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AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE ZONING MAP AND PROVIDING FOR THE 
REZONING OF APPROXIMATELY 157.7 ACRES FROM R-3 SL (MULTIPLE­
FAMILY RESIDENTIAL WITH SPECIAL LIMITATIONS) DISTRICT PER AO 84-
21 TO R-6 SL (SUBURBAN RESIDENTIAL, LARGE LOT WITH SPECIAL 
LIMITATIONS) DISTRICT FOR VIEWPOINT SOUTH SUBDIVISION, TRACTS A-
1, A-4, B-1 AND B-2; GENERALLY LOCATED ON POTTER VIEW DRIVE. 

(Rabbit Creek Community Council) (Planning and Zoning Commission Case 2011-032) 

THE ANCHORAGE ASSEMBLY ORDAINS: 

Section 1. The zoning map shall be amended by designating the following 
described property as R-6 SL (Suburban residential, large lot with special 
limitations) District: 

Viewpoint South Subdivision, Tracts A-1, A-4, B-1 and B-2, consisting of 
approximately 157.7 acres, generally located on Potter View Drive, as 
shown on Exhibit "A" attached. 

Section 2. The zoning map amendment described in Section 1 above shall be 
subject to the following special limitation: 

A. The following uses are allowed: 

1. Permitted principal uses and structures. 

a. Single family home per lot. 

Section 3. This ordinance shall become effective 10 days after the Deputy 
Director of the Planning Division has received the written consent of the owners of 
the property within the area described in Section 1 above to the special limitations 
contained herein. The rezone approval contained herein shall automatically 
expire, and be null and void, if the written consent is not received within 120 days 
after the date on which this ordinance is passed and approved. In the event no 
special limitations are contained herein, this ordinance is effective immediately 
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upon passage and approval. The Deputy Director of the Planning Division shall 
change the zoning map accordingly. 

PASSED AND APPROVED by the Anchorage Assembly this / 'JIJJ... day of 
~.Jt--~ ' 2011. 

ATTEST: Chair 

Municipal Clerk 

(2011 -032) (020-281-46, 020-281-50, -51, -52) 



MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE 
Summary of Economic Effects -- General Government 

AO Number: 2011-82 Title: AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE ZONING MAP AND PROVIDING 
FOR THE REZONING OF APPROXIMATELY 157.7 ACRES FROM R-
3 SL (MULTIPLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL WITH SPECIAL 
LIMITATIONS) DISTRICT PER AO 84-21 TO R-6 SL (SUBURBAN 
RESIDENTIAL, LARGE LOT WITH SPECIAL LIMITATIONS) 
DISTRICT FOR VIEWPOINT SOUTH SUBDIVISION, TRACTS A-1, A-
4, B-1 AND B-2; GENERALLY LOCATED ON POTTER VIEW DRIVE. 

Sponsor: 
Preparing Agency: Community Development Department 
Others Impacted: 

CHANGES IN EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES: 

Operating Expenditures 
1000 Personal Services 
2000 Non-Labor 
3900 Contributions 
4000 Debt Service 

TOTAL DIRECT COSTS: $ 

Add: 6000 Charges from Others 
Less: 7000 Charges to Others 

FY11 

----
FUNCTION COST: $ 

REVENUES: 

CAPITAL: 

POSITIONS: FT/PT and Temp 

PUBLIC SECTOR ECONOMIC EFFECTS: 

FY12 

$ 

$ 

(In Thousands of Dollars) 

FY13 FY14 

$ $ 

$ $ 

Approval of this ordinance should have no significant impact on the public sector. No 
additional public expenditures are required . 

PRIVATE SECTOR ECONOMIC EFFECTS: 

Approval of this ordinance should have no significant impacts on the private sector. 

Prepared by: Angela C. Chambers Telephone: 343-7940 

FY15 

$ 

$ 



From: MAYOR 

MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE 
ASSEMBLY MEMORANDUM 

No. AM 437-2011 

Meeting Date: August 16, 2011 

Subject: AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE ZONING MAP AND 
PROVIDING FOR THE REZONING OF APPROXIMATELY 157.7 
ACRES FROM R-3 SL (MULTIPLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL WITH 
SPECIAL LIMITATIONS) DISTRICT PER AO 84-21 TO R-6 SL 
(SUBURBAN RESIDENTIAL, LARGE LOT WITH SPECIAL 
LIMITATIONS) DISTRICT FOR VIEWPOINT SOUTH 
SUBDIVISION, TRACTS A-1, A-4, B-1 AND B-2; GENERALLY 
LOCATED ON POTTER VIEW DRIVE. 

1 This is a request by Potter Creek Development to rezone approximately 157.7 
2 acres from R-3 SL (Multiple-Family Residential with Special Limitations) District 
3 per AO 84-21 to R-6 (Suburban Residential, Large Lot) District. This will allow 
4 residential development on large lots with individual well and septic systems. The 
5 property is also being replatted and a preliminary plat has been approved for 
6 seventy-nine single family lots to be developed over a seven year period. 
7 
8 The Planning and Zoning Commission recommended approval of the rezoning, 
9 subject to a special limitation which limits development to single family homes. In 

10 addition to removing the special limitations from the property, which require a 
11 specific site plan and public water/sewer service, the rezone will remove the 
12 property from the Potter Creek Master Plan. 
13 
14 The rezoning request is generally consistent with the Anchorage 2020, Anchorage 
15 Bowl Comprehensive Plan, and generally meets the rezoning standards in AMC 
16 21.20.090. 
17 
18 A secondary access issue was presented to the Planning and Zoning 
19 Commission, and the Commission did not make provisions for secondary access 
20 from this property, for either the rezoning or subdivision. The Administration 
21 recommends an effective clause to this ordinance requiring a thirty-five foot right-
22 of-way/public use easement on the Finland Street alignment on the east boundary 
23 of the property from England Avenue to Potter Valley Road. 
24 
25 
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THE ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDS APPROVAL OF THE ZONING MAP 
AMENDMENT, PROVIDING FOR THE REZONING OF APPROXIMATELY 157.7 
ACRES FROM R-3 SL {MULTIPLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL WITH SPECIAL 
LIMITATIONS) DISTRICT PER AO 84-21 TO R-6 SL {SUBURBAN 
RESIDENTIAL, LARGE LOT WITH SPECIAL LIMITATIONS) DISTRICT FOR 
VIEWPOINT SOUTH SUBDIVISION, TRACTS A-1, A-4, B-1 AND B-2; 
GENERALLY LOCATED ON POTTER VIEW DRIVE. 

Prepared by: 

Approved by: 

Concur: 
Concur: 
Respectfully submitted, 

Angela C. Chambers, AICP, Current Planning Section 
Supervisor, Planning Division 
Jerry T. Weaver Jr., Director, 
Community Development Department 
Dennis A. Wheeler, Municipal Attorney 
George J. Vakalis, Municipal Manager 
Daniel A. Sullivan, Mayor 

(Case 2011-032; Tax l.D. No. 020-281-46; 020-281-50, -51, -52) 
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Municipality of Anchorage 
Planning Department 

Date: August 1, 2011 
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MUNICIPALITY OF AiiCHORAGE 
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 2011-020 

A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF A REZONE OF APPROXIMATELY 
157.7 ACRES FROM R-3 SL (MULTIPLE-FAM:ILY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT Vv1TH 
SPECIAL LIMITATIONSi ZONE TO R-6 SL (SUBURBAN RESIDENTLAL DISTRICT -
LARGE LOT WITH A SPECIAL LIMITATION) ZONE FOR TRACTS A-4, B-1 AND B-2 
(PLAT 98-20) AND TRACT A-1 (PLAT 84-403), VIEVlPOINT SOUTH SUBDIVISION, 
GENERALLY LOCATED SOUTH OF ENGLAND AVENUE, NORTH OF SOUTHPOINTE 
RIDGE DRIVE AND EAST OF GREECE DRIVE AND VILLAGES SCENIC PARKWAY 
WITHIN THE NW ';4 OF SECTION 14, Tl2N, R-3W, S.M., ALASKA. 

(Case 2011-032; Tax I.D . No. 020-281-46; 020-281-50, -51, -52) 

WHEREAS, a petition has been received from Potter Creek Development, LLC to 
rezone approximately 157.7 acres from R-3 SL (Multiple-Family Residential District 
·with Special Limitations) to R-6 SL (Suburban Residential District - Large Lot with a 
Special Limitation) for Tracts A-4, B-1 and B-2 (Plat 98-20) and Tract A-1 (Plat 84-
403), Viewpoint South Subdivision; generally located south of England Avenue, North 
of Southpointe Ridge Drive and East of Greece Drive and Villages Scenic Parkv.ray 
·within the NW ';4 of Section 14, Tl2N, R-3W, S.M., Alaska; and 

WHEREAS, notices were published, posted, public hearing notices were mailed, 
and a public hearing was held on June 6, 2011 . 

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

l. The Commission makes the following findings of fact: 

a. Staff and public testimony have agreed that the rezone is 
compatible with the intent of the Hiilside District Plan. 

b. The Land Use Plan calls for limited residential density for this area 
of less that one dwelling unit per acre ( < 1 DUA). 

c. Adoption of the Hillside District Plan removed the petition site 
from the Hillside Wastewater Management Plan (ffiVJl.1P) that 
required public water and sanitary sewer for development of this 
property. Larger lots are necessary for on-site utilities. 

d. The site is has a number of sensitive features such as steep 
ridges, wetlands, bedrock, high winds and road access issues that 
make lower density more environmentally appropriate. The site is 
not necessarily developable at the minimum lot size of the R-6 
zone, but the subdi·vision platting process will ascertain the 
adequate lot size to accomm.odate on-site services as the project 
moves ahead. 

2 



Planning and Zoning Commission 
Resolution 2011-020 
Page 2 of2 

e. The Commission does not concur v;;ith the effective clause as the 
issue of construction of a second access is a timing issue and is 
not an issue of the rezoning. The issue in the rezoning is whether 
the R-6 land use district is appropriate for this area. 

f. The rezone petition conforms to AncJwrage 2020 Policy Nos. 3 , 5, 
7 , 8, 13, 48, 50, 55 and 65 and is consistent with the Hillside 
District Plan Goals of 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10 and 13. 

g. The use is appropriate to the Comprehensive Plan, the District 
Plan and other planning documents . 

h. This rezoning request generally meets the rezoning standards in 
AMC 21.20 .090. 

1. The Commission recommended approval of R-6 zoning with a 
special limitation by a unanimous vote of 8 in favor), 0 opposed 
and 1 abstain. 

2. The Commission recommends to the Anchorage Assembly that the 
subject property be rezoned to R-6 SL (Suburban Residential District -
Large Lot) vvi.th the following Special Limitation: 

a. "Residential uses are limited to single-family homes on individual 
lots." 

ADOPTED by the Anchorage Municipal Planning and Zoning Commission this 
11th day of July, 2011 

\'\. ·1 
\ \ ', \ / \ i ~ ~\ u / 

Jerry T. Weaver, Jr. 
Secretary 

ab 

"J(it~1«fa;tt fl' 
Arthur D. Isham 
Chair 

(Case 2011-032) 
(Tax I.D. No. 020-281-46; 020-281-50, -51, -52) 
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PLA}.;NING AND Z01'TING COlvflvO:SSION MEETING 
June 6. 2011 MINUTES 

COMMISSIONER PARKS seconded. 

Page 7 

COMMISSIONER YOSHIMURA stated she appreciates the petitioner following the rules as 
others in Vloodside East Subdivision have not always done so when it has come to the 
installation of their decks. She finds that the Department believes the deck is a minor 
amendment and recommends approval. 

AYE: 
NAY: 

Wilson, Pruhs, Parks, Phelps, Dean, Isham, Yoshimura, Fredrick, Pease 
None 

PASSED 

5. Other - None 

G. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

1. CASE: 2011-019 POSTPONED INDEFINITELY 
PETITIONER: MOA 
REQUEST: Master Plan Review of a public park 

This case was postponed indefinitely. 

CHAIR ISHAM noted Cases 2011-032 and Sl 1864, Agenda Items (2) and (3), would be heard 
simultaneous} y. 

CO}vfMISSIONER YOSHilvfURA was recusedfrom participating in Agenda Items G(2) and (3), 
Cases 20 J 1-032 and SJJ 864 and was not present when those cases were heard by the 
Commission. 

2. CASE: 2011-032 
PETITIONER: Potter Creek Development 
REQUEST: Rezoning to R-6 Suburban residential district 

This is a request to rezoning R-3SL (multi-family residential with special limitations) to R-6 
(suburban residential, large lot). If approved, this rezoning also removes the property from the 
Potter Creek Master Plan. The location is Viewpoint South SD, Tracts A-1, A-4, B - 1, 
B-2 on Potter View Drive in Anchorage. The applicant ovms four tracts which make up 
the 158 acres proposed for R-6, single family development. At build-out the applicant is 
proposing approximately 79 single family lots. The property will be developed in phases, 
beginning Summer 2011 with a proposed 7 year build-out. The first phase will consist of 30 lots. 

4 



PLANNJNG AJ'-1D ZONJNG COM1vflSSION :tviEETJNG 
June 6, 20 l l MTh1LTTES 

3. CASE: S11864 
PETITIONER: Potter Creek Development 
REQUEST: Plat for review by the Planning and Zoning Commission 

Page 8 

Potter Highlands Subdivision Phase 1 is a request for the subdivision of three (3) tracts into 30 
lots and four tracts with vacation of a portion of Potter Valley Drive and 20' utility easement 
with variances from AMC 21.80.010 (Dedication-streets) and Nv1C 21.85 Table C (interior 
streets). 

The plat before the Commission is a 120-acre subdivision of existing Tracts B-1, B-2 and A-4, 
Viewpoint South Subdivision (Plat 98-20). The revised preliminary plat for proposed Potter 
Highlands Subdivision indicates 30 lots and four tracts. Proposed Tracts A-4-A, A-4-C and B-3 
are identified as dedicated greenbelt tracts contaimng 9.8 acres, 0.9 acres and 3.5 acres 
respectively. The 30.2 acre Tract A-4-B is slated for future development. 

The application includes a request to vacate a portion of the western segment of Potter Valley 
Road with the intent to re-align and to dedicate right-of-way to match the existing gravel road. 
Vacation of a 20' x 785 ' CEA easement that extends south from the north property boundary 
within existing Tract A-4 is requested. 

Variances are requested from AJ\1C 21.80.010 and AMC 21.85.050 (Table C) seeking relief from 
the requirements to dedicate and construct right-of-way for Greece Drive that adjoins a portion 
of the western boundary of the petition site. 

The petition site is generally located east of Villages Scenic Parkway and Greece Drive 
extended, west of Potter Heights Drive, north of Southpointe Ridge Drive and south of England 
Avenue. 

Postponement Request for Cases 2011-032 and S11864 
:MARGARET O'BRJEN provided a revised, combined staff report fot the petition to rezone, 
Case 2011-032, and the plat, Case 811864, which was laid on the table. The Department 
requested a postponement of both cases based on issues relating to recently passed amendments 
to the Fire Code that included exceptions to fire access, proposed amendments to the fire code to 
be processed by Administration for Assembly review and public hearing, and issues related to 
public safety. The Department recommended postponement of the cases until July 11 , 2011. 

DON MCCLINTOCK with ASHBURN & MASON represented the petitioner, POTTER 
CREEK DEVELOPMENT. At the request of the Commission, he spoke to the postponement 
issues on behalf of the petitioner. 

COMMISSIONER PARKS moved to postpone Agenda items G(2) and G(3). Cases 2011-035 
and 811864 to the Julv 1L201 lmeeting. COM1VfISSIONER FREDRJCK SECONDED. 

5 



PLA.N"NTI\JG AND ZONING COJ:vfMISSION .MEETTI\JG 
.Tune 6. 2011 MINUTES 

Page 9 

COI\1J\.1ISSIONER PARKS thinks it is a great disservice to someone \\lho has paid their fees and 
spent the time and energy to bring something forn;ard to the Planning and Zoning Corrunission to 
have it put off at somewhat of a last minute. He will not be supporting this motion. 

COMMISSIONER PEASE asked for further comments from other Commissions on this unusual 
case. In response to COMMISSIONER PEASE, MS. CHAMBERS noted 1\1R.. KEEFER from 
Private Development was present and could speak on the issues of fire safety access or egress. 

COMMISSIONER FREDRICK will not be supporting the motion. He believes the Assembly 
has spoken and that whatever might be going on somewhere else in terms of disapproval oftbe 
Assembly' s action is, he believes, not the Commission' s concern at this point. For the reasons 
othern1ise stated that a lot of effort has gone into this, and the time involved, he believes it is time 
for the Cormnission to move forward with this case. 

COI\1MISSIOENR PHELPS expressed uncertainty as to what to do at this particular point. He 
indicated \Vhat would probably decide his vote for him is the statement by the petitioner that they 
would lose a whole construction season. For that reason, he will be opposing the proposal and 
the motion as well. He noted it is difficult vote because typically he would support the 
Municipality in a postponement. 

COMMISSIONER WILSON was interested in the Administration's position on how much of a 
priority a State request for State funding for that second access road might be. He thinks it was 
apparently attempted this legislative session (or another legislative session), and it did not make 
it, and he wondered if that would be attempted again. In response, MS. CHAMBERS noted Staff 
did not have infom1ation or specifics on that. 

COM1v1ISSIONER \\TILSON noted he would be hesitant to cause a petitioner that has gone 
through this much work and through the process in good faith to have a last minute 
postponement. 

CHAIR ISHAM will be opposing the motion. He believes that the Assembly made the decision, 
and the Administration had the opportunity to veto it and did not take that opportunity. He stated 
the law is the law, and he thinks the Commission has to uphold the law and interpret it 
appropriately. 

CO:MMISSIONER PEASE 'Nill not be supporting this motion. She indicated she is always 
supportive of postponing for additional information , or sometimes there are hardship 
circumstances, and she does like to ensure that Staff has had enough time, but in this case she 
indicated it appears to her that the postponement would be for a hoped for change in rules that 
were recently passed. As noted by CHAIR ISHAM, COMMISSION PEASE noted 
Administration had a chance to weigh in on those rules. She Vvill not be supporting it for a 
potential rule change. 

AYE: None 
NAY: \Vilson, Pruhs, Parks, Phelps, Dean, Isham, Fredrick, Pease 

6 



PLAJ\'.NIKG AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING 
June 6_ ?011 MIJ\1lJTES 

ABSTAIN : Yoshimura 

FAILED 

JOINT PUBLIC HEARING- CASES 2011-032 and S11864 
POTTER IDGHLANDS REZONE AND PLAT 

Page 10 

With the failure of the motion to postpone, CHAIR ISHAJvf stated the Commission would hear 
both cases at this meeting, and the cases would be heard at the same time. 

MS. CHAJ\1BERS provided the Staff Report and recommendations on behalf of the 
Municipality's Planning Department. Planning recommended approval of the 
rezone subject to one special limitation and an effective clause. 

MS. O'BRIEN provided the Staff Report and reconunendations on behalf of the Municipality' s 
Planning Department. Planning recommended approval of the two vacation requests, the 
requested variances, and the plat for 18 months subject to 21 conditions. 

Also present from the Municipality were DON KEEFER, Private Development Manager, and 
LORJ SCHANCHE, Non-Motorized Transportation Coordinator. 

MS. SCHAN CHE briefly discussed the issue of paved shoulders on Potter Valley Road, 
Condition 1 O(e) relating to the width of trails, and their preference for an 8 foot wide trail. 

CHAIR ISHA.M opened the public hearing. 

DON MCCLINTOCK with ASHBURN & MASON, represented the petitioner, POTTER 
CREEK DE\TELOP:MENT, and provided the presentation on behalf of the petitioner. Also 
present on behalf of the petitioner were the following individuals: DA VE GRENIER with 
TRJAD ENGINEERING, lead civil engineer; TONY HOFFMAN with LANTECH, registered 
land surveyor; JIM :MUNTER, hydro geologist; STEVE ING, former director of Alaska 
Department of Environmental Conservation for wetlands issues; \V1LL VlEBB, USKH traffic 
engineer; RICK DAVICH, nature trail issues; BOB PETERSEN and JOHN HAGMEIER, 
principals with POTTER CREEK DEVELOPl\1ENT. 

CHAIR ISHAM opened the hearing to public testimony. The following individuals testified: 

JOHN WEDDLETON 
TODD DUNLAP 
DIANNE HOLJ\1ES 

1vfR. MCCLINTOCK provided rebuttal testimony on behalf of the petitioner. 

CHAIR ISHAM closed the public hearing. 
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COMMISSIOl\fER PEASE moved to approve in Case 2011-032 the rezone with the following: 
special limitation as noted on Page 15 of the Staff Packet modified to read "Residential uses are 
limited to sing:le family homes on individual lots" and deleting the proposed effective clause 
offered bv Staff. COM.l\1ISSIO:NER FREDRICK seconded. 

COMMISSIOl\TER PEASE in speaking to her motion noted the Staff and public testimony have 
agreed that the rezone is compatible with the intent of the Hillside District Plan. She noted the 
Land Use Plan calls for limited residential density for this area ofless than 1 DUA (dwelling unit 
per acre), and in addition this area was removed from the City waste\vater zone so larger lots are 
necessary for on-site septic. She thinks that in addition the site has a number of sensitive 
features such as steep ridges, wetlands, bedrock, high \vinds and road access issues that make 
lower density more environmentally appropriate. COJ\1MISSIONER PEASE noted this site is 
not necessarily developable at the minimum lot size of the R-6 zone, but the subdivision platting 
process and the building permit review process will ascertain the adequate lot size to 
accommodate on-site services as the project moves ahead. She noted the reason for not taking 
the Staffs recommendation on the effective clause is that the issue of road construction and 
access is not really tied to the appropriate density and that is a timing issue. COM.l\1ISSION 
PEASE finds this rezone appears appropriate for the reasons stated in and found in the Hillside 
District Plan. With those findings, she will be supp011ing her motion. 

COMMISSIONER PHELPS \\·ill also support this motion. He also endorsed the comments 
made by COM.l\1ISSIONER PEASE, particularly the statement she made where the effective 
clause on Number 1 of the Department's recommendations would be dropped. He noted that is 
really not an issue in the rezoning; the issue in the rezoning is whether or not the use is 
appropriate for this area, and he stated the Commission has heard from COM.l\1ISSIONER 
PEASE that the use is appropriate relative to the Comprehensive Plan, the District Plan and other 
Planning documents. For those reasons, he will support the motion as proposed by 
COMMISSIONER PEASE. 

AYE: 
NAY: 
ABST/\lN: 

PASSED 

Wilson, Pruhs, Parks, Phelps, Dean, Isham, Fredrick, Pease 
None 
Yoshimura 

C01v1MISSIONER PEASE moved to approve in the matter of Case S 11864-1. the plat with the 
conditions proposed bv Staff on Pages 24 through 30 of the Staff Packet with some changes. 

MS. O' BRIEN called for point of order noting that the Commission needs to deal with each item 
individually for the vacation requests, the variance requests and approval of the plat as noted in 
the Department's reconunendations on Pages 24 and 25 of the Staff Packet. The Commission 
proceeded with motions for the vacation and variance requests, and then returned to the original 
motion. 

8 
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June 6, 2011 !vfINUTES 
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C01\1MISSIOJ\TER PEASE moved to approve in the matter of S 11864-1, the vacation of tv·.ro 
easements as noted on Page 24 of the Staff Packet 

Vacation of the 20 ' x 785' T &E Easement (Plat 84-402) subject to the non-objection of 
all affected utilities: and 

Vacation of a portion of the western se!ITilent of Potter Valley Road (Plat 84-402) and the 
triarnmlar-shaped dedication at the southeast comer of proposed Lot 11 . 

COMMISSIONER FREDRJCK seconded. 

COMMJSSIONER PEASE finds that the first vacation is a utilities easement, and utilities will be 
provided along a different alignment. She noted this vacation is subject to the non-objection of 
all affected utilities, and as such, it appears to be fairly cut and dried. She noted the second 
vacation of a portion of the western segment of Potter Valley Road has been explained in the 
Staff Packet as less disruptive to the natural features of the Hillside because there is an existing 
road in an alignment to the east, and this vacation will be replaced by the replatting of a suitable 
alignment, which is already disturbed and in use. She finds this vacation reduces the impact to 
the natural environment of the Hillside, and it also enables some flatter portions of ground to be 
available for development, and as such, it is an appropriate vacation. 

AYE: 
NAY: 
ABSTAIN: 

PASSED 

Wilson, Pruhs, Parks, Phelps, Dean, Isham, Fredrick, Pease 
None 
Yoshimura 

COMMISSI01\1ER PEASE moved to approve in Case S 11864-1 the variances requested as noted 
in Item Bon Pag:e 25 of the Staff Packet. £ranting the variance from AMC 21.80.010 
(dedication-streets) and AMC 21.85 Table C (interior streets) and granting relief from the 
requirements to dedicate and construct ri01t-of-way for the east half of Greece Drive. 
COMlvITSSIONER FREDRJCK seconded. 

COMMISSIONER PEASE noted this portion of Greece Drive falls across a large area of 
wetlands so construction of the right-of-way would be problematic from an environmental 
standpoint and a cost standpoint. In addition, she noted it is not needed for access to this 
subdivision as the developer is providing access to all lots that border Greece Drive. She noted 
that all lots that border Greece Drive are accessed from Potter Valley Road instead. She finds 
that all lots in the vicinity of drive that other lots outside this subdivision have access from 
Villages Scenic Parkway. She does not think the access is needed, and because of the 
environmental conditions along that right-of-way that it is not practical. She did note that the 
section line easement is retained. She also finds that in the Hillside District Plan there is a 
potential trail along that area, which possible could be done in a more environmentally friendly 
way than a road. She finds the variance to not construct and develop that road is appropriate. 

9 



PLAl'-.1NING AND ZONING COM.IvfISSION MEETING 
June6. ?01111INUTES 

AYE: 
NAY: 
/\ESTAIN: 

PASSED 

Wilson, Pruhs, Parks, Phelps, Dean, Isham, Fredrick, Pease 
None 
Yoshimura 

COMMISSIONER PEASE restated her original motion for approval of the plat. 

Page 13 

C011M1SSIONER PEASE moved to approve in the matter of Case SI 1864-1, the Potter 
Hi£?:hlands Subdivision plat for Phase 1 with Staff recommendations on Pages 25 through 30 of 
the Staff Packet Items CO) through C(21). COMMISSIONER PARKS seconded. 

COMMISSIONER PEASE moved to amend Item C(3) to read "provide a second access prior to 
approval of a final plat for Phase 2." cmv1MISS10NER PARKS seconded. (WITHDRA TVJ\? 

In speaking to her amendment, COMMISSIONER PEASE noted this access has changed since 
the original review ofthis plat by Staff, and on approximately May 11, 2011 the Assembly 
passed an ordinance that says that for developments of 30 lots or less, which this is, separate 
from any other development in that subdivision, secondary access is not absolutely required. In 
addition, she noted that currently there is an ordinance that says that if secondary is not practical, 
it may be not required as part of a subdivision. She noted she did leave Phase 2 in the 
amendment as a time by which secondary access should be required, and this is out a few years. 
C01'111ISSIGNER PEASE indicated there may well be more ordinance changes between now 
and then, but the intent is that under the current rules for access that the Co1mnission is operating 
under at this hearing for a 30 unit subdivision the secondary access is not necessary, and she 
finds this plat can therefore go ahead. 

COMMISSIONER PEASE had concerns about whether the words "provide a second access" 
need to be clarified as to whether it says construct, or just provide a right-of-way, and the 
Commission went into a Committee of the FVhole to discuss this. 

C01'1M1SSIONER PEASE moved to go into a Committee ofthe Whole. COMMISSIONER 
FREDRICK seconded. 

AYE: 
NAY: 
ABSTAIN: 

PASSED 

Wilson, Pruhs, Parks, Phelps, Dean, Isham, Fredrick, Pease 
None 
Yoshimura 

COMMISSIONER PEASE moved to come out of the Committee of the whole. 
COMMISSIONER FREDRICK seconded. 
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AYE: 
NAY: 
ABSTAIN: 

PASSED 

Wilson, Pruhs, Parks, Phelps, Dean, Isham, Fredrick, Pease 
None 
Yoshimura 
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COMMISSIONER PEASE TiVITHDREW her motion to amend Item C(3). She proposed an 
amendment to delete Item C(3) in lieu of her withdrawn amendment. 

COMMISSIONER PEASE moved to amend the motion by deleting Condition C(3) from the 
conditions of approval for the plat. CO:MMISSIONER PARKS seconded. 

AYE: 
NAY: 
ABSTAIN: 

PASSED 

Wilson, Pruhs, Parks, Phelps, Dean, Isham, Fredrick, Pease 
None 
Yoshimura 

COMMISSIONER PEASE moved to clarify in Item lO(a) that Potter Vallev Road \Vill have four 
foot paved shoulders unless found not necessary in consultation with the Non-Motorized Trails 
Coordinator. COMMISSIONER PARKS seconded. 

COMMISSIONER PEASE noted the cross-section shown to the Commission in the Hillside 
District Plan for potential road configurations talk about a 2 to 4 foot shoulder, and it was unclear 
from the Commission' s discussion earlier whether that shoulder would even have to be paved. 
She stated this is a collector road that will have 2,000 or greater vehicle trips a day, and noted it 
is already heavily used by bikers, rollers, skiers, and some pedestrians. She thinks this activity, 
as the Commission heard in testimony, is likely to increase. On a road such as this vvith some 
limited site lines and steep grades, she indicated it seems that the 4 foot shoulders are important 
for safety of the non-motorized users on the road shoulder, and that there is no attached path. 
She feels the path that is a nature path would not accommodate those wheeled users, or is less 
likely to. As such, she thinks is a safety issue and a community quality of life issue as well. 

COl'vfMISSIONER PRUHS does not disagree with the 4 foot shoulder, but he does disagree with 
paving adding a lot of cost to the project for a select group of users. 

COMMISSIONER PEASE feels if the shoulder is not paved, then the bikers and the other users 
will be on the pavement and in the lane. She noted this is like that on the Old Seward Highway 
already behind Potter Marsh, and it is inherently unsafe. She thinks it is important to have a 
paved shoulder. Again, she noted this is a collector road, and typically they are required to have 
pedestrian ways on both sides of the street. 

AYE: Wilson, Parks, Phelps, Isham, Fredrick, Pease 
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NAY: 
ABSTAIN: 

PASSED 

Pruhs, Dean 
Yoshimura 
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CO MMIS SI ONER PEASE moved to amend Condition 10( e ). Trail Improvements. to add a 
specification that the main nature path parallel to Potter Valley Road will be an 8 foot wide trail. 
This motion died for lack of a second. 

COMMISSIONER PEASE proposed amending the main motion by adding a condition of 
approval and a plat note ensuring pathways will be pennanently dedicated for legal public use, 
but asked for assistance on wording and location of the condition from Staff. 

MS. 0 'BRIEN noted Condition 15 already states "dedicating a 20 foot wide easement for the 
proposed trail within Tract A4A," which is the greenbelt tract, based on the final alignment of 
the trail. She indicated the Commission could add "dedicating a 20 foot wide public use 
easement" and so identified on the plat, it would be for the public. 

CO"MMISSIONER PEASE clarified it was not just for Tract A4A, and that she wanted to make 
sure that the description included all of the trails. 

MS. CHAMBERS indicated it would be Condition 18, which is the plat note section where all 
the plat notes are located. She also suggested that the condition state to resolve the wording with 
Staff, and then Co:tvfMISSIONER PEASE state her intent again. 

COMMISSIONER PEASE restated her motion. 

COMMISISONER PEASE moved to amend the main motion to add to Section 18 of the 
Conditions a plat note which ensures dedication of the pathways to enable permanent public 
pedestrian use. COMMISSIONER FREDRICK seconded. 

COlvllvflSSIONER PEASE noted some of these path\vays, the one parallel to the road for 
example, are serving as a kind of transportation alternative to the road itself in lieu of the 
pathways that \7>1ould normally be required along the road. She believes there is a need for 
permanent public use in this corridor; it is a collector corridor. In addition, she noted 
connectivity between neighborhoods is promoted by the Hillside District Plan, as well as the 
2020 Comprehensive Plan, and stated permanent connectivity is clearly the public benefit that is 
sought. She noted the applicant indicated that permanent dedication of the public easements was 
acceptable to their clients. She stated the petitioner has been very supportive of trails, and he did 
speak to the acceptability of dedicating the public easements. 

AYE: 
NAY: 
ABSTAIN: 

Wilson, Pruhs, Parks, Phelps, Dean, Isham, Fredrick, Pease 
None 
Yoshimura 
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COM1\1ISSIONER PEASE moved to amend the main motion to add to the plat conditions in 
Condition 18 to "provide a pedestrian pathway along the lower cul-de-sac for connectivity from 
Potter Valley Road to the pedestrian easement shown between Lots 14 and 15." 
COMMISSIONER FREDRICK seconded. 

Staff indicated this proposed amendment would likely be a new condition. 

COMMISSIONER PEASE noted the Hillside District Plan and the Comprehensive Plan talk 
about pedestrian connections between neighborhoods and a connected system of pathways. She 
noted there is a pathway along Potter Valley Road. She stated there is a pathway at the end of 
this cul-de-sac, and what she is requesting is that in this plat that an intermediate segment of 
pathway on the cul-de-sac also be provided so there is a continuous pedestrian connection so you 
do not have to come off the trail in Potter Valley Road and go dovvn the cul-de-sac, and then find 
the other trail. She believes it is safer and more navigable for pedestrians if it is continuous. 

AYE: 
NAY: 
ABSTAIN: 

PASSED 

Wilson, Pruhs, Parks, Phelps, Dean, Isham, Fredrick, Pease 
None 
Yoshimura 

COMMISSIONER PEASE moved to amend Condition 18 to add a similar plat condition along 
the Upper Spur Road. which provides access to Lots 20 and 26. COMMISSIONER FREDRICK 
seconded. 

COMMISSIONER PEASE noted this is a trail connection that will eventually proceed to 
England Circle in the next subdivision, and that this is a trail connection that is shown on the 
recently adopted Hillside District Plan. For the same reasons as stated in her previous 
amendment for a trail segment, she thinks it provides continuity, which is safer and more 
navigable and easier to find for pedestrians. 

COMMISSIONER PEASE noted the connection all the way to England is not shown, but this is 
a trail segment that is shov.'Il on the Hillside District Plan, which the Commission just passed. 
She feels if the Commission does not put this in, show this segment platted and build it now, it 
becomes really hard to retrofit. She believes it does a service to the prospective lot owners to 
know that there is intended to be a trail, and there will be or is a trail across the lot before they 
buy it rather than as a retrofit. 

13 
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COMMISSIONER DEAN disagreed. She noted it has not been subdivided yet, so you cannot 
very well plat a trail across there and require the building of a trail at this time until it is 
subdivided. 

COMMISSIOl\TER PEASE noted she may have been unclear. The pedestrian easement would 
go along the proposed section of road to be constructed to the tee. 

C01VTh1ISSIONER DEAt'-J indicated she misunderstood. 

