blank 

industrial building wall is not consistent with the goals and policies of the 

Anchorage Bowl Comp Plan, the Fairview Neighborhood Plan or the 

LUPM.  It is requested the Action Table include: “Ensure the Merrill 

Field Airport Master Plan includes language requiring buffering its 

industrial properties from adjacent residential properties.” 

29. The Council supports the retention of Sitka Park at its current 

location and is adamantly opposed to any efforts at replacing it with 

commercial development. 
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30. The Council is disappointed in the September draft not addressing the 

opportunities presented by recommending moving forward with 

supportive land use policies associated with Innovation Districts.  

Knowledge based industry and intellectual commerce are anticipated to 

become more and more a key component of economically prosperous 

communities.  We encourage Municipal Planning staff to reconsider this 

omission in the narrative of the LUPM, Actions Map and Implementation 

Strategies. 

a. It is requested the following language be inserted on page 8 

before the section titled “Space for Industrially Traded Sectors.” 

i. “It is acknowledged the industrial needs of a 21st Century 

may not be similar to past industrial needs. The growing 

vitality of “MakerSpaces” is an example of new industries 

emerging from advances in 3D manufacturing and the 

stronger integration of creative customized product 

design with advanced computer technologies and 

industrial processes.  The 2040 LUPM supports the 

possibility of Innovation Districts within those parts of the 

Anchorage Bowl already possessing or proposing to create 

key supportive land use elements.” 

b. It is requested #9-9 of Table 4: Actions Checklist includes the 

language – “Support further exploration of Innovation Districts 

particularly in the industrial area of north Fairview.”  
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Rabbit Creek Community Council 
1057 W. Fireweed Ln, #100, Anchorage, AK  99503 

 

   
           October 14, 2016 
 
Planning & Zoning Commission, MOA 
PO Box 196650 
Anchorage, AK 99519 
 
RE:  # 2016-0127 Land Use Plan 2040—Request for Delay & Comments on PH Draft September, 2016 
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
 The Council discussed the LUP for nearly one hour at our October 13th meeting. About 30 people were 
in attendance. While some comments are submitted here, the members voted to request a delay in closing the 
public hearing due to the complexity of the Plan, the lack of time to thoroughly discuss this September draft and 
the numerous mistakes we found in our initial reading of this document and especially the maps. 
   
 Prior to our October meeting, the LUP Committee spent over 30 hours preparing discussion points and 
examining the available documents. Please note that all of the LUP maps were not available either on-line nor 
on a CD that we obtained from the Planning Department. Thus, our request for delay isn’t for lack of trying to 
read/discuss this draft. 
 
1. LUP Map Growth and Change by 2040: 
 A. Change the color of the HLB lands in upper Potter Valley to ‘little growth” while retaining the dot 

pattern that indicates future re-zone. The HDP and PVLUA indicate this land as limited intensity (0 to 1 
DUA).  These HLB parcels are at high elevation, sloped, dependent on onsite services, and there is 
surrounding low density zoning. 

 
 B. Change the base color of the former Legacy Pointe and GCI lands west of Goldenview Drive as “little 

growth”, while retaining the dot pattern that indicates future re-zone for these PLI parcels. Some of this land 
will likely be rezoned for residential; some may be conservation because of wetlands and tributaries. The 
GCI land may be zoned 1-3 DUA but if so, that is inappropriate for the terrain, wetlands, and 25% slopes. 

 
 C. Remove grid pattern on HLB land just north of hairpin curve on Potter Valley Rd. This is HLB #2-135 

with SL from the PVLUA. It is not residential.  A portion of it will fulfill a potential transportation 
realignment, with the rest remaining as open space.  

 
2. LUP Map BL-3, Buildable Land Supply 
 This map has serious mistakes on it. 
  
 A. The map does not conform to the Hillside District Plan Map 5.8.  Change the service perimeter (for both 

water and sewer) to conform to the HDP, with revisions to reflect the recent perimeter adjustment that 
excludes Potter Highlands, and an additional revision to exclude Villages Scenic Parkway, which is already 
subdivided with onsite services on large lots.  There will be no public utilities in upper Potter Valley. 

