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Background Information  
 
This memo is to provide a review of park related issues and how they fit within the framework of 
the proposed T-21 rewrite as well as with the interim AO No. 2008-15(S-1) for Site Plan Review 
transfer to UDC. Park staff met with Department of Planning staff on several occasions and 
developed an understanding of the key elements and how they best work together to provide a 
high degree of public involvement and engagement in the development of public parks and open 
spaces while not unduly adding unreasonable costs or time to the review process existing or 
proposed for T-21.  
 
The AO for Site Plan Review will be heard by the Assembly on August 19th and the Planning 
Department has drafted a new S-1 version prior to that time which is attached. The Assembly has 
requested that the three related advisory groups (Anchorage Park Commission, Eagle River Park 
and Recreation and Girdwood GBO) all be asked to comment prior to that time.  
 
A work session with the Park Commission was held on July 10th where Erika McConnell of the 
Planning Department presented the previous AO and the plans and intent for the T-21 rewrite. 
While the commission did not take any action there were several concerns identified including 
the following items:  
 

1. There should be clear roles and responsibilities established for each commission and 
board involved in the review process so that there are not duplicate reviews or public 
hearings on the same issues. This should also include information on public involvement 
and the various roles each body plays in the decision process.  

 
2. Require different levels of planning and reviews based on the Park Classification System 

as outlined in the Anchorage Park Plan (page 6, Figure 3) that was adopted by the 
Assembly in 2006. This includes Neighborhood Use, Community Use, Special Use, 
Natural Resource Use and Trails and Connectors. These definitions should be 
incorporated into the T-21 rewrite in Chapter 3 and Chapter 5. 

 
3. Establish clear criteria for when a park requires various levels of planning and design 

reviews. Besides by type of park it should include a dollar value of improvements 



($500,000 is current value), amount of change – possibly 5 to 10 percent of park, and size 
of park – 1.5 acres which is very small but the current requirement.  

 
4. Define the different types of planning documents and when they should be used and for 

which park class they are appropriate. Master Plan (no mention), Site Plan, Landscape 
Plan, and others should be clearly defined. There is considerable confusion as to what 
each document should look like and when they are appropriate and for how long they are 
in effect.  

 
5. The process should be clear, concise and fair. It should be cost effective and not duplicate 

public hearings or reviews which take staff time and consultant fees that are often not 
available through current funding. Charges for planning review is designed to off set 
private development costs, yet these fees apply to public facilities as well. Many of the 
park projects are minimally funded with most coming from private funds. Adding to the 
process must not add undue cost or time constraints.  

 
6. Site Plan review process included four types of reviews for new projects as presented by 

Erica – By Right; Administrative Review by Planning Staff; Major Site Plan with UDC 
public hearings; and Conditional Use by P&Z. There was no definition of Master Plan or 
differentiation between Site Plan and Master Plan for parks. This should be clarified as to 
how it applies to each park classification type – for example Neighborhood Use Parks 
might be by right while Community Use Parks should operate under the Major Site Plan 
review process.  

 

Anchorage Park Commission Questions 

The following questions were asked by Commissioner Mollozzi and are representative of other 

questions raised by the park commission at the last work session in July. Together with the 

Planning Department staff we have answered those questions which are included below: 

1. Did the language require all parks regardless of size and cost to go to the PRC and UDC 

for review?  

The recommendation is that only projects over $500,000 in Community Use and Special Use 

classification parks would need to go for a full Major Site Plan Review. Neighborhood Use 

Parks and Natural Resource Use Parks would be subject only to Administrative reviews. 

They would not be required to have major site plan reviews.  

2. Did it distinguish between Neighborhood Parks, Community Parks, Special Use Parks, 

Natural Resources Areas, and Trails?  

The intent is to include language in Chapter 5 of T-21 rewrite that identifies the five land use 

classifications and identifies the required planning level for each (see 1 above). The current 



T-21 and proposed new revisions refers to the Anchorage Park Plan and this is noted in the 

plan so it would be authorized regardless of if it is included in the new rewrite. Park staff feel 

that it would be beneficial to include the five classes and appropriate uses into T-21 for 

clarity, but not required. 

3. Do neighborhood parks we are refurbishing go to the PRC and the UDC?  

If the interim transfer is adopted as the new S-1 Version requiring park commission review 

then the answer would be yes. The Park Department and the Planning Department do not 

support this change. We recommend that in the new T-21 Neighborhood Use and Natural 

Resource Use parks would not go to UDC, but subject to only Administrative Review and 

approval.  