AYE: 
NAY: 
ABSTAIN: 

PASSED 

Wilson, Pruhs, Parks, Phelps, Dean, Ishan1, Fredrick, Pease 
None 
Yoshimura 

COMMISSIONER PEASE moved to amend the main motion to move Greenbelt Tract B-3 
thirtv-three feet to the east so that Greenbelt Tract B-3 retains its full width. and no portion of it 
overlies the section line easement alornr the \Vest boundary of the property. (\V1THDRA. WN) 

COMMISSIONER PEASE noted Staff may have already included the condition in her proposed 
amendment, and asked if it had already been handled. · 

MS. O'BRIEN noted she discussed this issue with Staff, as well as \Vith the petitioner's 
representative, and it creates real problems. She indicated if they are creating a tract, and you 
move it 33 feet to the east, you have a long narrow, thin tract for the section line easement that 
does not meet any standard of the subdivision regulations. She also noted there is the problem 
that some of the lots impacted by this may not meet the minimum lot size. She indicated that has 
not been determined, and it may not meet the subdivision standards, lot depth to width and things 
of that nature. She noted it revamps all the lot configurations on the east side of Potter Valley 
Road, and it creates a number of problems with the lot configuration creating a tract that does not 
meet any kind of subdivision standard. She stated that is why there was a plat note added that 
the greenbelt tract does not preempt the rights of the 33 foot section easement for extension of 
trails or utilities, if required. She noted this proposed amendment truly modifies this plat totally 
to move that and create a tract. 

In response to CHAIR ISHAM, MS. O'BRIEN clarified it was Plat note 18(1). 

There was no second to the proposed amendment. 

COMMISSIONER PEASE withdrew her proposed amendment regarding Greenbelt Tract B-3. 

COMMISSIONER PEASE moved to amend Condition 18(1) to remove the word "roadway" so 
that the 33 foot section line easement may still be used for utilitv or pedestrian access purposes. 
(W1THDRA \\iN) 
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POINT OF ORDER was called by MS. O'BRIEN. She noted she specifically had to include 
"roadway" because the greenbelt cannot preempt a right granted by the federal government 
through the section line easement, and she had to make it clear. She does not know if a roadway 
would ever be there, but indicated it was a legal issue. MS. O'BRIEN noted you cannot preempt 
by a note on the plat the use of a section line easement, which is usually reserved for roadway, 
utility, pedestrian access, drainage, any of that type of function that would have been provided by 
a dedicated roadv.1ay. She noted this is why she had to leave "roadway" in. 

There was no second, and COl\1MISSIONER PEASE withdrew her proposed amendment 
regarding removal ofthe word "roadwav'' from Condition J 8(l). 

COMMISSIONER PEASE moved to amend the main motion by adding a Condition to Section 
18 to read "\Vork with Staff to identify public easements for the plat along practical aliments 
as identified bv the non-motorized trails coordinator (and these are mentioned in her comments) 
an east-west path from Greece Drive to Potter Valley Road near Tract 4A4 in the vicinity of Lot 
5. an east-west path from Greenbelt Tract A4A to the unnamed spur road near Lot 26, and a trail 
from the north border of the property through Tract A4A to Potter Valley Drive. 
COMMISSIONER FREDRICK seconded. 

COMMISSIOJ\TER PfIELPS stated he was concerned that the Commission has not really had a 
discussion about this particular issue, and it just came up at this hearing. He noted there has been 
a lot of review of this particular plat, and he does not think this is an appropriate time to modify 
it in such a substantial way. 

COMMISSIONER PEASE suggested that these suggestions have been made in writing by the 
non-motorized trails coordinator, they are in the Commission's Staff Packet, and Staff has had a 
chance to see them. She thinks these suggestions help to implement the concepts of the Hillside 
District Plan, which is to provide connectivity between and among neighborhoods. In this case, 
she feels it is important to ask Staff to pursue them because we have this system that switchbacks 
at great north/south distances across the Hillside, and those switchbacks are very long for 
pedestrians and are not very safe for pedestrians because of the sight lines and .the fact 
switchbacks are not safe when you are on foot. She noted that to the west Villages Scenic 
Parkway is a cul-de-sac of almost a mile in length so the distance around on foot to get up to 
Potter Valley Road would be over a mile versus a quarter mile on the direct line. She indicated 
the same holds for the other accesses proposed, which are more to serve residents in this 
subdivision. She thinks it is safer to provide ways, where practical, for pedestrians to go through 
the subdivision. She noted the Potter Valley Land Use Master Plan originally did not require 
pathways or sidewalks on this collector road because there was to be a network of "village 
pathways along interior lot lines," and as such, she thinks this is a well supported concept. She 
noted MS. SCHANCHE has already identified locations and that this asks to resolve the 
connections in a practical way. 

In response to COMMISSIONER PHELPS, COMMISSIONER PEASE clarified her amendment 
was "to resolve with Staff the locations of the easements." 
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AYE: 
NAY: 
ABSTAIN: 

FAILED 

Isham. Fredrick, Pease 
Wilson, Pruhs, Parks, Phelps, Dean 
Yoshimura 

Page 19 

COl\1lvlISSIONER PEASE moved to amend the main motion by addin2: a condition that the on­
site services section will attempt to find opportunities for draw down testing: of nearbv wells with 
voluntarv cooperation of the well ovmers. Tlte motion died for lack of a second. 

COMl\1ISSIONER PEASE moved to amend the main motion by adding: a condition to read 
"Resolve with Staff the acceptabilitv of the road design for school bus service for the Potter 
Valley Road collector." The motion died for lack of a second. 

COMMISSIONER PEASE moved to amend the main motion to add a condition to "Resolve 
with staff the possibility throl12:h building permits or final plat approval limitin2: heavy vehicle 
access for construction from usin2: the Portu£i:al Place and Finland access." This motion died for 
lack of a second. 

COMMISSIONER PEASE moved to amend the main motion by addin2: that "Staff will resolve 
the phasin2: of secondarv access roads to ensure that the intent of the Hillside District Plan for 
relief of traffic on Golden View and for resolution of the Seward Hi2:hwav intersections at Potter 
Vallev Road be met." 

MS. CHAMBERS noted this may tie up the petitioner's plat if the Municipality cannot resolve 
this. She noted it is a large regional traffic issue for the \\'bole Hillside, and it is not something 
that will get resolved quickly enough within the petitioner' s tin1eframe that they would like to 
get their plat recorded. 

The motion died for lack of a second. 

COMMISSIONER PEASE moved to amend Condition 13(a).which reads '\-,,rater body mapping 
of this subdivision and showing: the final delineation of all water bodies on the final plat" to 
amend that sentence to read "all water bodies. wetlands and setbacks from those areas on the 
final plat." The motion died for lack of a second. 

There were no further an1endments, and the Commission provided findings on the main motion. 

COMl\1ISSIONER PEASE finds this proposed plat lays out lots that each demonstrates buildable 
sites and septic locations with sensitivity to natural features such as wetlands, slopes, and natural 
hazards such as the steep road and the access issues resulting from the steep road. She noted the 
petitioner has done a commendable job in trying to incorporate several elements of the newly 
adopted Hillside District Plan, ·which includes some greenbelt tracts along steep areas which will 
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provide not only open space, but help to protect or preserve the view shed for all of Anchorage 
from dov.'11 below at the bottom of the hill. In addition, she noted there is a trail system which 
attempts to capture some of the natural setting, and that is something that Hillside residents 
expressed as desirable. She further noted that the elements of the roadway are a rural collector 
road and by not having such items as curbs and gutters, it fits better into the rural setting and 
requires less disturbance of the contours. She thinks this is a commendable effort to provide a 
rural setting, a rural feel , while providing collector access onto the Hillside and connectivity to 
existing neighborhoods. She noted the conditions of the plat require additional drainage and 
water ,.,_,ell testing. She thinks these are important to ensure a sustainable sewer and water 
system, but noted these protocols are laid out and will serve to protect the long-term use of 
groundwater and on-site septic systems for this subdivision and for the neighborhood. 

COMMISSIONER PEASE believes the need persists to provide secondary access to this 
subdivision and to this part of the Hillside. She noted the Commission felt that given the 
currently standing policies adopted by the Assembly a few weeks ago in May that this 
subdivision of 30 lots should not be required to provide secondary access. She indicated the 
standards for platting secondary access or the requirements may change again, and as such, she 
noted the Commission has said that prior to Phase 2 this issue needs to be revisited. She noted 
the Commission heard from the public in \vritten testimony about the substandard condition of 
that current secondary access along Portugal Place to Romania, and believes th.is will continue to 
be an issue, but thinks to place that requirement on one subdivision for 30 units did not seem an 
equitable assignn1ent of expense. She believes there is still a need for looking at the road 
carefully, and hopes that Staff '"'ill independently ensure that school buses will be able to use this 
segment of the road. She stated that she knov,:s that the non-motorized trail coordinator will be 
involved to advise on the safety of the road for bicycles and to further advise on the pathway 
construction. C011vfMISSIONER PEASE noted the Commission heard testimony, which she 
believes is very important to that area of the Hillside, regarding how future road access is phased. 
She indicated this is something that, although the Commission did not adopt any conditions, the 
traffic burdens on Golden View finding their way over to Potter Valley Road is going to continue 
to be an issue. She thinks the whole picture of secondary access off of the Hillside will need to 
be revisited and will continue to come before the Commission, but noted that for now the 
Commission has found that this Potter Valley Road can handle the traffic from this one discreet 
subdivision of 30 lots. She will be voting for approval with the conditions that the Commission 
specified and the Staff's conditions as amended. 

COMJ...fISSION PHELPS finds that this proposal is consistent with the previously recommended 
rezoning of the area to the R-6 density, and that it is also consistent with the Comprehensive Plan 
in the community. More specifically, he finds it is in confonnance '~~th the recently adopted 
Hillside District Plan. He noted the Hillside District Plan laid out a scheme for development in 
the Hillside area and it laid out very specific conditions in terms of facilities. He further noted 
that, in large part, this particular design has followed through on that plan and has incorporated 
many of the design features of that particular document. He also finds that this particular plan 
has been reviewed with the public, and that both community councils in the area have 
recommended its adoption. He further finds that this particular subdivision meets the standards 
of the subdivision code of the Municipality of Anchorage, and that the stipulations for approval 
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that are recommended and as amended here ·will essentially meet those standards and will 
provide for adequate public health and safety, and a nice environment in that area. 

MAIN MOTION AS AMENDED 

AYE: 
NAY: 
ABSTAIN: 

PASSED 

Wilson, Pruhs, Parks, Phelps, Dean, Isham, Fredrick, Pease 
None 
Yoshimura 

Page 21 

The Commission discussed their ability to complete the remaining public hearing agenda items 
and whether the cases should be postponed. 

COMMISSIONER PEASE moved to postnone hearing Agenda Item G(6). Case 2011-053. 
Agenda Item G(7). Case 2011-058, Agenda Item 0(8). Case 2011-059 and Agenda Item 0(9). 
Case 201 l-06L to the first order of business at the Commission's next meeting on June 13. 2011. 
COl\1Jv11SSIONER PARKS seconded. 

AYE: Wilson, Pruhs, Parks, Phelps, Dean, Isham, Yoshimura, Fredrick, Pease 
NAY: None · 

PASSED 

4. CASE: 2010-109 
PETITIONER: Alaska Mental Health Trust Land Office -TLO 
REQUEST: Zoning conditional use for a natural resource extraction 

This is a request for a conditional use permit to allow a fill operation from the date of this 
approval to December 1, 2016. The petitioner intends to deposit approximately 132,000 cubic 
yards of fill at the site. Approximately 80,000 cubic yards will come from the extraction project 
at Tract C-2 on the northeast corner of Folker Street and the 40th Avenue right of way. This will 
be completed within 60 days, after which fill will come from other locations. The fill will be 
deposited on the PLI SL portion of the property, whereas, stockpiling of top soil will occur in the 
R-1 SL area adjacent to the fill operation. The site is located north of Eagle River Loop Road 
and east of Yosemite Drive, NE 1/.i, Section 23, T14N, R2W, Seward Meridian, Alaska. 

COMMISSIONER PHELPS called for point of order to provide a disclosure on this case. He 
disclosed he works for the Alaska Department of Natural Resources, and deals with the Mental 
Health Trust Land Office on a regular basis. He stated he is not affected by this case in a 
fiduciary manner, but he wanted to indicate he does deal with the Trust Land Office. He 
believes he would be impartial in this particular case. 
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DATE: 

CASE NO.: 

APPLICANT: 

PETITIONER'S 
REPRESENTATIVE: 

REQUEST: 

LOCATION: 
SITE ADDRESS: 
COMMUNITY 
COUNCIL: 

TAX NUMBER: 

ATTACHMENTS: 

PLANNING DEP ARTl\IIENT 

PLANNING STAFF ANALYSIS 
REZONING 

June 6, 2011 

2011-032 

Potter Creek Development 

Lantech, Inc. 

Rezoning from R-3SL (multi family residential 
with special limitations) to R-6 (suburban 
residential, large lot). 
Note: if approved, this rezoning also removes the 
property from the Potter Creek Master Plan. 

Viewpoint South SD, Tracts A-1, A~4 , B-1, B-2 
Potter View Drive 

Rabbit Creek 

020-281-46, 020-281-50, -51, -52 

1. Zoning & Location Maps 
2. Departmental Comments 
3. Application 
4 . Posting Affidavit 
5. Historical Information 

RECOMMENDATION SUMMARY: APPROVAL with Special 
Limitations and effective clauses. 

The proposed rezoning meets the general standards of the 
Comprehensive Plan and the Hillside District Plan. 
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SITE: 

Acres: 

Vegetation: 

Zoning: 

Topography: 

Existing Use: 

Soils: 

Total property size is 157.7 acres . 
Tract A-1 is 34 acres (1,484,960 sq ft), 
Tract A-4 is 81 acres (3,525,267 sq ft), 
Tract B-1 is 14 acres (626,349 sq ft), 
Tract B-2 is 2 lacres (913,061 sq ft). 
The individual lots will take up approximately 
135.5 acres. About 7 to 8 acres will be used for 
right-of-way which includes the road and a trail. 
Approximately 14.5 acres are dedicated greenbelts. 

Natural, property is undeveloped. 

R-3SL. The SL is related to a requirement for a 
master plan, a site specific plan, and water and 
sewer service. The 1984 master plan would have 
allowed an overall density of 4 d\velling units per 
acre (DUA) . 

Steep slopes in some areas. 

Vacant. 

Well and septic will be required . This is an area of 
slopes, shallow water table, and bedrock. 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: 

Classification: 
Density: 

Very low density residential. 
< 1 DUA 

SURROUNDING AREA 

NORTH 
Zoning: 
Land Use: 

R-6 
Single 
family and 
vacant 

PROPERTY HISTORY 

EAST SOUTH 
PLI and R- lA SL R-381 
Vacant and 
single family 

Mostly 
vacant 

WEST 
R-6 
Single family 
and vacant 

11-02-84 Plat 84-402 Tracts A and B Viewpoint South SD 
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11-02-84 
03-13-98 
03-13-98 

Original 
zonmg 

04-10-84 

06-25-2000 

Plat 
Plat 
Plat 

Rezoning 

Rezoning 

created. 
84-403 Tracts A-1 and A-2 created 
98-20: Tract 8 divided into 8-1 and 8-2; 
Tract A-2 divided into A-3 and A-4 

U (unrestricted) 

R-3 SL (multiple family residential with 
special limitations) 

Request to rezone Tract A-4 to R-6, failed 

04-03-10 AO 2010-022 Hillside Wastewater Management Plan 
replaced by Hillside District Plan. Subject 
prope rty d f Hv\TWMP remove rom 

...... _. .. · . :·7 ;_ · ···: .. . .. 

. _R'.:3 Di~t:rict 
. . 

.; R-6 District ._ ;;: 

. ;~C 2L40.050 '" .. ;, AMC 21,40.080 .,, 
.. .. - ·- · -·. ... -. ... :, · - ··.: . · - ·-

Intent: The R-3 district is intended to Intended for land areas 
include urban and suburban where large lot development 
single-family , two-family and is desira ble as an adjunct to 
multiple-family residential uses the more typical urban and 
with medium population suburban residential zoning 
densities, and uses and districts . Designed to 
structures required to serve encourage low-density 
governmen Lal, educational, residential development while 
religious, noncommercial at the same time protecting 
recreational and oLl-ier needs of and enhancing those 
such areas. The regulations physical and environmental 
and restrictions in the R-3 features which add to the 
district are intended to protect, desirability of suburban 
preserve and enhance the residential living. 
primarily residential character 
of the d istrict 

Structure height 35 feet Unrestricted (except per FAA 
re2'lllations) 

Minimum lot size 6,000 sq ft 54,450 sq ft 
Width - 50 ft. Width - 150 ft 

Yard setback: 
Front 20 feet 50 feet 
Side 5 feet 25 feet 
Rear 10 feet 50 feet 

Lot Coverage: 40 percent 30 percent 
Landscaping Visual enhancement Depends on the use 
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Special limitations a . Hillside wastewater plan 
b . Master plan, individual site plan [density limit] 

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PROPOSAL: 

The applicant owns four tracts which make up the 158 acres proposed for 
R-6, single famiiy development. The property has wetlands, streams and 
drainage ways, and steep slopes in various areas. This is also an area of 
shallow bedrock and shallow water table. It is a ground water recharge 
area. 

In 1984, the property was rezoned from the G-5 areaViride rezone 
U category to the R-3 SL district. The Special Limitations required 
property owners to submit a site plan showing conformance to the Potter 
Creek Master Plan and the Hillside Wastewater Management Plan 
(HWMP). In 2010, the boundary of the HWMP was moved to place the 
subject property outside the boundary. A rezoning to R-6 will remove the 
requirements for a master plan and site plan. There V\rill be a note in the 
rezoning ordinance to this effect. 

At buildout the applicant is proposing approximately 79 single family lots. 
The property \vill be developed in phases, beginning Summer 2011 with a 
proposed 7 year buildout. The first phase will consist of 30 lots . 

This is an area of shallow bedrock and a high water table. Public sewer 
and water are not available so, on site systems will be required for all 
development. The applicant is proposing covenants to require Advantex or 
other category III nitrogen reducing wastewater systems. Category III 
nitrogen reducing systems also pre-treat the effluent so that drainfield 
field sizes may be smaller, but the On-site Division still requires one 
primary and two backup drainfield locations be identified for each system. 
The holding tanks still require periodic pumping. The advanced systems 
have annual fees for maintenance. 

The applicant proposes the R-6 district and the Department considered 
the R-6, R-9 and R-10 districts for this application. The R-8 district was 
not considered because of the large minimum lot size, 5 acres . 

The R-6 district is intended for those land areas where large lots or 
acreage development is desirable as an adjunct to the more typical urban 
and suburban residential zoning districts. The R-6 district is designed to 
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encourage low-density residential development while at the sanle time 
protecting and enhancing those physical and environmental features 
which add to the desirability of suburban residential living. 

The minimum lot size for R-6 property is 1.25 acres and minimum lot 
width is 150 feet. 

The R-9 district is designed to satisfy the needs for low-density 
residential development in areas where public sewers and water are 
unlikely to be provided for a considerable period of time or where 
topographic or other natural conditions are such that higher-density 
development and the provision of public sewers and water would be 
unfeasible at any time. In the first instance, where public facilities may be 
provided in the distant future, the regulations are written to ensure that 
development during the interim period does not exceed geological and 
hydrological capacities for safe and healthful maintenance of human 
habitation, while still allmving for the maintenance of a rural lifestyle. In 
the second instance, where natural conditions would make higher 
densities and the provision of public facilities unfeasible, the regulations 
would fill a need on those lands where the application of R-6 zoning would 
be inadequate for the characteristics of the land, while R-8 zoning would 
be too restrictive . Application of the R-9 zoning district most probably in 
these instances would include lands \Vhich have hazards from the 
standpoint of water recharge areas, steep slopes, wind hazard and 
marginal soil conditions. In many cases, this zone would be applied to 
lands \~rhich have, without zoning, been developed at these standards. 

The R-9 minimum lot size is 2.5 acres, 108,900 square feet with a 
minimum lot width of 180 feet. 

The R-9 was ruled out because the larger lot area requirement would 
severely restrict the most buildable portions of the property, the area 
shown for lots 18 through 30. The R-9 also has small yard setbacks, 25 
feet front and rear yard and 15 feet side yard, relative to the R-6 which 
has 50 feet front and rear yard and 25 feet side yard setbacks. 

The R-10 district is intended for use in those areas in the municipality 
where natural physical features and environmental factors such as slopes, 
vegetation, alpine and forest, soils, slope stability and geologic hazards 
require unique and creative design for development. Creative site design 
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and site engineering are essential to ensure that the development of these 
lands will: 
1. Enhance and provide stability to natural features such as ponds, 
streams, wetlands and forested areas and will incorporate such features 
into the development of the site design. 
2. Take into consideration the topography and the location of all 
physical improvements on the land. 
3. Avoid development ofland within geologic hazard areas to minimize 
the possibility of loss of life and property damage. 
4. Promote the natural flow and storage capacity of any watercourse, 
to minimize the possibility of flooding or alteration of water boundaries. 
5. Consider the suitability of the soils and sub-soils conditions for 
excavations, site preparation and on-site sewage disposal. 
6. Consider the adequacy of the site drainage to avoid erosion and to 
control the surface runoff in compliance ·with section 208 of Public Law 
91-500, the 1972 Clean Water Act. The surface runoff and drainage from 
developments should not exceed the surface runoff and drainage in its 
natural undeveloped state for all intensities and durations of surface 
runoff. 
7. Guarantee an adequate supply of potable water for the site 
development, ·without destruction or depletion of the water source. 
8. Minimize the grading operations, including cut and fill, consistent 
virith the retention of the natural character of the site. 

In the R-10 district, minimum lot size and lot width depend on the average 
slope of the lot, and the R-10 was ruled out precisely for that reason. In 
areas where slope is less than 15 percent, lots can be as small as one-half 
acre. However, the use of on site systems requires a minimum 40,000 
square foot lot size. In areas Virith slope 25 to 30 percent, lot size must be 
5 acres. Greater than 30 percent slope requires 7.5 acres. Once developed, 
the properties could have an uneven look in terms of density. Also, the R-
10 allo'NS a zero feet front and read yard setback. The department did not 
want to encourage homes close to the street. 

FINDINGS: 

21.20.090 Standards for Approval- Zoning map Amendments. 

A. Conformance to the Comprehensive Plan. 

The standard is met. 
Applicable elements of the comprehensive plan include: 
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2020 Land use policy map; 
1982 Comprehensive plan; 
2005 Official Streets and Highways Plan (OSHP) 
1997 Areawide trails plan, as amended by the 2010 Hillside District Plan. 
2010 Hillside district plan. 

The area is not designated in the 2020 plan. 
The 1982 plan designates the area as very low density residential. 
The 1984 rezoning to R-3 SL and adoption of the Hillside wastewater 
management plan, and the Potter Creek Master Plan would have allowed 
higher density development (approximately 4 units per acre) ·with a 
requirement for a master plan, site plan, and public utilities to be 
installed. The requirements of the 1984 rezoning are superseded by the 
adoption of the Hillside plan and this rezoning. 

The OSHP designates Potter Valley Road as a class I residential street with 
80 feet of right of way. A reduction to 70 feet is allowed with direct 
drive1vay access. The project will comply with the 70 feet and will be 
constructed to rural standards and the Hillside plan road standards, see 
attached figure 4.4. 

A low density residential zone district, less than 1 dua, for this property is 
consistent with the 1982 plan, the Hillside District Plan, the proposed 
Concept Plan Map, and appropriate for the existing development pattern 
in the area. 

The following policies are applicable to, and supported by this application: 
Anchorage 2020 - policies 3, 5, 7, 8, 13, 48, 50, 55, and 65. 
Hillside District Plan - goals 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 13 are applicable. 

a. A zoning map amendment may be approved only if it is in the 
best interest of the public, considering the following factors: 

1. The effect of development under the amendment, and the 
cumulative effect of similar development, on the surrounding 
neighborhood, the general area and the community; including but not 
limited to the environment, transportation. public services and facilities, 
and land use patterns, and the degree to which special limitations will 
mitigate any adverse effects. 

Environment and Land Use Patterns 
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The Standard is met. 

There is a large amount of vacant land in the area, generally zoned PLI, R­
lA, R-3 SL or R-6. There are R-8 , R-9 and R-10 districts to the north and 
east within one mile of the subject property. The general area, even the R-
3 SL to the south, is developed at very low density. A new low density zone 
such as R-6, R-9, or R-10 is compatible v;ith the general area. 

The area is sloped and there are streams, wetlands and other 
environmentally sensitive lands around the developable uplands portion of 
the property. Although there are setbacks from streams and wetlands, 
some uses could pose runoff and drainage problems, or cause excess 
ground disturbance, impacts to groundwater, etc. 

In order to protect sensitive areas, accommodate the low density nature of 
the hillside, minimize impacts to the road network, and minimize impacts 
due to well and septic system use, the Department is recommending that 
uses be limited to single family homes, garages, and sheds on individual 
lots, each served by an individual ·well and category III nitrogen reducing 
septic system. Child care, adult care, large animal facilities (as either 
accessory or conditional uses}, and so on, are not allowed . 

All uses are subject to AMC Noise and Air Quality ordinances . 

The applicant shall provide the Corps of Engineers approved wetlands 
delineation map and the approved Watershed Management Division 
v;ratercourse mapping summary prior to final plat. 

Transportation 

This Standard is not yet met. At the time this report was written, the 
applicant was in discussions Viri.th the municipality regarding the timing 
and construction of a second access driveway to the property. This is an 
issue of fire access and for the plat. The rezone can continue with an 
effective clause that tl1.e rezoning is not in effect until the final plat is filed. 
The plat in turn can resolve the second access. 

There are numerous comments from Traffic and Project Management & 
Engineering regarding required road improvements, right of way, 
easements, drainage, grading and fill, etc. These issues will also be 
discussed as part of the plat. 
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The internal road network will be designed and built to Municipal rural 
improvement area standards. 1 Any improvements made prior to final 
approval of the rezoning and recording of the final plat are made solely at 
the developer's risk. 

Public Services and Facilities 

This Standard is partially met. All services and facilities need to be 
extended to the property. 

Sewer and water are not available , so on-site systems will be needed. This 
is an area of shallow ground water and shallow bedrock. The information 
submitted regarding septic systems in not sufficient for review and needs 
to be finalized prior to final plat approval. See comments from the On-site 
Systems Department. 

The Hillside District Plan, adopted, April 13, 2010, updates the 1996 
Areav;ride Trails Plan. There are new standards for a rural trail. 

The applicant is proposing a natural grade, nature trail parallel to Potter 
Valley Drive. The trail will parallel the road, setback a minimum of 10 to 
15 feet, but be outside of the right of way. This is further discussed in the 
plat application. The trail will be a gravel, multi-use pathway, 8 to 10 feet 
wide. The homeowner's documents need to specify the trail will be 
maintained by the homeowners association and is a multi use trail, open 
to the public. A maintained, gravel trail is in keeping with the rural nature 
of the area and reduces impervious area. 

Schools 

The 79 dwelling units proposed over seven years of development \Vill not 
significantly impact the system: 31 elementary students, 7 middle school 
students, and 15 high school students can be expected. 

Special Limitations 

No Special Limitations have been offered by the applicant. 

l Definition: Rural standard - for density <3 dua and 500 to 2,000 ADT: strip paved, 24 ft 
width, max 10% slope, no curb/gutter required, drainage ditches with shoulders to 
accommodate pedestrians. These are minimum standards, HOA, . LRSA may require more. 
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2. The supply ofland in the economically relevant area that is in the 
use district to be applied by the zoning request or in similar use districts, 
in relationship to the demand for that land. 

There is both vacant and developed residential property, in several zoning 
categories, in the area. There does not appear to have been any demand 
for high density R-3 zoning as water and sewer service are not readily 
available. The change in zoning from R-3 SL to R-6 is not significant. 

3. The time when development probably would occur under the 
amendment, given the availability of public services and facilities , and the 
relationship of supply to demand found under paragraph 2 above. 

Services are not currently available and ·will need to be extended to the 
property. Road service is the initial need. Development may begin once the 
rezoning is in place and the final plat has been recorded. The final plat 
cannot to be recorded until the rezone has been approved by the 
Assembly. Water and waste water will be handled by individual on site 
systems. Category III nitrogen reducing septic systems will be required. 

4. The effect of the amendment on the distribution of land uses and 
residential densities specified in the Comprehensive Plan, and whether the 
proposed amendment furthers the allocation of uses and residential 
densities in accordance with the goals and policies of the Plan. 

The rezone to R-6 is consistent ·with the density specified in the 2020 
comprehensive plan. R-6 is appropriate given the terrain, existing 
development pattern, environmentally sensitive nature of the area, and 
the fact that the property is not included in the sewer service area, and 
that the applicant will not be extending sewer service to the property. 

COMMUNITY AND COMMUNITY COUNCIL COMMENTS 

On March 21, 2011, a total of 102 public hearing notices were mailed. As 
of the date this report was written, no written responses from the public or 
the community council, had been received. 

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: 

The Department recommends that the proposed rezoning is in 
conformance with the Anchorage 2020 Anchorage Bowl Comprehensive 
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Plan, and the Hillside District Plan and should be approved subject to the 
following special limitations and effective clauses: 

Special limitations: 
1. Uses are limited to single family homes on individual lots. 

Effective clause: 
1. This rezoning shall not become effective until the applicant has resolved 

road construction for secondary access to the property. 

Reviewed by: 
.. .--.-. /\ ( \ .... ,, I ) 
\ ~ \ l 

~\JuJL 
I , ' 

Jercy T. Weaver, Jr. 
Director 

Prepared by: 

Alfred Barrett 
Senior Planner 

(Case No. 2011-032) (Tax Parcel #020-281-46, 020-281-50, -51, -52) 
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Backgronnd 

Over the course of preparing this plan, a number of people 
suggested the nc:ed for ne>v or modiE.ed road design standards 

for the Hillside. Prior to completion of the Hillside District 

Plan Public H earing Draft, the Municipality adopted new 
road staildards for the Mllllicipality a:;; a whole, including the 
Hillside. These new standards are inciuded in the Design Criteria 

:\ianual (DCM). Becc.u;;e many people are not a»1'are of these new 

standard::, they are rnmmarized in Table 4.5 (also addressed by 
HDP Policies 14-M and 1-b-N). 

R oad design standa1·ds are set comide:ring the -,~.- ay roads function 

·within the system and the physical charact eT of the land. 
Standards ensure pi-aper design and a safe operating environment. 
Special consideration must be gi-Hn ·when de::;igning roads in 

a hillside envirnnm.ent. Slopes. depth to bedrnck. cut-and-fill. 
chainage, wetlands. and topography pose unique challenges and 
require in..ilOYati>-e sti-ategies on the Hillside. Hillside re5idents 

have made clear their preference for roads that fit the rma.l 
character that exi;;ts in much of the di5trict (Figure J.4) . 

Rgure 4.4 
Rural Roads - Typical Section 

23 23 
Grade 

r Grode Grode 

'.2' 8' > '.2' 
Pathway 

s· I 10· --3>1 > 
A" 

I<_:!_> 

]' 

10' or i i · 10· or l ; • . 
:;\>- -

Travel Travel 
Lane Lone 

~'.{>:: -. 
·- ··· ··. 

"'-' 
O>~> 

]' 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--,~,--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-..,;> 

37' or 38' 
Right of Woy 

37' or 38' 

Figure 4.4 is tr1e typica l section for a rural collector. For local secondary roads, a typical section would have a 50-foot right-of-way 
and would include 20- to 24-foot surface widths (10- to 12-foot travel lanes), depending on average daily traffic (see Table 4 .5). 
These local roads would include 2- to 4-foot shoulders, wide enough to accommodate pedestrians. 
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Table 4.5 
General Standards for New Roads 

Areas three dwel ling units per 
acre {DUA) or greater: 

Residential 

Commercial 

I • Park and Natura l 
Resources 

Community Faciiity in 
areas generally 

Areas less than three 
dwelling units per acre (DUA): 

Residential 

Park and Natural 
Resources 

Community Facility 

This recently <:.dopted set of MOA road standards is briefly 

rnmmarized belo·w; a more complete discussion of the:::e standards 

is pre:::ented in the Implementation Chapter. 

Suriace paved 

Develop a road system that reflects Hillside character. Pavi.ng 

is required on public roads , but strip-paving (no curbs and 
sidewalks) and narrower rights-of-,,·ay are c>Jlowed in specific 

situations. This apprnach is intended to r<:-cognize the need for 
adequate emergency access , the desire to retain rural character, 
and the trade-off bet-vveen construction costs and maintenance 

C051S. 

Road standards will ,-,uv based on context. The F....illside 

District Plan defines three areas wheTe d.ifforent road standards 

are appropriate: 

Urban: Portions of the. Hili::ide District that are within 

the Anchorage Roads and Drsinage Sen-ice _~....rea 
(AHDSA). 

Surface paved Surface: strip- I . Surface: strip-
{with curbs and (with curbs and paved paved 
gutter) gutter) 

Surface width: Surface width: 
Min Surface Min Surface 20' 20' 
Width : 24' Width : 24 ' 

Max slope: 10% Max slope: 10% 
Max Slope: 8% Max Slope: 8% (Option for 12% (Option for 12% 

with variance* ) with variance*) 

Surface paved Sutiace: strip- Surface: strip- Surface: gravel 
(with curbs and paved paved or strip-paved 
gutter) 

Surface width : Sutiace width: Surface width : 
Min Surface 24' 20' 20' 
Width : 24' 

Max slope: 10% Max slope: 10% Max slope: 10% 
Max Slope: 8% (Option for 12% (Option for 12% 

with variance*) with variance*) 

""The variance is a solution of last resort; it is not to be used as a standard practice or considered the minimum acceptable 
design to work from. See also HOP Policies 14-M and 14-N. 
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·rrail Development 
(continued) 

Roadway 

2' Minimum clearing width ~ 
1 --·- · ~ .... ! l 

10' 
minimum 
clearing 
height 

: l 
! 
~ 

! 
l 

j l 
~-8-,-m-i-n.-.;' ~,~~~--to, 

setback ;l; l 5• :nin. Trail 

1' Trail Shoulders 

Rural Typical Section: Trail/pathways associated with the road network are recommended to be on one side of the roadway 
and separated "where p°3ssib\e and appropriate from the roadway to increase pedestrian safety and comfort and provide space 
for snow storage. n 

Natural Se!ting Trails: Natural setting trails and walkv;rays may -¥­
be located >V-ith:in greenhelts and parks, located along section line 
or utility easements where no road construction is anticipated, 
or located in "open spaces between suhdivisions to allow 
connectiv-ity in a natural setting" (recommendation from the 
October 2006 Hillside Subarea Transportation Study, page 41). It 
is recommended that, to the extent possible, natural setting trails 
should be located and developed to take best advantage of views, 
scenery, and the natural setting, and to be complementary to 
nearby development. 

Trails suhject to new Title 21 Suhdivision Standards in Section 
21.08.040.D Chugach State Park, Community Use Areas, and 
Natural Resource Use Areas Ylrill follow easement provisions 
required by that municipal code language. Portions of the Hillside 
present particular challenges to developing trails that are safe, 
attractive, and have minimal environmental impact. Hillside trails 
·will be designed to maintain and protect the Hillside's natural 
setting and rural character. General objectives for trail d~sign are 
presented below, recognizing that these objectives do not apply 
in all situations and that flexibility is needed to respond to the 

· unique conditions of individual settings. Because of Hillside­
specifi~ slope and erosion considerations, some natural setting 
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trail segments may require a wider than typical easement, or 
necessitate the use of retaining ·walls to ensure safe and reasonable 
trail development. Where trails are constructed, cut~or-fill slopes 
associated with development are recommended not to exceed 
a ratio of tvrn feet horizontal to one vertical foot (2H:l V) to 
minimize sloughing and support slope re-vegetation. In lower 
traffic and alpine areas, the use of stabilized single track trails 

.-that follow slope contours is recommended. These minimize the 
disturbance footprint, protect scenic and natural setting values, 
and will allow greater opportunities for including trails on 
constrained sites. _!\ll natural setting trails are recommended to be 
developed to a grade of 20 percent or less. 