  
 B. The former Legacy Pointe parcel is shown in a color that indicates ‘environmentally unconstrained.’ This 

is a mistake as the parcel contains many wetlands.  Only the far eastern portion is non-wetlands. Revise. 
 
 C. The hatched parcel northwest of the former Legacy Pointe is shown both as parkland and residential. This 

can’t be both. It is HLB’s parcel #2-127, which according to the PVLUA is for parks/open space. Revise. 
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 D. In the vicinity of Northfield Dr, Plat 87-14, notes that Tracts A and B are for open space reserve. Tract 
A is erroneously listed as buildable. Revise this and all other pertinent maps. 

 
3. LUP Map LU-2 
 A. Explain legend “ UCIOA or MCH lot.”  
 
 B. The legend shows the color blue as “Public Institutional Use.” There are hundreds of parcels colored blue 

across SE Anchorage and this is an error.  Revise. 
 
4. LUP Map for 2040 & Gross Density Map 
 In a prior draft, the LUP maps contained a footnote that the Council had requested in early comments based 

on the February draft. It referred viewers to the HDP Zoning map to determine varying densities represented 
by the single color of “Low Density.” This footnote is not on the current draft, nor on other relevant maps in 
the LUP, such as the Gross Density and Zoning Map. Because maps hold disproportionate power over text, 
revise to reflect this earlier footnote on all pertinent LUP maps. 

 
5.  LUP Map Zoning 
 A. Storck Park’s color appears to be a ‘watershed’ given the green color on the legend. It is a dedicated 

park. Revise. 
 
 B. See comment 4 above requesting footnote directing viewers to the HDP. 
 

C. The Rabbit Cr Greenbelt is a gray-green color which doesn’t appear on the legend. It is a dedicated 
park, as are other parklands along the creek. Correct all park colors to reflect their status. 

 
D. The GCI land south of the former Legacy Pointe and along then north side of Potter Creek is colored as 

if it were multifamily zoning. The wetland, steep slopes and lack of transportation facilities are not 
amenable for this type of zoning.  Revise. 

E. South Pointe along Potter Valley Road is colored as if it is R-3. It is platted low-density. Revise. 
 
6.  LUP Map Area Specific Plans 
 The HDP is not the only adopted plan that provides specificity to SE Anchorage.  Include in the legend the 

Potter Valley Land Use Analysis Study. It was adopted in 1999 and recently provided valuable criteria for a 
re-plat with details the HDP lacked. 

 
7. LUP Map Parks and Open Space  
 A. Include the deficiencies in greenbelt corridors which are advocated in the Comprehensive Plan and the 

Anchorage Bowl Parks and Open Space Plan.   
 

B. There is a colored ‘arch’ across Potter Cr; it is not a road connection. Revise. 
 
C. Correct the issues noted in this letter under Bullet 2, LUP Map BL-3 
 

8.  LUP Map Community Natural Assets 
 A.  It is unclear why only a select number of trailheads are depicted.  There are numerous missing trailheads 

for municipal parks.  Add trailheads. 
 
 B.  The classified wetlands on this map don’t match the MOA classified wetlands in the HDP.  Revise 

accordingly and review the HDP’s wetlands area for the Storck Park area southward for accuracy. 
 
 C. Watershed is conspicuously missing from this map.  Watershed recharge areas and wetland detention 

areas (see built=green infrastructure map 2.11 of HDP) should be added to the Hillside portion of this map.  
Since Potter Marsh is a highly valued community asset, tributaries of Potter Marsh should be mapped. 
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D. There are conflicting red lines for the Rabbit Creek Greenbelt (Old RC Park) with another red line 

interior to the outer one (along Our Own Lane). What does the interior line mean? Review and revise. 
 