4. How much time will the review process take at the PRC and UDC?  

The current UDC process takes between 6 and 7 weeks. If the new S-1 version is adopted 

there would be two impacts. First is with item F changing public hearings from May to Shall 

which would require every facility to have a public review regardless of public interest in the 

project. This would add further time to the process to address the number of new public 

hearings required. The second is with item D requiring park commission review – this would 

require all park improvements to go through a separate 6-7 week review process in addition 

to the current UDC review time. In addition it would add a tremendous number of park 

projects to the UDC schedule (over 50 this summer) further adding delays. It is possible that 

a simple neighborhood use project could take up to 6 months and cost thousands in planning 

review costs before being allowed to be constructed.  

5. Who decides what does and what does not have to go through the additional review 

process?  

The current regulations are not completely clear on this process, but most decisions reside 

with the planning director or the park director. The proposed S-1 version would make all 

projects go through the process. The proposed T-21 will address administrative reviews 

(recommended for neighborhood and natural resource areas and local park trails) and 

major site plan review required for community and special use park projects over $500,000.  



6. Do we start charging all applicants a fee similar to the UDC and if so how much?  

The application fees are intended to cover up to 50% of the actual cost of staff time for 

reviews of both private and public projects. Additional review requirements would need to be 

paid for either by the applicant or by tax payers in the form of increased property taxes to 

offset the new requirements. Costs for a UDC Site Plan review can vary between $2,000 to 

$5,000 depending on the type of project and scope of work. The park department does not 

have adequate staff now to meet all of the public planning projects that they are involved 

with and would require at a minimum one additional staff to accommodate the increased 

work load.  

7. Does the parks department get more staff or funding or is this just another unfunded 

mandate where we divert funds from other programs?  

It would be an unfunded mandate if no additional tax supported staff were provided by the 

Assembly. The other alternative is to pass the cost on to our volunteer user groups who are 

raising money to improve parks that are already underfunded.  

8. Other then our work session, have we had any substantive discussions at the parks 

commission level?   

No. The department did prepare a Draft Public Involvement Planning Document in January 

of 2007 which attempted to address many of the issues now being discussed. Only two 

commissioners have commented on this to date and the document has not had any formal 

commission discussion.  

9. Other then the few individuals Commission Hood has talked to, has there been any 

discussion with the UDC, other user groups, community councils, the sports groups (little 

league, soccer, baseball etc.) trail users?  

No. This is a critical step in any public process and should be undertaken as part of the 

larger T-21 rewrite. Especially with the significant changes now being proposed in the S-1 

Version.  

10. Is there any definition of “site plan” or “master plan” or are they interchangeable?  



There currently is no definition of Master Plan in either the existing or proposed T-21 

documents. In practice they are treated much the same with most being Site Plans with 

limited master planning elements included. In truth the requirements in the current T-21 for 

Site Plan submittal are adequate to be used for a Master Plan process. The main difference 

besides the amount of time, money and information gathered is that a master plan typically 

covers the entire park site over a period of time, whereas site plan is more associated with 

what I typically refer to as “project development site plan.  For large parks a Site Plan might 

be developed for only a portion of the larger Master Plan. In practice there does need to be a 

definition included in the new rewrite for Master Plan and planning staff is preparing one 

similar to that for Institutional Master Plans.  

11. Does the language mean we will be required to hold public hearings or do we have the 

option to hold public hearings or do we just review it as a commission (without public 

hearings) and make a recommendation to UDC?  

The only requirement for public hearing should remain with the UDC. The recommendation 

is that it not be a requirement, but an option when it is determined that there is enough 

public concern to warrant such a requirement. The Park Commission engages the public in a 

number of more productive ways such as individual advisory groups for major parks, public 

work shops and design work shops and open house meetings where the general public is 

invited to participate in a positive environment. Examples include the Abbott Loop 

Community Park, Cuddy Midtown Park, Kincaid Park, and Delaney Park. There should not 

be a requirement for the Park Commission to hold public hearings.  

Recommendations 
 
The Department already follows a public involvement process that has been effective for a 
number of our larger community and special use parks. This includes Abbott Loop Park, Cuddy 
Midtown Park, Kincaid Park and Delaney Park Strip. These have been lengthy processes and 
involved either new parks or major changes to large parks. The cost and time was substantial, but 
the process was successful and resulted in appropriate reviews by all concerned boards and 
commissions under the existing code requirements.  
 
The Park and Recreation Department and the Planning Department support the interim AO No. 
2008-15(S-1) for Site Plan Review with the following exceptions:  
 

1. Item D, page 3 - Review of park projects: neither the Park nor Planning Department 
supports the codification of the Park Commission into the review process for this interim 
AO. Current code provides for Park Commission review and recommendations.  