Where possible, separate roadside trails from roads. This can 
prov;de a more enjoyable trail experience and reduce problems of 
winter snow being stored on pathways. Avoid the use of overly 
steep terrain, including section lines that may provide legal 
access but are too steep for sustainable use. VliJ.1ere possible, avoid 
the use of utility easements and avoid locating trails in creek 
setbacks. For trails in particularly complex steep terrain, consult 
a professional trail designer. 

It is preferable to have public trails on public land. This is more 
important as the level of use increases. For regional and district 
trails, the strong preference is for land in public ownership or 

_:,}L reserved through public easement; local trails should be on public 

7\ -_.:.;la;:1:.;:.1d::...;v.,;..:'h:;.e:;r;.:e:....p~o;;.;ss:.:ib=le:-b-.u.-t_....c.,.a .. n;..;a;;;l;;;.so;:;_;;b;,,;e;...o• n-..;;.la_n ... d.;;;..;;;h;;,;e;.;.l,;:;;d..:;b;;..,"V:...· .:::h;.;;o.;;m;::,e;.:o:;...v.:...;.•.:::n;.;;e.;.rs=--­
associations. 

Natural Setting trails mav be.paved in higher use areas in order 
~ ~ 

to protect natural resources , or they may be soft surface trails 
developed to a minimal level to retain the natural experience. 
Multi-use paved trail design standards are provided in the -­
Municipality's Design Criteria Manual. New city·wide standards 
are being developed by the Anchorage Parks and Recreation 
Department for soft surface trail classification, development, and 
maintenance. 

Improved Trails and Trailheads Funding and Management 
Many of the adverse side effects of trail use and Chugach State 
Park access will only be resolved through a better funded, more 
aggressive management and development program. This must 
include law enforcement, collection of park access fees , and trail 
(and road) maintenance and trailhead improvements. Hillside 
residents have voiced strong support for trails and, based on the 
Hillside survey results, a willingness to pay more for trails. Clearly, 
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Kimmel, Coriiss A. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Barrett, Al W . (Zoning) 
Thursday, May 26, 2011 9:22 AM 
Kimmel, Corliss A. 
FW: Message from "PLN005PRT" 

For inclusion in the packet 

Alfred Barrett, 
Senior Planner 
Planning Division, 
Current Planning Section 
907 343-7936 phone 
907 343-7927 fax 
barrettaw@muni . org 

--- --Original Message----­
From: FergiJson, Dwayne G. 
Sent: Wednesday, May 25, 2011 5:30 PM 
To: Barrett, Al W. (Zoning) 
Subject : RE: Message from "PLN005PRT" 

IH, 

For your consideration: 

RECEIVED 
MAY 2 6 2011 

MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE 
ZONING DIVISION 

Potter Valley has been classified as a collector road and is anticipated to see 2000 
vehicles per day or greater. The desirable width of this trail is directly related to the 
projected volume of users and use. Traffic does not support the proposed five (5) foot 
trail width offered in the initial trail design . Traffic recommends that a paved ,8 foot 
wide, multi-use trail be designed and constructed as determined for collector roads in MOA 
DCM . In addition, as the proposed trail alignment is substantially separated from the 
right of way at differing vertical elev ations from the profile of the roadway . The design 
should also provide adequate trail-roadway signage treatments to maximize accessibility . 
Finally, design considerations should also be made for long term maintenance of the multi­
use trail by the developer. Thank you. 

Dwayne 

-----Original Message----­
From : Barrett , Jtl W . (Zoning) 
Sent: Wed..riesday, May 25, 2011 11:21 AM 
To : Walsh, Sharen A.; Ch ambers, ~J1gela C.; Keefer, Don C . ; Ferguson, Dwayne G.; Ellis, 
Steve M. ; Keesecker, Karen M. ; Wong, Carol C. ; Czajkowski, Alan J . ; Gray, James D. ; 
Schanche, Lori E.; Wockenfuss, Deborah M. 
Subject : FW: Message from "PLN005PRT" 

Potter highlands supplemental info, just delivered. Please come by asap for a copy and try 
to find time to review and offer at least brief comments. Strict limit 1 copy per 
division. 

Thanks. al 

Alfred Barrett, 
Senior Planner 
Planning Division, 
Current Planning Section 
907 343-7936 phone 
907 343-7927 fax 
barrettaw@muni.org 
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Anchorage Mefro Area Transportation Solufrons 

l\fu1'<ICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE 
Community Development Department, 

Transportation Planning Section 
Non-Afotorized Tmnspo1tation Coordinator 

Plaruting & Development Center, 4700 Elmore Road 
P. 0. Box 196650, Anchorage, AK 99519-6650 

voice (907) 343-8368, facsimile (907) 249-7806 

REeEf\ffE~uni.org 
DATE: May 26, 2011 

\ i '·Y ·£..~ 2011 
TO: Angela Chambers, Platting Officer MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHOAAGE 

ZONING DIVISION 
Lori Schanche, Non-Motorized Transportation Coordinator FROM: 

SUBJECT: Case No. S-11864-1 
Potter Highlands - REVISED 

There are several issues with this plat that Staff and the Petitioner do not agree. 
These include the Nature Trail (paved or unpaved), shoulders on the road (paved or 
unpaved) and adding steps or stairs into the trail to deter bicycle traffic. 

Following is information on each issue to back up Staff requests for an 8' wide 
Paved Trail, Paved Shoulders on the road and NO stairs on the pathway. 

Issue A - Nature Trail 
Staff requests that the nature trail be 8' wide and paved. 

The Petitioner is requesting that trails being constructed as part of this development 
be unpaved 5' wide 'nature trails', under the category of Natural Setting Trails per 
the Hillside District Plan, 2010 (HDP). 

After review of various documents that relate to this argument including, the HDP, 
the Areawide Trials Plan, 1997 and the Design Criteria Manual (DCM) we continue 
to request a paved pathway. 

Following are excerpts from these plans. 

1. HOP, Natural Setting Trails, pg. 4-29 
The HDP notes these type (natural, unpaved) trails may be located within 
greenbelts and parks, located along section line or utility easements where no road 
construction is anticipated. 

This trail is adjacent to the roadway, but not in the road row. Since it is in a 
dedicated greenbelt, it could satisfy the description of a natural setting trail and be 
unpaved. However, the following items give more credence to paving. 
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Potter Highlands 
May 26, 2011 
Page 2 of3 

2. HDP, pg. 4-30, 4th para. 
"Natural setting trails may be paved in higher use areas in order to protect natural 
resources, or they may be soft surface trails developed to a minimal level to retain 
the natural experience." 

We feel paving will protect the trail and keep people on the trail. 

3. HDP, Existing/Proposed Trail Routes, Map 4.6 
This map identifies the trail along Potter Valley Road as a "Proposed HDP 
Secondary Trail". However, the HDP document does not identify what surface or 
type of trail this would be, except HDP (pg 4-28), discusses following the MOA 
Design Criteria Manual. 

4. MOA Design Criteria Manual, Section 4 .2A 
DCM identifies paving trails in road rights of way except those that are; 
-identified as multi- use unpaved t rails in the Areawide Trails Plan 
-in the Anchorage Bowl and Chugiak-Eagle River areas that the Planning and Zoning 
Commission elects to waive. 

5. Areawide Trails Plan (ATP) 
The ATP identifies a trail along Potter Valley Road as a "Planned Multi-use Paved 
Trail" 

The ATP identifies the section as an 8' paved trail similar to HDP Figure 4. 7 (pg. 4-
28). 

The HDP was meant to accomplish all the planning work and identify trail locations 
and types of trails and supersede the ATP for this area of Anchorage. The HOP does 
identify trails, however there are no definitions. The HDP is ambiguous due to this 
but the ATP identifies a paved trail. 

Staff supports a paved 8' wide trail. 

Issue B - Paved Shoulders on the Road 
Staff requests that the 4' roadway shoulders be paved. This will allow utility 
bicyclists to have a solid surface out of the way of traffic to bicycle. 

HDP Figure 4.4 (p. 4-15) Rural Roads - Typical Section 
Shows 4' shoulders. No distinction is made with regard to the material. 

The DCM identifies paved shoulders be added as part of Rural Collector Standards. 

Issue C - Adding stairs or steps to deter bicyclists 
The Petitioner stated in a meeting with Staff on 5/23/11, that they were considering 
adding stairs or steps to the pathway to deter people bicycling . 
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Potter Highlands 
May 26, 2011 
Page 3 of 3 

The DCM does not condone adding stairs on a trail. Americans for Disabilities Act, 
(ADA) would not support stairs. 

Steps would only put a barrier in the trail. Steps on trails, are not expected, and 
are not safe and would likely create pedestrian or bicycle crashes and injuries. 

HDP page 4-29 notes, "Portions of the Hillside present particular challenges to 
developing trails that are safe, attractive ..... " 

Staff does not support adding stairs or steps to the trail. 

Potter Valley Master Plan 
Originally the Plat was to conform to the Potter Valley Master Plan. It is our 
understanding that is being repealed, however if that is not being repealed the 
following must be added to the plat; 

- East-west pathway from Greece Drive to the greenbelt, in the vicinity 
of Lot 5 
- East-west- pathway from greenbelt to roadway north of Lot 26. 
- Construction of pathway along Potter Valley Drive to east end of 
property - currently the trail stops short. 
- trail from north border to Potter Valley Drive through the greenbelt to 
connect the 20' pedestrian walkway easement to Potter Valley Road . 
- extension of greenbelt south of Potter Valley Drive in the vicinity of Lot 11 

Cc: Craig Lyon, AMATS 
Dwayne Ferguson, Traffic 
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DATE: 

MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE 
Traffic Department 

March 11 , 2011 

/ ; '\.._ 
... ~ 

TRAFFIC 
• ·t#£1:''ifl' & ~o 

TO: Angela Chambers, Acting Division Manager Zoning and Platting ~j~P'E- r·, (?= ' 

t "\ c "='" \J "= D· . \:; b ~· 

THRU: Leland R Coop, Traffic Engineer Associate 

FROM: Dwayne Ferguson, Assistant Traffic Engineer [,'LJLHcrpr. I --
" 1 .~, I l"\l.. l I y OF fJJCHORAGE 

. . _ . . ZONf Nq DfV!SION 
SUBJECT: Traffic Engmeermg Comments for April 1, 2011 Planning and Zoning · 

2011-32 

511864-1 

Commission Hearing 

Rezoning to R-6 Suburban residential district. 

Potter Highlands Subdivision - R-3SL Multiple-family residential 
district with special limitations. 

The Traffic Division has the following comments: 
a) Please adjust the grid number reference shown on the preliminary plat 

dated 2/8/2011 from SW3738 to SW3638. The grid number is incorrect as 
shown. 

b) Bordering Villages and Paradise Valley Subdivisions appear to have 
anticipated future connectivity I completion of Greece Drive and England 
Avenue. The petitioner should identify any design considerations made in 
deciding not to similarly dedicate and continue these adjacent existing 
road segments through or along this subdivision with an alternate roadway 
alignment . 

c) Provide an acceptable radius dimension for the cul-de-sac (turnaround) for 
Fire access. 

d) Considering the provided contour elevations, it appears that additional 
slope right-of-ways may be required along Potter Valley Drive to 
accommodate future maintenance of the roadway shoulder slopes. 

e) Bring the ten (10) foot T&E Easement notation forward for Tract A-1 's 
south and east perimeter borders as it appears on the MOA grid plat. 

f) Provide minimum twenty (20) foot curb return radii along the unnamed 
north-south roadway for Lots 20-31. 

g) Signage shall be posted regarding the proposed roadway grades exceeding 
8% for winter access. Chain up areas shall also be delineated. 

h) The proposed common access drive easements shall be provided by plat 
note. 

k) The proposed multi-use pathway width shall be a minimum (8) foot. 
l) Remove the portion of Note #2 ..... and is intended for pedestrian use only. 

Page 1 of 1 
C:\Documents and Settings\pwcak\Local Settings\Temporary Internet Files\OLK3EB\April 1 2011 PZC 
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Dave Grenier 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dave, 

Keefer, Don C. [KeeferDC@ci.anchorage.ak.us] 
Monday, June 14, 2010 12:31 PM 
Dave Grenier; Schwan, Martin K.; Kniefel, Robert E.; Walsh, Sharen A. 
RE: Potter Highlands: Phasing Plan and Secondary Access 

See recommended changes in red below. 

Don Keefer 
Private Development Manager 
P1ai"1.lling Development Senriccs Department 

From: Dave Grenier [mailto:davearenier\al!antechi.comJ 
Sent: Monday, June 14, 2010 11:30 AM 
To: Schwan, Martin K.; Kniefel, Robert E.; Keerer, Don c.; Walsh, Sharen A. 
Subject: Potter Highlands: Phasing Plan and Secondary Access 

Good morning Martin, Bob, Don and Sharen, 

Thank you for meeting with Connie and myself last Monday to discuss the proposed phasing of Potter 
Highlands as it relates to the timing and construction of the secondary access. 
The following is a summary of the discussion: 

The first platting action will consists of creating five tracts (A, B, C, D & E) and the 6 lots at the end of 
Greece Drive. 
The first phase, Tracts A & B, \.viii consist of 31 lots that use Potter Valley Road as their primary access 

as shown on the attached phasing plan. 
The secondary access upgrades will be required P..:::de during the development of Phase 2 (Tract C) also 
as shown on the attached phasing plan. Dave, Clearly identify your understanding of the location (on 

site and off site) for the secondary access. 
No lots will be sold in Phase 2 (Tract C) until the secondary access is constructed. 

The secondary access upgrades w ill also be req uired prior to development of Phase 3 (Tract D 
and "Tract E, individually or in total) as shown on the attached phasing plan in the event Phase 3 were 
to precede Phase 2. No lots wili be sold in Phase 3 (Tracts D and E) until the secondary access is 

constructed. 
A 60 month approval for a master plan layout will be requested. 
The Planning and Zoning Commission will hear the case which will involve the rezone, master plan and 

plat approval. 

Upon receiving your concurrence of the above summary, a preliminary plat will be prepared and submrtted to 
the rv'iOA for staff review and the Planning & Zoning Commission public hearing. 

If you have any questions or need additional information at this time, please advise. 

1 

48 



Th2nks, 

Dave Grenier 

TR.lf.tD ENG.iNEERIK'Ei 

P .0. Box 110890 
Anchorage, Alaska 99511 
(907) 561-6537 

e-mail: davegrenier@lantechi.com 

Click here to report this email as spam. 
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Dave Grenier 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Dave Grenier 
Tuesday, June 15, 2010 8:39 AM 
Keefer, Don C.; Schwan, Martin K.; 'Kniefel, Robert E.'; 'Walsh, Sharen A.' 
'cyoshimura@gci.net' 
Potter Highlands: Phasing Plan and Secondary Access 
SLantech, 110061411120.pdf 

Martin, Bob, Don and Sharen, 

The following revised summary is based upon Don's comments from yesterday relating to the proposed 
phasing of Potter Highlands and the timing/construction of the secondary access. 

The first platting action will consists of creating five tracts (A, B, C, D & E) and the 6 lots at the end of 
Greece Drive. 
The first phase, Tracts A & B, will consist of 31 lots that use Potter Valley Road as their primary access 
as shown on the attached phasing plan. 
The secondary access upgrades will be required during the development of Phase 2 (Tract C) also as 
shown on the attached phasing plan. The secondary access will include onsite road construction from 
the end of the improvements in Phase 1 to the northeast corner of the parcel. It will also include off­
site road upgrades to Finland Street, from the northeast corner of Potter Highlands to Portugal Place 
and to Portugal Place up to and including a portion of Romania Drive to improve the crossing at Potter 
Creek. 
No lots will be sold in Phase 2 (Tract C) until the secondary access is constructed. 
The secondary access upgrades will also be required prior to development of Phase 3 (Tract D and 
Tract E, individually or in total) as shown on the attached phasing plan in the event Phase 3 were to 
precede Phase 2. 

No lots will be sold in Phase 3 (Tracts D and E) until the secondary access is constructed. 
A 60 month approval for a master plan layout will be requested. 
The Planning and Zoning Commission will hear the case which will involve the rezone, master plan and 
plat approval. 

Upon receiving your concurrence of the above summary, a preliminary plat will be prepared and submitted to 
the MOA for staff review and the Planning & Zoning Commission public hearing. 

Thanks, 

Dave Grenier 

TRIAD ENGINEERING: 
P.O. Box 110890 
Anchorage, Alaska 99511 
(907) 561-6537 
e-mail: davegrenier@lantechi.com 
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Municipality of Anchorage 
Project Management & Engineering Department 

Mru',; Begich, M::iyor 

October 23, 2008 

David A. Grenier, PE 
Triad Engineering 

Mail: P.O. Box 196650, Anchorage, AK 99519-6650 
4700 Elmore Road, Anchorage, AK 99507 
Phone (907) 343-8135 Fax (907) 343-8088 

\.VWW_muni.ora 

440 W. Benson Blvd., Suite#206 
PO Box 110890 
Anchorage, Alaska 99511-0890 

.RE: Your letter dated April 29, 2008; supplemented July 9, 2008 
Road Grade Variance for Specific Segments of Potter Valley Road 

Dear Mr. Grenier: 

This letter is to memorialize past verbal understandings reached between the Municipality and 
Potter Creek Development, LLC (LLC) regarding road grades along segments (identified below) 
of Potter Valley Road. The LLC plans, the Potter Highlands development along these 
segments, and when Potter Highlands is presented for development, these roadway segments 
are subject to reconstruction to meet road standards in effect at that time. 

Field discussions offered general agreement on reconstructing the roadways to the grades of 
the existing roadway. 

The right-of-way for the length of Potter Valley Road in the NW1/4, Section 14, Ti i N, R3W, SM 
Alaska appears to have been dedicated by a series of plats for the Viewpoint South Subdivision, 
specifically plats 84-402, 84-403 and 98-020 on file with the Anchorage District Recorder. The 
right-of-way alignment is subject to further refinement through a future platting action defined in 
an agreement between Potter Creek Development, LLC and Potter Creek Land Company dated 
July 17, 2006, generally relocating the right-of-way to the physical location where the roadway 
exists today. Much of the travel way through the NW1/4 of Section 14 is rough construction , 
and meanders significantly outside of previously dedicated right-of-way. 

You have requested variances for Potter Valley Road at Potter Highlands from the Design 
Criteria Manual (DCM) Sections i .9 D2c(1) and 1.9 D2f. 

DCM 1.9 D2c(1): 
"In the hillside areas of the municipality, the maximum street or road grade is as follows: (1) For 
streets or roads with 2000 or greater projected Average Daily Traffic (ADT), the maximum road 
grade is 8 .0 percent n 

Variance Consideration: 
From your letter, "Potter Valley Road is classified as a collector road so it is anticipated that it 
will see 2000 vehicles a day or greater." The current OS&HP confirms this roadway as a Class I 
collector street (two lanes; 80' wide right-of-way). Per the enclosed Potter Highlands Road 
Layout, dated April 2008, prepared by Triad Engineering, an estimated 2400 lineal feet of 
existing roadway is at 1 O percent grade. The 2400 feet is the sum of two roadway lengths, 845' 
and 1555' at 10% grade, separated by a length of 160' roadway at 8% grade. 
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David A. Grenier, PE 
Page 2 
October 23, 2008 

Variance Approved: PM&E (Municipal) approval of a variance for 10% grades previously 
approved verbally (first quarter 2007) without benefit of written documentation is hereby 
memorialized. Due to Potter Valley Road's collector status and anticipated average daily traffic 
above 2000, approval of the 10% grade variance is conditioned on resolution of 1) signage to be 
posted to alert the public of roadway grades exceeding 8 percent and an advisory for winter 
access, and 2) construction of designated chain-up areas for winter travelers. Vehicle chain-up 
areas: 7-foot aprons alongside the travel lane between the travel lane and the roadside shoulder 
with capacity for X vehicles (X to be determined through resolution). This approval is specific to 
the grade variance, and does not imply or grant any other approvals. 

Approval of this variance is not to set a precedent for streets in other hillside developments or 
for other streets within this same development Given that this approval of the 10% grade is 
already variance-based, no grades in excess of 10% will be considered for future variances. 
The Municipality will require further and future development to comply with current municipal 
design criteria. 

DCM 1.9 D2f: 
"The maximum grade of a primary street through an intersection is 5.0 percent." 

Variance Consideration: 
Per the enclosed Potter Highlands Road Layout, dated April 2008, prepared by Triad 
Engineering, three intersections are depicted estimating grades of the primary street (Potter 
Valley Road) at 8%, 8% and 6%. 

Variance Denied: Municipal officials have no recollection of discussions or verbal agreements 
for increased grades on the primary street at intersection. Verbal approval was neither stated 
nor implied, nor should it have been inferred. Out of concern for safety for users of this roadway 
system, grade of Potter Valley Road through an intersection shall be no greater than 5% per the 
DCM. Conformance to the DCM appears possible from the Potter Highland Road Layout, dated 
April 2008. The layout depicts an "existing road" and a "new design", suggesting there is some 
latitude for horizontal movement from the existing to a new roadway alignment. 
***~*******************~****** ********************************************************************'*****~* 

Respectfully, 
I 

."·;1c 1~~--
i 
j 

~J. W. Hansen 
Acting Director 
Project Management & Engineering 

JWS/DCK/jbl 

0 
fl,.7lfj 
Robert E. Kniefel, P.E. 
Municipal Traffic Engineer 
Safety 

Enclosures: Potter Highlands Road Layout, dated April 2008, prepared by Triad Engineering 

CC: Connie Yoshimura, Potter Creek Development LLC 
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 104, Anchorage, AK 99503 
Variance file 

G:\Pm&e\DIV\Npc\Variances\Varianc:e Response (2).doc: 52 
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Mayor Dan Suffivan 

MEMORANDUM 

Comments to Planning and Zoning Applications 

DATE: March 14, 2011 

TO: Angela Chambers, Manager, Zoning and Platting 

FROl\li: Don Keefer, Private Development Manager 

SUBJECT: Comments for Planning & Zoning Commission Public Hearing date: 
April 11, 2011 

Case 2011-032 - Rezoning to R-6 Suburban Residential District 
Viewpoint South, Tracts A-1, A-4, B-1 , and B-2 

and Platting Case 511864-1: Subdivision of Viewpoint South, Tracts A-4-, B-1 , 
and B-2 

Private Development has no objection to rezoning the property (Viewpoint South, Tracts 
A-1, A-4, B-1, and B-2) from R-3SL to R-6. Approval of this rezoning proposal would 
take the property from an urban improvement area to a rural improvement area. 
Because AMC improvement requirements differ significantly by improvement area, any 
request or election to proceed, or any subsequent authorization to proceed, with any 
improvements prior to Board and Assembly approval of the rezoning is at the 
developer's risk solely. 

Road Improvement Requirements: 
Interior Collector Street: The petitioner shall improve Potter Valley Drive to collector 
street standards in accordance with the applicable and resultant AMC improvement 
area (see above) and the current PM&E Design Criteria Manual. 

AMC 21 .85.050: Interior streets: The petitioner shall improve the unnamed interior 
secondary esidential streets in accordance with the applicable and resultant AMC 
improvement area (see above) and the current PM&E Design Criteria Manual, inclusive 
of permanent - and temporary - regulation turnarounds , as applicable. 

Resolve with the Anchorage Fire Department any improvements that may be required to 
provide a regulation turnaround on Greece Drive south of France Circle . 

54 



Page 2 of 4 
Comments for hearing date: April 11 , 2011 
lv1arch 14, 2011 

Subdivision Agreement Requirement: 
AMC 21 .85.030. Prior to final plat approval the petitioner shall enter into a subdivision 
agreement with Development Services Division I Private Development Section (Private 
Development) for the required road improvements , drainage, pathway/trail, and for other 
installations prescribed for the improvement area where the subdivision is located. Also 
see AMC 21 .08 .060. 

Drainage Requirements: 
Prior to final plat approval , submit the following to Private Development for review and 
approval : 

• A comprehensive site grading and drainage plan to resolve the need for drainage 
easements and drainage improvements and to demonstrate that all post 
development drainage patterns will not adversely impact adjacent properties or 
rights of way, and to include a suitable outfall . 

• A groundwater hydrology analysis of the subject area to determine the seasonal 
high groundwater table elevation and to resolve the need for storm drain with 
footing drains stub outs to any (or all) lots within the proposed subdivision . The 
analysis shall also address surface runoff/drainage, existing natural drainage 
paths, and provide methods to prevent exposing subsurface water flows. 
Drainage plan shall also address measures to be taken in the event that 
excavation associated with the subdivision agreement or build-out of the lot 
exposes subsurface flows. 

o Where footing drains are deemed to be necessary, place the following note on 
the plat: 

1. All structures within this subdivision are required to have footing drains 
connected to the drainage infrastructure. 

Include notes on the final plat to state: 

1. All lots within the subdivision shall conform to the elevations and drainage 
patterns shown on the grading and drainage plan approved by the Municipality of 
Anchorage, as applicable. 

2. Property owners or utilities shall not raise, lower, or re-grade the property in a 
manner that will alter the drainage patterns from those shown on the approved 
grading and drainage plan without prior approval from Municipality of Anchorage 
Building Safety Office. 

3. Property owners or utilities shall not obstruct, impede or alter approved drainage 
facilities (e.g. swales, ditches) in any way that will adversely impact adjacent 
properties or rights of way. 
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Page3of4 
Comments for hearing date: April 11, 2011 
lvlarch 14, 2041 

Right of Way/Easement Dedication Requirements: 

o Right of Way dedications are required (and proposed) for Potter Valley Drive 
and the unnamed streets, per OS&HP and AMC 21.85 Table A, respectively. 
Private Development has no objection to the vacation of existing Potter Valley 
Drive corridors identified in the petition , and rededication at new locations 
provided the petitioner demonstrates the road grades within the new corridor 
comply with limits for Hillside Area roadway development per the PM&E Design 
Criteria Chapter 1 Streets Table 1-8. 

Private Development has no objection to variances for relief of requirements to 
provide a matching 30' dedication for the east half of Greece Drive from England 
Ave to Village Scenic Pkwy, and further, to construct road improvements within 
the matching 30' wide dedication for the east half of Greece Drive (west 
perimeter of subdivision). See "Other" below. 

• See drainage easement discussion above. 

• Resolve dedication of trail easements outside proposed municipal right-of-way 
with the PM&E Non-Motorized Transportation Coordinator. 

• Driveways proposed as common access to multiple properties shali be 
located in "common access easement" and memorialized by plat note 
and agreement. Examples of plat notes follow: 

1. The common access easement dedicated this plat is for the private 
and exclusive use of Lots <enter legal description , and for their 
owners, tenants, guests, invitees, and public service vehicles. 

2. The Municipality of Anchorage will not now or in the future accept 
or assume responsibility for the construction, maintenance and 
operation, snow plowing or removal, repairs or reconstruction of the 
private improvements within the common access easement shown 
on this plat. Road maintenance and operations, snow plowing or 
removal, repairs and reconstruction shall be the responsibility of 
those served by the common access easement. 

Petitioner may coordinate execution and recording of this agreement with 
the Municipality of Anchorage Land Use Review Office. 

Fill and Excavation Permit Requirements: 
Advisory Comment: A fill and grade permit from Building Safety must be obtained by the 
applicant prior to the commencement of grading and/or excavation of on site material or 
the import of fill material in excess of fifty cubic yards. A site grading and drainage plan 
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Page 4 of 4 
Comments for hearing date: April 11, 2011 
March 14, 2011 

and an erosion and sediment control plan must be included with fill and grade permit 
application. 

Erosion and Sediment Control Requirements: 
Prior to final plat approval an erosion and sediment control plan for the required 
improvements must be submitted for review and approval. The plan must detail all 
measures to be implemented on site to prevent the transport of sediment beyond 
property boundaries or into existing development setbacks and/or stream maintenance 
and protection setbacks both during and after construction. 

Other: Private Development recommends Tract B-3 Dedicated Greenbelt be moved 
easterly thirty-three feet so as not to unnecessarily encumber the 33' section line 
easement, leaving the Greece Drive public place open to construction of public 
improvements if and/or when needed. 

Show potential driveway locations to all lots to verify that they can be constructed to a 
grade of 10% or less, and in conformance to the Municipality of Anchorage Driveway 
Standards, to be approved by Traffic Engineering. 

Department Recommendations: 

Private Development recommends approval of this case subject to the above 
conditions. 

~{ ii 
Case 201 f -04i - Amending a conditional use for a utility substation 

'f~}f Simonson Tract Subdivision, Tract 1 
.;i-~;~\~\\~ 

Private .Q'~veldptoent has no objection to approval. ..t;?.. .. .. ..... . ;~.Ji· .. , 
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,Barrett, Al W. (Zoning) 

From: Ezell, Jacob E. 
Sent: 
To: 

Thursday, March 31, 2011 3:49 PM 
Barrett, Al W. (Zoning) 

Subject: RE: AADT 

The AADT count was from the State in 2009 

Jacob Ezell 
Engineering Tec.h I 
Municipality of Anchorage 
Traffic Department 
(907) 343-8053 
Fax: (907) 343-8488 
EzellJE@l\fiuni.org 

From: Barrett, Al W. (Zoning) 
Sent: Thursday, March 31, 2011 3:45 PM 
To: Ezell, Jacob E. 
Subject: RE: AADT 

Thanks, approx date of count? 

Alfred Barrett, 
Senior Planner 
Planning Division, 
Cunent Planning Section 
907 343-7936 phone 
907 343-7927 fax 
barrettaw@muni.org 

From: Ezell, Jacob E. 
Sent: Thursday, March 31, 2011 3:38 PM 
To: Barrett, Al W. (Zoning) 
Subject: AADT 

Hello 

The most current AADT on Potter Valley Road is 800. 

Jacob 

Jacob Ezell 
Engineering Tech I 
Municipality of Anchorage 
Traffic Department 
(907) 343-8053 
Fax: (907) 343-8488 
EzellJE@Muni.org 

1 58 



From: Keefer, Don C. 
Sent: Thursday, March 31, 2011 2:19 PM 
To: Barrett, Al W. (Zoning) 
Subject: RE: Potter Highlands 

\-:-:- / .. . \ 
,.J~ ( I ( __ .! _:.1· -~<:L .. ....... · 

,· 
:·-· ~ -

Does the Municipality (Traffic) have, or were you provide in the traffic comments, an analysis of the Average Daily Traffic 
that is anticipated on Potter Valley Road through the Potter Highlands location? 

Don Keefer 
Private Development Manager 
Development Services 

From: Barrett, Al W. (Zoning) 
Sent: Thursday, March 31, 2011 12:01 PM 
To: Keefer, Don C. 
Subject: Potter Highlands 

I already have your comment regarding rural standard in the report so, how about just the definition for rural standard and I 
can make it a footnote in the report . 

• l\.lfred Banett, 
Senior Planner 
Planning Division, 
Current Planning Section 
907 343-7936 phone 
907 343-7927 fax 
barretta\l\r(@muni.org 
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Interoffice Memo 

Date: 

From: 

To: 

Subject: 

March 31, 2011 

Don Keefer, Private Development Manager 

Ai W. Barrett, Senior Planning 

Potter Highland Collector and Local Residential Secondary Street Standards 

Minimum Rural Standards (from the Hillside District Plan) : Rural streets are strip-paved (paved streets without cu rb 
and gutter). with shoulders to accommodate pedestrians, drainage ditches . and limited lighting. These are minimum 
standards. An individual. developer, homeowners association. LRSA, etc . may elect higher standards. 

Potter Valley Road (a HOP primary read) (an OSHP Collector) See chart below and footnote under cross section 
road graphic below 
For local residential secondary streets. also see chart below and footnote under cross section road graphic below 
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Barrett, Al W. (Zoning} 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Wockenfuss, Deborah M. 
Wednesday, April 13, 2011 9:59 AM 
O'Brien, Margaret R.; Chambers, Angela C.; Barrett, Al W . (Zoning) 
RE: Questions - potter highlands 

There may be a need for additional test holes. I do not have complete information to review, but I have gotten the 
impression that property lines have moved and test holes are not on the lots anymore. 

Deb Wockenfuss 
Onsite Water/Wastewater Department 
Municipality of Anchorage 
343-7906 

From: O'Brien, Margaret R. 
Sent: Wednesday, April 06, 2011 5:13 PM 
To: Chambers, Angela C.; Barrett, Al W. (Zoning) 
Cc: Wockenfuss, Deborah M.; Keefer, Don C. 
Subject: RE: Questions - potter highlands 

Angela, 

I think that Deb Wockenfuss needs to address the 41h question. From conversations with her, she said that the test holes 
are old and didn't provide adequate information based on the current design of the plat. Deb had some doubts whether 
the 100-foot setback from septic systems to wells could be met. Deb is out of town with a sick relative and will be back 
next Wednesday I believe. Jim Cross (formerly MOA On-Site Manager) provided extensive comments on the 2000 
request to remove 29-acres of this petition site from the Potter Creek Master Development Plan. The request was denied 
by the commission. That indicates that MOA has jurisdiction over this site. I have been told by On-Site staff that MOA has 
jurisdiction over single-family development with on-site utilities within the municipality. 

Given the environmental concerns especially the topography, I believe Don K. wanted the profiles. Traffic Engineering had 
concerns regarding the 70-foot width of the road being sufficient and whether additional right-of-way and/or slope 
easements would be required. Dwayne Ferguson and Don Keefer would be best to direct this question. 

We don't know if the creek mapping has been done by the petitioner. Information was not submitted on creek mapping. 
However, Steve Ellis has mentioned that MOA creek mapping would begin in May on this property. 

The wetlands are not designated as to type and there are streams associated with the wetlands. A determination is 
needed from the Corps because the wetlands have not been typed as to A, B or C in the Wetlands Management Plan. 
There may be varying setbacks required for the streams depending on location vis-a-vis the wetlands. Karen K. probably 
could address this issue in more detail. 

Margaret O'Brien 
Planning Department 
4700 Elmore Road 
P.O. Box 196650 
Anchorage, AK 99519-6650 
(907)-343-7937 
obrienmr@muni.org 

From: Chambers, Angela C. 
Sent: Wednesday, April 06, 2011 4:52 PM 
To: Barrett, Al W. (Zoning); O'Brien, Margaret R. 
Subject: Questions - potter highlands 

Can you give me a quick answer on these? 
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':'hey are down-zoning the property and :::educing the allowable dwelling units. They don't 
need a final Corps approval for the replat or rezone. 

It sounds like they have preliminary wetlands analysis but no stream mapping. Where are 
they on the SLream mapping? 

Vertical and horizontal road information is not needed at the preliminary stage unless 
someone believes the general road layout will push limits. 

I recall seeing a bunch of test holes. Do they need more? 
HHS doesn't have any oversight in this area. 

S'utrol( S'"le-""N:ro,,. 
11011 PfaJ(l(l'trj· ()iHS>ror, 

Cw1'€-lft PfMlft/r,f S'utriilf 

1700 Ef1tror£, Ruarl 

PO 8u,, 196650 

lflfeMNj.e-, t'1/C 99507 

te,f. (907) 313-7910 

IQ); (901 J 313-1921 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Municipality of Anchorage 
Development Services Department 

Building Safety Division 

l\1EMO Ri\.l\'D UM 

March 11 , 2011 
RECEi\!ED 

Angela Chambers, Manager, Cun-ent Plamiing Section 1/i U!~iC I PAL.!TY OF N-!CHOP.J.GE 
ZONING DlViSiCM 

Deb \Vockenfuss, Civil Engineer, On-Site Water and ·wastewater 
Program 
Conm1ents on Cases due March 14, 2011 

The On-Site \\Tater & Vlastewater Program has revie\\1ed the follmving cases and has these comments: 

/~' ...... 