9. LUP Map LU-1 Existing Housing Stock Inventory 
 It isn’t clear that the legend refers to overall number of units—not units per acre. Clarify legend. 
 
10. LUP Map CC-6 Hazard Mitigation and Resiliency 
 This map is not in the map gallery on the web.  This map should include coastal areas subject to rising sea 

levels, such as Ship Creek. 
 
11. LUP Text, Anchorage’s Growth Strategy,  Goal 1, Page 11 
 LUP1.4 changes the authority for rezoning by making the LUP the overriding authority and states it 

supersedes 2020’s Policy 4.  Rezoning must be consistent with Neighborhood/District Plans and this change 
gives greater authority to the LUP. The LUPM is at a greater scale that Neighborhood/District Plans and 
thus is subject to conflicts. The LUP is meant to implement 2020 and cannot supersede its policies. Reword 
so that the area-specific plans are the first authority for re-zoning decisions. 2020, Policy 4 states that the 
“Rezoning Map shall ultimately be amended to be consistent with the adopted Neighborhood and District 
Plan Maps.” 

 
12. LUP Text, Land Use Designations, Page 26 
 Large Lot Residential, Density: “Where delineated in the HDP, this designation also includes subdivisions 

with half-acre or larger sized lots with flexibility for slightly smaller size lot, at densities up to three units 
per gross acre.”  

 This is confusing because we do not know of anywhere that the HDP would allow for 3 DUA in zoning on 
½-acre or larger lots—unless the Hillside Conservation Subdivision method is being referred to here. Delete 
2nd half of sentence which would allow 3 DUA densities. If designated at ½-acre, maintain that minimum. 
 

13. LUP Text, Strategy 10: Systematic Monitoring and Amendment of this Plan, Page 57 
 If the Comp Plan and 2040 LUP are considered to be living documents that will be updated, then insert via 

public process in this paragraph. 
 
14. LUP Text, Action 5-3, Develop an updatable asset inventory . . . designated for growth, Page 63 
 In the proposed asset inventory of Anchorage’s infrastructure, include green infrastructure; riparian 

corridors; wetlands and other natural hydrology features that provide water recharge and water filtration; 
important natural habitat connections.   Without this data prominently shown on maps, there will be more 
unilateral actions like the moose fence that DOTPF erected along Minnesota Blvd. 

 
15. LUP Text, Action 7-5: Adopt a Hillside Conservation Subdivision Ordinance, Page 64 
 Agree: Adopt a Hillside Conservation Subdivision ordinance. Add: ”following the criteria in the HDP.” 
 
16. LUP Text, Action 8-8:  Determine which municipal parks are not . . . full dedication status” 
 The phrase “potential nomination to full dedicated [park] status” indicates that all parks may not be 

dedicated.  Remove the word “potential” and state that undedicated parks will be dedicated. Park land is too 
difficult to get or replace. There should also be a ‘no net loss of parkland’ in the LUP.  

 
         Sincerely, 
 
 
         Adam Lees, Chair 
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Land Use Plan Map

From: Jeffrey Manfull <akjeff@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 31, 2016 4:07 PM
To: Davis, Tom G.; Cecil, Jonathan P.; Land Use Plan Map; !MAS Assembly Members
Cc: Bonnie Harris; Mara Carnahan; Hans Thompson; John Thurber
Subject: South Addition Resolution regarding the 2040 Land Use Plan Draft
Attachments: Anchorage 2040 LUPM resolution.pdf

Please find attached a resolution passed at the 10/20/16 South Addition Community Council meeting 
regarding the 2040 LUP Draft. 

Respectively yours. 
Jeffrey Manfull 
VP and acting President,  
South Addition Community Counil 
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in density with multiple homes on one lot, without a dramatic change in the character of 
the existing neighborhood. 