2. Item F, page 3 – Review required: neither the Park nor Planning Department supports the 
requirement that all Site Plans shall hold a public hearing. The may language should be 
retained which allows public hearings, but does not mandate all projects hold a public 
hearing which would add time and cost to many projects.  

 
Both Departments support the remaining AO for Site Plan Review by UDC as written. This will 
reduce duplicate review efforts between UDC and P&Z and establish a clear public process for 
public facility planning.  
 
Both Departments also support continued development of the T-21 rewrite to include specific 
park planning requirements at appropriate levels consistent with adopted plans. This includes:  
 

1. Utilize the five park classifications within the Park Plan to determine park planning steps 
 

• Neighborhood Use Areas – Administrative Review 
• Community Use Areas – Major Site Plan Review if over $500,000 
• Special Use Areas – Major Site Plan Review if over $500,000 
• Natural Resource Use Areas – Administrative Review 
• Park Trails and Connectors – Administrative Review if located within a park 

boundary 
 

2. Establish minimum standards for planning requirements for Major Site Plan Review at 
$500,000 to be adjusted with inflation for Community and Special Use Parks only. 

 
 
 
 



AM      –2007 

Submitted by:  Chair of the Assembly at the 
request of the Mayor 

Prepared by: Planning Department 
For reading: January 22, 2008 

 
 ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 
 AO No. 2008–15(S-1) 
 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ANCHORAGE MUNICIPAL CODE SECTIONS 1 
21.10.028, 21.15.015, AND 21.15.030 TO GIVE SITE PLAN AUTHORITY OVER 2 
CERTAIN DEVELOPMENTS TO THE URBAN DESIGN COMMISSION.   3 
_________________________________________________________________ 4 
 5 
THE ANCHORAGE ASSEMBLY ORDAINS: 6 
 7 
Section 1. Anchorage Municipal Code section 21.10.028 is hereby amended to 8 
read as follows (the remainder of the section is not affected and therefore not set 9 
out):    10 
 11 

21.10.028 Urban design commission.   12 
 13 
*** *** *** 14 
F.    Review and decide upon [MAKE RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE 15 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION ON] public facility site 16 
plans as determined in section 21.15.015.   17 

 18 
 *** *** *** 19 
(CAC 2.64.010; AO No. 84-10(S); AO No. 91-173(S)) 20 

 21 
Section 2. Anchorage Municipal Code section 21.15.015 is hereby amended to 22 
read as follows:    23 
 24 

21.15.015 Public facility site review.   25 
 26 
A. Authority of planning and zoning commission. The planning and 27 

zoning commission shall review and make recommendations 28 
regarding the following under this section: 29 

1. The selection of a site for a public facility, including a site for a 30 
school facility, except where the location of the site is: 31 

a. Designated on a municipal plan adopted by the 32 
assembly; 33 
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b. Determined by a dedication to the municipality on a 1 
final plat approved and recorded in accordance with 2 
this title; or 3 

c. Subject to approval of a conditional use under this title. 4 

2. A recommendation of a site for a school facility shall be 5 
forwarded to the Anchorage s[S]chool b[B]oard for its review 6 
and recommendation. 7 

a. The school board and the planning and zoning 8 
commission may meet in a joint public hearing; 9 
however, the school board and the planning 10 
commission shall separately consider and make 11 
recommendations to the assembly. 12 

b. Both recommendations shall then be forwarded as a 13 
package to the a[A]ssembly for approval. 14 

3. Action by the assembly. Upon receipt of recommendations 15 
from the planning and zoning commission and the Anchorage 16 
school board, the assembly shall hold a public hearing and 17 
take one of the following actions: 18 

a. Approve a specific recommended site; 19 

b. Reject some or all recommended sites; or 20 

c. Remand the evaluated and recommended sites to 21 
planning and zoning commission and the school board 22 
for further investigation, review and evaluation. 23 

4. The design study report for road projects.  [THE SITE PLAN 24 
FOR A PUBLIC FACILITY, INCLUDING A SITE PLAN FOR A 25 
SCHOOL FACILITY, EXCEPT FOR SITE PLANS SUBJECT 26 
TO APPROVAL OF A CONDITIONAL USE UNDER THIS 27 
TITLE.] 28 

B. Authority of urban design commission.  The urban design 29 
commission shall review and approve site plans for public facilities, 30 
including site plans for school facilities, but not site plans subject to 31 
approval by conditional use under this title, or the design study report 32 
for road projects. 33 