~1-0~v R-6 rezoning 

S11864-l 

No objection 

Potter Hi12:hlands Subdivision, Phase 1 

Information to satisf:i the requirements specified by A..."l\1C 21.15, .Afv1C 15.55 and _1\MC 15 .65 
must be submitted for each lot within tbis proposed subdivision. This infom1ation must include, 
but may not necessai.ily be liniited to : 
I . Soils testing, percolation testing, and groWld \Vater monitming must be conducted to confom 
the suitability for development using on-site waste\vater disposal systems. Ground water 
monitoring must be conducted during a high ground water season in either the fall (October) or 
spring (1\1ay). Soils logs have been submitted but the engineers signature is needed. 
2. Areas designated for the 01iginal and replacement wastewater disposal system sites must be 
identified and must meet all criteria specified in A...M:C 15.65 including slope ai.1d slope setback 
requirements for each lot. 
3. Topographical i..nfonnation must be submitted. 
4. Provide documentation for water availability to serve water wells. 

Nitrate modeling may be needed if the plat does not have a note requiring the use of a Category 
ID Nitrogen Reducing wastewater system. The note should not have a requirement of a specific 
brai.1d of wastewater system (the Advantex). The Onsite Water and Waste\\•ater staff does not 
have access to the Covenants, Conditions and Restiictions (CCR). A conventional system could 
be approved if the requirement is only stated in the CCR 

Page 2 of the Plat and Vacation Narrative has an informational section on the AdvanTex septic 
system. Much oftbe inf01mation appears to be incomplete or inaccurate regarding installation 
within the municipality. For exai.nple, the system does have timed dosing to the Advantex filter 
basin, but the discharge to the drain field is based on the volume in the second compartment of 
the septic tank. Also, the effluent from an Advantex system may only be discharged into a 
conventional drain field per AMC 15.65. Because of the treatment received witliin the system, 
the drain field is allowed to be smaller thai.1 one designed for use with a conventional septic 
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Kimmel, Corliss A. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Tremont, David J. 
Wednesday, March 23, 2011 11 :34 AM 
O'Brien, Margaret R.; Barrett, Al W. (Zoning); Kimmel, Corliss A. 
Wong, Carol C.; Keesecker, Karen !vl .; Tobish, Thede G. 
comments on 4-11-11 PZC cases 

Fol1mving are the Long-Range Planning Section' s comments regarding several cases to be heard by the Planning and 
Zoning Commission on April 11 , 2011. 

Thank you. 

David Tremont 
Senior Planner 
Community Development Department 
Planning Division 
Long-Range Planning Section 
Municipality of Anchorage 
(907) 343-7915 
tremontdj@muni.org 

Case #2011-032 Rezoning to R-6 Suburban Residential District 

RECEi\/ED 

MUHrCIPAL!TY OF ANCHORAGE 
ZONH,JG DtV!SfON 

The ·:rtopo·sed rezoning to R-6 is consistent with the land use designation (residential at less than 1 dua) in the adopted 
Hillside District Plan. The proposed large lot subdivision is also located outside the maximum pe1imeter of public 
sewerage that is designated in the Hillside District Plan. The Long-Range Planning Section has no objection to the 
proposed rezoning and no fillther conm1ent on this case. 

Case #S-11864-1 Potter Highlands Subdivision 

1. The applicant will need to request a Jurisdictional Determination from the U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers to 
accept new wetland boundaries that are shown on the plat. A note must be included on the plat which references 
the need for U.S . Army Corps of Engineers - Regulatory Branch authorization prior to any development within 
wetlands. 

2. The Long-Range Planning Section has the following conm1ents regarding streams and other waterbodies within 
the plat area: 

• According to the Municipality of .Anchorage Wetlands Atlas map# 32a; the site contains "open channels". 
Verify the nature of these features with MO.A Watershed Management. If these channels are considered 
'drainageways', the Long-Range Planning Section recommends 25-ft setbacks from centerline (i .e., a 50-ft 
wide corridor) 

• Streams mapped west of Potter Valley Drive, lots 1-11, require 85-ft setbacks if wetlands are associated; if 
no wetlands are within the stream corridor, the minimum setback is 25-ft. The Long-Range Planning 
Section recommends a 50-ft setback per the provisionally adopted Title 21. 

• MOA Watershed Management needs surveyed stream iiuom1ation. All streams, waterways and 
waterbodies '"ith appropriate setbacks need to be designated on the plat. Include plat notes relative to 
setbacks: 25-ft setbacks per Title 21 (AMC 21.45.210); 85-ft setbacks in wetlands per Anchorage 
Wetlands Management Plan (1996) . 

3. Lots 3 through 6 (and especially lots 4 and 5) are significantly covered by wetlands. In addition to the U.S . .Anny 
Corps of Engineers autho1izations discussed in comment #1 above, the proposed building layout of these lots and 
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loca1ions of septic systems should be resolved with the Municipal On-Site 1~ ' astewater Section. 

4. According to the submitted plat, an existing gravel road extends along the entire eastern boundary of the plat and 
connects to a subdivision to the north and Potter Valley DriYe to the south. Much of this road appears to be 
located within Tract A-4-B of the plat area . The Long Range Phu.ming Section recommends that a 30-foot wide 
half-street dedication should be considered for the eastern boundary of Tract A-4-B in accordance with AMC 
21.080.10.C. 
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Thanks for calc, Tony. 

Because the trail standards are in an adopted plan, PZC cannot process the request as a variance. If I 
can get everyone to agree, we can put the proposed trail standard in as an SL. 

Alfred Barrett, 
Senior Planner 
Planning Division, 
Current Planning Section 
907 343-7936 phone 
907 343-7927 fax 
barrettaw@muni.org 

From: Tony Hoffman [mailto:tonyhoffman@lantechi.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 04, 2011 3:18 PM 
To: Barrett, Al W. (Zoning) 
Cc: Connie Yoshimura; Ric Davidge; Dave Grenier 
Subject: RE: Potter Highlands Trail 

Al, 
We are depicting about 4,086 linear feet of trail on the plan, which would equate to 40,860 square feet 
(or 0.94 acres) of impervious surface, if it were built to 10' wide asphalt surface. That doesn't include 
additional ground disturbance that would be caused by construction of a full trail (native material cuts 

and fills, gravel bedding, etc). 

Tony Hoffman PLS 
Lantech, Inc 
907-562-5291 main 
907-317-7724 cell 

From: Barrett, Al W. (Zoning) [mailto:BarrettAW@ci.anchorage.ak.us] 
Sent: Thursday, March 03, 20111:48 PM 
To: Tony Hoffman · 
Cc: Connie Yoshimura; Ric Davidge; Dave Grenier 
Subject: RE: Potter Highlands Trail 

Could someone do a quick calc (width times length of trail) of how much impervious area, therefore 
runoff, would be added by a paved trail? 

I know over time, dirt gets compacted and there will still be runoff, perhaps there is an adjustment to 
calculate that: paved vs. gravel runoff amount? 

Alfred Barrett, 
Senior Plaimer 
Pl_anning Division, 
Current Planning Section 
907 343-7936 phone 
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907 343-7927 fa.x 
barrettaw@muni.org 

From: Tony Hoffman [mailto:tonyhoffman@lantechi.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 031 2011 1:06 PM 
To: Barrett, Al W. (Zoning); O'Brien, Margaret R.; Weaver Jr. 1 Jerry T.; Chambers, Angela C. 
Cc: Connie Yoshimura; Ric Davidge; Dave Grenier 
Subject: Potter Highlands Trail 

Al, 
Please include the attached letter in the public record and package. We are requesting that Planning revisit the 
design variation request the petitioner has requested for the pedestrian use trail in Potter Highlands 
Development. We will be making a strong request that the Planning and Zoning Commission consider this request. 
Thanks. 

Tony Hoffman PLS 
Lantech, Inc 
907-562-5291 main 
907-317-7724 cell 

Click here to report this email as spam. 
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A11ci?orage Meh'o Area Transporf-ah'on Solv.hons 

DATE: March 2, 2011 

IVWNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE 
Community Development Department, 

Transportation Planning Section 
No11-.~fotorized Transportation Coordinato1· 

Planning & Development Center, 4700 Elmore Road 
P. 0 . Box 196650, Anchorage, AK 99519-6650 

voice (907) 343-8368, facsimile (907) 249-7806 
e-m.ail: schanchele@muni.org 

TO: Angela Chambers, Platting Officer 

FROM: Lori Schanche, Non-Motorized Transportation Coordinator 

SUBJECT : Case 511864 
Potter Highlands Subdivision 

Per the Areawide Trails Plan, the pathway noted as Nature Trail should be a 
paved multi-use pathway, not a natural grade path as Note 2 describes. 
This should be minimum 8-10' wide. This was explained to the petitioner in 
response to their questions via email on February 10, 2011. 

Cc: Craig Lyon, AMATS 
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Barrett, Al W. (Zoning) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Connie: 

Gray, James D. 
Thursday, March 03, 2011 10:38 AM 
'cyoshimura@gci.net 
Weaver Jr., Jerry T.; Walsh, Sharen A. ; Keefer, Don C.; Furch, Tom P.; Hall , Mark S.; 
'RDavidge@cyalaska.com'; Barrett, Al W . (Zoning); O'Brien, Margaret R. 
Secondary access at Potter Highlands Development 

I have just become aware of some previous discussions and agreements on access to the homes up Potter Valley Road . 
need to have further discussions with the Fire Chief about it, but at this point I do not believe that we can allow any further 
development without the 2nd access. 

As you have stated, there are many homes there already - possibly over 300. Adding another 30 homes will further 
exacerbate the access and emergency evacuation problems. To further complicate the issue, Potter Valley road has 
sections that do not meet the maximum grade allowed for a fire apparatus road (10%). While I understand that this is an 
existing condition, our responsibility is to not make the situation worse by allowing more development until the secondary 
access is in. 

I realize that this is contrary to the preliminary agreement I spoke of in our meeting yesterday. I apologize for not having all 
of the information in hand before we met. 

I have apprised the Fire Chief of the situation at this point. As always, you are free to appeal to the Building Board of 
Examiners and Appeals. Please feel free to call me with any questions. 

James Gray, Acting Fire Marshal 
Anchorage Fire Department, Fire Prevention Division 
4700 Elmore Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 99507 
907-267-4970 desk 
907-727-7854 cell 
grayjd@muni.org 
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Barrett, Al W. (Zoning) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Connie: 

Gray, James D. 
Thursday, March 03, 2011 10:38 AM 
'cyoshimura@gci.net' 
Weaver Jr., Jerry T. ; Walsh, Sharen A. ; Keefer, Don C.; Furch, Tom P.; Hall, Mark S.; 
'RDavidge@cyalaska.com'; Barrett, Al W. (Zoning); O'Brien, Margaret R. 
Secondary access at Potter Highlands Development 

I have just become aware of some previous discussions and agreements on access to the homes up Potter Valley Road. I 
need to have further discussions with the Fire Chief about it, but at this point I do not believe that we can allow any further 
development without the 2nd access. 

As you have stated, there are many homes there already - possibly over 300. Adding another 30 homes will further 
exacerbate the access and emergency evacuation problems. To further complicate the issue, Potter Valley road has 
sections that do not meet the maximum grade allowed for a fire apparatus road (10%). While I understand that this is an 
existing condition, our responsibility is to not make the situation worse by allowing more development until the secondary 
access is in. 

I realize that this is contrary to the preliminary agreement I spoke of in our meeting yesterday. I apologize for not having all 
of the information in hand before we met. 

I have apprised the Fire Chief of the situation at this point. As always, you are free to appeal to the Building Board of 
Examiners and Appeals. Please feel free to call me with any questions. 

James Gray, Acting Fire Marshal 
Anchorage Fire Department, Fire Prevention Division 
4700 Elmore Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 99507 
907-267-4970 desk 
907-727-7854 cell 
grayjd@muni.org 
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Barrett, Al W. (Zoning) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Rezone 2011-032 

Hill, Cleo C. 
Monday, March 14, 2011 2:17 PM 
Barrett, Al W. (Zoning); Coop, Leland R.; Ferguson, Dwayne G.; Keefer, Don C. ; Inglis, 
Jillanne M.; O'Brien , Margaret R.; Chambers , Angela C. 
Rezoning & Plat Comments 2011-031 and S11864-1 

Objection: No further development or change until an approved second egress route is constructed as previously agreed 
to. 

Case S11864-1 
No further development or construction until an approved second means of egress is constructed as previously agreed to. 

Cleo Hill 
Inspector 
Anchorage Fire Department 
267-4911 
hillcc@muni.org 

From: Barrett, Al W. (Zoning) 
Sent: Friday, March 11, 2011 3:26 PM 
To: Coop, Leland R.; Ferguson, Dwayne G.; Keefer, Don C.; Furch, Tom P.; Inglis, Jillanne M. 
Cc: O'Brien, Margaret R.; Chambers, Angela C. 
Subject: Solara comments 

Just a reminder, comments due Monday. We are still waiting on Potter Valley Drive issues, so if you're short of time, do 
rezone comments first. The road issue is more related to the plat, and that may go into next week to resolve. 

Alfred Barrett, 
Senior Planner 
Planning Division, 
Current Plarming Section 
907 343-7936 phone 
907 343-7927 fax 
barrettav-.i(a{m uni. o rg 
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Barrett, Al W. (Zoning) 

From: Connie Yoshimura [cyoshimura@gci.net] 

Sent: Tuesday, May 24, 2011 11 :41 AM 

To: Weaver Jr., Jerry T.; Chambers, Angela C.; Barrett, Al W. (Zoning); O'Brien, Margaret R. 

Cc: 'Donald W. McClintock' 

Subject: Response to Cleo C. Hill's email 

This memo is in response to Cleo C. Hill's email, dated March 14, 2011, to Al \V. Barrett 
regarding Rezone 2011-032 stating, "Objection: No further development or change until an 
approved second egress route is constructed as previously agreed to" and Case S 11864-1 "No 
further development or construction until an approved second means of egress is constructed as 
previously agreed to." 

During the year 2007, Potter Creek Development, LLC entered into discussions with the 
MOA to develop a 16 lot subdivision known as Potter View. 
Secondary egress was an issue because of the recent decision to aggregate count all development 
along Potter Valley Road even though they were developed under separate subdivision 
agreements, had different road and design standards and had never been aggregated in the past. 

After much discussion, which included the fire chief, city manager and the mayor, a 
cooperative course of action was decided upon. Potter Creek Development would be allowed to 
develop its 16 lots in exchange for agreeing to a plat note that builders would be required to 
install sprinklers in all homes (although the note was placed on the plat, building dept. officials 
did not require sprinklers and approved building plans Vlrithout them) and Potter Creek 
Development, LLC and the MOA would work together to get capital improvement project 
funding for the upgrade of the secondary egress from the northeast comer of Potter Highlands 
down to Golden View Drive. This upgrade was also in the best interests of the MOA because 
the Heritage Land Bank owns approximately 80 acres adjacent to the current rezone and platting 
request of the 160 acres. 

As a result of those discussions, Potter Creek Development hired Jerry Jackie as a lobbyist to 
assist in obtaining the necessary funds from the state legislature. Over the next two years, Potter 
Creek Development paid Jerry Mackey $73,000 in lobbying fees. The first year Mackie was 
hired, through the support of Mike Hawker, the funds passed the senate and house but, 
unfortunately, all projects in Hawker's district were vetoed by then Governor Sarah Palin, due to 
his lack of support for AGIA. The second year we were told that the MOA was not supporting 
the CIP request because the MOA had other priorities. Without the suppo1i of the MOA, there 
was no possibility of funding. 

Although our informal arrangement included the proposal that we would not start our 
next phase until we secured this funding for the road connection, the current failure of the MOA 
to support this project has made that unworkable. It is wrong for Ms. Hill to suggest that there is 
an "agreement" binding on Potter Creek Development; by the same token, I cannot claim that the 
MOA "breached" its agreement to support state funding for a connection that all agree is in the 
best interests of the community. There is no support for her position that there is an "agreement" 
that governs this project. 

5/24/2011 
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Page 2of2 

Please make sure this memo is included in the packet for the Planning and Zoning Commission 
members. 

Connie Y oshirnura 
Managing Partner 
Potter Creek Development, LLC 

3 80 I Centerpoint Drive # 1 04 
Anchorage, AK 99503 
cvoshimurar@2:ci.net 
907-762-7570 

_____ Information from ESET Smart Security, version of virus signature database 6149 
(20110524) ----

The message \Vas checked by ESET Smart Security. 

http://wv,rvv.eset.com 

5/24/2011 
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Barrett, Al W. (Zoning) 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Tony Hoffman [tonyhoffman@lantechi.com] 

Thursday, March 03, 2011 1 :06 PM 

Barrett, Al W. (Zoning); O'Brien , Margaret R ; Weaver Jr., Jerry T.; Chambers, Angela C. 

Connie Yoshimura; Ric Davidge; Dave Grenier 

Potter Highlands Trail 

Attachments: Potter Highlands Trail Design Variance Request.doc 

Al, 
Please include the attached letter in the public record and package. We are requesting that Planning 
revisit the design variation request the petitioner has requested for the pedestrian use trail in Potter 
Highlands Development. We will be making a strong request that the Planning and Zoning Commission 
consider this request. 
Thanks. 

Tony Hoffman PLS 
Lantech, Inc 
907-562-5291 main 
907-317-7724 cell 

3/3/2011 
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Request for Variance 
Proposed Potter Highlands Nature Trail 

\Ve are requesting a variance in supp01i of the Potter Creek LLC proposed nature trail in Potter 
Highlands because it is more consistent with the concepts of this development. Although the 
Anchorage Areawide Trails Plan requires a ten foot wide, paved w/6 inch gravel pad trail in this 
area, things have changed since that plan was w1itten and approved and we do not believe the 
constmction of this type of trail to be consistent with the more "natural" nature of the project nor 
is it responsive to the new Hillside Distict Plan. 

Density 
The density of the proposed Potter Highlands project is dramatically lmver; responsibly 
consistent with the new Hillside Distict Plan, then \vhat was originally approved for this area. 
Density will be down from a zone of R3SL to R6 and from almost 700 units to no more than 82 
units, a density reduction of about 88%. 

The anticipated users of this nature trail will be the residents of this area. There will likely be 
some who use the trail that do not live in the immediate area, but we do not anticipate them 
representing more than 10% of the users. 

Drainage 
One of the overarching issues on the hillside is drainage and a paved 10 ft \Vide trial does not 
help in that direction. A natural trail with a 3 inch gravel base enables perkability (it is not a 
hard paved smface) into the groundwater, wluch is very consistent with the mitigation of the 
hillsides drainage concerns. 

Development Philosophy 
The Hillside Distiict Plan (HDP), the latest accepted community wide narrative on the 
development philosophy of this area of Anchorage, talks a lot about the need for more "trail 
diversity" (see HDP Goal 10 - Trails) consistent with the nature of the proposed developments. 
Additionally, we are concerned about the amount of cut and drainage both for the road and the 
separated trail and have attempted in every case to minimize the cut into the hillside. 

The proposed nature trail is also designed and will be signed for "Pedestrian Use Only". Again, 
this is more in keeping with the rural nature of the area and the proposed development, rather 
than a paved multi-use trail that is more appropriate at much lower elevations. 

In the new Title 21 under walkways (Sec 21.07.060 3) the inirumum unobstrncted clear width 
required is 5 ft, except where otherwise stated. We selected the 5 ft width not only consistent 
with this objective but with the objective of it functioning as a nature trail rather than just a 
walkway. Having it only 5 ft wide brings "nature" much closer to the trail then if it was a 10 ft 
paved trail. 

In the HDP Policy 10-C there is a discussion of "Natural Setting Trails" that makes common and 
esthetic sense in this location. There is no school or shopping in this area and for the most part 
the general area is considered "rnral". This specific development is pla1med for the rural or 
natural feeling with very large Jots, limited roads, and extraordinary views. There will be a 
serious effort to retain as much of the natural vegetation as possible and there will be specific 
"replacement" requirements for trees in this project. All of this is to underscore the natural 
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setting of this development. As the HDP states: "to the exient possible, natural setting iails 
should be locared and developed to take best advantage of views, scenery, and the natural 
setting, and to be conzplime11tan1 to nearbv development." It is our hope that our nature trail can 
provide just these kinds of experiences to families as they enjoy this part of Alaska. 

The proposal separates the proposed trail from the road ROW by a minimum of 10 ft where other 
options are not available, and will attempt to keep as much separation and natural vegetation 
benveen the road and the trail as possible, again for the purpose of providing a Jess "urban" 
feeling on this trail. There is significant open space, protected wetlands, and protected view 
sheds in this development that enhance tbe proposed "nature trail experience. 

Having a 5 ft wide natural "nature" trail that provides a different trail experience for users of 
walk\vays, then the standard 10 ft wide paved wallnvay, will greatly enhance the character and 
appreciation of this trail not only for area residents but also visitors. 

The Market 
The proposed nature trail is also responsive to the desires of the market. We have spent about a 
year in the area actively listening to prospective buyers and this proposal is in response to their 
wishes; more rural, much more natural, more Alaskan. 

Maintenance 
The proposed nature trail , although open to the public, will be maintained by the Home Owners 
Association to be established with this development. Again, we think this is directly reflective of 
the interests expressed by this market and doesn't require any additional MOA expense. 
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Barrett, Al W. (Zoning) 

From: Tony Hoffman (tonyhoffman@lantechi.com] 

Sent: Monday, May 09, 2011 9:23 AM 

To: Barrett, Al W. (Zoning) 

Cc: Connie Yoshimura; Ric Davidge; Dave Grenier 

Subject: RE: Potter Highlands 

Al, 
Attached are t he responses to your written comments of 4/11/11 . Please feel free t o let any of us know 
if you have any quest ions regard ing them. 
Thanks 

Tony Hoffman 
770-9206 

The code citations are provided for broad guidance to the required information. 

AMC 21 .15.11 O B. 3.g.and 4.b., c. and d., and 21 .15.110 C. and D. Submission of preliminary plat; and 
AMC 21 .75.010, plat approval. 

Red text is the code section and reason for the request. Black text is the code language. 

21.1 5.11 0 B.4. b. and c. Plans, data, tests, and reports necessary for DH HS and On-site Systems to 
evaluate safe and adequate volume of water for domestic purposes and the capability to dispose of water 
borne domestic waste. This includes: test sites for water sources, results of chemical and bacteriologic 
tests, soil and or percolation tests, aquifer tests, location of primary and reserve drain fields, a soils report, 
and a copy of protective covenants, deed restrictions, or HOA documents affecting the subdivision. 

Soils testing by Steve Eng was provided. Aquifer testing will be performed in 
accorda nce with MOA approved standards prior to final plat approval. 

Horizontal location of streets and drainage facilities and other public improvements necessary to make a 
preliminary determination as to conformance with other muni and state standards and regulations. This 
includes PME, DHHS and the Corps of Engineers standards and regulations. 21. 1 5 . 110 B. 3 . g. ( 3) 
requires thi s i nformation. The road will be rural standards, no curb / gu~~er , 

and without drainage pla~s i~ ' s certain to be an i ssue. 

Road Grading is shown on the preliminary plat. Additionally, a drainage plan was 
provided when the plat was submitted. Also, see attached road profile . 

This section applies to the next ~wo paragraphs: 21 . 15 . 110 C. 
The wetlands h a ve never been officia l ly de l ineated o r classe d . 
The preliminary ·,;etl c.nd s u rve y is from 2006 (but not subrni tted t o Corp s until 
4 - 7- 1 1) and it does show some streams. Most of t h e information is probabl y 
still valid, but the Corps has ne-Jer seen the study and WMS belie ·Jes the 
s treams might b e more extensive. 21. 1 5.110 B.3 . g . (4) also app l ies, as well as 
110 . C. Steve El lis and Scot t Whea~on have this property high on their list , 
but i t will probably be Mc. y - cTune f o r the mc.pping. 

Stream easements and setbacks are shown on the new plan provided, as well as 
the revised Restoration Science exhibit . Additionally, the stream mapping overlay 
provided by the MOA closely matches the stream locations we surveyed, and 
provides a good, substantive basis to create solid preliminary lot lines with. Final 

5/9/2011 
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lot line adjustments will be made once the final stream mapping and analysis have been 
completed, which is scheduled for the week of May 16th. Regarding the wetlands1 since 
no wetlands will be disturbed, classification and permitting isn't necessary. A 
jurisdictional classification from the Corps of Engineers has been requested, based on the 
wetland mapping performed by Restoration Science. 

The general location of streams, swamps, lakes, drainage courses, and floodplain areas to an accuracy sufficient 
to allow the platting authority to make an intelligent appraisal of the subdivision . This includes information to be 
reviewed by the Corps and forwarded to the muni. 

Corps approved wetlands delineation map and watercourse survey and map from WMS. 
For wetlands areas: soil borings sufficient to characterize the underlying strata, hydrologic information specifying 
the quality, amount and direction of flow of surface and subsurface water, and the drainage impact to adjacent 
property, vegetative information indicating distribution of wetland, coniferous, and deciduous species, and habitat 
information on the type, number and species of animals. [some of these items are in the Athey 2006 report 
already, but the Corps needs to review and accept the reports' conclusions.] 

A driveway analysis for each lot including slope, and locations where shared access is needed or desirable. 
Traffic and PME need this info. Vertica l and hor i zontal r oad informat i on pe r 21 . :.s .11 0 
B . 3. g. ( 3 i . 

Building locations and driveway grades for the wetland impacted lots along the west side 
of Potter Valley Road are shown on the new plan provided. 

21 .15.110 B.3.g.(3)and (4) A comprehensive drainage plan, including the location(s) for outfall of surface water. 
An analysis of effects on surrounding area. Information regarding wetlands, streams, drainage, etc has not been 
submitted. PIVIE also requested th is. 

Stream easements and setbacks are shown on the new plan provided. 

As the wetlands are not officially delineated, and the waterways have not been mapped, the following code 
sections also apply: 

21.05.115.B.1 Anchorage Wetlands Management Plan : "P&Z actions must be consistent with the AWMP." 
Without to best possible estimates for wetlands and streams, the PZC cannot make this determination could be 
approving lots that will req uire variances. 

Stream easements and setbacks are shown on the new plan provided. 

21 .45.21 O Stream Protection Setback - streams have a code required 25 foot setback in the R-6 district, possibly 
greater depending on whether the stream has adjacent wetlands; where wetlands are adjacent to the stream, an 
85-ft setback for headwater streams is warranted per Anchorage Wetlands Management Plan . 

Stream easements and setbacks are shown on the new plan provided. 

Without approved wetlands delineation and stream locations, some lots may require large variances. Applicant 
related during the pre-application meeting that streams had been mapped. Earlier in the meeting WMS told her 
the property needed stream mapping and that WMS could do the mapping or she could have someone else do 
the mapping and WMS would do a field verification. She was also told she needed to complete a mapping 
request form and if the mapping had already been done please provide WMS with the map data. A week later, 
VVMS relayed the same information again in an e-mail. April 5 WMS received a copy of Pat Athey's report on 
wetlands delineation. It shows significantly more extensive stream features than the most recent mapping by 
WMS. WMS conducted some stream mapping approximately 2005 on the west side of this development. None of 
this has been shown on the proposed plat. The stream mapping provided by Athey will need to include some 

type of digital information so VVMS can incorporate it into the Municipal mapping database. A revised stream 
exhibit has been provided by Restoration Science which coincides with those field 
surveyed and shown on the new plan provided. 
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1. WMS still does not have a mapping request from the petitioner. 
2. The most recent mapping by WMS and the streams shown in Athey's report both indicate some of the 
proposed lots do not appear to be developable without variances for setbacks. 

WMS can get this property mapped and a report out for the applicants use most likely by the end of June, but we 
need a request. 

21 .80 .040 Dedication of Stream Easements. Without knowing approximate locations, easements cannot be 
shown on the plat. 

Stream easements and setbacks are shown on the new plan provided. 

21 .15.11 O.C. Additional information for wetlands. This entire section applies. Since the site is "D", undesignated, a 
COE permit would be required; hence the reference back to COE sign off of the wetlands boundaries. 

Stream easements and setbacks are shown on the new plan provided. A jurisdictional 
classification has been requested, based on the wetland mapping performed by 
Restoration Science. The development, including house, driveway, well and septic 
locations will all be out of the wetlands, and will be subject to the appropriate setbacks. 

Secondary access per fire code requirements and other access to individual lots, including slope, for fire 
apparatus. Also, AIVlC 21 .75.010 A.8. 

The development does not exceed 30 lots. 

51912011 
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MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE 
,, . . . ~ , . _ Community Development Department 
1,
11UNICIPAUW Or ?J~CHOKf'.<.GE Transportation Planning Division 

7 0 1'1 lff·:G ~.1\ 1 · ~ ~ .,.., 1,r 
- •· ~ ~ l J• .,. Plaoomo & Development Center 4700 Elmore Road 

~ ' 

... · c#6 ~ ~ · 
A M A T S 

P.O. Box 196650, Anchorage, AK 99519-6650 
voice (907) 343-7994, facsimile (907) 343-7998 

e-mail : BrewerTM@muni. orrs . - . . .. -- ~--

A ncl10rage lv1e fro Area Tvo. 11sportahon So/11ho11 s 

TO: 

FROM: 
DATE: 
RE: 

1. 

A. 

Angela Chambers, Current Planning Section Supervisor 
Community Development Department - Planning, Zoning and 
Platting Division 
Teresa Brewer, Associate Planner 
3 March 2011 
Rezoning Request, Potter Creek Development, Case No.2011-
032; Agency review comments 

Application for Zoning Map Amendment, Potter Creek Development, 
Case No.2011-032 

No objection subject to the MOA Traffic Engineer's approval. 

Application for Zoning Map Amendment, Potter Creek Development, Case No.2011-032 I 8 1 



MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE 
PARKS & RECREATION DEPARTMENT 

MEMORANDUM 

Healthv '1 d Parksj: •.J 
'.~~ 
~· 

DATE: April 1, 2011 

~~> .. ~ Healthy 
·- J,~: People 

RECEl\lE 
TO: Angela Chambers, Current Planning Sec. Supervisor 

FROM: Tom Korosei, Park Planner 

SUBJECT: Planning and Zoning Commission Case Review 

Anchorage Parks and Recreation has comments on these cases as follows: 

CASE NO. CASE 

MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHOAAGE 
ZONING DIVISION 

{;~·---Rezoning approx. 150 acres from R-3SL Multiple-family residential to R-6 Suburban 
'-- --residential district (Viewpoint South Subd.) 

511864-1 Plat for review by PZC (35 parcels; ROW vacation; Potter Highlands Subd. Phase I) 
The Anchorage Bowl Park, Natural Resource, and Recreation Facility Plan indicates the 
nee.d for a Neighborhood Use area park within or near the proposed subdivision. The 
Plan also identifies a scenic trail corridor along Potter Valley Drive within the 
subdivision. The Parks and Recreation Department supports proposed separated trail, 
and retained and/or additional landscaping consistent with intended scenic character. 
The Parks and Recreation Dept. also recommends identifying and reserving/dedicating 
an appropriate site (area, topography, access) for future Neighborhood Park. 

2011-041 Amending conditional use for a utility substation (AVVWU pump station; Tr. 1, 
Simonson Tr. Subd.) 
No comment. 

PZ0411 11.doc 
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Municipality Of Anchorage 
ANCHORAGE WATER & WASTEWATER UTILITY 

RECEIVED 

MEMORANDUM MUl~iCIPAUTY OF ANCHORAGE 
ZONING DIVtSION 

DATE: March 17, 2011 

TO: Angela Chambers, Supervisor, Planning Section, Planning Division 

FROM: Paul Hatcher, Engineering Tech lll , AWVVU r·,1t-
SUBJECT: Zoning Case Comments 

Planning & Zoning Commission Hearing April 11, 2011 
Agency Comments due March 14, 2011 

AWVVU has reviewed the materials and has the following comments. 

11-032 VIEWPOINT SOUTH, TR A-1, 8-1 & B-2, Rezoning to R-6 Suburban 
residential district, Grid SW3638 

1. AVWVU water and sanitary sewer are not available to these parcels. 
2. AVWVU has no objection to this rezoning. 

[f you have any questions pertinent to public water and sanitary sewer, you may call rne 
at 564-2721 or the AWll/U planning section at 564-2739, or e-mail 
oaul.hatcher@awvvu.biz 

G:\Engineering\Planning\Land_Use\OS_Zoning Reviews\2011\11-032.doc 83 



DATE: 

TO: 

THRU: 

FROM: 

SUBJ: 

l\11JNICIP ALITY OF ANCHORAGE 
Development Services Division 

Right of Way Section 
Phone: (907) 343-8240 Fa.x: (907) 343-8250 

March 18, 2011 

Planning, Zoning and Platting Division 

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

Lynn McGee, Senior Plan Reviewer 

RECEIVED 
A ~ O "u1·1· MAR I 0 L 

MUNiClPP.llTI OF ANCHORAGE 
ZONING DlV!SlON 

Comments on Planning and Zoning Commission case(s) for April 11, 2011. 

Right of Way Section has reviewed the following case(s) due March 14, 2011. 

( 11-032 
'- .......___/ 

Viewpoint South, grid 3638 
(Rezone from R-3SL to R-6) 
Right of Way Section has no comments at this time. 
Review time 15 minutes. 

S-11864-1 Potter Highlands, Phase 1, Lots 1-31 and Tracts A-4-A, A-4-B, & B-3, grid 3638 
Right of Way Section has no comments at this time. 

11-041 

Review time 45 minutes. 

Viewpoint South, grid 3638 
(Amending a Conditional Use, Utility Substation) 
Right of Way Section has no comments at this time. 
Revie'N time 15 minutes. 
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MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE 

(Cii2~ 
aP~la_n_n-in=g=&"""""D=ev=e=lo_p_m_e~n-t-S~e=rv-ic=e~s=D=e-p=t.=-z>:..,,. ~h """""'""""""""""-="""""'-====-a::mm,.....B=u-i-ld-in=g~S~a=f""""'efy 

Development Services Division 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

MEMORANDUM 

Comments to Miscellaneous Planning and Zoning Applications 

March 14, 2011 

Angela Chambers, Manager, Zoning and Platting 

Ron Wilde, P.E. 
Building Safety 

SUBJECT: Comments for Case 2011-032 

No Comment. 
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FLOOD HAZARD REVIEW SHEET 

Date: 03/09/2011 

Case: 2011-032 

Flood Hazard Zone: X 

Map Number: 11700 

RECEIVED 
MAR O 9 2011 

MUNIClP/11.l"fY OF ANCHORAGE 
ZONING DIVtSiON 

D Portions of this lot are located in the floodplain as determined by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency. 

D Flood Hazard requests that the following be added as a condition of approval: 

"Portions of this subdivision are situated within the flood hazard district as it exists 
on the date hereof. The boundaries of the flood hazard district may be altered 
from time to time in accordance with the provisions of Section 21.60.020 
(Anchorage Municipal Code). All construction activities and any land use within 
the flood hazard district shall conform to the requirements of Chapter 21.60 
(Anchorage Municipal Code).'~ 

D A Flood Hazard permit is required for any construction in the floodplain. 