12. SACC supports the LUP’s commitment to improving access to transit and trails as a 
critical component of successful growth. (p15). More frequent, predictable public transit 
and safe, enjoyable passages for bike and pedestrians will allow for reduced road 
congestion as South Addition residents walk, bike, and ride buses when possible. This 
nicely supports the valued characteristic of “walkability” in South Addition. 

13. The Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan adopted in 2007 directed that a 
viewshed plan be adopted within 1-2 years (p 99 and Action item UD-1, p136, 
Anchorage Downtown Comprehensive Plan), but that never happened. The 2040 LUP 
should include a viewshed plan, and take steps to protect the viewshed for downtown 
buildings. Building heights in South Addition will greatly impact downtown viewsheds. 

PASSED AND APPROVED by the South Addition Community Council this 20*“ day of 
October, 2016 by a vote of 18 in favor; 0 Opposed; and 12 abstentions. 

Jeffia/Manfgl, lgfesidentu ‘ 

South Additi 11 Community Council 

South Addition Community Council Resolution Requesting Changes to 
Proposed Anchorage 2040 Land Use Plan Draft, resubmitted October 20, 2016 Page 5

63 of 154



64 of 154



65 of 154



66 of 154



67 of 154



68 of 154



69 of 154



70 of 154



71 of 154



72 of 154



73 of 154



74 of 154



75 of 154



76 of 154



77 of 154



78 of 154



79 of 154



80 of 154



81 of 154



82 of 154



83 of 154



84 of 154



85 of 154



86 of 154



87 of 154



88 of 154



1

Land Use Plan Map

From: Cathy Gleason <cathy.gleasontcc@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 1, 2016 3:49 PM
To: Land Use Plan Map
Cc: Anna Brawley; Gloria Manni; Kennis Brady; tccpresident@yahoo.com
Subject: 2040 LUP - Turnagain CC Comment Addendum
Attachments: 2016-11-1 TCC Addendum Land Use Plan Map Public Hearing  Draft.pdf; 

10-31-2016 Isaacs Forest Park Dr. rezone comments.pdf

Tom and the Planning Staff, 

Please accept the attached Turnagain Community Council comment addendum on the 2040 Land Use Plan 
Public Hearing Draft. This letter specifically addresses the proposed designation for two areas of residential 
parcels within the TCC boundaries that we did not address in our previously submitted comments. Also attached 
is Marie and Jon Issacs October 31, 2016, Memorandum, which is referenced in our letter. 

Please don't hesitate to contact me or Anna Brawley, if you have any questions or need more information. As 
stated in the letter, these comments will be presented for ratification by the TCC body-as-a-whole at our general 
meeting this Thursday, November 3rd. 

Sincerely, 
Cathy 
248-0442 
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TURNAGAIN	
  COMMUNITY	
  COUNCIL	
  	
  
	
  
c/o	
  Federation	
  of	
  Community	
  Councils	
  
1057	
  West	
  Fireweed	
  Lane,	
  Suite	
  100	
  
Anchorage,	
  Alaska	
  99503	
  
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________	
  
         Sent via email	
  
November 1, 2016 

Municipality of Anchorage Community Development Department 
Planning Division 
P.O. Box 196650 
Anchorage, AK 99519-6650 
 
RE: ADDENDUM TO PREVIOUS TURNAGAIN COMMUNITY COUNCIL COMMENTS 

ANCHORGE 2040 LAND USE PLAN - PUBLIC HEARING DRAFT 
 
Dear Planning & Zoning Commission and Planning Dept. Staff: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide additional input on the 2040 Anchorage Land Use Plan (2040 LUP) Public 
Hearing Draft with the extension of the comment deadline. The below comments provide input on items not previously 
addressed in our October 17th handout or May 27th/September 9th comments. In order to submit comments by the 
extended November 1st deadline, the Turnagain Community Council (TCC) Land Use, License & Permit Review  
Committee is submitting this input now; this letter will be presented at our November 3, 2016, general meeting for 
formal ratification.    
 
