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Furrow Creek, and dropping the recommendation to “revisit” the issue of 
neighborhood commercial and increased residential density in the BLM lots area. 
 
While a large number of comments were received, it is important to note the broad 
public support for the Plan’s most important recommendations – either stated 
explicitly or evident in the absence of opposition.  Below are the Plan’s primary 
recommendations, as outlined in the plan summary on pages 1-21 and 1-22.  These are 
followed by a brief summary of public views on each topic. 
 
1. Maintain the Hillside’s Existing Low Density, “Rural” Residential Character  
This general intent is the heart of what the Public Hearing Draft recommends: 
maintaining or reducing existing residential densities in over 95% of the Hillside.  
Public comments on this draft and throughout the process show broad, passionate 
agreement with this policy.  There does remain significant public concern about the 
recommendation in the Furrow Creek area, the one place where the Plan recommends 
increased residential densities under certain very strict conditions.  In response to 
these concerns several changes in this policy are proposed in the attached Issue-
Response document.   
 
2. Improve Functioning of On-site Water and Wastewater Systems; Establish a Well 

Water Protection Program 
The Public Hearing Draft calls for a continued reliance on on-site water and 
wastewater systems for the large majority of the Hillside.  As is the case with the 
policy above, there is widespread, strong agreement with this general conclusion.  A 
key element of this approach is the recommendation for developing improved septic 
system standards and the creation of a well-water protection program.  A small 
handful of voices expressed concern about several specific new septic standards (e.g., 
24” manholes); however, there were no comments opposing the creation of the Well 
Water Protection Program.  
 
3. Establish New District-wide Approaches to Infrastructure Funding & Management 
The Public Hearing Draft calls for creation of new management and funding 
mechanisms to better address Hillside needs for drainage, road and trail 
infrastructure.  The existing Chugiak, Birchwood, Eagle River Roads and Drainage 
Service area is the primary model being considered.  A number of questions and 
concerns remain related to how this new entity will be created, funded and managed.  
Overall, however, there is little opposition to these plans, and significant explicit 
support for this concept.   The crux of moving ahead with these recommendations will 
be setting up the system with some form of local control and fair cost allocation.  
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4. Improve Road, Trails and Access to Chugach State Park 
Of the five major policy directions established by the Public Hearing Draft, this is the 
only area where public comments revealed substantial concerns regarding overall plan 
direction.  While there is broad support for creating a safe and efficient road system, 
improving emergency access, and maintaining and improving Hillside trails, there 
remain significant concern about a number of specific proposed roads and trailheads, 
road standards, and questions about the approach on reserving trails.  The Issue-
Response document outlines responses on these issues.  
 
5. Establish New Approaches to Development  
The Public Hearing Draft calls for important changes in the procedures and standards 
guiding future development on the Hillside, focusing primarily on the upper elevation 
and steeper areas of the district.  Recommendations include new standards for 
development of individual vacant parcels, the option for the use of conservation 
subdivisions, and maintenance of an integrated system of “built/green infrastructure,” 
including connected open space, stream corridors, and drainage features.  These 
proposals had explicit support from a range of individuals and community councils, 
and received little opposition.  Concerns that remain, and that are addressed in this 
document, largely focus on two areas: ensuring that habitat is a specific element 
considered in these processes, and concerns over how quickly these new approaches 
can be formalized.  
 
The Issue-Response document provides responses to all issues raised during the 
comment period.  However, following the public hearing on June 15, the Commission 
directed staff to focus on eight specific issues.  These issues are summarized below, and 
specific issue numbers (e.g., LU-1) are listed to direct the commission to staff 
recommendations.   
 
Implementation 
The purpose of the HDP is to establish the general policy direction; code changes are 
not implemented through the adoption of a district plan.  Once HDP policy direction 
is adopted by the Assembly, specific standards or changes in policy can be made, and 
require separate actions (e.g., Assembly ordinance, overlay district).  Those processes 
provide opportunities for additional public comment and feedback. Chapter 1 of the 
HDP explains this process in more detail.  (Also see Issue G-1.)  New funding and 
management measures are also recommended, which would provide a way to 
implement needed improvements while keeping costs equitable and low.   