D Other: 

~ I have no comments on this case. 

Reviewer: Jeffrey Urbanus, CFM 
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Barrett, Al W. (Zoning} 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Chambers, Angela C. 
Tuesday, March 08, 2011 3:30 PM 
Barrett, Al W. (Zoning); Wong, Carol C. 
RE: Potter Highlands rezone case 2011-032 

I do believe the site is IN the plan due to the plan having been adopted as the master plan required under AO 84-21 , which 
is the ordinance for the existing zoning . 

Same thing happened with Villages View and a few others up there - they were zoned R-3 or whatever SL, per AO 84-21 , 
and a bunch under 84-21 created and adopted that plan as the master plan requirement under 84-21. 

So rezoning it would repeal 84-21, thus automatically removing it. We used specific repeal wording before so everyone 
would be clear on it with the AO. 

From: Barrett, Al W. (Zoning) 
Sent: Tuesday, March 08, 2011 3:27 PM 
To: Chambers, Angela C.; Wong, Carol C. 
Subject: Potter Highlands rezone case 2011-032 

A previous rezone application in 2000 also required removing the property from the Potter creek master plan. so we will 
have to add that into Connie's application. 

Alfred Barrett, 
Senior Planner 
Planning Division, 
Current Planning Section 
907 343-7936 phone 
907 343-7927 fax 
barrettaw@muni.org 

87 



• · . ' ! ... '. 

: :...; . : ~ L; ·: 

·- ·· ·,_ 
; __ ~ ·_. :... ·~ 

DEPARTM:ENT OFTRA.NSPORTATION AND PUBLIC FACILITIES 

CENTRAL REGION - PLANNING 

Angela Chambers, AICP 
Municipality of Anchorage 
Community Development Department 
Planning Division 
P.O. Box 196650 
Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6650 

Dear Ms. Chambers: 

March 2, 2011 

RE: MOA Review 

SEAN PARNELL, GOVERNOR 

4111 A\llATIONAVENUE 
P.O. BOX 196900 

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99519-6900 
(907) 269-0520 (FAX 269-0521) 

(T7Y 269-0473) 

RECEIVED 
~" n 0? 'Jrnl l~iAh 0 LUi 

MUNICIPALm' OF ANCHOR.A.GE 
ZONING DIVISION 

The Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities, ADOT &PF, planning office 
has reviewed the following plat and Zoning Map Amendment and we have no comments: 

S118641; Potter Creek Development-plat for review by the Planning and Zoning 
~sion. 
~ezoning to R-6 Suburban Residential District - Potter Creek Development 

/as 

"Providing.for the sqfe movement ofpeople and goods and the delivery of state services." 
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Municipality of Anchorage 
P. 0 . Box 196650 
Anchorage . ,ll.laska 99519-5650 
(907) 34 3-7943 

NOTICE OF - -

020-424-12-000 

ESS ALASKA COMMUNITY PROPERTY 
TRUST/ ESS MATIHEW JOHN & 
LINDA CAROUTRUSTEES 
5943 GREECE DRIVE 
ANCHORAGE. AK 99516 

Planning Division Case Number: 2011-032 

FIRST CLASS MAIL 

/ ') . ·11 /'C (_ j-·rl f \ 

(l/q1+ l Lt::(~ 

~·-0-( ( 

PUBLIC HEARING POSTPONED TO MONDAY, JUNE 6, 2011 

The Municipality of Anchorage Planning and Zoning Commission will consider the following : 

CASE: 
PETITIONER: 
REQUEST: 
TOTAL AREA: 
SITE ADDRESS: 
CURRENT ZONE: 
COM COUNCIL(S): 

LE GAUDET AILS: 

2011-032 
Potter Creek Development 
Rezoning to R-6 Suburban residential district 
150.3 acres 
NIA 
R-3SL fv1ultiple-family residential district with special limitations 
1---Rabbit Creek 

A request to rezone approximately 150 +/- acres from R-3SL (Multiple Family Residential) with 
Special Limitations to R-6 (Suburban Residential). Viewpoint South Subdivision, Tracts A-1, B-1 , 
B-2 and A-4, generally located east of Villages Scenic Parkway and south of England Avenue. 

The Planning and Zoning Commission will hold a public hearing on the above matter at 6:30 p.m., Monday, June 6, 2011 in 
the Assembly Chambers of the Z.J. Loussac Library, 3600 Denali Street, Anchorage, Alaska. 

The Zoning Ordinance requires that you be sent notice because your property is within the vicinity of the petition area. This 
will be the only public hearing before the Commission and you are invited to attend and present testimony, if you so desire. 

If you would like to comment on the petition this form may be used for your convenience. Mailing Address: Municipality of 
Anchorage, Department of Community Development. P .0 . Box 196650, Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6650. For more 
information call 343-7943; FAX 343-7927 . Case information may be viewed at www.muni.org by selecting 
Departments/Planning/Current Planning/Zoning and Platting Cases Online. 

Name: 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Address : ~-..,--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Legal Description: 

Comments : ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

REZONING/RESIDENTS--PLANNING COMMISSION 
2011-032 
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Municipality of Anchorage 
P. 0. Box 196650 
Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6650 
(907) 343-7943 

NOTICE OF - -

020-423-15-000 

LOWE DANIEL & FULVIA CALDEI 
18700 ENGLAND CIR 
ANCHORAGE, AK 99516 

/L f 11!1ir11i rl" ! 1 iir li11' 11 , ,jl, ! 1 , jj, ! I!! I/ Iii r ! 1111ril! 1 /! 
Planning Division Case Number: 2011-032 

PUBLIC HEARING POSTPONED TO MONDAY, JUNE. 6, 2011 

The Municipality of Anchorage Planning and Zoning Commission will consider the following : 

CASE: 
PETITIONER: 
REQUEST: 
TOTAL AREA: 
SITE ADDRESS : 
CURRENT ZONE: 
COM COUNCIL(S): 

LEGAL/DETAILS: 

2011-032 
Potter Creek Development 
Rezoning to R-6 Suburban residential district 
150.3 acres 
N/A 
R-3SL Multiple-family residential district with special limitations 
1---Rabbit Creek 

A request lo rezone approximately 150 +/-acres from R-3SL (Multiple Family Residential) with 
Special Limitations to R-6 (Suburban Residential) . Viewpoint South Subdivision, Tracts A-1, B-1 , 
B-2 and A-4, generally localed east of Villages Scenic Parkway and south of England Avenue . 

The Planning and Zoning Commission will hold a public hearing on the above matter at 6:30 p.m., Monday, June 6, 2011 in 
the Assembly Chambers of the Z.J. Loussac Library, 3600 Denali Street, Anchorage , Alaska. 

The Zonin9 · 
will be the 

·equires that you be sent notice because your property is within the vicinity of fl· 
1ring before the Commission and you are invited to attend and present tef' 

.,, "n area. This 
so desire. 

If you would like to comment on the petition this form may be used for your convenience. Mailing Muu1 ess : '"'"' 11vipality of 
Anchorage, Department of Community Development, P.O. Box 196650, Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6650. For more 
information call 343-7943; FAX 343-7927. Case information may be viewed at www.muni.org by selecting 
Departments/Planning/Current Planning/Zoning and Platting Cases Online. 
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View Case Comments Submit a Comment 

* ~ These comments were submitted by citizens and are part of the public record for the cases *'* 
, Questions? If \'OU have questions regarding a case, please contact Zoning at 907-343-7943 
· or Platting & Variances at 907-343-7942. 

1. Select a Case: I 2011-032 :=J __ · _V_ie_V1_1 _C_o_m_m_e_· n_t_s _ _, 

2. View Comments: 

Case Num: 2011-032 
Rezoning to R-6 Suburban residential district 

Site Address: NO PROPERTY ADDRESS AVAILABLE 
Location: A request to rezone approximately 150 +/- acres from R-3SL (Multiple Family Residential) with 
Special Limitations to R-6 (Suburban Residential). Viewpoint South Subdivision, Tracts A-1 , B-1, B-2 and A-
4, generally located east of Villages Scenic Parkway and south of England Avenue. 

Details I Staff Report I submit a comment 

Public Comments 

4/5/11 
Darrell Krolick 
6720 Potter Heights Dr 
Anchorage AK 99516 
1) Is R6 zoning best suited for this area? New adjacent subdivisions have larger 
lots . 2) Access . I see Potter Valley Road is scheduled to be 'realigned' . I have not 
seen a map available. Will the 'new' road be safer, who will maintain it? How will 
the new subdivision impact residents above it? That road is the way we exit our 
sudivision. Will there be lighting and will the lighting be designed to turn on and 
off to counter the growing lighting pollution problem in Anchorage? 3) Access to 
Goldenview Drive via Findland to Romania. This is known locally as the 'short cut' 
and it is the shortest distance to SAHS, Goldenview Middle School, and Bear 
Valley Elementary. It is a steep dangerous road and below standard. It cannot 
handle increased pressure without increased safety risks. 

4/5/11 
Darrell Krolick 
6720 Potter Heights Dr 
Anchorage AK 99516 
1) Is R6 zoning bestsuited for this area? New adjacent subdivisions have larger 
lots. 2) Access. I see Potter Valley Road is scheduled to be 'realigned'. I have not 
seen a map available. Will the 'new' road be safer, who will maintain it? How will 
the new subdivision impact residents above it? That road is the way we exit our 
sudivision. Will there be lighting and will the lighting be designed to turn on and 
off to counter the growing lighting pollution problem in Anchorage? 3) Access to 
Goldenview Drive via Findland to Romania. This is known locally as the 'short cut' 
and it is the shortest distance to SAHS, Goldenview Middle School, and Bear 

i 
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View Comments 

Valley Elementary. It is a steep dangerous road and below standard. It cannot 
handle increased pressure without increased safety risks. 

Zoning & Platting Cases On-line website 

http ://munimaps .muni.org/planning/allcomments.cfin?caseNurn=201 l-032 
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Municipality of Anchorage 
P. 0 Box 196650 

: ':'· . 

Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6650 
(907) 343-7943 

:FIRST CLAsS rQ]P..Jl. 4-l ~ 
= : · ::. : ~ ~ : C· 5 ;v·: ~ .? 4

' ::.: ~ ; •• 

020-424-10-000 
TISCH WILMA 
6005 GREECE DR 
ANCHORAGE, AK 99516 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING - - Monday, April 11, 2011 

Planning Dept Case Number: 2011-032 

The Municipality of Anchorage Planning and Zoning Commission will consider the following : 

CASE: 
PETITIONER: 
REQUEST: 
TOTAL AREA: 

SITE ADDRESS: 
CURRENT ZONE: 
COM COUNCIL{$): 

LEGAUDET AILS: 

2011-032 
Potter Creek Development 

· Rezoning to R-6 Suburban residential district 
150.3 acres 
NO PROPERTY ADDRESS AVAILABLE 
R-3SL Multiple-family residential district with special limitations 
1---Rabbit Creek 

A request to rezone approximately 150 +/-acres from R-3SL (~le Family ~ntial) with 
Special Limitations to R-6 (Suburban Residential) . Viewpoint South Subdivision, Tracts A-1 , B-1, 
B-2 and A-4, generally located east of Villages Scenic Parkway and south of England Avenue . 

The Planning and Zoning Commission will hold a public hearing on the above matter at 6:30 p.m., Monday, April 11, 
2011 in the Assembly Chambers of the Z. J . Loussac Library, 3600 Denali Street, Anchorage, Alaska. 

The Zoning Ordinance requires that you be sent notice because your property is within the vicinity of the petition area. 
This will be the only public hearing before the Commission and you are invited to attend and present testimony, if you so 
desire. 

If you would like to comment on the petition this form may be used for your convenience. Mailing Address: Municipality 
of Anchorage, Department of Community Development, Planning Division, P.O. Box 196650, Anchorage, Alaska 
99519-6650. For more information call 343-7943; FAX 343-7927 . Case information may be viewed at www.muni.org by 
selecting Departments I Community Development I Planning I Current Planning and then clicking on the hyperlink "View 
active cases and maps". 

I _--:- ~, 
Name: _,,,UJ~I /'-'-'m-'-'-A_;___-"-"'--"-) ,,;;....' ___ l_..;;...5_·c._l-t'-------~----------

r O" ~ / I E ,- - __..,., ,.., 'E. C:/C:Z,.,,"'. / .. /. Address: t.o L/-.J (? /2 r:J: .. E... SbJ r- I Y ' ,,._., '"" 
Legal Description: D L K Qt... 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Comments: 
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Municipality of Anchorage 
P. 0 . Box 196650 
Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6650 
(907) 343-7943 

020-311-50-000 
DOWNING THOMAS R & KATHLEEN M 
741 OLD KLATI RD 
ANCHORAGE, AK 99515 

RECEIVED 
APR 1 2 2a1i 

MUN!Cf PAL/TY OF Af~CHORP,GE 
ZONING DIVISION 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING - - Monday, April 11, 2011 

Planning Dept Case Number: 2011-032 

The Municipality of Anchorage Planning and Zoning Commission will consider the following: 

CASE: 
PETITIONER: 
REQUEST: 
TOTAL AREA: 

SITE ADDRESS: 
CURRENT ZONE: 
COM COUNCIL(S): 

LEGAUDET AILS : 

2011-032 
Potter Creek Development 
Rezoning to R-6 Suburban residential district 
150.3 acres 
NO PROPERTY ADDRESS AVAILABLE 
R-3SL Multiple-family residential district with special limitations 
1---Rabbit Creek 

A request to rezone approximately 150 +/- acres from R-3SL (Multiple Family Residential) with 
Special Limitations to R-6 (Suburban Residential) . Viewpoint South Subdivision, Tracts A-1 , B-1, 
B-2 and A-4, genera!Jy located east of Villages Scenic Parkway and south of England Avenue. 

The Planning and Zoning Commission will hold a public hearing on the above matter at 6:30 p.m., Monday, April 11, 
2011 in the Assembly Chambers of the Z. J. Loussac Library, 3600 Denali Street, Anchorage, Alaska . 

The Zoning Ordinar~ 
This will be the o• 
desire. 

. ;res that you be sent notice because your property is within the vicinity of the ppt'" -·~a . 

•ing before the Commission and you are invited to attend and present test· so 

If you would like to comment on the petition this form may be used for your convenience. Mailing Address: Municipality 
of Anchorage, Department of Community Development, Planning Division, P.O. Box 196650, Anchorage, Alaska 
99519-6650. For more information call 343-7943; FAX 343-7927. Case information may be viewed at www.muni.org by 
selecting Departments I Community Development I Planning I Current Planning and then clicking on the hyperlink "View 
active cases and maps". 

REZONll\JG/RESIDENTS-PLANNING COMMISSION 
2011-032 
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POTTER CREEK HOMEOWNERS' ASSOCIATION 
PO BOX 92130 

ANCHORAGE AK 99509-2130 

Municipality of Anchorage 
Department of Planning and Zoning 
4700 Elmore Road 
_Anchorage, AK 99 507 

April 8, 2011 

Attention: Mr. Al Barrett and Ms. Margaret O'Brien 

RE: ~ott~_r ~ghlands #S11864-1 

RECEIVED 
APR 11 2n~1 

MUNlC\PN..liY OF ANCHORAGE 
ZONING DIVISION 

Request for plat review Subdivide three (3) tracts ofland·into thirty-one (31) lots 

Dear Mr. Barrett and Ms. O'Brien: 

At the March Potter Creek Homeowners Association (PCHOA) board of directors meeting, 
Connie Yoshimura and Ric Davidge, representatives of CY Investments, presented their plans for 
Potter Highlands, a new subdivision above Potter Creek. The board was asked to send a letter in 
support of the development. The board voted not to do so because of the issues outlined below. 
Please consider these comments from PCHOA as opposition to the planned development unless the 
concerns raised herein are satisfactorily addressed. 

When the platting and zoning for the development of the Potter Valley area was originally approved, 
the approval was conditioned on the development having a privately owned water utility and 
municipal sewage through an extension of A \VWU services. The three tracts of land that CY 
Investments is proposing to be replatted are subject to that original approval. The PCHOA and its 
residents support larger single family lots as is being proposed. However we have grave concerns 
over the current proposal for each lot to have its own well and septic system. PCHOA homes get 
their water from Potter Creek Water Company (PCWC), a privately owned utility. We have the 
highest rates of any water utility in the state. We are the sole customers of PCWC, and any costs 
associated 'W-ith PCWC must be borne by PCHOA homeowners. The water supply for PCWC 
consists of a single, large diameter, deepwater well. We are very concerned that the increased 
concentration of individual wells directly upgradient to our subdivision will have an adverse effect on 
our water supply. 

The aquifer for the Potter Creek well is a deep, fractured, crystalline bedrock. If the aquifer is 
overdrawn, the low rate of recharge would likely create a water supply shortfall. There have been no 
studies done as to what effect all this additional drawdown on the regional aquifer might have on our 
well. Some investigation is warranted before development is approved. A qualified hydrogeology 
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AJ Barrett 
Margaret O'Brien 
April 8, 2011 
Page 2 

company could construct a groundwater simulation model of the proposed development to help 
quantify the effect the new development would have on the existing water supply. The PCHOA 
homeowners should not bear the burden and cost associated with getting this wrong. CY 
Investments should be required to undertake this research and testing before approval is granted to 
the proposed development CY Investments should be further required to .indemnify the PCHOA 
homeowners for any future costs associated with this change if it is allowed. 

Ms. Yoshimura understands the importance of PCWC to the residents of Potter Valley very well. 
For many years she has tried to purchase it to better allow for the development of vacant land she 
owns in the area. Those attempts have failed and on at least one occasion led to litigation between 
her company and the owner of PCWC. Her proposed rezoning would do away v;rith the need for 
PCWC service for these three tracts of land. We are not opposed to this request, but we seek testing 
and assurances that we -will not be harmed by the change. 

Perhaps even more important to us is the proposed installation of 31 new septic systems just uphill 
of our water source, creating the possibility of contamination. Again, no studies have been 
conducted as to the likelihood of contamination from the concentration of new septic systems. 
Further, the current zoning for this area requires each property to be tied into the A WWU sewage 
line. T11e A WWU infrastructure exists directly next to tl1e three tracts of land and the three tracts of 
land lie v.,ithin the AWWU sewage service area. We object to eliminating this requirement. If the 
new development were to tie into the existing nearby municipal sewer line rather than .installing 
.individual septics, there would be less risk of contamination. 

Common Use Infrastructure - &ads, Mailbox. and Parking area 

Potter Valley Road is a public road that is maintained by the municipality. Similarly, the land at tl1e 
.intersection of the New Seward Highway and Old Seward at the south end of Potter Marsh is public 
land. PCHOA, however, pays for the upkeep of the parking lot at the south end of Potter Marsh, on 
which our mailboxes are located and school buses pick up/drop off students. When Potter 
Valley was first proposed for development, our subdivision constituted the vast majority of 
the homes reached from Potter Valley Road, and we were required to pay for the upkeep of the 
parking lot. This situation has changed over time and now many homes outside of our subdivision 
use th.is area. These other homeowners get their mail there, tl1eir children catch the bus. On v.i-inter 
weekends and at other times of the year, those enjoying Potter Marsh use tlus area to park their cars 
while enjoying the marsh. Yet PCHOA pays the entire cost for the upkeep of this area. It is tin1e for 
this to end, and we respectfully ask the Municipality to take oYer the cost of maintaining this 
publically owned and used area. In addition to the many homes further up the mountain that are not 
part of PCHOA, the level of use from non-homeowners is very high (bikers, skiers, walkers, etc). 
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_A,J Barrett 
Margaret O'Brien 
April 8, 2011 
Page 3 

The PCHOA proposes that the cost for maintaining this area should be shared more equitably, and 
strongly urges upgrading it - paving, more lights, and to consider alternative areas for the mailboxes. 
We already bear and have borne for many years a financial burden that the Municipality shouJd bear. 
The PCHOA should not be responsible for the additional upkeep due to increased load from this 
new subdivision. 

Disru,tJtions during Construction 

_Another concern is the damage to both the main road and the parking lot that the heavy trucks make 
when they go up and down the mountain for the construction of a new subdivision. Over the past 
few years, several new smaller developments have taken place, including at least one by Ms. 
Yoshimura. During that construction, the trucks lined up in the parking lot at the same time the 
school buses were coming. The trucks tore up the parking lot and on at least one occasion, a child 
was almost hit by the driver of a semi tractor trailer who was not aware of the traffic pattern. _Also, 
by the time construction was completed, the corner at the first switchback on Potter Valley Road was 
badly damaged. It has yet to be fixed, even though we have repeatedly placed it at the top of our list 
for municipal funding. The CY Investments proposed development needs a formal plan to address 
increased use, hours of operation, safety, and upkeep of the main road during construction. 

Seconda1)' Egress 

This development, or any other developments that use Potter Valley Road as tl1eir main access route, 
should not be allowed to proceed until finn and formal plans for a secondary egress route are 
adopted. The dirt road that connects Potter.Valley Road to Goldenview drive is very steep, 
dangerous and largely Un.passable many times of the year. If there were a "Wildfire or a large 
earthquake that damaged tl1e bridge over Potter Creek, residents in this area would have no viable 
escape route. By allowing this development to proceed, even partially, this problem is beir1g 
exacerbated, and the root cause is still not being addressed. 

Thank you for allowing us to comment on this matter. 

Very truly yours, . 

POTTER CREEK HOlvffiO~lNERS' 
ASSO 

RJD/ jk.h; 
109673 /9998.20092 
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Page 1 of 1 

Chambers, Angela C. 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Tony Hoffman [tonyhoffman@lantechi.com] 

Monday, January 03, 2011 2:55 PM 

Chambers, Angela C. 

Corrected legal 

Attachments: Rezoning Application Revised with Correct Legal.pdf 

Angela, 
Attached is the corrected sheet one of the Potter Highlands rezone application. I had the wrong plat 
number in the current legal description (I had plat 98-002, and it's 98-020),1 didn't include Tract A-4 in 
the legal, and I didn't have Tract A-4 listed on the Property Tax Id's. Acreage and everything else is fine. 
Corrections are in red on the attached pdf. Let me know if you need something else. 

Tony Hoffman PLS 
Lantech, Inc 
907-562-5291 main 
907-317-7724 cell 

1/3/2011 
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. . . . · . . Planmng'Department · A ~,· " d, t POBox196650 · . . . · ,. men . men . · Anchorage, AK 99519-6650 . 
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-
Please fill in the information asked for below. 

.. '• . "' : ,', '.... ·.~·: ~: ~ ~,·~~- ·f ~ ~· < \ ' . 
. . •' 

'(,' " 
' ., ' " 

,, .... .. ": . 

PETITIONER* PETITIONER REPRESENTATIVE (IF ANY) 
Name (last name first) Name (last name first) 

Potter Creek Development Lantech, Inc 
Mailing Address Mailing Address 

3801 Centerpoint Dr #104 440 West Benson 
Anchorage, AK 99503 Anchoraqe, AK 99503 
Contact Phone: Day:762-7570 Night: Contact Phone: Day:562-5291 Night: 

FAX: FAX: 

E-mail: cyoshimura@gci.net E-mail:info@lantechi.com . . . .. 
Report add1t1onal pet1t1oners or disclose other co-owners on supplemental form. Failure to divulge other benefiaal interest owners may delay 

processing of this application. 

. . 
·-

i~~·_:_~~~ ~-:_ -. ---.. ~~ -! .. :- ~~~ -~~ -~~ .. _ :·~ -:2;. i-~·;.::~ ~~ ~. ,'~~~-:- .:· ··:::_~r:-;.._:· .. · ,__c::!_;:.,·~ ~ _:~ ~'-'. -. ~~_. -.: -:· ·~~:.~-~-~:._· _: 1::*. ~~ ~: :· '~-' '-~ ~t,;:~ ~~ 
PROPERTY INFORMATION 
Property Tax #(000-000-00-000):020-281-46-000, 020-281-51-000,020-281-52-000, 020-281-50-000 
Site Street Address: Potter View Drive 
Current legal description: (use additional sheet if necessary) 

Plat 84-403, Viewpoint South, Tract A-1 
Plat 98--0G2 020, Viewpoint South, Tract B-1 
Plat 98-002-020, Viewpoint South , Tract B-2 
Plat 98- 020, Viewpoint South, Tract A-4 

Existing Zoning:R-3SL I Acreage :157.7 I Grid# SW3638 

I PROPOSED ZONING 
R-6 

I hereby certify that (I am)( I have been authorized to act for) owner of the property described above and that I petition 
to rezone it in conformance with Title 21 of the Anchorage Municipal, Code of Ordinances. I understand that payment 
of the application fee is nonrefundable and is to cover the costs associated with processing this application, and that it 
does not assure approval of the rezoning . I also understand that assigned hearing dates are tentative and may have 
to be postponed by Planning Department staff, the Planning and Zoning Commission or the Assembly for 
administrative reasons. 

Date Signature (Agents must provide written proof of authorization) 

· Case Number 

:::.:gJ;/-; jj;a_; 
·.··. ·_._.; 



Please fill in the information asked for below. 

PETITIONER* 
Name (last name first) 

Potter Creek Development 
Mailing Address 

3801 Centerpoint Dr #104 
Anchorage, AK 99503 
Contact Phone: Day:762-7570 Night: 

FAX: 

E-mail: cyoshimura@gci .net 

PETITIONER REPRESENTATIVE (IF ANY) 
Name (last name first) 

Lantech, Inc 
Mailing Address 

440 West Benson 
Anchorage, AK 99503 
Contact Phone: Day:562-5291 Night: 

FAX: 

E-mail:info@lantechi.com 

·Report additional petitioners or disclose other co-owners on supplemental form. Failure to divulge other beneficial interest owners may delay 
processing of this application. 

,.! .. ::~ -.. . :. ~ :- ' ,~ . .. ·..,.· . .• ' ~ : ~ -~·.-:· ·. _ ... . . ·'·.r; .. , 
. ' . 

.. : I .' ' • ,-· .. : .,, ~ - . - ' ... ·-

PROPERTY INFORMATION 
Property Tax #(ooo-ooo-00-oooi:020-281-46-000, 020-281-51-000,020-281-52-000 
Site Street Address: Potter View Drive 
Current legal description: (use additional sheet if necessary) 

Plat 84-403, Viewpoint South, Tract A-1 
Plat 98-002, Viewpoint South, Tract B-1 
Plat 98-002, Viewpoint South, Tract B-2 . 

~ A-i 

Existing Zoning:R-3SL I Acreage: 157. 7 I Grid # SW3638 

I PROPOSED ZONING 
R-6 · 

_ . .,7 

I hereby certify that (I am)(I have been authorized to act for) owner of the property described above and that I petition 
to rezone it in conformance with Title 21 of the Anchorage Municipal, Code of Ordinances. I understand that payment 
of the application fee is nonrefundable and is to cover the costs associated with processing this application, and that it 
does not assure approval of the rezoning. I also understand that assigned hearing dates are tentative and may have 
to be postponed by Planning Department staff, the Planning and Zoning Commission or the Assembly for 
administrative reasons . 

/!) 

Accepteg.py:L. 
rj_ . 

.... / \j · . . - · 
20-002 (Rev. 03/09)'Front 

must provide written proof of authorization) 

.-\ / \ 

Fe~ . . . 
_'(Jf I ~I 0 0 {) 

Case Nui)llier _. . . ~ _ , , __ _ _ 

.;;Lo rr ~ ·o ::<"ti -· 
Poster &_Affidavit 



Page 3 

STANDARDS FOR ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS 

The petitioner must provide a written narrative which addresses the following standards. Zoning 
map amendment applications which do not address these items will be considered invalid and will 
not be accepted for public hearing by the Department of Community Planning and Development. 
(Use additional paper if necessary). 

A. Conformance to Comprehensive Plan. 

1. If the proposed zoning map amendment does not conform to the land use classification map 
contained in the applicable Comprehensive Plan , explain how the proposed rezoning meets 
one or more of the following standards: 

a. The proposed use is compatible because of the diversity of uses within the surrounding 
neighborhood or general area; 

b. The proposed use may be made compatible with conforming uses by special limitations or 
conditions of approval concerning such matters as access, landscaping, screening, design 
standards and site planning; or 

c. The proposed use does not conflict with the applicable Comprehensive Development Plan 
goals and policies. 

See attached narrative 

2. If the proposed zoning map amendment does not conform to the generalized residential 
intensity (density) of the applicable Comprehensive Plan map, explain how the proposed 
rezoning meets the following standards: 

a. In cases where the proposed rezoning would result in a greater residential intensity 
(density), explain how the rezoning does not alter the plan for the surrounding 
neighborhood or general area, utilizing one of the following criteria: 

i. The area is adjacent to a neighborhood shopping center, other major high density mode, 
or principal transit corridor. 

ii. Development is governed by a Cluster Housing or Planned Unit Development site plan , 

20.002 (Rev. 03/09) 5 pages total 3 102 
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2. Quantify the amount of undeveloped (vacant) land in the general area having the same 
zoning or similar zoning requested by this application. Explain why you feel the existing 
available land is not sufficient or is not adequate to meet the need for land in this zoning 
category? 

See attached narrative 

3. When would development occur under the proposed zoning? Are public services (i.e ., water, 
sewer, street, electric, gas, etc.) available to the petition site? If not, when do you expect that 
it will be made available and how would this affect your development plans under this 
rezoning? 

See attached narrative 

4. If the proposed rezoning alters the use of the property from that which is indicated in the 
applicable Comprehensive Plan, explain how the loss of land from this use category (i.e., 
residential, commercial , industrial) might be regained elsewhere in the community? 

See attached narrative 

20-002 (Rev. 03/09) 5 pages to1al 5 103 



Viewpoint South, Tract A-1 (Plat 84-403) 
Viewpoint South, Tracts A-4, B-1 and B-2 (Plat 98-20) 

Rezone Na1Tative 

Introduction: 

The intent of this Zoning Map Amendment Application is to change the current R-3SL 
Zoning to R-6 Zoning, which will allow 0.8 dwelling units per acre for the property 
described as Tracts B-1, and B-2 and A-4, Plat 98-20, Viewpoint South Subdivision, and 
Tract A-1 , Viewpoint South Subdivision, Plat 84-403 , all which are located in Section 14, 
Township 11 N., Range 3W., Seward Meridian, Alaska. 

This parcel is located in South Anchorage, east of the Old Seward Highway, and south of 
Potter Creek. The immediate surrounding area consists of single-family residential 
developments with R6 to the northeast, north and west. The recently platted subdivision 
to the south, Southpointe Subdivision, is platted R-3SL, but the lots are all 1.25 acres or 
larger. 

The property was originally rezoned to its current R-3SL designation in 1984, under 
Anchorage Ordinance (A.O.) 84-21 . That ordinance required, in addition to other 
restrictions, that the propertry be developed as high density development, requiring the 
extension of water and public sewer to all the lots. It also required a full site plan review 
as part of the development approval process. 

However, since that time the cost to develop lots on the hillside with public ·water and 
sewer has become prohibitive. Additionally, over the years it has become apparent that 
the neighboring land owners, as well as the Rabbit Creek Community Council, desire 
larger lot developments. This rezone has the desirable effect of reducing the impact on 
the roads and other public infrastructure. 

Most importantly, the property was placed OUTSIDE the Hillside District Plans 
Recommended Maximum Perimeter of Public Sewerage in AO 2010-022 
(Arnmendment No. 2). Additionally, the map was amended to reflect development in this 
area as a minimum density (0.8 D.U.A.). 

If the current zoning (R-3SL) and the associated Potter Creek Master Plan were utilized 
for development of tbs property, over 300 single family dwelling units (including a 
mixture of single and multiple family structures) could be built on the property, creating a 
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density of 1.90 D. U .A .. Our preliminary R-6 layout creates approximately 79 single 
family Jots, creating a density of 0.50 D.U.A .. 

In effect, this rezone is basically a house cleaning action, meant to implement the 
Assembly Ordinance, and the Hillside District Plans objectives. 

The petitioner requests that this rezone action be heard concurrently with the 
preliminary plat by the Planning and Zoning Commission. That plat (for the same 
property) will be a phased plat, with 31 lots in the first phase. The platting action will not 
only facilitate the platting of the property into the large R-6 Jots, but will also relocate the 
Potter Valley Road Right of Way onto the existing traveled roadway. This will be 
accomplished through vacation and re-dedication of the right of way on the plat. 
The plat application will be submitted in January, 2011 . 

Our Proposal: 

\Ve are requesting a rezone of the current R-3 SL zoning to R-6 zoning. We feel tbs 
request for a DECREASE in density is appropriate for the property, and compatible with 
the development patterns in the adjoining properties, as well as with the Hillside District 
Plan. 
We also request that this rezone action eliminate the property.from the Pott.er Creek 
Development Master Plan , as it will no longer be compatible with the currently 
developed Tracts. The Potter Creek Homeowners Association has no objections to this 
deletion. 

History: 

April 19 84: This property was rezoned from U (unrestricted) to R-3 SL (AO 84-21 ). 

November 1984: Plat 84-402, Viewpoint South Subdivision, Tracts A and B, is recorded. 

November 1984: Plat 84-403, Viewpoint South Subdivision, Tracts A-1 and A-2 , is 
recorded. 

March, 1998: Viewpoint South Subdivision, Tracts B-1 , B-2, B-3 and A-4, is recorded. 

April, 2010: The Assembly adopts Ordinance 2010-22, which implements the Hillside 
District Plan as an elenment to The Comprehensive Plan. 

Narrative 

This proposed rezoning is appropriate for the following reasons: 

2 
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A. Conformance to Comprehensive Plan. 
1. If the proposed zoning map amendment does not conform to the land use 
classification map contained in the applicable Comprehensive Plan, explain 
how the proposed rezoning meets one or more of the following standards: 

a. The proposed use is compatible because of the diversity of uses wiihin 
the surrounding neighborhood or general area; 

b. The proposed use may be made compa1ible with conforming uses by 
special limitations or conditions of approval concerning such matters as 
access. landscaping, screening, design standards and site planning; or 

c. The proposed use does not conflict with the applicable Comprehensive 
Development Plan goals and policies. 

The proposed zoning amendment conforms to the Land Use Classification Map and 
is consistent with the existing single family residential subdivisions in the 
surrounding and adjacent neighborhoods. 

The purpose of this application for rezone is to ail ow a lo-wer density than the 
density allowed by the current zoning imposed on the property. The current zoning 
was enacted more than 25 years ago. The petitioner asks to dovrn zone the property 
To allow a more suitable deve)opment that is more compatible with the toipography, 
environmental features, surrounding uses, and to allow better use of the property, to 
better fit the needs of the communit)1

1 and to be in compliance to the Hillside District 
Plan. 

2. If the proposed zoning map amendment does not co1~form to the 
generalized intensity (density) of the applicable Comprehensive Plan map, 
explain how the proposed rezoning meets the following standards: 

a. In cases where the proposed rezoning would result in a greater residential 
intensity (densit)~, explain how the rezoning does not alter the plan for 
the surrounding neighborhood or general area, utilizing one of the 
following criteria: 

z. The area is adjacent to a neighborhood shopping center, other major high 
density mode, or principal transit corridor. 

ii. Development is governed by a Cluster Housing or Planned Unit 
Development site plan. 

b. In cases where the proposed rezoning would result in a lesser 
residential intensity (density), explain how the rezoning would provide 
a clear and overriding benefit to the surrounding neighborhood. 
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The proposed zoning amendment will allow a density that is consistent with the 
single family development of the surrounding and adjoining properties. The benefits 
of LO\VER DENSITY are reduced impacts to public services, Jess environmental 
disturbance and less impact to the surrounding neighborhood and compatibility to 
surrounding densities. 

c. Explain how the proposed residential density conforms 11;ith the applicable 
Comprehensive Development Plan goals and policies pertaining to the 
surrounding neighborhood or the general area. 