2040 LUP Map — Designation of Parcels West of Forest Park Dr.  
 

• TCC OPPOSES the Draft 2040 LUP Map RE: DESIGNATION OF SPECIFIC PARCELS WEST OF 
FOREST PARK DR. AS “NEIGHBORHOOD – COMPACT MIXED RESIDENTIAL – LOW” 

TCC thanks Commissioner Spring for bringing this particular item to our attention at the October 17th hearing. 
After discussing this with active TCC members who have a home located within the parcel area proposed to 
be designated “Neighborhood - Compact Mixed Residential - Low (Compact Mixed Res.),” and seeing what 
kind of development this designation would allow (page 28 of the Draft Plan), TCC does not support the 
proposed designation.  

Instead — excluding the two most southern parcels located within the proposed Compact Mixed Res. 
designation — TCC requests that the parcels located directly along the west side of Forest Park Dr. be 
designated “Neighborhood – Single Family and Two Family” on the 2040 LUP Map.”  

• Reasons for this request include:  
o As the “Areas of Growth and Change” map (page 19 of the Draft Plan) indicates, the 

proposed land use designation for these parcels along Forest Park Dr. would change uses 
currently allowed by existing zoning, which is R-2D. This zoning was specifically requested 
(and approved) by homeowners in 1979, to protect the existing single and two-family homes 
vulnerable to higher-density development under the R-2 zoning that was in place at that time. 

o The existing single and two-family homes are consistent with the development density of 
other homes in the Forest Park Dr. area to the east and north. 

o Potential higher-density development would likely increase traffic on Forest Park Dr., which 
has a Local Street designation. There are no sidewalks or bike paths along this street, yet it is 
regularly used by pedestrians, joggers and bicyclists; more traffic would create a greater 
safety risk for these non-motorized users. 
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o Higher density housing should be avoided in this area, as these parcels fall under the “High 

Seismically Induced Ground Failure Hazard” in the Hazard Mitigation and Resiliency Map 
(CC-6).  

o Even though the West Anchorage District Plan Land Use Map (page 73 of that plan) 
designates these parcels along Forest Park Dr. as “Low/Medium Intensity (>8-15 units per 
gross acre), which is consistent with a Compact Mixed Residential - Low designation, TCC 
sees development of the 2040 LUP as an opportunity to override that inappropriate 
designation — and ensure that the parcels directly west of Forest Park Dr. in the 
Turnagain area have the proper designation of  “Neighborhood – Single Family and 
Two Family” on the finalized 2040 Land Use Plan Map. 

Please see additional rationale for TCC’s designation request in comments submitted October 31, 2016, by 
Marnie and Jon Issacs, long-time residents who live in this area along Forest Park Dr. (Their comments are 
attached to our comments as well.)  

Parcel Designation Along La Honda Dr.: In hindsight, the parcels along La Honda Dr. (west of Forest Park 
Dr.) should probably not have been built on — or built at a lower density — due to their location within the 
“High Seismically Induced Ground Failure Hazard” in the Hazard Mitigation and Resiliency Map (CC-6) and 
the Fish Creek floodplain. But because they are already developed at a higher-than-single/two-family density, 
TCC’s designation request for “Neighborhood – Single and Two Family” does not include these parcels. 

2040 LUP Map — Designation of the Mobile Home Park along Hillcrest Dr.  
 

• TCC UNCERTAIN RE: DESIGNATION OF MOBILE HOME PARK ON HILLCREAST DR. AS 
“NEIGHBORHOOD – COMPACT MIXED RESIDENTIAL – LOW” 

Again, TCC thanks Commissioner Spring for bringing this particular item to our attention at the October 17th 
hearing. After review of this land use designation proposal, TCC submits the following for consideration by the 
Planning & Zoning Commission, as we have mixed feelings about this proposal: 