A plan implementation timeline, including objectives for adopting HDP-driven 
ordinances, is shown in Appendix B of the HDP.  Actual timeline and staff work 
programs are established on an annual basis and must consider departmental 
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resources and priorities.   Related Issues:  LU-1, LU-14, W-6, W-10, D-15, D-18, I-1, 
I-2, I-5, I-18a, I-18c 
 
Boundaries of sub-districts 
Sub-districts (Lower, Central, and Southeast) were developed to provide a convenient 
geographic reference. The reference to these districts and accompanying map will be 
eliminated in the final HDP.  Related Issue:  LU-3  
 
Wastewater disposal, sewer and water, neighborhood systems, changes to septic 
standards  
HDP supports continued use of on-site systems, limited revisions to public 
water/sewer extensions boundaries and decrease in boundary for Furrow Creek area; 
the HDP replaces the Hillside Wastewater Management Plan and establishes the 
Maximum Perimeter of Public Sewerage.   Related Issues:  W-1, W-4, W-5, W-6, W-8, 
W-9, W-10, W-11, W-14, W-15, LU-7, LU-26e, I-4 

  
Road connections, standards, and phasing  
The Plan 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.  Related issues:  R-1, R-2, R-3, R-4, 
R-5, R-6, R-9, R-11, LU-26g, LU-26k, I-15   
 
Furrow Creek 
The Furrow Creek area is deemed appropriate for limited increases in residential 
intensity (greater than what exists today, but less than the “medium density 
housing” cited in 2020).  The Issue-Response document recommends a proposed 
revision for increase in development area, minimum parcel sizes and a reduction of the 
Furrow Creek overlay district boundary.  It is important to note that this plan 
recommendation does not mean that higher density development will happen easily: 
the proposal requires land assemblage and development standards.  Furthermore, 
extension of the maximum perimeter of public sewerage does not mean residents will 
be required to hook up to public sewer.  Related Issues:  LU-5, LU-6, LU-8, LU-13, 
D-7, D-9, D-17, W-3, W-4, W-6, W-7, LU-27, LU-29, R-12, D-9 
 
Potter Marsh commercial district   
The proposal for a slight expansion of commercial lots in this area is recommended to 
be dropped from the Plan, along with the standards that were proposed to accompany 
this expansion. The existing commercial lots will be referenced in the Plan as a 
location suited for limited commercial development, consistent with existing zoning.  
Any future development would be guided by bowl-wide development standards and 
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the special conditions already tied to the zoning of two of three parcels.  Related 
Issues:  LU-10, LU-11, LU-18, LU-26f, LU-26g 
 
Trails  
The Hillside District Plan will update and replace the trails map of the existing 
Areawide Trails Plan (ATP) for the Hillside area.  Other portions of the ATP are not 
affected by adoption of the HDP; Map 4.4 identifies the HDP trails, and is keyed to 
allow a comparison between the ATP trails, and the new, expanded HDP system.    
An updated map, shown at a more readable scale, will be available by August 31. 
Issues related to specific trails and trailhead locations are also addressed.  Related 
issues:  G-1, T-1 through T-21, LU-26f 
 
Parks chapter 
A separate parks chapter was not part of the Plan.  However, a number of plan 
policies and goals deal with some parks-related issues (e.g., trails, trailheads, funding), 
and the Plan provides general guidance on future park planning.  Related Issues: LU-
12, LU-14, LU-15, LU-16, LU-17, LU-23, I-16 
 
Work with Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) as necessary  
On August 13, the consultant, staff and CAC met and reviewed the key planning 
issues.   

 
Department Summary and Recommendation: 
Staff and consultants have provided the Commission with a series of 
recommendations in the Issue-Response document, and recommends that the 
Commission focus deliberation on issues with clear policy implications, rather than 
those that represent minor edits.  The Planning and Zoning Commission will take 
action on the Plan in the form of a recommendation, which will be forwarded to the 
Assembly for consideration and adoption. The Planning Department recommends 
approval of the Hillside District Plan Public Hearing Draft with amendments from the 
attached Issue-Response document. 
 