The proposed R-6 zoning is also consistent with the Comprehensive Development 
Plan goals and policies in the area, as well as the adopted Hillside District Plan. 

B. A zoning map amendment may be approved only if it is in the best interest of 
the public, considering the following factors: 

1. Describe the effect of development under the amendment and the 
cumulative effect of similar development on (a) the surrounding 
neighborhood, (b) the general area, and (c) the community with respect 
to the following (The discussion should include the degree to which 
proposed special limitations will mitigate any adverse effect.): 
a. Environment; 

The proposed amendment will benefit the environment by allowing development at 
a lower density. \Vith the use of improved Ad van Tex Septic Treatment Systems, 
this development wm have a negligible septic impact to the down slope neighbors. 
The AdvanTex Septic Treatment Systems will be used exclusively in this 
development, and will be stipulated in the covenants, codes and restrictions for the 
subdivision. Their advanced technology removes more "sludge" matter than 
conventional sand based septic systems, and require less cleared area for installation 
and long term maintenance. Additionally, the AdvanTex systems are computer 
controlled and monitored, which helps prevent overflow and other system failures. 

b. Transportation; 

The proposed amendment will not significantly impact the surrounding area in 
terms of transportation. In fact, it will be substantially less than that zoning which 
is currently approved. The down zone will have a beneficial long term effect on the 
traffic impact due to the dcrease in allowable households. 

c. Public Services and Facilities; 
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The lower density we are requesting wilJ have a significantly lower inpact on all 
Public Services and Facilities than that which is currently approved for the 300 
units. 

C. Land Use Patterns; 

2. Quant(fy the amount of undeveloped (vacant) land in ihe general area 
having the same zoning or similar zoning requested by this application. 
Explain why you feel the existing land is not sv.fficient or is not adequate 
to meet the need for land in this zoning categ01y? 

There are few undeveloped (unsubdivided) parcels immediately adjacent to this 
parcel. The Municipality of Anchorage (Heritage Land Bank) owns one of the 
undeveloped parcel to the east (zoned PLI). 
The only other undeveloped parcel adjacent to the subject parcel (the 
NW1/4NW1/4NEI/4 of Section 14) is outside the Maximum Sewerage Area shown on 
the adopted Hillside District Plan. 

3. When would development occur under the processed zoning? Are public 
services (i .e., water, sewer, street, electric, gas, etc.) available to the 
petition site? If not, when do you expect that it will be made available 
and how would this affect your development plans under this rezoning? 

The development for the first phase of 31 lots is scheduled to start in the Summer of 
2011, with a 3 to 7 year completion time frame for the remaining phases. 

4. If the proposed rezoning alters the use of the propertyji-om that which 
is indicated in the applicable Comprehensive Plan, explain how the loss 
of land from this use category (i.e., residential, commercial, industrial) 
might be regained elsewhere in the community? 

This rezoning does not effectively change the use of this parcel as envisioned by the 
Anchorage Comprehensive Plan and the Hillside Disrtrict Plan, it remains 
residential. 
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Authorization Certificate 

Date: December 30, 2010 

Current Project Legal: Viewpoint South, Tract A-1 (Plat 84-403) 
Viewpoint South, Tracts A-4, B-1 and B-2 (Plat 98-20) 

Proposed Legal: Same 

Type of Authorization: Rezone 

Statement: 

I hereby authorize Lantech Inc. and it's agents to represent me in the 
Conditional Use Application of the above described property. 

Thank you, 
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Chambers, Angela C. 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Tony Hoffman [tonyhoffman@lantechi.com] 

Monday, January 03, 2011 4:02 PM 

Chambers, Angela C. 

cyoshimura@gci.net 

Draft AO 

Attachments: Draft AO to rezone.doc 

Angela, 
Attached is a draft AO for the Potter Highlands Rezone. 

Tony Hoffman PLS 
Lantech, Inc 
907-562-5291 main 
907-317-7724 cell 

113/2011 

Page 1 of 1 

110 



Submitted by: 

Prepared by: 

For reading : 

1 

2 Anchorage, Alaska 
3 AO 2010-
4 

Chair of the Assembly at 
the Request of the Mayor 
Planning Department 

5 AN ORDINANCE OF THE ANCHORAGE ASSEMBLY AMENDING THE 
6 ZONING MAP AND PROVIDING FOR THE REZONING OF 
7 APPROXIMATELY 157.7 ACRES FROM R-3SL (A.0.84-21) DISTRICT TO 
8 R-6 (LARGE LOT RESIDENTIAL) DISTRICT FOR VIEWPOINT SOUTH 
9 SUBDIVISION, TRACTS A-1 (PLAT 84-403) AND TRACTS A-4, 8-1 AND B-2 

10 (PLAT 98-20); GENERALLY LOCATED NORTH OF POTTER CREEK AND 
11 EAST OF THE SEWARD HIGHWAY ON POTTER VALLEY ROAD. 
12 
13 (Rabbit Creek Community Council) 
14 (Planning and Zoning Commission Case 2010- ) 

15 
16 
17 THE ANCHORAGE ASSEMBLY ORDAINS: 
18 
19 Section 1. The zoning map shall be amended by designating the following 
20 described property as R-6 (Large Lot Residential) District: 
2 1 
22 Tracts A-1 (Plat 84-403) and Tracts A-4, B-1 and B-2 (Plat 98-20) ; 
23 Generally Located North Of Potter Creek And East Of The Seward 
24 Highway On Potter Valley Road , as shown on Exhibit "A" attached. 
25 
26 Section 2. This ord inance shall become effective 10 days after the Director of 
27 the Planning Department has received the written consent of the owners of the 
28 property within the area described in Section 1 above to the special limitations 
29 contained herein . The rezone approval contained herein shall automatically 
30 expire, and be null and void, if the written consent is not received within 120 
31 days after the date on which this ordinance is passed and approved . In the 
32 event no special limitations are contained herein, this ordinance is effective 
33 immediately upon passage and approval. The Director of the Planning 
34 Department shall change the zoning map accordingly. 
35 
36 
37 PASSED AND APPROVED by the Anchorage Assembly this _____ _ 
38 dayof 2010. 
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1 
2 
3 
4 

I AO Rezoning 157.7 acres in the 
I Viewpoint South Subdivision 

ATIEST: 

Municipal Clerk 

Page 2 of 2 

Chair 

5 (Planning Case 2010- ) 
6 (Tax l.D. Nos. 020-281-46-000,020-281-51-000,020-281-52-000,020-281-50-000) 
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AFFIDAVIT OF POSTI G 
CASE NUMBER: 2011-032 S-11864 

Ir. Tony Hoffman hereby certify that I have posted a Notice of Public Hearing as prescribed by 
Anchorage Municipal Code 21.15.005 on the property that I have petitioned for Rezone and 
Platting . The notice was posted on 3-4-1 l , which is at least 21 days prior to the public 
hearing on this petition. I acknowledge this Notice(s)must be posted in plain sight and displayed 
until all public hearings have been completed. · · · 

Affirmed and signed this 7th 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

Tracts B-1, B-2 and A-4 

Block 

Subdivision Viewpont South 

lh DocumontZ 

day of March~ . 

. · -·. I OJvr-Ll-----­sity . 

.. ·.·:· · : 
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•21.85:200 

0-75 
Residential minor 

7~00 
·Residential minor 

800-600 
Residential :mlliar 

• M , · 

/ <? '-/ ! - ) .- _,,~~ 

>k~'~j~/ / ANCHORAGE .MlJNICIPAL,OODE 

:"'-- I . - -• 

TABLE A. URBAN RESIDENTIAL STREETS, MINIMUM ST:AND.A.RDS __., ... / , ... - ___ ;.--' 
I 

Standard 
.(frd) 

30 

30 

Opl:io,.,.Z 
(('eet) 

24 

24 

Number af Lanes 

Mou ins 

2 
2 

2 
2 

2 
·2 

Parking 

1 
0 

1 
0 

2 
0 

M= 
Deaign 
speed' 
(111jJh)' 

20 
20 

25 
25 

25 
25 

60 
60 

60 
60 

60 
60 .. 

No 
Ya 

No 
Yee 

No 
Yee 

llppli.cation 

Ci:il-dE-aaca, law-volume nai­
dmitial . sbe8ta 

Ralidential mmor street:a, cul­
cJe-caca arid ianall loops 

-lleiridenti.J zniD<r strmbl, loop 
atreel:a; biiii-TDlume cal~ 
sa:a ~--·--··----~ 

f 600-1,000 
! Residential msjar 

33 2 
2 

2 
l 

25 
26 ·. 

60 
60 

.No · 
Yet 

llecidenl:W miQar ~loop .. \ 

=-and~ cuJ.-_____ J \ 
! 

I 
l_ 

2 

2 

0 

2 

0 

25 

so 
so 

60 

60 

60 

1,000-2,000 No Reejdentjel sabeonmrtor 

. 3s6 

1 Street dimensions are-from back of curb. 

2 See ·section 21.85.050.A.2 (trip generation units). 

3 Horizontal curve design of residential streets requires best judgment of plemiers and ·engineers in addition to design e.nalyeii;. 

• Design speed (not ,posted speed) far 'VertiCal and horizontal curves. 

6 Off-street parking; homeowners' association required. 

6 Vertical face curb; rolled curb may ·be substituted when sidewalk is detached. . 

7 Center turning lane required. 
(AO No. 96-153, § .1, 1-28-:97) 

TABLE.R UR.RAN COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL STREETS, MINIMUM STA.lWARDS 

Nuniber of Lanes 

Street 
· Section* 

(feet) Mouing Parking 

36(V) 2 2*** . 

36(V) 3(1TL) 0 

Supp. No. MA 20 

Maximum 
Design 

Speed** 
fmph) 

30 

35 

AMC 21.85-8 

Right-of-Way 
(feet) 

60 

-60 

Application : 

Commercial/industrial 
streets 
Major 'commercial/indus~ 
trial ·street.s; no on-street 
·parking permitt.ed; park-· 
ing must be .provided off­
street 

-- 1-1·6 



SUBDIVISION STANDARDS: IMPROVEMENTS 21.85.140 

specifications adopted by the department of pub­
lic works, or, in the case of a state-maintained 
road, the current standard specifications of the 
state department of highways. 
(GAAB 21.10.050.C; AMC 21.85.035; AO No. 83-
142) 

21.85.UO Street lighting. 

Street lighting shall conform to the require­
ments of the department of public works and the 
electric utility serving the subdivision. 
(GAAB 21.10 .050.C; AMC 21.85.080; AO No. 83-
142) 

,. -· 21.85.090 Sidewalks. 

\ 

! 
' 
\ 

\ 
I 
! 

A. For the purpose of this section, avera~~'-.,\ 
daily trips on residenpal streets shall be com- ' 
puted i;n accordance with section 21.85.050.A.2. { 

21.85.120 Traffic control devices. 

A. Traffic signs. Traffic signs shall be installed 
in accordance with the requirements of the mu­
nicipality in subdivisions outside of road mainte­
nance service areas . Street name signs shall be 
installed in all subdivisions in accordance with 
the requirements of the municipality. 

B. Cul-de-sac and loop streets carrying less \i 

than 300 average daily trips, with speeds limited . 
to 25 miles per hour by design, need not have \,\ 
sidewalks, unless the platting authority finds 
there is sufficient pedestrian trip volume to re- \ 
quire sidewalks. \ B. Traffic signals. Traffic signals shall be in-· 

c. Streets carrying from 300 to l,OOO average \ stalled in accordance with the requirements of the 
imunicipality. 

daily trips shall h(iye sidewalks as follows: '(GAAB AM N 
. . _. 1 21.10 .050.C; C 21.85.065; AO o. 83-

1. On' one side of the street, consistent with · \142) 
.~urrounding sidewalk and walkway facili>·--J 
1ties· or - - - -- • 

' - ----- ------------- 2,: 1.85.130 Monuments. 
2. On both sides of the street when the plat-

ting authority finds there is sufficient pe- J Monuments and lot corner markers for deter-
destrian trip volume, or when surrounding / mining the boundaries of subdivisions and lot 
subdivisions consistently have sidewalks _,..' comers shall be set in a professional manner. 

L....___ on both sides of the street. · ':>~ sur;~Y monumentation shall ~onform to sue? 
- "fl Str t · rr th 1 OOO , additional standards as the director of public 

r-\ dail. tri ee shalcarrym
1 

h " i;ndoreal.kan ,b th a;deragE!f \ works may establish by regulation under chapter 
\ y ps s ave s1 ew s on o s1 es o . l 3.40. 

l the street. \ (GAAB 21.10.050.C; AMC 21.85.025; AO No. 83-
l, E. In commercial and industrial areas, side--_) 142) 

walks shall be provided where necessary for pe-
destrian access to, and circulation among, offices 
and other commercial facilities. 

F. Sidewalks shall be improved in accordance 
with table E following this chapter. 
(GAAB 21.10.050.C; AMC 21.85.075; AO No. 83-
142) 

21.85.100 Walkways. 

Walkways, and trails not part of required trail 
dedications, shall be improved in accordance with 
table E following this chapter. 
(GAAB 21.10.050.C; AMC 21.85.070; AO No. 83-
142) 

21.85.140 Drainage system. 

' ~ 

A drainage system approved by the department 
of public works and the department of health and 
human services, including necessary storm drain-

. age facilities, drain inlets, manholes, culverts, 
bridges and other appurtenances, shall be in­
stalled. The design of the drainage system shall 
provide for the preservation of designated high­
quality wetlands critical to water table levels and 
wildlife habitat within and surrounding the sub­
division. 
(GAAB 21.10.050.C; AMC 21.85 .050; AO No. 83-
142; AO No. 85-8; AO No. 85-166) 
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Background 

Over the course of preparing this plan, a number of people 
suggested the need for nevv· or modified road design standards 
for the Hillside. Prior to completion of the Hillside District 
Plan Public Hearing Draft, the Municipality adopted new 
road standards for the Mllllicipality as a whole, including the 
Hillside. These new standards are included in the Design Criteria 

Manual (DCM). Because many people are not aware of these new 
standards, they are summarized in Table 4.5 (aho addressed by 
HDP PoHcies 14-M and 14-N). 

Road design standards are set considering the way roach function 
·within the system and the physical character of the land . 
Standards enHne proper design and a safe operating environment. 
Special consideration must be given ·when designing roads in 
a hillside emirnnment. Slopes, depth to bedrock, cut-and-filL 
drainage, wetlands. and topography pose miiq11e chalJrngt>s ;rnd 
require innovati-ve strategies on the Hi1lside . Hillside residents 
have made clear their preference for roads that fit the rural 
character that exists in much of the district (Figme 4.4). 

Figure 4.4 
Rural Roads - Typical Section 

""' ~ 10 23 
Grode ~ Grcde Grode 

Poihwoy 

<1' 10' or 11 ' iO' or 1 i' ,,... ~>- "' Trmrel Travel 
'.2'~ __ 8_'_.....,,..,2 1 

o'! 5 1 

Lone Lan<S 

i' 

4· 
:: ~ - ~ 

-.t<,----: o~·-__,>,..,.__s_·__,.. 2· 

l ' 

l<*---------------------~~<e---------------------~I 
37' or 38' 

P.ighi of vvoy 
37' or 38' 

Figure 4.4 is the typical section for a rural collector. For local secondary roads. a typical section would have a 50-foot right-of-way 
and would include 20- to 24-foot surface widths (10- to 12-foot travel lanes), depending on average daily traffic (see Table 4.5). 
These local roads would include 2- to 4-foot shoulders. wide enough to accommodate pedestrians. 

119 
Hillside District Plan - Transportation 4-15 



Table 4.5 
General Standards for New Roads 

Areas three dwelling units per 
acre {DU.A.) or greater: 

Residential 

Commerciel 

Park and Nature! 
Resources 

Community Facility in 
areas generally 

Areas less than three 
dwelling units per acre (DU.A.): 

Residential 

Park and Natural 
Resources 

Community Facility 

! 
i • 

This recently adopted set of MO.A road standards is briefly 
summarized below: a more complete discussion of these standards 
is presented in the Implementation Chapter. 

Develop a road system that reflects Hillside character. Paving 
is required on public roads, but strip-paving (no curbs and 
sidewalks) and narro·wer rights-of-way are allo-wed in specific 
situations. This approach is intended to recognize the need for 
adequate emergency access, the de:::ire to retain rural character, 
and the tradeoff bet·ween con::truction costs and maintenance 
cons . 

Road standards ·will van• ba;:ed 011 context . The Hillside 
District Plan defines three areas where different road standards 
are appropriate: 

Urban: Portions of the Hillside District that are ·within 
the Anchorage Road::: an<l Drainage Service Area 

(ARDS_.\) . 

Surface paved 
(with curbs and 
gutter) 

Surface paved 
(with curbs and 
gutter) 

Surface: strip- Surface: strip-
paved paved 

Surface widtt-1: Surface width: 
Min Surface 
Width: 24' 

Max Slope: 8% 

Surface paved 
(with curbs and 
gutter) 

Min Surface 
Width: 24' 

Max Slope: 8% 

Min Surface 
Width: 24' 

Max Slope: 8% 

Surface: strip-
paved 

Surface width: 
24' 

Max slope: 10% 

20' 20' 

Max slope: 10% Max slope: 10% 
(Option for 12% (Ootion for 12% 
with variance'') with va ria nee*) 

Surface: strip- Surface: gravel 
paved or strip-paved 

Surface width: Surface width: 
20' 20' 

Max slope: 10% Max slope: 10% 
(Option for 12% (Option for 12% 
with variance*) with variance*) 

*The variance is a solution of last resort; it is not to be used as a standard practice or considered the minimum acceptable 
design to work from. See also HOP Policies 14-M and 14-N. 

!--16 Hillside District Plan - Transportation 

r -

.. 

r 

' . 

i . · 



• I J Figure 4.7 
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'Trail-Development 
(continued) 

Roadway 

2' Minimum clearing width -:\ . 

A '.~ 

10' 
minimum 
clearing 
height 

i 

Rural Typical Section: Trail/pathways associated with the road network are recommended to be on one side of the roadway 
and separated "where pdssible and appropriate from the roadway to increase pedestrian safety and comfort and provide space 
for snow storage." 

__.Natural Setting Trails: Natural setting trails and walkways may ~ 
be located within greenbelts and parks, located along section line 
or utility easements where no road construction is anticipated, 
or located in "' open spaces between subdivisions to allow 
connecti-vity in a natural setting" (recommendation from the 
October 2006 Hillside Subarea Transportation Study, page 41 ). It 
is recommended that, to the extent possible, natural setting trails 
should be located and developed to take best advantage of views, 
scenery, and the nat ural setting, and to be complementary to 
nearby developme:J?.t. 

Trails subject to new Title 21 Subdivision Standards in Section 
21.08.040.D Chugach State Park, Community Use Areas, and 
Natural Resource Use Areas will follow easement provisions 
required by that municipal code language. Portions of the Hillside 
present particular challenges to developing trails that are safe, 
attractive, and have minimal environmental impact. Hillside trails 
·will be designed to maintain and protect the Hillside's natural 
setting and rural character. General objectives for trail d~sign are 
presented below, recognizing that these objectives do not apply 
in all situations and that flexibility is needed to respond to the 

· unique conditions of individual settings. Because of Hillside­
speci.fic slope and erosion considerations, some natural setting 

Hillside District Plan - Transportation 
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trail segments may require a ·wider than typical easement, or 
necessitate the use of retaining walls to ensure safe and rearnnable 
trail development. Where trails are constructed, cut~or- fill slopes 

associated with development are recommended not to exceed 
a ratio of two feet horizontal to one verti cal foot (2H: 1 V) to 

minimize sloughing and support slope re-vegetation . In lower 
traffic and alpine areas, the use of stabilized single track trails 
-that follow slope contours is recommended. These minimize the 
disturbance footprint, protect scenic and natural setting values, 
and will allow greater opportunities for including trails on 
constrained sites. AJl natural setting trails are recommended to be 
developed to a grade of 20 percent or less . 

Where possillle, separate roadside trails from roads. This can 
provide a more enjoyable trail experience and reduce problems of 
winter snow being stored on pathways. Avoid the use of overly 
steep terrain, including section lines that may provide legal 
access but are too steep for sustainable use. "'Where possible, avoid 
the use of utility easements and avoid locating trails in creek 
setbacks. For trails in particularly complex steep terrain, consult 
a professional trail designer. 

It is preferable to have public trails on public land. This is more 
important as the level of use increases. For regional and district 
trails, the strong preference is for land in public ownership or 
reserved through public easement; local trails should be on public 
land where possible but can also be on land held by homeowners 
associations. 

Natural Setting trails may be paved in hie:her use areas in orde.:_ 
to protect natural resources, or they may be soft surface trails 
developed to a minimal level to retain the natural ex erience. 
Multi-use pave trail design standards are provided in the 
Municipality's Design Criteria Manual. Ne·w citywide standards 

are being developed by the Anchorage Parks and Recreation 
Department for soft surface trail classification, development, and 
maintenance. 

Improved Trails and Trailheads Funding and Management 

Many of the adverse side effects of trail use and Chugach State 
Park access will only be resolved through a better funded, more 
aggressive management and development program. This must 
include law enforcement, collection of park access fees, and trail 
(and road) maintenance and trailhead improvements. Hillside 
residents have voiced strong support for trails and, based on the 
Hillside survey results, a willingness to pay more for trails. Clearly, 
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CLERK'S OFFICE 
APPROVED tJA.-' 

D&tei .Jf.--/3-/tf 

Submitted by: 

Prepared by: 
For Reading: 

~k 

Chair of the Assembly at 
the Request of the Mayor 
Planning Department 
February 16, 2010 

rhe Hillside District Pla~~H°'()RJeGi::,aAttt~~ved 4-13-10 

AO No. 2010-22 

1 AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING AND IMPLEMENTING THE HILLSIDE DISTRICT 
2 PLAN AS AN ELEMENT OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, AMENDING 
3 ANCHORAGE MUNICIPAL CODE SECTIONS 21.05.030 AND 21.05.120 TO 
4 ADD THE HILLSIDE DISTRICT PLAN, AND AMENDING ANCHORAGE 
5 ORDINANCE 2006-172, ATTACHMENT A,· TO REVISE PROVISIONALLY 
6 ADOPTED SECTION 21.01.080. 
7 
8 (Planning and Zoning Commission Case 2009-090) 
9 

I 0 THE ANCHORAGE ASSEMBLY ORDAINS: 
11 
12 Section 1. The Hillside District Plan dated May 7, 2009, generally encompasses 
13 the area south of Abbott Road, east of the New Seward Highway, and bounded on 
14 the east and south by Chugach State Park and other lands owned by the State of 
15 Alaska, is adopted as an element of the Comprehensive Plan. The Hillside 
16 District Plan replaces the Hillside Wastewater Management Plan, modifies the 
17 Recommended Maximum Perimeter of Public Sewerage, and updates the 
18 Anchorage Trails Plan map and the Land Use Plan map for the Hillside area, as 
19 recommended by the Planning and Zoning Commission Resolution No. 2009-047, 
20 and with the following additional modification recommended by the Administration: 
21 
22 Amend Policy 13-8 wording to read as follows: 
23 Permit the use of neighborhood wastewater treatment systems as 
24 a viable treatment technology for the Hillside District only outside of 
25 the Recommended Maximum Perimeter of Public Sewerage after 
26 Policies 13-C, 13-D, 13-E, 13-F, 13-G, 13-H, and 13-K are 
27 implemented. 
28 
29 
30 Section 2. Anchorage Municipal Code section 21 .05.030 is amended to read as 
31 follows (the remainder of the section is not affected and therefore not set out): 
32 
33 21.05.030 Elements. 
34 
35 The comprehensive plan consists of the following elements, which are 
36 incorporated in this chapter by reference. While they may be valid planning 
3 7 tools, plans or other elements that are not listed below or incorporated into 
38 the comprehensive plan elsewhere in this Code are not official elements of 
39 the comprehensive plan. If elements of the comprehensive plan conflict, 
40 the element most recently adopted shall govern. 
41 
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AO amending section 21.05.030 A.7 
Hillside District Plan 

A Anchorage Bowl. 

*** *'** *** 

Page 2of4 

11.,. Hillside District Plan . (insert effective date. 2010) (AO No. 
2010- ) 

*** *** *** 
D. Environmental Quality. 

*** *** *r* 

1:. [5]. 1992 Air Quality Attainment Plan for Anchorage, Alaska, 
December 19929 (AR No. 82-170; AR 92-279). 

[HILLSIDE WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN, 8 
FEBRUARY 1982 (AO NO. 82-52; AO NO. 85-167; AO NO. 
85-168; AO NO. 93-203; AO NO. 97-64, § 1, 6-3-97; AO 98-
78; AO NO. 98-90, § 1, 8-18-98; AO NO. 99-51, § 1, 3-23-99; 
AO NO 2001-141(8), § 1, 10-23-01; AO NO. 2004-150, § 1, 
11-16-04; AO NO. 2006-59, § 1, 5-2-06; AO NO. 2006-101, § 
1, 9-26-06).J 

§. [6] .. Eagle River PM-10 Control Plan, September 1991 (AR No. 
90-30; AR No. 91-197).10 

§ _ _[?]. little Campbell Creek Watershed Management Plan. 

*** *~* *** 

F. Parks, Greenbelts and Recreationaf Facilities. 

*** *** *** 

2. Areawide Trails Plan, January 1996, as amended by Hillside 
District Plan Map 4.4, (insert effective date. 2010) (GAAB 
Resolution No. RE 73-100);12 AO No. 78-203; AO No. 85-16; 
AO No. 96-140, § 2, 4-8-97; AO No. 2010- . (insert 
effective date). 

*** *""* *** 

{AO No. 18-75; AO No. 82-49; AO No. 85-165; AO No. 2000-119($), § 4, 2-
20-01; AO No. 2001-124(8), § 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(8-1), § 2, 12-12-06; AO No. 2007-107, § 2, 8-28-07; AO No. 2008-74, § 
2, 6-24-08; AO No. 2009-69, § 2, 6-23-09) 
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AO amending section 21.05.030 A.7 
Hillside District Plan 

Page 3of4 

Section 3. Anchorage Municipal Code section 21 .05.120 is amended to read as 
follows: 

21.05.120 Implementation - Hillside District Plan [WASTEWATER 
MANAGEMENT PLAN]. 

A. The Hillside District Plan replaces the Hillside Wastewater 
Management Plan: updates the Recommended Maximum Perimeter 
of Public Sewerage; and adopts the official Land Use Plan Map for 
the Hillside (providing greater specificity than the Anchorage 2020 
Land Use Concept Plan); and replaces the 1982 Generalized Land 
Use Plan and Generalized Residential Intensity Plan for the Hillside 
area. The Hillside District Plan updates the Hillside portion of the 
Areawide Trails Plan Map with Map 4.4. 

!t_ The approving authority may approve an application for an 
entitlement only if it does not conflict with the Hillside District Plan 
goals and policies and the land use and residential intensities of the 
Hillside District Plan Land Use Plan Map. 

[THE HILLSIDE WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN RECOMMENDS 
EXTENSION OF THE PUBLIC SEWER SYSTEM TO THE AREAS SHOWN 
ON SHEETS 1 AND 2 OF MAP 9 OF THE PLAN. EXTENSION OF THE 
PUBLIC SEWER SYSTEM INTO THESE AREAS WILL MAKE POSSIBLE 
HIGHER DENSITY DEVELOPMENT THAN IS ALLOWED BY THE 
PRESENT ZONING. TO PROTECT NEIGHBORING LOWER DENSITY 
DEVELOPMENTS EXISTING AS OF THE DATE OF ADOPTION OF THE 
HILLSIDE WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN, ANY REZONING OF 
PROPERTY WITHIN THE SEWERAGE AREA SHOWN ON MAP 9 FROM 
LOWER TO HIGHER DENSITY SHALL BE ALLOWED ONLY WITH 
SPECIAL LIMITATIONS WHICH ADDRESS THE ISSUES OF BUFFERING, 
INTERNAL CIRCULATION, DRAINAGE AND PROTECTION OF 
VEGETATION AS REQUIRED UNDER SECTION 21.45.200.] 

(AO No. 82-52; AO No. 85-20; AO No. 85-167; AO No. 85-168; AO No. 85-
165) 

Section 4: Anchorage Ordinance 2006-172, Attachment A. adopting Anchorage 
Municipal Code section 21.01 .080 B.1., Table 21 .01-1 Comprehensive Plan 
Elements, is amended to read as follows (the remainder of the section and table is 
not affected and therefore not set out): 

21.01.080 Comprehensive Plan. 

*** *** *** 
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13 
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AO amending section 21.05.030 A.7 
Hillside District Plan 

B. Elements. 

1. Adopted elements. 

Page 4 of 4 

The comprehensive plan consists of the adopted elements 
identified in the following table, and which are incorporated in 
this chapter by reference. Plans or other elements that are 
not listed below are not official elements of the 
comprehensive plan, though they may be valid planning tools. 

·. . . _ ~ TABLE 21.01-1: COMPREHENSIVE PLAN ELEMENTS · .. 
~· Area/Topic , · . Plan • · Adoption Date' £1] . '. .- Amendme'nts · · 

Anchorage 
Bowl Hillside District Plan 

AO 2010- ; (insert 
effective date of this ordinance/ 

*** *** 

Environmental 
Quality 

*** *** 

*** 

[HILLSIDE WASTEWATER AO 82_52; 5_18_82 
MANAGEMENT PLAN] 

*** 
(AO No. 2006-172, §1, 4-10-2007) 

AO 85-167 

Section 5: This ordinance shall become effective immediately upon passage 
and approval by the Assembly, except Section 4, which shall become effective 
simultaneous with the adoption of the rewrite of Title 21 and repeal of existing 
chapters. 

J·?J1 PASSED AND APPROVED by the Anchorage Assembly this ~ __ .::>_-_ day of 
iff"'l 2010. 

I . 
Chair of the Assembly 

ATTEST: 

Municipal Clerk 
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MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE 
Summary of Economic Effects - General Government 

AO Number. 2010-22 

Sponsor; MAYOR 

Title: AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING AND IMPLEMENTING THE HILLSIDE 
DISTRICT PLAN AS AN ELEMENT OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, 
AMENDING ANCHORAGE MUNICIPAL CODE SECTIONS 21 .05.030 AND 
21 .05.120 TO ADD THE HILLSIDE DISTRICT PLAN. AND AMENDING 
ANCHORAGE ORDINANCE 2006-172, ATTACHMENT A, TO REVISE 
PROVISIONALLY ADOPTED SECTION 21 .01.080. 
(PZC Case No. 2009-090) 

Preparing Agency: Planning Department 
Others lmpacled: 

CHANGES IN EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES: 

Operating Expenditures 
1000 Personal Se;vlces 
2000 Non-Labor 
3900 Contributions 
4000 Debt Service 

TOTAL DIRECT COSTS: 

Add: 6000 Charges from Others 
less: 7000 Charges lo O!hers 

FUNCTION COST: 

REVENUES: 

CAPITAL: 

POSITIONS: FT/PT and Temp 

FY10 

$ 

$ 

PUBLIC SECTOR ECONOMIC EFFECTS: 

(In Thousands of Dollars) 

FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 

$ $ $ $ 

$ $ $ 

Approval of this ordinance provides economic benefits to both public and private sectors in the Hillside 
area. The purpose of the Hillside District Plan is to guide future growth and development. The Plan 
sets the goals, objectives, and policies governing development for the Hillside area and adopts 
recommendations and policies in areas of drainage, roads, on-site systems, zoning and subdivision 
standards, and funding and management of public services. 

PRIVATE SECTOR ECONOMIC EFFECTS: 

In addition to the economic benefits noted above, the Hillside District Plan Is intended to provide more 
certainty to private developers and residents regarding the direction of development in the Hillside 
area. The Plan creates a planning structure to guide public infrastructure development and to preserve 
the rural nature and environmental quality of the Hillside area. 

Prepared by: JoArm Contreras Telephone: 343-7914 
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MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE 

ASSEMBLY MEMORANDUM 

No. AM 88-2010 

Meeting Date: February 16, 2010 

1 FROM: MAYOR 
2 
3 SUBJECT: AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING AND IMPLEMENTING THE 
4 HILLSIDE DISTRICT PLAN AS AN ELEMENT OF THE 
5 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, AMENDING ANCHORAGE MUNICIPAL 
6 CODE SECTIONS 21.05.030 AND 21.05.120 TO ADD THE 
7 HILLSIDE DISTRICT PLAN, AND AMENDING ANCHORAGE 
8 ORDINANCE 2006-172, ATTACHMENT A, TO REVISE 
9 PROVISIONALLY ADOPTED SECTION 21.01.080. 