• Unlike TCC’s strong position stated above with regard to supporting a change to the WADP Land Use 
Map, TCC is uncertain whether this would be a wise change for this area of the Turnagain residential 
neighborhood.  

o First and foremost, has the owner of the mobile home park land been contacted by the 
Planning Dept. regarding this proposed land use designation change — and, if so, what was 
the response? 

o As the “Areas of Growth and Change” map (page 19 of the Draft Plan) indicates, the 
proposed land use designation for the mobile home park parcel along Hillcrest Dr. would not 
only change the use currently allowed by existing zoning, but would also change the land use 
designation in the West Anchorage District Plan (page 73 of that plan), which is “Low Density 
– Attached and Detached” (< 5-8 units per gross acre).  

o The residential density provided by the mobile home park, which has been in this location for 
many years, has provided relatively low density, compatible homes adjacent to the 
surrounding residential areas north, west and south of the development (West High School is 
to the east).  

o The proposed designation of “Compact Mixed Residential – Low” would allow a higher 
density development of 8 to 15 units per gross acre. This increased density would likely 
created more traffic on Hillcrest Dr., which is a high-use street for both vehicle traffic and 
student pedestrian and bicyclers to the West/Romig campus. While the TCC Safe Routes To 
Schools Committee identified the need for a sidewalk along the south side of Hillcrest Dr. 
from Forest Park Dr. to the campus (and TCC has included this project in its CIP list), 
currently, no sidewalk or bike path exists. 

o While mobile home parks may not provide an ideal housing option for many Anchorage 
residents, the remaining mobile home parks in our city have been providing affordable 
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housing for many years. Neighbors who reside in mobile home parks may not be able to 
afford other forms of housing, such as apartments. And most apartments provide little or no 
yard for pets, gardens, storage, etc., which the mobile home park on Hillcrest Dr. does offer it 
residents.   

Once again, TCC appreciates the opportunity to provide additional comments on the Anchorage 2040 Land Use Plan 
Public Hearing Draft. This comment addendum — along with our previously submitted comments — reflect long-held 
positions and proposals we hope will be incorporated into this important land use document for our city. TCC hopes 
that our input — and our continuing dialogue with the Municipal Planning Dept. — result in a positive outcome for the 
Turnagain neighborhood and our community.  

Sincerely, 

Anna Brawley & Cathy Gleason 
Turnagain Community Council Land Use, License & Permit Review Committee Co-chairs 

CC: Turnagain Community Council President Jonathan Tarrant 
Turnagain Community Council Treasurer Gloria Manni 
Turnagain Community Council Board Member-at large Kennis Brady 

Attachment: 
10-31-2016 Memorandum from Marnie and Jon Issacs 
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MEMORANDUM 

 
 
 
TO:  Mr. Tom Davis, Senior Planner    

Municipality of Anchorage 
 

Commissioners, Planning and Zoning Commission 
Municipality of Anchorage 

 
FROM: Marnie and Jon Isaacs 
  2418 Forest Park Drive 
 
RE:  Public Comments 
  Draft Anchorage 2040 Land Use Plan  
 
DATE: October 31, 2016 
 
 
We have reviewed the draft Anchorage 2040 Land Use Plan and offer the following 
comments. These comments are restricted to the proposed land use designations 
contained on the map found on page 19 of the draft and only address the proposed 
changes as they apply to the west side of Forest Park Drive. 
 
BACKGROUND: We have lived at the current address since 1978, and have been 
pleased to be part of this diverse and integrated neighborhood. The proposed changes 
presented on the land use map appear to recommend a land use designation of 
Compact Mixed Residential Low for a section of Forest Park Drive. This would allow 
“single family, attached single family and small lot housing. Townhouse and smaller 
multifamily are also considered as long as the areas scale and density are maintained.” 
This designation would likely be vigorously opposed by residents in the area. 
 