 
Attachment: Issue-Response Document 
 Chapter 1 - General (G)  

Chapter 2 - Land Use (LU)  
Chapter 3 - Drainage (D)  
Chapter 4 - Roads (R)  
Chapter 4 - Transportation/Trails (T)  
Chapter 5 - Water and Wastewater (W)  
Chapter 6 - Implementation (I) 



 

Issue T-6: CSP Access/trail access on Miller property  

• All references to trails on Miller Land removed 
• Trails not be referenced as transportation  
• Drop trailheads on Miller Land 

Response: The HDP consulting team and Municipal staff met with the Miller Family several 
times.  In response to concerns expressed at these meetings, a set of previously proposed 
possible road and trail routes were dropped for consideration.   The only trail route remaining 
in the plan is a short connection from Heritage Land Bank property, to a section line, and 
then into Chugach State Park.  As is the case with all trail routes crossing private land, the 
specific route for this connection will be worked out with the landowner, at the time a 
development project or subdivision is proposed.   The character and location of the route will 
be designed to have the least impact on the property.  The exact route can be modified from 
what is shown on the trails map, and can range from a roadside pathway to a separated trail, 
as long as reasonable connection is made from the HLB property to the public section line.  

Recommendation: no change 
 
Trail Standards  

Issue T-7: Trail Standards – allow flexibility to meet Hillside conditions  

Response:  The Municipality is preparing “Muni-wide” trail classification standards.  These 
standards provide a menu of different standards for different types of trails, ranging from 
broad paved trails to narrow unpaved paths.   This “menu” provides a sufficiently broad 
array of options to fit with Hillside conditions. 
 
Recommendation: No change needed.  

Issue T-8: HDP trails design:  
• Separate roadside trails from roads  
• Section lines are often not places for sustainable trails unless they “go with” the contours 
• Ensure that narrow, unpaved trails/paths in subdivision greenbelts that “go with” the 

contours shall not be prohibited?  
• Add that a professional trail designer should be consulted  
• Remove language about retaining walls – rarely needed in trail construction 
• No trail should be authorized within creek setbacks  
• Concerned that snow removal will dump snow on roadside trails.  
• Utility easements are not properly designed trails and often are not sustainable. Reconsider 

statement that utility easements can be used for trails  

Response: These comments address different aspects of trail design standards, and bring up 
the issue of the level of flexibility required to develop trails in a wide range of conditions.  The 
general response on all these points is the same: while the objectives presented above are 
valid, they cannot be followed rigidly in all situations.  For example, separating roadside 
trails from roads is desirable, but requires adequate right of way.  In Hillside situations, 
separating a trail can require more cut and fill than would otherwise be needed.  
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Recommendation:  Expand the paragraph under the background section of policy 10-C, top of 
page 4-25, to include additional general objectives for Hillside trail design, as outlined below:   
 

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 develop 
trails that are safe, attractive and have minimal environmental impact.  Hillside trails will be 
designed to maintain and protect Hillside natural setting and rural character.  General objectives 
for trail design 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-specific slope and erosion considerations, some natural setting trail 

segments may require a wider than typical easement, or necessitate 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 2 feet horizontal to one vertical foot (2H:1V) 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. 

- All natural setting trails are recommended to be developed to a grade of 20% or less. 
- Where possible separate roadside trails from roads.  This can provide a more enjoyable trail 

experience, and reduce problems of winter snow being stored on pathways. 
- Avoid use of overly steep terrain, including section lines that may provide legal access but are 

too steep for sustainable use 
- Where possible, avoid use of utility easements and avoid locating trails in creek setbacks.  
- For trails in particularly complex, steep terrain consult a professional trail designer. 

 
• Include in the HDP the trail designs shown in Public Review Draft Chapter 5, figures 

labeled 4.4 and 4.5.   
 
Response:  These figures were removed, in order to not create confusion between the HDP and 
emerging Muni-wide trail standards.  Now that those latter standards appear to have been 
defined, the HDP can include graphics showing relevant extracts of the Muni-wide standards. 

Recommendation:  Add graphics depicting relevant Muni-wide standards back into HDP 

Issue T-9: transportation vs. recreation  
• Should be a distinction between recreational trails and transportation trails.  
• Recognize that trails serve a transportation function. Following discussion of traditional 

trails located away from the road system, add sentence about trails not located along 
roadways being efficient transportation connections and generally preferred for recreational 
use, p4-3.  