10 
11 
12 The Anchorage Assembly is being asked to adopt the Hillside District Plan (HOP) 
13 as an element of the Comprehensive Plan. The HDP gives specificity to the goals, 
14 objectives, policies, and strategies of Anchorage 2020-Anchorage Bowl 
15 Comprehensive Plan (Anchorage 2020), and provides for the orderly growth and 
16 sufficient provision of public services to the Hillside area . 
17 
18 The Hillside Wastewater Management Plan (HWMP) was adopted by the 
19 Assembly in 1982 as an element of the Comprehensive Plan (AMC chapter 
20 21 .05). The HWMP established a Recommended Maximum Perimeter of Public 
21 Sewerage where public wastewater services could be extended in the Hillside 
22 area. Assembly adoption of the HDP as an element of the Comprehensive Plan 
23 will: 
24 
25 • Replace the HWMP. 
26 
27 • Adopt the official Land Use Plan Map for the Hillside (replacing 
28 the1982 Generalized Land Use Plan Map for the Hillside area and 
29 providing greater specificity than the Land Use Policy Map in 
30 Anchorage 2020). 
31 
32 • Implement an important Anchorage 2020 strategy. 
33 
34 • Update the Hillside portion of the Areawide Trails Plan Map . 
35 
36 CP Amend the Recommended Maximum Perimeter of Public Sewerage. 
37 

142 



AM supporting amendments to chapters 21 .05 and 21 .01 
Adoption of the Hillside District Plan 

Page 2 of 8 

1 • Adopt recommendations in areas of development standards, 
2 drainage, roads, and on-site systems. 
3 
4 • Recommend a new Hillside District Funding and Management Entity. 
5 The Entity would manage and finance roads, drainage, Built/Green 
6 Infrastructure, and trails on a watershed-level and/or at a community-
? wide scale, all of which will provide the foundation for future 
8 development on the Hillside. 
9 

10 
11 HOP Development and Public Involvement 
12 
13 The HOP is a complex plan where issues overlap several different functional 
14 areas-and departments-Planning (Chapter2, Land Use); Project Management 
15 and Engineering (Chapter 3, Drainage); Transportation (Chapter 4, 
16 Transportation); and Development Services' On-Site Services and Anchorage 
17 Water and Wastewater Utility (Chapter 5, Water and Wastewater: Public and On-
18 Site Systems); Chapter 6, Implementation, addresses implementation measures 
19 for the entire plan. 
20 
21 In 2006, the Municipality retained a multi-disciplinary consulting team to develop 
22 the HDP. MWH, an engineering and planning firm with offices in Anchorage, was 
23 the lead project manager. Agnew::Beck, Koonce Pfeffer Bettis , and Blue Skies 
24 Solutions are members of the lead consultant team that coordinated the 
25 development of the Plan. HDR Alaska, Inc. , analyzed drainage, public water and 
26 sewer, transportation and trail access; Larsen Consulting Group, Inc. , with Church 
27 On-site Wastewater Consultants, LLC, and The Boutet Company, analyzed on-site 
28 well and septic services; and Northern Economics and Ivan Moore Research 
29 conducted a Hillside area household survey contacting approximately 10,000 
30 households. The consulting team provided a wide range of expertise and 
31 experience in hillside planning and development; and background white papers 
32 and reports produced for the HDP process can be found on the plan website at 
33 www.hillsidedistrictplan.com. 
34 
35 Several committees provided direction to the project manager. 
36 
37 • The Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) consisted of 12-14 very 
38 committed members of the public with varying professional 
39 backgrounds appointed by Hillside area assembly members. A 
40 couple of committee members were unable to complete the 
41 process; however, two others were appointed. This committee 
42 provided support to the project by holding over 30 meetings to 
43 discuss topics of concern and making pertinent recommendations. 
44 
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AM supporting amendments to chapters 21 .05 and 21 .01 
Adoption of the Hillside District Plan 

Page 3 of 8 

1 ., The Technical Department Working Group consisted of staff from 
2 the five departments. 
3 
4 • The Policy Committee consisted of the Mayor, Municipal Manager, 
5 and Executive Director for the Office of Economic and Community 
6 Development, Anchorage Water and Wastewater Utility (AWWU} 
7 General Manager, and the Project Manager (ex officio}. 
8 
9 • The Oversight Committee, which also served as the RFP review 

10 committee for selection of a lead consultant, included 
11 representatives of the Administration, Planning, Transportation, 
12 Project Management & Engineering, On-Site Services, and 
13 AWWU, as well as three community representatives from the 
14 CAC. 
15 
16 The project manager and lead consultant, responsible for serving as liaison 
17 between the Policy Committee, Oversight Committee, Technical Committee, and 
18 CAC, created a process and plan that responds to the policies of Anchorage 2020 
19 and the input of stakeholders and other community participants. 
20 
21 The Plan's lead consultant team performed extensive public outreach over the last 
22 2 1/2 years, including stakeholder interviews, over 30 Citizen Advisory Committee 
23 meetings, a community-wide survey, and 3 sets of community workshops. The 
24 consultant's website provided extensive information on the projects as well as a 
25 means for citizens to track the progress and provide input into the Plan. 
26 
27 
28 Plan Overview 
29 
30 The Hillside District Plan boundaries are generally described as the area south of 
31 Abbott Road, east of the New Seward Highway, and bounded on the east and 
32 south by lands owned by the State of Alaska, including Chugach State Park. 
33 
34 The Hillside contains almost two-thirds of the vacant residential land in the 
35 Anchorage Bowl suitable for single-family. Much of the Hillside land use patterns 
36 are already established. The lower Hillside is mostly developed with public sewer 
37 and water, although some scattered tracts with good site conditions remain vacant. 
38 A large majority of the privately owned central Hil!side is already subdivided and 
39 built upon. The upper Hillside contains considerable vacant land but is 
40 constrained by environmental conditions and lack of infrastructure. Anchorage 
41 2020 addressed the Hillside in the following ways: 
42 
43 s Traditional low-density development continues on the upper Hillside. 
44 
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AM supporting amendments to chapters 21.05 and 21 .01 
Adoption of the Hillside District Plan 

Page 4 of 8 

1 • Strategic and limited revisions to zoning and public water/sewer 
2 extensions permit additional small-lot subdivisions on the lower 
3 Hillside. 
4 
5 • Significant environmental features are protected and integrated into 

. 6 new subdivisions and public facilities. 
7 
8 • Transportation and other land use decisions reduce traffic congestion 
9 and trip generation . 

10 
11 • Hillside wildfire dangers are addressed through an active 
12 management program. 
13 
14 The second component of Anchorage 2020 relevant to the HOP is the Growth 
15 Allocation Map. Overall growth projections were spread out fairly evenly over five 
16 sectors of the Anchorage Bowl; the southeast Hillside generally corresponds to the 
17 area covered by the HDP. This is the largest area of the five subareas, with by far 
18 the largest area of vacant land, but is one of the two subareas with the smallest 
19 growth allocation. 
20 
21 
22 Key Plan Recommendations 
23 
24 Land Use: The HOP accommodates growth primarily through development of 
25 vacant lands. The HOP Land Use Plan Map for the most part maintains existing 
26 low-density, rural residential character. One change is the creation of the Furrow 
27 Creek Transition Area, which, through land assemblage and development 
28 standards, would allow up to 3 units per acre. No additional neighborhood 
29 commercial areas are recommended . 
30 
31 On-Site Water and Wastewater: The HDP supports the viability of current and 
32 future reliance on on-site wastewater systems on the Hillside and concludes that 
33 as long as there is proper siting, design, construction, operation, and maintenance 
34 of these systems that on-site wastewater systems will continue to operate 
35 effectively. The HOP presents five strategies to maintain high water quality into 
36 the future-Neighborhood Wastewater Systems, strategies to address lots with on-
37 site problems, well water protection program, on-site wastewater system standards 
38 and changes to the Recommended Maximum Perimeter of Public Sewerage. The 
39 Plan extends this boundary in the Furrow Creek Transition Area and reduces the 
40 boundary in upper Potter Valley. 
41 
42 Approaches to Infrastructure Funding and Management: Anchorage 2020 called 
43 for the establishment of an Urban /Rural Services Boundary through the HOP 
44 process. While the HDP does not establish a specific boundary, it makes clear 
45 that the vast majority of the Hillside should continue to develop with relatively 
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limited infrastructure, as compared to the rest of the Anchorage Bowl. Yet the 
HDP does indicate that this "limited intensity" infrastructure is in need of an 
upgrade. Problems such as through-traffic, congestion, flooded basements, 
glaciating roads, and overused trailheads, seem unable to handle existing 
development, let alone continued development of vacant land. Furthermore, much 
of the infrastructure is maintained privately, through homeowners associations, 
and limited road services, and as such lacks the funding, coord ination, and 
authority to address some of the significant issues on the Hillside. 

The creation of a new management and funding mechanism to address Hillside 
drainage and infrastructure needs is a core plan recommendation . The 
management entity would provide a means to fund and manage drainage 
improvements for existing and future development. The crux of moving ahead with 
these recommendations will be setting up the system with some form of local 
control and fair cost allocation. 

Roads, Trails, and Access to Chugach State Park: The HDP seeks to balance 
increased connectivity to reduce congestion, improve emergency access and 
evacuation routes, and accommodate future development with preserving the 
existing character of the Hillside. The HOP updates the Areawide Trails Plan Map. 
In addition, the HOP recommends road connections (Map 4.1) to improve 
circulation, access, and evacuation routes. Trailheads with access to Chugach 
State Park are proposed, and the HDP recommends some form of a Chugach 
State Park Access Service Area to spread funding for park access beyond Hillside 
residents. Finally, the HDP recommends extending the Parks and Recreation 
Service Area to include all residents of the Hillside and to extend the service area 
one mile inside of the Chugach State Park boundary, to fairly assess users of 
existing and planned parks (e.g., Section 36) and to allow municipal funds to be 
expended in areas within the Park, where appropriate. 

31 New Development Standards: The environmental sensitivity of the land and 
32 cumulative impacts of development require new development processes. The 
33 HOP proposes development policies and strategies to guide development that 
34 prioritize existing systems, including natural drainage ways, in an effort to minimize 
35 the scale and cost of infrastructure investments. The HDP proposes Built/Green 
36 · Infrastructure, an integrated system of roads and trails, drainage ways and open 
37 space that connects across and serves multiple subdivision areas. Additional 
38 recommendations, like conservation subdivisions, provide incentives in the form of 
39 a small density bonus in an effort to encourage development that preserves open 
40 space, natural drainage patterns, and viewsheds. The Plan recommends the 
41 Building Safety Service Area be extended to the full extent of the southeast 
42 Hillside. 
43 
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3 Following a Public Review Draft and its review period, the Public Hearing Draft of 
4 the HOP was released on May 1, 2009. The Planning and Zoning Commission 
5 (PZC) held a worksession on June 8 and a public hearing on June 15. lssue-
6 Response documents were prepared and presented to the Commission on 
7 August 31 and October 12 (Attachments 7 and 8). A PZC and staff subcommittee 
8 was formed to review the detail of the Plan and present recommendations to the 
9 PZC as a whole on October 12. 

10 
11 The Commission approved the HDP Public Hearing Draft on October 12, 2009 
12 (Attachment 1, PZC Resolution No. 2009-047). The approval consisted of a large 
13 number of revisions to the Plan as Attachment A of the resolution. Included in the 
14 resolution's attachment are the following 8 items: 
15 
16 1. Plan preface; 
17 2. Revised Appendix B - Summary of HOP Implementation Actions; 
18 3. Revised Appendix C - HOP Land Use Plan Map Information; 
19 4 . Revised Map 2.2 Hillside Land Use Plan; 
20 5. Revised Map 4.1 Roadway Connections; 
21 6. Revised Map 4.4 Existing/Proposed Trail Routes; 
22 7. Revised Map 5.6 Wastewater Soil Types; and 
23 8. Revised Map 5.7 Sewer Perimeter Boundary. 
24 
25 
26 Exception to Planning and Zoning Commission Recommendations 
27 The Administration recommends thatthe Assembly adopt the Hillside District Plan 
28 with the Planning and Zoning Commission revisions PZC Resolution 2009-047, 
29 with attachments, with one exception. 
30 
31 The staff supported recommendation for Policy 13-B is as follows: 
32 
33 "Permit the use of neighborhood wastewater treatment systems as a 
34 viable treatment technology for the Hillside District outside of the 
35 Recommended Maximum Perimeter of Public Sewerage after policies 
36 13-C, 13-D, 13-E, 13-F, 13-G, 13-H, and 13-Kare implemented." 
37 
38 Neighborhood systems are supported in the Plan only outside of the 
39 Recommended Maximum Perimeter of Public Sewerage provided that the 
40 Municipality increases its capacity to provide standards for the systems and 
41 assumes permitting and monitoring oversight. 
42 
43 The Planning and Zoning Commission proposed a change to Policy 13-B of the 
44 HDP as follows which would allow on-site neighborhood systems within the 
45 AWWU certificated service area under certain conditions (see Attachment A, 
46 Chapter 5, Item 6, Policy 13-B): 
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2 "Allow on-site cluster systems within the HOP area after policies 
3 13C-H and 13-K are implemented. 
4 
5 Within the AWWU perimeter of public sewerage, a proposal for any 
6 on-site cluster systems would be subject to a determination, 
7 through a site plan review, that the sewer extension would pose 
8 greater disturbances to terrain, wetlands, or bedrock than the 
9 cluster system. A maximum system of (10) units may be 

10 established by the municipal oversight authority. Any on-site cluster 
11 septic system would be subject to proper regulatory standards and 
12 environmental review." 
13 
14 The Administration does not support the amendment to Policy 13-B recommended 
15 by the Planning and Zoning Commission. Anchorage Water and Wastewater 
16 Utility Board of Directors stated neighborhood cluster systems should be 
17 discouraged except where an extreme need is demonstrated and adequate 
18 safeguards are in place to protect the public health and safety. (See Attachment 
19 2, AWWU letter dated December 7, 2009, AWWU Board Resolution No. 2008-
20 02(8) dated March 12, 2008, and Conditions for Implementation of Neighborhood 
21 "Cluster" Wastewater Systems.) AWWU plans to withdraw its certificated service 
22 area boundary from locations where neighborhood systems are allowed, in order 
23 to clearly delineate responsibility and avoid an inefficient patchwork of various 
24 service providers. In addition, there is concern related to the increased potential 
25 for subsurface disposal system failure in such environmentally sensitive areas as 
26 wetlands and shallow bedrock terrain. 
27 
28 
29 Implementation 
30 
31 Some of the implementation measures described in the HOP are already included 
32 in the provisionally approved Title 21 Rewrite and updates to the Design Criteria 
33 Manual. Other policies, such as the Trails Map 4.4 replacing the Areawide Trails 
34 Plan Map for the Hillside, the adoption of the Land Use Plan Map, and the updated 
35 boundary of the Recommended Maximum Perimeter of Public Sewerage are 
36 implemented immediately through the HOP with this adopting ordinance. 
37 
38 However, with approval of the Hillside District Plan, it is anticipated there will be 
39 some additions to the standards in Title 21, and additions or modifications to other 
40 municipal administrative policy documents requiring additional steps as part of the 
41 implementation process. In some instances, new systems or programs must be 
42 created to implement plan policies. Two examples are the Hillside District Funding 
43 & Management Entity and the establishment of the Well Water Protection 
44 Program. In these instances, HOP adoption is the first step; additional work, 
45 including work with the general public and Hillside residents , is needed. Finally, 
46 some recommendations, such as the extension of the Parks and Recreation 
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Service Area, require an ordinance and affirmative public vote prior to 
implementation. 

In order to adopt the Hillside District Plan as an element of the Municipality's 
Comprehensive Plan, this ordinance amends both the existing Anchorage 
Municipal Code chapter 21.05, and the equivalent provisions in the recently 
adopted revision to Title 21. The recently adopted section to be amended is 
identified as AO 2006-172, Attachment A (section 21 .01.080 B.), which is not 
intended to take effect until the remaining chapters in the rewrite of Title 21 are 
adopted. 

THE ADMINISTRATION SUPPORTS THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE 
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION IN RESOLUTION 2009-047 REVISION 
EXCEPT AS MODIFIED, FOR POLICY 13-B, IN THIS ORDINANCE; AND 

THE ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDS APPROVAL OF AN ORDINANCE 
ADOPTING AND IMPLEMENTING THE HILLSIDE DISTRICT PLAN AS AN 
ELEMENT OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, AMENDING ANCHORAGE 
MUNICIPAL CODE SECTIONS 21.05.030 AND 21.05.120 TO ADD THE 
HILLSIDE DISTRICT PLAN, AND AMENDING ANCHORAGE ORDINANCE 2006-
172, ATTACHMENT A, TO REVISE PROVISIONALLY ADOPTED 
SECTION 21.01.080. 

Prepared by: Tyler P. Robinson, Planning Department and 
JoAnn B. Contreras, Planning Department 

Approved by: 
Concurred by: 

Jerry T. Weaver, Jr., Acting Director, Planning Department 
Greg Jones, Executive Director 

Concurred by: 
Concurred by: 
Respectfully submitted: 

Office of Community Planning & Development 
Dennis A. Wheeler, Municipal Attorney 
George J . Vakalis, Municipal Manager 
Daniel A Sullivan, Mayor · 

Attachments: 1. Planning and Zoning Commission Resolution No. 2009-047, with 
Attachment A 

2. Anchorage Water and Wastewater Utility Letter to Planning and Zoning 
Commission dated December 7, 2009 

3. Planning and Zoning Commission Minutes of June 15, 2009 
4. Planning and Zoning Commission Minutes of August 31, 2009 
5. Planning and Zoning Commission Minutes of October 12, 2009 
6. Planning and Zoning Commission Staff Report of June 15, 2009 
7. Planning and Zoning Commission Issue-Response of August 31, 2009 
8. Planning and Zoning Commission Issue-Response of October 12, 2009 
9. Comments Received 
10. Hillside District Plan Public Hearing Draft dated May 7, 2009 
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Submitted by: Chairman of the Assembly 
At the Request of 
the Mayor 

Prepared by: Department of Community 
Planning 

For Reading: 

Anchorage, Alaska 
AO No. 84- 21 (as amended) 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE ZONING MAP AND PROVIDING FOR THE 
REZONING FROM U (UNRESTRICTED) TO R-6 (SUBURBAN RESIDENTIAL), 
R-7 (INTERMEDIATE RURAL RESIDENTIAL), R-10 SL (ALPINE/SLOPE 
RESIDENTIAL WITH SPECIAL LIMITATIONS), R-3 SL (MULTIPLE­
FAMILY RESIDENTIAL WITH SPECIAL LIMITATIONS) , B-4 SL (RURAL 
BUSINESS WITH SPECIAL LIMITATIONS) , PLI (PUBLIC LANDS AND 
INSTITUTIONS), AND W (WATERSHED) FOR SECTIONS 1, 2, 3, 4, 
10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 22, 23 AND 24 OF R3W, T11N, S.M., 
AND 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 16, 17 AND 18 OF R2W, T11N, S.M., OR 
PORTIONS THEREOF; AS DEPICTED IN EXHIBIT A, GENERALLY 
LOCATED EAST OF THE OLD SEWARD HIGHWAY AND SOUTH OF LITTLE 
RABBIT CREEK, COMMONLY REFERRED TO AS THE SOUTH ANCHORAGE, 
G-5 AREA, CONTAINING 10,000 ACRES MORE OR LESS. (RABBIT 
CREEK COMMUNITY COUNCIL) 

THE ANCHORAGE ASSEMBLY ORDAINS: 

SECTION 1. The zoning map is amended by designat­
ing sections 1, 2, 3, 4, 10, 11, 12 13, 14, 15, 22, 23, and 
24 of R3W, T11N, S.M., and 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 16, 17, and 18 
of R2W, T11N, S.M., or portions thereof, R-lA (Single-Family 
Residential with Special Limitations), R-6 (Suburban Resi­
dential), R-7 (Intermediate Rural Residential), R-7 
(Intermediate Rural Residential with Special Limitations), 
R-10 SL (Alpine/Slope Residential), R-3 SL (Multiple-Family 
Residential with Special Limitations), B-4 SL (Rural 
Business with Special Limitations), PLI (Public Lands and 
Institutions), and W (Watershed) as depicted in Exhibit A 
attached. 

SECTION 2. The R-3 SL district established by 
Section 1 shall be subject to the following special limita­
tions establishing design standards for the property: 
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Resolution No. 061-84 
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A. DEVELOPMENT SHALL CONFORM TO A SITE PLAN REVIEWED 
AND APPROVED AS FOLLOWS: 

1. The authority designated by ordinance shall 
review the site plan in accordance with the 
standards in these special limitations. 

2. The authority reviewing a site plan may impose 
conditions upon the approval of the site plan 
that it finds necessary to: 

a. Conform the site plan to the standards in 
these special limitations; or 

b. Enforce the development of the site in 
accordance with the site plan, including but 
not limited to, requiring: 

0 

0 

the recording of negative easements, 
development rights transfers, or cove­
nants, conditions and restrictions 
governing the use of the site; 

the posting of a performance guarantee 
for the provision of site improvements as 
provided in Anchorage Municipal Code 
21.87.030. 

3. Site Plan review shall consist of two phases . 
The first phase will review a Master Site Plan 
to locate the public facilities infrastructure, 
demonstrate residential density distribution 
patterns , establish general phasing plans and 
buffering. The second phase will review a 
Final Site Plan to establish the final details 
of the project. 

4. A Master Site Plan is subject to approval by 
the Planning and Zoning Commission after a 
Public Hearing. Notice of the Public Hearing 
shall be given in the manner provided for 
zoning map amendments. A Final Site Plan is 
subject to approval by the Director of 
Community Planning without a public hearing in 
the same manner as a cluster housing develop­
ment Final Site Plan under Section 
21 .45.190I.2.h(1). Upon the applicant's 
request, the Planning and Zoning Commission may 
combine a Final Site Plan review with its 
review of a Master Site Plan. 
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5. No building or structure shall be constructed 
or placed on the property and no existing vege­
tation on the property shall be cleared except 
in accordance with a site plan approved by the 
Planning and Zoning Commission in accordance 
with this section and the provisions incor­
porated by reference herein. Prior to that 
approval, the Planning Director may approve 
specific limited clearing of vegetation for 
utility placements, access road construction, 
soil testing, well drilling, surveying or to 
collect other data necessary for plan approvals 
which he finds will not circumvent the intent 
of these special limitations. 

6. A Notice of Zoning Action shall be recorded 
with the District Recorder's Office within 30 
days of Assembly approval of this ordinance to 
provide notice that these parcels are regulated 
by the Special Limitations of this section. A 
legal description and the approved number of 
dwelling units shall be included for every 
tract or parent tract. No building permit may 
be issued prior to recording this notice. 

7. An application to modify a site plan shall be 
reviewed in the same manner as an application 
for site plan approval, provided that if the 
reviewing authority determines that the pro­
posed modifications to a Master Site Plan will 
have minimal off-site impacts, no public 
hearing on the modification is required. The 
authority that approved a site plan may modify 
the site plan: 

a. When changed conditions cause the site plan 
no longer to confonn to the standards in 
these special limitations. 

b. To implement a different development plan 
confonning to the standards in these special 
1 imitations. 

8. An appeal from a decision of the Planning and 
Zoning Commission regarding a site plan under 
these special limitations shall be brought in 
accordance with Section 21 .30.010-.100. An 
appeal from a decision of the Community 
Planning Director on Final Site Plan Approval 
shall be treated as an application to the · 
Planning and Zoning Commission for Master Site 
Plan approval. 
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B. MASTER SITE PLAN 

1 . Submission Requirements 

a. ·The ·applicant shall submit 18 copies of the 
Master Site Plan to the Community Planning 
Department, supported by a narrative iden­
tifying the considering principal environ­
mental constraints and major engineering/ 
design features affecting development, and 
documenting the improvements required to 
develop the project in accordance with the 
standards in this section. To the extent 
practicable, these constraints and design 
considerations shall be indicated on the 
site plan. 

b. Before submitting the Master Site Plan to 
the Planning and Zoning Commission, the 
applicant shall submit the plan to any Com­
munity Council whose boundaries contain part 
of the area subject to the site plan. The 
Community Council will have 30 days to 
review and comment upon the site plan, or a 
longer time agreed upon by the Applicant and 
the Council. 

c. The site plan shall generally identify: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

the type, availability and location of 
public facilities and utilities; 

the total number of proposed dwelling 
units; 

th~ location, distribution and density of 
housing types; 

site design measures necessary to mini­
mize impacts to adjacent areas and criti­
cal environmental features, to ensure 
proper service to the area of development, 
and to illustrate compliance with the 
Design Standards; 

the configuration and final ownership of 
the proposed open space and roadway cir­
culation systems. 
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2. Design Standards 

a. No site plan shall be approved under this 
section unless it conforms to the following 
policies in addition to the applicable pro­
visions of Title 21: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

The site plan shall conform to the Com­
prehensive Plan in the manner provided by 
Anchorage Municipal Code Chapter 21 .05, 
and conform to the Hillside Wastewater 
Management Plan, including the transition 
area standards of Technical Report #3 of 
the Hillside Wastewater Management Plan. 

Existing vegetation shall be retained 
unless its removal is specifically 
approved as provided in these special 
limitations. Natural vegetation supple­
mented as necessary by planting shall be 
used as a buffer to surface water bodies 
and adjacent to developed residential 
areas of lower densities. 

The site design shall reflect hydrology, 
wind conditions, soil and bedrock con­
ditions and other environmental factors. 

The total number of dwelling units in 
the area subject to the site plan shall 
not exceed that permitted by the use 
district for that area. 

The site plan shall conform to the stan­
dards for public facilities and open space 
in Attachment A, incorporated by reference 
herein. 

C. FINAL SITE PLAN 

1. Submission requirements 

a. Unless a Final Site Plan and a Master Site 
Plan have been scheduled for common review, 
a Final site Plan may be submitted only 
after a Master Site Plan for the subject 
property has been approved by the Planning 
and Zoning Commission. The submission 
requirements for a Final Site Plan are the 
same as for a cluster housing development 
Final Site Plan under section 21 .45.190 I 2 
( g) • 
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b. Any elements of the Public Facilities and 
Open Space Design Standards not fully 
resolved in the Master Site Plan shall be 
satisfied in the Final Site Plan Approval. 

c. A final site plan need not address all of 
the property included within the Master Site 
Plan. 

SECTION 3. The R-10 SL district established by 
Section 1 shall be subject to the following special limita­
tions establishing design standards for the property: 

A. Lot shall have a minimum area of 54,450 square feet 
(1-1/4 acres), including 1/2 the area of abutting 
dedicated rights-of-way. 

B. Property situated within the southeast quarter of 
Section 13 is exempt from the requirements of A if 
developed through the cluster development process. 

SECTION 4. The B-4 SL district established by 
Section 1 shall be subject to the following special limita­
tions regarding the uses of the property: 

A. Only the following principal uses and structures are 
permitted: · 

1. grocery stores, delicatessens and food specialty 
shops; 

2. meat and seafood markets; 
3. retail bakeries; 
4. hardware stores; 
S. shoe repair shops; 
6. bookstores and stationery stores; 
7. drugs tores; 
8. self-service laundry and self-service dry 

cleaning shops; 
9. beauty shops; 

1 0. barbershops; 
11. restaurants, tearooms, cafes, and other places 

serving food or beverages* conducted entirely 
within fully enclosed buildings, but specifi­
cally excluding any drive-in eating facilities; 

12. knit shops, yarn shops, dry goods, dress-making 
and notions stores; 

13. small appliance repair shops; 
14. photography studios, art studies; 
15. post offices; 
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16. 

1 7. 
1 8. 
1 9. 

20. 
21 . 

22. 

23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 

34. 
35. 

36. 

* 

on-premises dry cleaning establishments using a 
perchlorethylene process or similar nonflam­
mable, nonaqueous solvent, provided, however, 
that large commercial and industrial laundry 
and dry cleaning plants are prohibited; 
laundry and dry cleaning pickup stations; 
single-family and two-family dwellings ; 
noncommercial parks , playgrounds, and govern­
ment buildings in keeping with the character of 
the district; 
libraries; 
medical and dental offices; and offices of 
attorneys, accountants, engineers and other 
professions regulated under State Law; 
family residential care, day care and 24-hour 
child care facilities; . 
insurance and real estate offices; 
retail food stores and liquor stores;* 
department or variety stores; 
clothing store; 
furniture and home appliances store; 
catalog showroom; 
music and record store; 
hobby store; 
£loris t; 
gift and card shop; 
bank or similar financial activity with predo­
minant service to local depositors and custo­
mers, not including drive-in facilities; 
frozen food locker; 
local administration offices for charitable and 
eleemosynary agencies of a noncommercial 
nature; 
sporting goods stores and bicycle shops. 

Uses involving the sale, dispensing or service 
of alcoholic beverages may be permitted by 
Conditional Use only. 

B. The following uses and structures are prohibited : 

1. drive-in eating establishments ; 
2. commercial recreation establishments, including, 

bowling alleys, pool halls, amusement arcades and 
the like; 
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SECTION 5. The B-4 SL district established by 
Section 1 shall be subject to the following special limita­
tions establishing design standards for the property: 

A. Development of the property shall conform to a site 
plan approved by the Anchorage Planning and Zoning 
Commission. The Commission shall review the pro­
posed site plan for the subject property as an 
Appearance Request (with a public hearing), and 
approve the site plan if the Commission finds that 
it conforms to this ordinance and the design stan­
dards for conditional uses set forth in Anchorage 
Municipal Code 21 .50.020 A and B. 

B. 

1 . 

2. 

Minimum yard requi rem en ts: 

residential uses: 

a. front yard: 20 ft. 
b. side yard: 5 ft. 
c. rear yard: 10 ft. 

all other uses: 

a. front yard: 20 feet, provided however, that no 
structure shall be built closer than 30 feet 
from the centerline of any Class I street, nor 
closer than 40 feet from the centerline of any 
Class II street as designated on the Official 
Streets and Highways Plan; 

b. side yard: 10 feet, where the lot adjoins a 
residential district boundary; otherwise, none, 
provided, however, that if any side yard is 
provided, it shall be not less than five feet 
the purpose being that adjoining commercial 
buildings shall either directly abut or shall 
maintain a minimum of five feet between such 
buildings; 

c. rear yard: 25 feet. 

C. Maximum lot coverage by all buildings: 50%; 

D. Maximum height of structures. Except as otherwise 
provided in.this Title, no portion of a principal 
structure shall exceed 25 feet in height. 

--· ···-- ----------- ·- . --- -··-- . 
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E. Signs. Signs may be allowed in connection with any 
permitted use, subject to . the provisions of the 
supplementary district regulations, however, no sign 
shall be visible from the New Seward Highway. 

F. Ground cover. All areas not devoted to buildings, 
structures, drives, walks or off-street parking 
facilities or other authorized installations shall 
be covered with one or more of the following: gra­
vel, concrete or asphaltic compound, lawn grass, 
shrubbery, trees or other suitable ground cover 
materials. A parking lot landscaping plan shall be 
submitted and approved by the Community Planning 
Department. 

G. All adjacent uses shall be buffered in accordance 
with the standards of the Hillside Wastewater 
Management Plan. 

H. At least thirty (30) percent of the site shall be 
open space, including the buffer zone. Parking, 
roads and easements shall not be included as part 
of this open space requirement. 

SECTION 6. The R-7/SL district established by 
Section 1 shall be subject to the following special ·1imi ta­
tions establishing design standards for the property: 

1. The average dwelling units per acre shall be not 
greater than 0.8. 

2. The minimum lot size is 20,000 square feet. 

3. Only single-family detached structures are per­
mitted. 

SECTION 7. The R-lA/SL district established by 
Section 1 shall be subject to the following special limita­
tions establishing design standards for the property: 

1 • For parcels within the north half of the northeast 
quarter of Section 14: 

a. Development of the parcel shall proceed under a 
site plan conforming to 21 .190.1.2 and the 
requirements of the 'Design Standards' subsection 
of Section 2 of this ordinance. 
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2. For parcels within the northeast quarter of Section 
14 and the northwest quarter of Section 13: 

a. Development of the parcel shall proceed under a 
site plan conforming to 21.190 .1.2 and the 
requirements of the 'Design Standards' subsec­
tion of Section 2 of this ordinance. 

b. Development shall proceed in accordance with 
rural residential densities (21.40.080, 100 -
110) in areas not within the 'Recommended maxi­
mum perimeter of Public Sewerage' specified in 
Map 9 of the Hillside Wastewater Management 
Plan. · 

SECTION 8. The special limitations set forth in 
this ordinance prevail over any inconcistent provisions of 
Title 21 of the Anchorage Municipal Code, unless specifi­
cally provided otherwise. All provisions of Title 21 of the 
Anchorage Municipal Code not specifically affected by a spe­
cial limitation set forth in this ordinance shall apply in 
the same manner as if the district classification applied by 
this ordinance were not subject to special limitations. 

SECTION 9. The Director of Community Planning 
shall change the zoning map accordingly. 

SECTION 10. This ordinance shall be effective ten 
days after passage and approval. 

PASSED ANQ APPROVED by the Ancporage Assembly this 
/;271, day of~~ , 198~. 

c~~11~ 
ATTEST: 

mm3/pao1 
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ATTACHMENT A 

Public Facilities and Open Space Design Standards 

1. "The developer shall submit detailed roadway circula­
tion, storm drainage, water and sewerage plans con­
s is tent with the requirements of these limitations. 
The Planning Commission shall approve these plans con­
s is tent with the requirements of these special limita­
tions and such other conditions as the Commission may 
impose to meet the intent of these limitations and to 
achieve the intent of these standards. Municipal 
departments shall review final roadway circulation, 
s corm drainage and water sewerage plans, engineering 
design, operational maintenance costs consistent 
with the requirements imposed by the Commission and 
consistent with adopted standards and criteria of the 
Municipality. The results of · the review shall be 
available to the Commission when it reviews the master 
plan." 

Public facilities shall be designed and constructed to 
have minimal impacts on adjacent residential areas. 
Where good engineering practice dictates that the data 
required by this section be compiled or reviewed by a 
civil engineer, such data shall be submitted only with 
certification from a Registered Alaskan Civil 
Engineer. All utility lo cat ions, installations, 
material, and sizing shall be approved by the utility 
with jurisdiction prior to Master Site plan approval. 
Each utility shall submit a summary of their review , 
including a cost analysis, to the Planning Commission. 
Public facilities shall provide essential public ser­
vices in a safe, convenient and economical way, in 
accordance with the following standards : 

a. Water 

The site plan shall include information 
demonstrating that the domestic and fire flow water 
needs for the proposed area of development have 
been met. This information shall demonscrate that 
aquifer sources utilized by adjacent areas will not 
be adversely affected by the supplying of water to 
the proposed development and that the supply can be 
maintained . over a sustained period· of time. A 
24-hour rated pump test shall be required. 
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Sewerac;e 

Tr.~ site pJ.an shall include a plan for sewe«age . 
This plan shall conform to the Hillside Wastewater 
Management Plan in the designation of proposed 
trunk and 19.teral improvement districts. In addi­
tion, development shall not proceed until aewera~e 
facilities are available, except for t~one parcels 
and structures for which the Commission ha~ deter­
mined that pu~lic sewerage facilities are not 
re~uired and on-site facilities have been approved 
by DHEP. 

Storm Water Drainaee 

To the extent practicable, the nite plan shall 
ensure that storm water is retained on-site. Storm 
water drainaee/water quality manaBement plans are 
subject to the review of the Depart~ent of Public 
Works . The site plan shall conform to the 
following stanQards: 

1. Development shall be ruffered by not less than 
a 65-foot creek matn~enance eaaement aQjacent 
t~ rna~0r surface water sources. (Such major 
water sources include those identified in the 
Wetlands Management Plan as Conservation or 
Preservation wetlands, those listed on the 
Flood Hazard Insurance Maps, those 10cated i~ 
the Coastal Zone Management Plan, or those 
determined to be significant in terms of water 
resources, dral.nage, flood prevention, or 
natural resources by the Planning and Zoning 
Commission.) The easement shall be 65 feet rn 
Each side of the mean high waterl~ne of thF 
stream or water body. 

2. An erosion and sedimentation plan for tne site 
shall be subject to approval by the Departmeut 
of Public Works. The erosion and se1imen­
tation control plan shall conform to Anchorage 
Municipal Code and to the following stand~rda : 

Meas~res shall be implemented to attenuate 
flows, remove oil, Breaae and otner petro­
leum products and filter suspended ~ediment 
from the project's storm water 1rainaBe 
Rtrur,tures prior to discharge into any 
natural body of water o: into a municioal 
drainar,e structure which in turn disch~rP,es 
untreated storm water into a natural body 
of water. Di~charge to surface bodies of 
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-~ d. Circulation 

The site plan shall include a circulation plan 
identifying the residential and collector streets 
of the proposed project. Interior residential 
streets may be realigned during Final Site Plan 
Review (provided that the realignment does not 
constitute an evasion of the intent of the master 
plan in the opinion of the reviewing authority. 
The circulation review shall conform to the 
following standard : With the exception of essen­
tial through connections, circulation for the pro­
posed development shall be within the boundaries of 
that development~ The Department of Public Works 
shall review and submit its findings on the cir­
culation plan to the Planning Commission. 

2. Open Space 

A minimum of fifty percent of the site shall be re­
tained as usable open space. Usable open space means 
open space within a proposed development site 
excluding areas devoted to roadways, parking, decks, 
balconies, buildings, and artificial surfaces. This 
open space may be used as a buffer between rural resi­
dential areas and high de.nsity urban development, and 
when so used shall follow the policies of the Hillside 
Wastewater Management Plan. Dedicated usable open 
space may include publicly dedicated park land when it 
is within the same zoning boundary and Master Plan. 
The open space shall be designated on the site plan as 
undisturbed open space or landscaped open space, Both 
undisturbed and landscaped open space shall be noted 
as common open space or private open space. As pro­
vided by the approved· site plan, all common open space 
shall be dedicated to the public or conveyed to the 
surrounding or adjacent home owners association. 
Usable open space may include publicly dedicated 
parkland when it is within the same zoning boundary 
and master plan. Private open space which is 
undisturbed may be required to be contained in a sce­
nic easement. Undisturbed open space shall coincide 
with critical environmental features. The Planning 
and Zoning Commission may require additional open 
space if they find it necessary to provide adequate 
buffers between the conflicting residential areas. 