C[B]. Required information. The agency proposing a site selection or site 34 
plan shall submit to the applicable commission all information 35 
necessary to its review under this section. For a site selection, t[T]his 36 
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information shall include, but need not be limited to, an evaluation of 1 
alternative sites, or an explanation why no alternative sites were 2 
considered. 3 

D[C]. Review of park projects.  Prior to the urban design commission 4 
action on any public facility site plan review which includes municipal 5 
parks and recreation facilities and/or parkland, the parks and 6 
recreation commission (for projects in the Anchorage Bowl), the 7 
Chugiak-Eagle River parks and recreation board of supervisors (for 8 
projects in Chugiak-Eagle River), or the Girdwood board of 9 
supervisors (for projects in Girdwood), shall review the site plan and 10 
make a recommendation to the urban design commission. 11 

E. Public hearing. 12 

1. The planning and zoning commission shall hold a public 13 
hearing on any site selection that is subject to review under 14 
this section. 15 

2. The urban design commission shall [MAY, IN ITS 16 
DISCRETION,] hold a public hearing on any site plan subject 17 
to review under this section. 18 

Notice of the public hearing shall be given in the manner prescribed 19 
for a public hearing on a conditional use application. 20 

F[D]. Review required. The applicable commission shall review and 21 
[MAKE RECOMMENDATIONS UNDER]: 22 

1. Make recommendations under s[S]ubsection A[.1] of this 23 
section before the acquisition of a site for the public facility 24 
may be authorized or before publicly owned land is 25 
designated as the site for the public facility. 26 

2. Decide on the site plan under s[S]ubsection B[A.2] of this 27 
section before the final commitment to the design of a public 28 
facility may be made, and before any contract to construct or 29 
acquire the public facility's improvements may be awarded. 30 

[UPON APPLICATION OF THE AGENCY PROPOSING THE SITE, 31 
THE COMMISSION MAY CONSOLIDATE ITS REVIEW UNDER 32 
SUBSECTIONS A.1 AND A.2 OF THIS SECTION.] 33 

G[E]. Standards. The applicable commission shall review a proposed site 34 
selection or site plan for consistency with the goals, policies and land 35 
use designations of the comprehensive plan and other municipal 36 
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plans adopted by the assembly, conformity to the requirements of 1 
this title, and the effects of the proposal on the area surrounding the 2 
site. 3 

H[F]. Conformance with recommendations of applicable commission. No 4 
agency may proceed with a site selection or site plan that does not 5 
conform to the applicable commission's recommendations under this 6 
section, unless the agency furnishes the commission a written 7 
statement of the reasons for its decision to proceed at least 30 days 8 
before implementing that decision. 9 

I[G]. Delegation of authority. The planning and zoning commission or the 10 
urban design commission may promulgate regulations under 11 
Chapter 3.40 that delegate all or part of its authority under this 12 
section to the director of the department of community planning and 13 
development or to other municipal boards and commissions. 14 

J[H]. Definitions. As used in this section, the term "public facility" means 15 
any of the following owned, or leased for no less than ten years, by a 16 
government agency not exempt by law from municipal land use 17 
regulation: any building in which government operations or activities 18 
occupy more than 4,000 square feet, any dedicated park exceeding 19 
1 1/2 acres in area, any street of collector or greater capacity, and 20 
any snow disposal site. 21 

K[I]. This section shall not apply to any facility site selection or site plan: 22 

1. Reviewed by the commission or approved by the assembly 23 
before January 31, 1984; 24 

2. Under which there have been substantial expenditures for 25 
design or construction before January 31, 1984. 26 

(AO No. 84-20; AO No. 85-160, 1-8-86; AO No. 2007-124(S), § 2, 9-25-07) 27 

 28 
Section 3.  Anchorage Municipal Code section 21.15.030 is hereby amended to 29 
read as follows (the remainder of the section is not affected and therefore not set 30 
out): 31 
 32 

21.15.030 Approval of site plans and conditional uses. 33 
 34 
A. Scope. The following applications are subject to the procedures 35 
described in this section: 36 
 37 
1. Site plan approval, except for public facility site plan approval, which 38 
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is described in section 21.15.015; and 1 
 2 
2. Conditional use approval. 3 

 4 
Section 4. This ordinance shall be effective immediately upon passage and 5 
approval of the Assembly.   6 
 7 
PASSED AND APPROVED by the Anchorage Assembly this ______day of 8 
____________, 2007.   9 
         10 
 11 

____________________________ 12 
       Chair 13 
ATTEST: 14 
 15 
 16 
____________________________ 17 
Municipal Clerk 18 
 19 