• Trail access on Miller property - trails should not be referenced as transportation To other 
sections 

• Separate trails and open space considerations from transportation considerations  

Response:  Trails, like roads, serve a wide range of functions.  Distinguishing between the 
functions of any given trail is difficult, as the same trail can serve different functions for 
different people, at different times.  For example, greenbelt trails that are used by many 
people for recreation are also used by others as routes to get to work, or for health reasons.   
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One way to consider this issue is to look at the diverse use of roads.  People drive to work, a 
movie, a restaurant, the doctor, a park, to school or church, a hockey game, and perhaps do 
several of these tasks on the same trip.  These uses are all seen as legitimate and quickly blur 
the boundary separating recreational from “functional”.  Ultimately, consideration about the 
need for a road is based on the level of use, rather than the purpose of use of the road.  This is 
particularly true in Alaska, where recreation is critical to economic health (e.g. use of roads 
such as the Seward and Parks Highways).  As a result, public roads are rarely if ever divided 
into recreational vs. functional roads.  Likewise, trails are used for recreation, access to work, 
health reasons, and in some instances emergency access or access to utilities.  While some 
Hillside trails, particularly in the SE Hillside, are more used for recreation than “functional” 
purposes, even these trails are likely to serve more functional purposes as time goes on, and 
more people build homes in these areas.   In conclusion, the distinction between recreation 
and other purposes is ambiguous and shifts with time and context.  Seeking to draw 
distinctions between types of use is not a sufficient basis to determine the public interest in 
the need for trails.  

 Recommendation:  No change needed. 

Issue T-10: All trails in subdivisions should be public and enhance connectivity  

Response:  Ownership of land over which trails cross can vary as a function of level of use.   
For regional and district trails, the strong preference is for land in public ownership or 
reserved through public easements; local trails should be on public land where possible, but 
can also be on land held by homeowners associations.  
 
Recommendation:  Add a paragraph under the background section of policy 10-C, to follow 
the paragraph at the top of page 4-25, to include the following:   
 

Where possible, 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 easements; local trails should be on public land where 
possible, but can also be on land held by homeowners associations.    
 
 

Chugach Access 

Issue T-11: trailhead objectives - Neighborhood access points 
• p4-18 (2nd bullet): “ These locations would provide local trailheads and limited parking 

spaces approximately every ¼ mile.” Suggest eliminating the distance reference and/or 
deferring to the recommendations in the Chugach Access Plan. (1st bullet): “Auto access 
trailheads approximately every mile along the Chugach State Park border on public lands.” 
Suggest eliminating the distance reference and/or defer to the recommendations in the 
Chugach Access Plan. 

Response:  As outlined in the plan, the intent of the HDP is to establish a system of trailheads, 
including: neighborhood access easements, neighborhood access points, and auto access 
trailheads.  The recommendation referenced above is a general guideline. Specific access 
points will be identified in the future, considering a range of site specific factors: topography, 
land ownership, location of roads, as well as recommendations in the Chugach Access Plan. 
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Recommendation:  no change 

Issue T-12: trailhead objectives - Auto access trailheads 
• p4-19 (1st bullet): “These consist of regularly spaced, improved parking areas labeled 

“Priority Trailheads.” These facilities are intended to accommodate the significant auto-
based demand in a way compatible with existing and future Hillside neighborhoods.” 
Suggest changing map or terminology for the priority trailhead between the existing Upper 
O’Malley and Upper Huffman trailheads. While this may be an appropriate place to 
accommodate an additional trailhead, the area would likely not be built to accommodate 
“significant auto-based demand.” Chugach Access Plan has also not identified this area 
as a priority for development. 

 

Response:  Work with DNR to reconcile issue.   
 
• Prioritize Brewster property, Section 36, Rabbit Creek/Canyon Road area, small access 

points in Bear Valley  
 
Response: The draft plan does not set priorities among the proposed new “auto access 
trailheads.”  Only 5 have been identified (see map 4.4); south to north, these include: Potter 
Heights, Upper Potter Valley, Brewster, Section 36, and Rabbit Creek/Canyon Road area.    
All of these are important; each is intended to open up access to an important area of the 
Chugach.  Final decisions regarding these planned trailheads will be made cooperatively with 
the State of Alaska, if and when private development occurs, and the decision of the to-be-
formed, Hillside Roads and Trails Service Area and Chugach Access Service area.  

Recommendation: no change 
 
• Potter Valley Trailhead – unnecessary; putting a road up Potter Valley would compromise 

fragile habitat & watershed area.   