3. Where a Master Plan encompasses less than all the land 
in the R-3 SL district established in Section 1, the 
Commission may permit a number of dwelling units con­
sistent with: 
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~ i. an equitable allocation of that number of uni ts 
to various areas within that de$cription in light 
of the intent of these· special limitations. 

ii. the number of dwelling units permitted within the 
legal description, computed by multiplying the 
permitted number of units per acre by the number 
of acres in that legal description. 

mm3/mao4 
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APPRAISAL INFORMATION 
Legal VIEWPOINT SOUTH 

TR A1 

# Descr VACANT LAND 
SiteAddr 

RELATED GAMA PARCELS 
XRef Leased 

1~~~;~~i:~11i~~::; 1 rr.,,. 1 
REZONE 

1~~~1~]l 

BZAP 

Case Number 
Case Type 

Legal 

Case Number 
Action Type 

Legal 

Permit Number 
Project 

Work Desc 

Use 

PARCEL INFORMATION 

Parcel 020-281-46-000 
Owner POTIER CREEK DEVELOPMENT LLC 

3801 CENTERPOINT DR#104 
ANCHORAGE AK 99503 0000 

Cross Reference (XRef) Type Legend 
Econ. Link Replat Uncouple 

E = Old to New R = Old to New U = Old to New 
I = l~ew to Old F= New to Old Q = l~ew to Old 

Renumber Combine Lease 
N = New to Old C = New to Old L = GIS to Lease 
X = Old to New P = Old to New M = Lease to GIS 

#of Parcels 

Grid 

Hearing Date 

Proposed Lots 0 
Action Date 

Get "Type" explanation 

Bring up this form focused 
on the related parcel 

Existing Lots 

I 002s_3s't~j'c~:';,_ 

~b~~b~~;~ftJ::'::-:: 
Action No. 84-105 

Action Date 07 /10/1984 
Resolution Status APR 

Type SP 
Ruling Approved 
Site Plan .-: ·: ·. -~:-:··:F,,:·:· r::\ -~,:-:· 

Business 
Address 

LicenseWpe 
Status 

Applic~~~sd~~~: ~-~~.: .-, :-. -.. ~-:~--~--::'.:~~ 
1 

.. >-. ·-·_,:,;._,.:·_I 
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OWNER 
POTTER CREEK DEVELOPMENT LLC 

3801 CENTERPOINT DR #104 
Al~CHORAGE AK 9950: 0000 

Deed 3212 0000059 
CHANGES: Deed Date Mar 17. 1998 

NameDate Mar31.1998 
Address Date Jul 05, 2007 

LEGAL 
VIEVVPOINT SOUTH 
TR A1 

Unit SQFT 1,484,960 
Plat 840403 

Zone R3SL 

PROPERTY INFO 

Grid SW3638 

# Type Land Use 

PARCEL INFORMATION 

PARCEL 
Parcel ID 020-281-46-000 

Status 
Renumber ID 000-000-00-00000 

SiteAddr 
Comm Cone! RABBIT CREEK 

Comments REF 020-281-44 

TAXING 
2011 Tax 5,634.36 Balance 0.00 District 042 

HISTORY 
Assmt Final 
Assmt Final 
Assmt Final 
Exemptions 
State Credit 

Tax Final 

Year 
2009 
2010 
2011 

Building 
0 
0 
0 

SALES DATA 
Mon Year Price 

Land 
444.000 
444,000 
444,000 

Source 

Total 

444,000 
444,000 
444,000 

0 
0 

444,000 

Type 
ro1-TRESIDENTIAL ___ j;\/AcANT LAN_D _ ___ ! 
; ll li : 

r ! ! l · i i 
1 

I II i 1
1 I i ;j \; I 

!! Ii i I 
1

1 Ii I : 
!l ll I 
l! i ! 
!i 11 i 

I 1. i ii ! 
! ! II i i: ! 
!.....__._. --" ----- - ---- - - --------~----------' 

,01 
# i 

i 

I 

',·: Ii. ; 1 

; I ,: i \___-------------------------' 
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PARCEL INFORMATION 

APPRAISAL INFORMATION 
Legal VIEWPOINT SOUTH Parcel 020·281 ·50-000 # D TR A-4 Owner POTTER CREEK DEVELOPMENT LLC 

-~·-·--··· 

# Descr VACANT LAND 3801 CENTERPOINT DR STE 104 
Site Addr 6520 ENGLAND AVE ANCHORAGE AK 99503 ODDO 

RELATED CAMA PARCELS Cross Reference (XRef) Type Legend 

XRef Leased Econ. Link Replat Uncouple 

~~~i~1l~i IC"'''1 
E = Old to l~ew R = Old to New U = Old to New 
I = New to Old F= New to Old Q = New to Old 

Renumber Combine Lease 
N = New to Old C = New to Old L = GIS to Lease 
X = Old to New P = Old to New M = Lease to GIS 

Get "Type" explanation 

Bring up this form focused 
on the related parcel 

REZONE 

Iii!~\~~, 

PERMITS 

I I~;~~\;' I 

Case Number 2000-025 #of Parcels 1 Hearing Date 06/05/2000 
Case Type Plans & Plan Amendments Hillside Wastewater Plan 

Legal A request to amend the Hillside Wastewater Management Plan to remove a 29.15 acre portion of 80.93 acres of 
Tract A-4, Viewpoint South Subdivision, located on the north side and east of Potter Valley Road and south of 
England Avenue. 

Case Number 511864 Grid SW3638 Proposed Lots 1 Existing Lots 3 
Action Type Subdivision & Vacation & Variance Action Date 12127/2010 

Legal Viewpoint South Subdivision, Tracts B-1 , B-2 & A-4 (Plat No. 98-020); located within the NW 1/4 of Section 14, 
T11 N, R3W, S.M., Alaska 

Permit Number 
Project 

Work Desc 

Use 

Action No. 2000-024 
Action Date 06105/2000 
Resolution 2000-055 

Business 
Address 

License Type 
Status 

Status DNY 
Type RZ 

Denied 
Re-Zone Ruling 

Applicants Name~~---~-. 
Conditions ·· · .. · :~· ;~ 1 

.\: '· ] 

167 



OWNER 
POTTER CREEK DEVELOPMENT LLC 

3801 CENTERPOINT DR STE 104 
ANCHORAGE AK 9950: 0000 

Deed 3212 0000059 
CHANGES: Deed Date Mar 17. 1998 

Name Date Mar 31 . 1998 
Address Date Jul 05, 2007 

LEGAL 
VIEWPOINT SOUTH 
TR A-4 

Unit SQFT 3,525,267 
Plat 980020 

Zone R3SL Grid S\1\13638 

PROPERTY INFO 

PARCEL INFORMATION 

I PARCEL 
Parcel ID 020-281-50-000 

Status 
Renumber ID 020-281-48-00000 

Site Addr 6520 ENGLAND A VE 
Comm Concl RABBIT CREEK 

Comments REF 020-281-45.47 

TAXINO 
2011 Tax 11 ,589.93 Balance 0.00 

HISTORY Year Building 
AssmtFinal 2009 0 
Assmt Final 2010 0 
Assmt Final 2011 0 
Exemptions 
State Credit 

Tax Final 

SALES DATA 

District 003 

Land 
822.200 
763,500 
763,500 

Total 

822,200 
763,500 
763,500 

0 
0 

763,500 

in°' : y.,1
1 

Price l r. _ _ Source ii _ _ i:_ype ii, 

i ! . i! ii 
LJ L _____ JL_ _ __ il __J 

# Type Land Use 
'101.i[RESiliENTIALi jVACANTLAND _ _____ _ ! 

i i ·- 1. ! 

q il ! 
I ii I ! 
! :1 i i 
i ti I I 
I :i I ! 

01 i 
# i ! 
__ ! 

I !\ I I 

LJJ 1! i '-------------------------' 
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I 
OWNER 
POTTER CREEK DEVELOPMENT LLC 

3801 CENTERPOINT DR STE 104 
ANCHORAGE AK 9950'. 0000 

Deed 3212 0000059 
CHANGES: Deed Date Mar 17. 1998 

Name Date Mar 31 . 1998 
Address Date Jul 05, 2007 

LEGAL 
VIEWPOINT SOUTH 
TR B-1 

Unit SQFT 626,349 
Plat 980020 

Zone R3SL 

PROPERTY INFO 
# Type 

ror-jjRESIDENTIAL 
q 

II 

U!I 
ii 
!! 
!I 

Grid SW3638 

PARCEL INFORMATION 

PARCEL 
Parcel ID 020-281-51-000 

Status 
Renumber ID 020-281-48-00000 

Site Addr 
Comm Cone! RABBIT CREEK 

Comments REF 020-281-45.47 

TAXINO 
2011 Tax 5,932.34 Balance 0.00 District 003 

HISTORY Year Building 
Assmt Final 2009 0 
AssmtFinal 2010 0 
Assmt Final 2011 0 
Exemptions 
State Credit 

Tax Final 

SALES DATA 
Mon Year Price 

Land 
390.800 
390,800 
390,800 

Source 

Total 

390,800 
390,800 
390.800 . 0 

0 
390,800 

Type 

r-nr--- ;! i! I 
; i ;J ;! ii i l __ l_,_ .J. ___ , __ , __ ; !_ ______ JL___, ____ j 

~! 

# ! i 
L_! 

I 
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ASHBURN &MASONr.c. 

LAWYERS 

DANI CROSBY • MATTHEW T . fn~DLEY • MERA MATTHEWS • DONALD W . MCCLINTOCK Ill 

A. WILLIAM SAUPE • MOIRA K. SMITH • jACOB A . SONNEBORN • THOMAS V. WANG • REBECCA A . W1NDT 

OF COUNSEL MARK E. ASHBURN • JULIAN l. MASON 111 

Via Email and Hand-Delivery: 

Planning & Zoning Commission 
Municipality of Anchorage 
4700 Elmore Road 
Anchorage, AK 99507 

June 3, 2011 

Attn: Jerry Weaver, Jr., Director 
Email: WeaverJT@.ci.anchorage.ak.us 

RE: Cases: S-11864-1 and Rezone Case: 2011-032 

Dear Members of the Planning & Zoning Commission: 

RECEIVED 
JUN 0 3 201i 

COMMUNITY Dt:'"VEl.O?MENr DEPT 

This finn has been requested by Potter Creek Development to draw your attention 
to the Assembly's ac6on on May 24, 2011 in passing Anchorage Ordinance 2011-4 (S). 
The Assembly's decision bears directly on and controls the secondary access issue raised 
by Fire Plan Review requiring a secondary access for this Project1 by resolving the issue 
at a legislative level. These requirements should be deleted . from an otherwise very 
detailed and thorough analysis by staff of the plat and rezone request. 

As the record shows and as is intuitive to anyone who has lived in Anchorage over 
the last few decades, our topographically diverse community contains many major 
collector roads that only have one way in or out. Examples are in the record (R. 307 to 
316), but it does not require a Google map to recognize that collector roads such as Eagle 
River Road, Hiland Road, Yosemite Drive (where the new Eagle River High School was 

1 Case S-11864-1: R.9 Finding 17, and R. 15 and Staffs Recommendation for 
Approval Condition C.3 in R .25: "Providing a second access prior to recording a final 
plat". It resolves the need for the Effective Clause in Case 2011-032: R.15. "This 
rezoning shall not become effective until the applicant has resolved road construction for 
secondary access.to the property." 

1117 WEST 9TH AVENUE. SUITE 100 , ANCHORAGE , AK 99501 • TEL 907 .176.4331 • FAX 907 .177.8135 

170 



Jerry Weaver, Jr. 
Page 2 
June 3, 2011 

(-
ASHBURN ~.MASON r e 

built recently with Fire Department approval), Stuckagain Heights and the Alyeska 
Highway in Girdwood have all enjoyed multiple subdivision grmvth over the last fe\v 
decades. These roads for various reasons will never be able to secure a secondary access. 

The Assembly approval of AO 2011-4 (S) bas directly repudiated the effort of the 
Anchorage Fire Department to selectively apply the International Fire Code ("IFC") to 
developments along Potter Valley Road. As a result, the requirement for Approval 
Condition C.3 and the above referenced findings and Effective Clause should be deleted 
by the Conunission. 

AO 2011-4 (S) changes the applicable building and other model code provisions in 
the Municipality to the 2009 edition. A substantial part of the controversy around the 
original A0-2011-4 was the adaptation of these uniform codes to local conditions by 
local amendments. One code provision under the IFC that was addressed by local 
amendment was Section D107.l. D107 .l in the 2009 code as vvell as its earlier iterations 
back to at least 2000 provided: 

Developments of one-or two-family dwellings where the number of dwelling units 
exceeds 30 shall be provided with separate and approved fire apparatus access 
roads and shall meet the requirements of section D 104.3 

Certain exceptions to this requirement existed including sprinklers or the exercise 
of discretion by the fire code official. 

At some point, the fire code officials began construing D 107 .1 to mean that 
separate subdivisions along a collector should be aggregated to see whether the 30 
dwelling threshold was exceeded and in particular applied that interpretation to 
developments along Potter Valley Road. The inequity of that application is obvious 
unless the intent of the fire department was to essentially stop development along huge 
swaths of Anchorage; certainly giving piecemeal exceptions would hot be fair and would 
treat different developments differently . 

This issue was addressed and resolved by the Assembly on May 24, 2011 in AO 
2011-4 (S). Section 2 provides that it is immediately effective upon "passage and 
approval." It clearly is the applicable law to this development. 
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Jerry Weaver, Jr. 
Page 3 
June 3, 2011 

ASHBURN &MA.SONPc. 

The local amendments approved are attached in pertinent part and provided three 
new exceptions to the requirement in D 107 .1 2

. The one that is pertinent is exception #4 : 

4. The number of dwelling units within multiple developments connected by 

access streets or peripheral streets (defined by 21.75.035) or any road with 

collector or greater status shall not be aggregated to determine whether a 

separate approved fire apparatus road is required. [emphasis added] 

As can be seen from the above, the Assembly has resolved the question of the fire 
department's reliance on this provision to require secondary access. Potter Valley Road 
is a collector. Although we are aware that the fire department feels strongly about the 
need for secondary access, we also believe that this is a conununity v,1ide problem that 
should not be selectively imposed on one developer. The petitioners have in fact already 
spent considerable funds securing an appropriation for construction of the secondary 
access only to have the appropriation vetoed at the State level. Since then, the 
Municipality has dropped this project as a priority as is their political prerogative; 
hmvever, it is not fair or equitable to transfer that responsibility onto one development. 

We understand the concerns of the Fire Department as they relate to health and 
safety issues; hmve·ver, there are other methods available to address them. These include, 
as outlined in the record, incorporation into the project CC&R's the principles listed in 
the MOA Fire-Wise program. 

Please delete condition C.3 from Case S-11864-1 and the Effective Clause in the 
Rezone Case 2011-32 from your vote of approval. At the hearing \Ve \vill propose the 
deletions from your findings consistent with this result. 

2 The hand written clerks notes are also attached for reference and provide regarding the added 
exceptions: "Amend 23 .45.D107 .1. ... These exceptions shall not require the installation of an approved 
automatic sprinkler system or a secondary access road. 
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Jerry Weaver, Jr. 
Page 4 
June 3, 2011 

Attachments 
DWM:haw 

Cc: Margaret O'Brien 
David Grenier 
cljent 

p:lcl icntsll 031 J lpzlencr0603201 J iinal.docx 

(' 
ASHBURN c:::;r_.MASONPc 

Very truly yours, 

ASHB1JRN & MASON, P.C. 

lh-/ 
Donald W. McCEntock 
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CLERK'S OFFICE 
AMENDED AND APPROVED 

D11te1 5" ).I/~! I 
IMMEDIATE RECONSIDERATION 

Submitted by: 

Prepared by: 

For reading: 

FAILED 5-24-11 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 

AO No. 2011-4($) 

Chair of the Assembly at the 
Request of the Mayor 
Community Development 
Department 
April 26, 2011 

AN ORDINANCE REPEALING AND REENACTING ANCHORAGE MUNICIPAL 
CODE TITLE 23 TO ADOPT 2009 AND OTHER RECENT EDITIONS, AND 
ADOPTING LOCAL AMENDMENTS OF THE FOLLOWING CODES: 
ADMINISTRATIVE; BUILDING; MECHANICAL; PLUMBING; ELECTRICAL; FIRE; 
FIRE PROTECTION SERVICE OUTSIDE SERVICE AREAS; ENERGY 
CONSERVATION; EXISTING BUILDINGS; ABATEMENT OF DANGEROUS 
BUILDINGS; SAFETY CODE FOR ELEVATORS AND ESCALATORS; SAFETY 
STANDARD FOR PLATFORM LIFTS AND STAIRWAY CHAIRLIFTS; 
RESIDENTIAL; SCHOOL RELOCATABLES; MOBILE AIRCRAFT SHELTERS; 
GRADING, EXCAVATION AND FILL; AND FUEL GAS. 

THE ANCHORAGE ASSEMBLY ORDAINS: 

Section 1. Anchorage Municipal Code title 23 is hereby repealed in its entirety and 
reenacted to read as follows: 

TITLE 23 BUILDING CODES 
23.05 Building Regulations 
23.1 O Anchorage Administrative Code 
23.15 International Building Code, 2009 Edition, including Appendices 

A, C, G, and H 
23.20 International Mechanical Code, 2009 Edition 
23.25 Uniform Plumbing Code, 2009 Edition, including Appendices A, 

B, D, E, I, and L 
23.30 National Electrical Code, 2008 Edition, including the Appendices 
23.45 International Fire Code, 2009 Edition, including Appendices B-

G, I, J, and K 
23.55 Fire Protection Service Outside Service Areas 
23.60 International Energy Conservation Code, 2006 (~ Edition 
23.65 International Existing Building Code, 2009 Edition, including 

Appendix A 
23.70 Abatement of Dangerous Buildings Code 
23.75 American National Standards Institute/American Society of 

Mechanical Engineers ANSl/ASME A 17 .1 2007 Safety Code for 
Elevators and Escalators including Appendices 

23.76 American National Standards Institute/American Society of 
Mechanical Engineers ANSl/ASME A 18.1-2005 Safety Standard 
for Platform Lifts and Stairway Chairlifts 

23.85 International Residential Code, 2009 Edition . Chapters 1--10, 
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AO 2011-4(S) repealing & reenacting Title 23 to adopt 2009 building codes Page 126 of 227 

23.45.4603.4 Sprinkler systems. 
Add two new subsections as follows: 

4603.4.3 Group E occupancies. An approved automatic fire 
extinguishing or fire sprinkler system shall be installed in a Group E 
occupancy in accordance with section 903.2.3 as amended, whenever 
additions or level 2 or level 3 alterations are made to an existing 
structure containing an E Occupancy. 
4603.4.4 Pit sprinklers. Sprinklers shall be installed in the bottom of 
all existing elevator pits below the lowest projection of the elevator car 
but no higher than 24" from the bottom of the pit. 

23.45.4603.4 Sprinkler systems. 
Delete and 4603.4.2 in the last sentence and replace it with thru 4603.4.4. 

23.45.4603.6 Fire alarm systems. 
Amend section 4603.6 by adding the following to the end of the exception 

... meeting the minimum sound pressure levels: 65 dBA in occupancies 
in Group Rand 1-1 ; and 60 dBA in other occupancies. 

23.45.4603.6.5.i Group R-1 hotel and motel manual fire alarm system. 
Amend section 4603.6.5.1 by deleting exception #2. 

23.45.Chapter 47. 
Amend I FC chapter 4 7 by adding section D 107 as a referenced code section 
to IWUIC-09 under ICC. 

23.45.Appendices. 
Adopt appendices B through G, I, and J and new appendix K. 

23.45.0102.1 Access and loading. 
Amend section by deleting 75,000 pounds and replacing it with 80,000 pounds 
(36288 kg). 

23.45. 0107 .1 One- or two-family dwelling residential developments. 
Amend section 0107.1 by adding exception~ 3, 4 and 5 as follows : 

Exceptions: 

3. Where there are more than 30 but not more than 100 
dwelling units on a single public or private fire apparatus 
access road and all dwelling units are constructed in 
accordance with the International Wildland-Urban 
Interface code, access from two directions shall not be 
required . 

4. The number of dwelling units within multiple 
developments connected by access streets or 
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4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 . 
16 
17 23.45.APPENDIX K 

peripheral streets {defined by 21.75.035) or any road 
with collector or greater status shall not be 
aggregated to determine whether a separate 
approved fire apparatus road is required. 

A secondary access road shall not be required if it is 
determined by the municipal engineer that 
construction of such a road cannot practicably be 
built because of significant obstacles such as 
topographical conditions, public lands such as 
dedicated parks or other public lands with restricted 
access or other insurmountable obstacles that the 
municipal engineer finds to exist preventing 
construction of a secondary access road. 

18 Appendix of the IFC is revised by adding APPENDIX K as follows: 
19 
20 APPENDIX K 
21 FIRE PROTECTION SYSTEM STATUS REPORTING. 
22 K101 
23 General 
24 K101.1 Scope. Fire protection system service reports shall be in 
25 accordance with this appendix and all other applicable requirements of 
26 the International Fire Code. 
27 
28 K102 
29 Required Reporting 
30 
31 K102.1 Reporting. All fire service companies providing services in 
32 the Building Safety Service Area shall provide a legible copy of the fire 
33 system service report to the Division of Fire Prevention, Anchorage 
34 Fire Department. System service reports shall contain the following 
35 information: 
36 1. Company name, address, and phone number. 
37 2. Inspector's first and last name and State of Alaska Fire System 
38 Permit number issued under 13 AAC 50.035. 
39 3. Contact phone number: office and cell if available. 
40 4. System Status (1-4). 
41 5. Deficiencies shall be typed or legibly hand written and shall be 
42 printed text (no cursive/long hand handwriting). 
43 6. All reports shall have building name, occupancy inspected, and 
44 address clearly identified on the first page, and all subsequent 
45 pages shall have the building name and date of inspection on 
46 the top of the page. 
47 7. All reports shall have the building contact person's name and 
48 phone number on the front page. 
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Section 2. This ordinance shall be effective immediately upon passage and 
approval. 

PASSED AND APPROVED by the Anchorage Assembly this .. )'-/~.!::: day of~. 
2011. . () 

f)~~ 
Chair of the Assembly 

ATTEST: 

Municipal Clerk 
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Building code Amendments ... .. draft ..... 

···--

Amend section 23.15 .426.3 and other relevant citations referencing Residential care/Assisted 

living facilities to add language exempting small assisted living facilities (5 or fewer residents) 

from automatic sprinkler system requirement. 

Reason: Cost about $8,700 per home if on city water, additional $4,000.(for a water bladder in 

crawl space) if on private well. Current licensed facilities are ·exempt, so cost will be on any new 

facilities. MOA code now states such facilities must meet state regs which require "sufficient 

staff to evacuate each resident within 3 minutes; if sprinklers present residents have 15 

minut.es." This change expands MOA ·regulations in an area now managed by the state. Only 

known fire fatality in assisted living occurred in Fairbanks some time ago when resident using 

oxygen was also smoking. 

2. Amend Chapter 23.75 Ele·vator controls ~o extend timeline for compliance with emergency recall 

and in-car operation regulations. Extend compliance to give elevators with raise of 75 feet or 

more ten years to com.ply, and elevators with raise of25 to 75 feet"14 years to comply. 

Reason: Cost... .Existing language gives 5 years for elevators with raise of 75 feet, 7 years for those 

with raise of 25-75 feet. The cost to modernize is approximately $45 K pe.r hydraulic elevator and 

$100-lSOK per traction elevator. All ·new elevators come with these controls in place, so only 

impacts older existing elevators. There have been no known problems with existing elevators. 

/3 D 

· ~~ . 
ff'-. 3. Amend 23 .45.0107.1 One or two family dwelling residential developments, amend by adding--t1}1A.l?...e..... 

' cJhtibr"t:<.\~eex~eptions. ~k~ ~5 611~ ~ ~ fl-ve._, 
t n?f~ff ttT tOY'- tJ3 ~ °17?"...w-ed- C{,1.,._,JtD m~ ~ ~ (::rv- a_} 

.A"'.' Where there are l riule than 30 dwelli11g a11its CUI 111ected e11ti1elf' B',' a 3i11gle publi... 01 priv!l'te sec..o~~Y\. 

_interior ;treet, col-de-::.oc DI srnb sere et (defltlo::d by Zl. / 5.035) a secor1da1 9 ac~ess sha !I be O...C.CJJ...'4 ~ • 

. ~1;111i~9d. The number of dwelling units within multiple developments connected by access 

streets or peripheral streets (defined by 21.75.035.) or any road with collector or greater status 

shall not be aggregated to determine whether a separate approved fire apparatus.road is 

required. . . · . : L :~I 
A secondary access road shall not be required if it is determined by the~ engineer that .. / 

construction of such a road cannot practicably be built because of significant obstacles such as _ ....... -/ ,~ 

topographical conditions, public lands such as dedicated parks o~.~~~Jr public lands with ,,... ~ !~ 
restricted access or other insurmountable obstacles that the-ci+Y engineer finds to exist JJ'- ~\J-~ 
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Kimmel, Corliss A. 

From: Chambers, Angela C. 

Sent: Tuesday, June 07, 2011 7:56 AM 

To: 'Connie Yoshimura'; 'Tony Hoffman'; 'Dave Grenier'; 'Ric Davidge'; 'Donald W. McClintock' 

Cc : Kimmel, Corliss A. 

Subject: RE: questions on 8118641 Potter Highlands 

Connie, 

Thank you. I will place this in the file for the record. I am assuming you want this in the file for both the 
rezone and the plat, as our recommendation was for both cases. 

S'wtril11 .ffl/t-FW ... OF 

tff (}If Ptrvwff;· /J1'w°s'1illf 

(}u.r-nl(t Pfalf11t°rr,f S'utri111 

1100 OttroH Roal 

f(} /Jox 196650 

lflftMFa,f6, If ;t" 99507 

td. (907) 313-7910 

fax (907) 313-7927 

From: Connie Yoshimura [mailto:cyoshimura@gci.net] 
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2011 4:53 PM 
To: Chambers, Angela C.; 'Tony Hoffman'; 'Dave Grenier'; 'Ric Davidge'; 'Donald W. Mcclintock' 
Subject: RE: questions on 5118641 Potter Highlands 

Angela, 
Thank you for your phone call advising Potter Creek Development that the planning dept. is 
requesting a postponement of Case 2011-032 and S-11864-1. These cases have previously been 
postponed from April 11 and May 2, 2011 in order to resolve matters between staff and the 
petitioner. The petitioner requests that the cases be heard tonight. 

·-~~~ 

3801 Centerpoint Drive #104 
Anchorage, AK 99503 
cvoshimura@gci.net 
907-762-7570 

//2011 
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From: Chambers, Angela C. [mailto:ChambersAC@ci.anchorage.ak.us] 
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2011 3:58 PM 
To: Tony Hoffman'i Dave Grenieri 'Connie Yoshimura'; Ric Davidge 
Subject: FW: questions on 5118641 Potter Highlands 

FYI 

S'uldiiK S'a;IW"uirol" 

;ff()lf nvw1f OiwsiOK 

(}ar,.,,Kt PfOJw'trj, S'uth,,-

4700 EfMol"f, Roar! 

P() !Jo~ 196650 

r11(eMl"af'-, If;( 99507 

td, (907) 3'1-3-1910 

fiu (907) 313-7927 

From: Weaver Jr., Jerry T. 
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2011 2:37 PM 
To: Chambers, Angela C. 
Cc: O'Brien, Margaret R. 
Subject: FW: questions on 5118641 Potter Highlands 

fyi 

Jerry 

From: Nancy Pease [mailto:nancypease@alaska.net] 
Sent: Monday, June 06, 201111:08 AM 
To: Barrett, Al W. (Zoning)i Weaver Jr., Jerry T. 
Cc: 5chanche, Lori E. 
Subject: questions on 5118641 Potter Highlands 

Hello, Al, 
I have a few general questions on this plat from my first review, I expect to have some more questions as I 
scrutinize it more closely. But for now: 

1, Can you be sure to have a detailed map for use on the overhead that shows all the pertinent road and trail 
easements in the vicinity? This includes ROWs and easements on Finland over to Golden View, both parts of 
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Greece Drive, Villages Scenic Parkway, etc. 

2. The HOP showed a road connection between the proposed cul-de-sac and upper Greece Drive. Please 
address . 

3. Where is the access and building site and septic info for Lot 6? Lot 31 is referenced in plat notes but not 
Shown: please show. 

4. What conservation conditions or access provisions are attached to the wetlands polygons, and are these in 
homeowners covenants (non-enforceable by the city) or in some form enforceable by the city? 

5. What is the width of the polygon along the southern most stream, and does this meet HOP standards? 

6. What trail easements are provided to VSP, which is a long cul-de-sac? Is the remaining part of Greece Drive 
east to VSP, dedicated public easement, and can this be a pedestrian connection? Please check with Lori 
Schanche to ensure that the pedestrian connectivity to the east meets standards. Please provide a vicinity map 
so that we can see the directness of the connections versus the lengths along existing roadways. 

7. North-south ped access : Is there any public right of access across Greenbelt Tract A-4-A? If not, are 
members of the public supposed to use the cul-de-sac to connect to the from PV Road to trail easements in 
Paradise Valley? If the cul-de-sac is the pedestrian connection, the cul-de-sac needs a pathway to maintain 
pedestrian connectivity. Please consult with Lori . 

8. I do not find any notation of 785' x 20 feet "to-be-vacated" on the plats. Please label all vacations so that 
we clearly understand . 

_____ lnfomiat1on from ESET Smart Security, version of virus signature database 6185 
(20110606) ----

The message was checked by ESET Smart Security. 

http://www.eset.com 

_____ Iiuom1ation from ESET Smart Security, version of virus signature database 6185 
(20110606) ___ _ 

The message was checked by ESET Srna1i Security. 

http://yvww.eset.com 
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Kimmel, Corliss A. 

From: Chambers, Angela C. 

Sent: Tuesday, June 07, 2011 7:54 AM 

To: Kimmel, Corliss A. 

Subject: FW: questions on S118641 Potter Highlands 

For the file. There should be a copy marked Exhibit in the file from last night, but this can go in as a back 
up. 

Thanks! 

S'utrOI( S'ry;IU"IH'.fOI" 

t!f O!f P!QJ(l(t-,,, Oiw'.s'101( 

(}l<l"ff,d fl'Mr.t-,,, J'uttolf 

1700 E&m Roal 
PO 8oN 196650 

lflfchat"o.,f-61 If/( 99501 

td, (901) 313-1910 

{ru (901) 313-7927 

From: Connie Yoshimura [mailto:cyoshimura@gci.net] 
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2011 5:00 PM 
To: Chambers, Angela C. 
Subject: FW: questions on 5118641 Potter Highlands 

Here are responses to Nancy Pease's questions. Please make sure she receives them. 

From: Chambers, Angela C. [mailto:ChambersAC@ci.anchorage.ak.us] 
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2011 3:58 PM 
To: Tony Hoffman; Dave Grenier; 'Connie Yoshimura'; Ric Davidge 
Subject: FW: questions on 5118641 Potter Highlands 

FYI 

J'u/401( cf'fw-IH'.fOt" 

rff ()If P!QJ(l(t-,,, Oiw'.s'101( 

(}l<l"f"C,/ft P!QJ(l(t-,,, S'uiiolf 

1700 E&m Roat! 
p() 8oN 196650 

!11(0/tg,.a;.e,
1 

If/( 99501 

617 /2011 
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r:r,f. (907) 313-7910 

far, (907) .HJ-7927 

From: Weaver Jr., Jerry T . 
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2011 2:37 PM 
To: Chambers, Angela C. 
Cc: O'Brien, Margaret R. 
Subject: FW: questions on 5118641 Potter Highlands 

fyi 

Jerry 

From: Nancy Pease [mailto:nancypease@alaska.net] 
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2011 11:08 AM 
To: Barrett, Al W. (Zoning); Weaver Jr., Jerry T. 
Cc: Schanche, Lori E. 
Subject: questions on 5118641 Potter Highlands 

Hello, Al , 
I have a few general questions on this plat from my first review. I expect to have some more questions as I 
scrutinize it more closely. But for now: 

1. Can you be sure to have a detailed map for use on the overhead that shows all the pertinent road and 
trail easements in the vicinity? This includes ROWs and easements on Finland over to Golden View, both 
parts of Greece Drive, Villages Scenic Parkway, etc. 

SEE LARGE SCA LE l\1AP 

2. The HDP showed a road connection between the proposed cul-de-sac and upper Greece Drive. Please 
address . DEVELOPER WAl\J TS TO KEEP PROJECTS SEPARATE---TWO DIFFERENT PRODUCTS (1.'2 LOTS 
VS . 1.5 +AC LOTS} 

3. Where is the access and building site and septic info for Lot 6? Lot 31 is referenced in plat notes but not 
Shown: please show. SEE LARGE SCALE/REVISED BLDG PLAN. THERE ARE ONLY 30 LOTS--TITLE 
BLOCK WAS l\JOT UPDATED FROM THE ORIGINAL APPLICIATION 

4. What conservation conditions or access provisions are attached to the wetlands polygons, and are these in 
homeowners covenants (non-enforceable by the city) or in some form enforceable by the city? WETLANDS ARE 
REGULATED BY BOTH THE CITY AND THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS; A PLAT NOTE 18 K ADDRESSES THIS 
ISSUE. 

5. What is the width of the polygon along the southern most stream, and does this meet HOP standards? THE 
POLYGON IF PER THE FIELD SURVEY. THE SEPTIC STREAM SETBACK IS SHOWN. THE 25 FT STREAM 
SETBACK IS WITHIN THE SEPTIC SETBACK 

6. What trail easements are provided to VSP, which is a long cul-de-sac? Is the remaining part of Greece Drive 
east to VSP, dedicated public easement, and can this be a pedestrian connection? Please check with Lori 
Schanche to ensure that the pedestrian connectivity to the east meets standards. Please provide a vicinity map 
so that we can see the directness of the connections versus the lengths along existing roadways. THERE IS 
DEDICATED RIGHT OF WAY PER THE PLAT ALONG GREECE DR. THAT CAN BE USED BY PEDESTRIANS 

7. North-south ped access: Is there any public right of access across Greenbelt Tract A-4-A? If not, are 
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members of the public supposed to use the cul-de-sac to connect to the from PV Road to trail easements in 
Paradise Valley? If the cul-de-sac is the pedestrian connection, the cul-de-sac needs a pathway to maintain 
pedestrian connectivity . Please consult with Lori . 
YES, THE CUL-DE-SAC CA.i"\J BE USED FOR PEDESTRIAN ACCESS 

8. I do not find any notation of 785' x 20 feet "to-be-vacated" on the plats. Please label all vacations so that 
we clearly understand. 
SEE LARGE SCALE J\.fAP lN THE VICINITY OF THE CUL-DE SAC. 

Click here to report this email as spam. 

_____ Infom1ation from ESET Smart Security, version of virus signature database 6185 
. (20110606) ----

The message was checked by ESET Smart Security. 

http://y,.,rww.eset.com 

_____ Infonnation from ESET Smart Security, version of virus signature database 6185 
(20110606) ___ _ 

The message was checked by ESET Smart Security. 

http://wwv,:. eset.com 
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