In 1979 homeowners along the west side of Forest Park Drive requested and received 
approval of a re-zone from R-2 to lower density R-2D to protect the residential character 
of the neighborhood’s single family homes and duplexes. The older housing stock on 
some lots was vulnerable to high density re-development, including ours. The area’s 
homeowners believed the protection offered by R-2D zoning over time would allow 
improvements and/or replacement of these older homes with newer single family or 
duplex structures while also protecting the area’s quiet neighborhood characteristics.  
An additional consideration was avoiding an increase in traffic volume associated with 
higher density development in an area used by joggers, bicyclists and pedestrians. 
Since that time, new single family homes have been constructed in this specific area 
and substantial improvements have been made to existing single family and duplex 
residences, enhancing the Forest Park Drive neighborhood as a desirable area to live.  
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Jon & Marnie Isaacs 
Draft Anchorage 2040 Land Use Plan 
October 31, 2016 
Page 2 
 
 
 
BASIS FOR ARGUMENT: The proposed land use designation of Compact Mixed 
Residential Low is inappropriate on the west side of Forest Park Drive specifically 
because: 
 

• Higher density residential is not compatible with this residential area;  
o Existing inventory is 1-2 stories, not three 
o Existing inventory is largely single family/duplex, anything larger would 

overwhelm the “area’s scale”;  
o There are no vacant lots or abandoned buildings in this area so higher 

density would require destruction of current housing. 
• The lots in this area are narrow, long and drop off steeply to the Fish Creek 

floodplain which limits the actual square footage available for higher unit 
development.  

o The area is in seismic zone 4  
o Seeps and springs in the slope bordering Fish Creek create unstable soils  
o The designated floodplain boundary prohibits development and location of 

the required parking areas. 
• Higher density residential development will add traffic and create unsafe 

access/egress conditions  
 
Due to the extremely compressed public comment period for citizens to review the final 
draft of this plan, not all of the area’s property owners could be contacted. The attached 
petition reflects unanimous opposition by those homeowners that could be contacted, 
including nearby homeowners accessing Forest Park Drive from Huntington Park. 
 
CONCLUSION: We request the designation of Compact Mixed Residential Low in the 
Draft 2040 Land Use Plan be removed from the Forest Park Drive properties and that 
they remain designated for Single Family and Two Family structures. This would be in 
keeping with the area’s existing land use and maintain the quality and character of the 
neighborhood.   
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Land Use Plan Map

From: paulrstang@gmail.com
Sent: Friday, October 7, 2016 12:21 AM
To: Land Use Plan Map
Cc: Mayor Berkowitz; cschutte@anchoragedowntown.org
Subject: Comment on the Land Use Plan Map from the UACC
Attachments: Comment to Anchorage P&Z.docx; ATT00001.txt

Please consider the attached comment from the University Area Community Council. 
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October 6, 2016 

The University Area Community Council (UACC) has reviewed the Anchorage Bowl 
Land Use Plan Map. While we are generally supportive, we have a major concern - 
housing. 

We believe that the Muni’s Plan does not have adequate provisions to assure that housing 
is given a high priority in real estate development in the UMED area. 

The Muni needs to take the lead in assuring more housing capacity, especially as a mix of 
commercial development and housing. Rezoning must be done in conformance with the 
Land Use Plan Map. For instance, requests for rezoning from R-3 to R-O seem too often 
leads to new office space, but no associated housing. This results in more vehicular 
traffic, more parking lots and more commuting. If associated housing were a part of a 
commercial office development, people could walk or bike to work, diminishing the need 
for parking and commuting, making for more environmentally sound neighborhoods. 
This is a strong trend in most cities, but unfortunately not in Anchorage. The Muni 
should take steps to promote developments that contain a combination of office space and 
housing at every opportunity. 

The UACC would support a change to commercial use zoning if the development 
includes at least a minimum number of dwelling units per acre attached to the new zoning 
designation.   

The UACC requests a response to the above comment. 

Thank you. 

Paul Stang,  
President, 
University Area Community Council  
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