Response: This upper valley trailhead is unlikely to be developed unless the private land in 
this area is subdivided.  If and when that occurs, demand for access to CSP in this area will 
grow, and this trailhead would be needed.   
 
Recommendation: No change 

Issue T-13: All future subdivisions should ensure access through their land to CSP.  

Response: HDP presents general development guidelines, including policies for subdivisions 
and for a system of green infrastructure.   The application of these standards will result in 
most subdivisions including some level of State Park access (local, district or regional).  The 
upcoming Chugach Access Plan provides more detailed and specific access opportunities 
across all levels of access, as well as all areas of the Municipality of Anchorage.  
 
Recommendation: No change 

Issue T-14:: “Given the typical slope, wetland, and other development constraints, some land 
trading and/or acquisition may be required to create workable sites large enough to accommodate at 
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least 30 but potentially up to 150 cars, and also maintain a 100’ vegetative perimeter buffer and 
provide access.” Suggest eliminating the 100’ requirement when referring to the vegetative perimeter 
buffer, as there may not be vegetation that is suitable to provide a buffer in areas targeted for this 
size trailheads; other design means can be employed if necessary to buffer parking areas from 
residential development.  

Response: Agree – it is not always possible to secure a 100 foot vegetative perimeter buffer. 
 
Recommendation:  Change paragraph as shown below: 

Given the typical slope, wetland, and other development constraints, some land trading and/or 
acquisition may be required to create workable sites large enough to accommodate at least 30 but 
potentially up to 150 cars.  Parking areas adjoining residential areas should include a substantial 
natural perimeter buffer to screen parking from adjoining uses. Wherever possible, this should be a 
100’ vegetated buffer, but site constraints may not always allow a buffer of this size. 
 

Issue T-15: Grandview/Stolle Trailhead - extensive expression of concern, including resolution 
opposed  and statements by a number of opposed individuals: 
• Scale is wrong: 30-150 car parking lot too big 
• Existing 5 car parking lot has brought noise, dust, trash, vandalism, dogs, partiers, guns… 
• Lack of enforcement by APD 
• Development of access roads contradicts desire to reduce cut and fill, to reduce visual 

impacts of development on a ridgeline 
• Impact on local residents of a long established subdivision 
• A “one trail” mountain – a large parking lot would only serve a single route 
• Safety impacts – cars on locally maintained roads, roads used for walking; teenagers stuck 

in snow drifts 
• Support acquisition of Brewster Homestead as alternative 
• Trail routes above Bear Valley – are not “trails,” these are merely ad-hoc routes and cannot 

support ongoing use without damage to fragile terrain.  More investment and planning is 
needed to create sustainable trails  

 
Response:  The number of comments on this issues and the range of concerns expressed make 
clear this is a difficult issue.  As is pointed out in the plan, simply not providing trailheads is 
not a viable solution, as demand is strong and growing, and the absence of a formal trailhead 
just means use is unmanaged. The recommendation on this issue, therefore, is to broaden the 
HDP recommendation on this topic.  Specifically, the plan should state that there is a clear 
need for a trailhead in this general area, but that more work is needed to determine what 
specific location offers the best choice.   

Recommendation:  Change the map to add a new symbol for trailhead options.  State that 
there is a clear and growing need for access to McHugh Peak complex, including access from 
the Bear Valley area, and that there are few easy, obvious ways to respond to this demand.   
Possible alternatives include: 

- HLB land on ridge (site identified in the draft plan) 
- Lower elevation sites in the Section 36 parcel 
- Acquisition of private land in the upper Bear Valley area 
- Access at Brewsters 
- Expansion of the existing Honey Bear site.  
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The MOA will work with CSP, local landowners, future service area to further explore options 
and determine what site best meets the interests of local residents and the trail users.  

Issue T-16:  Chugach State Park Access. DNR will release an update to the 2002 Access 
Inventory in the summer/fall of 2009, and DNR staff has commented on the 
recommendations in the HDP.  Clarify the relationship between the HDP and the updated 
CSP Access Plan. 
 
Response:  The Hillside District Plan will be adopted as an element of the Anchorage 
Comprehensive Plan (AMC 21.05).  The HDP covers a broad range of issues and sets goals, 
objectives and policies related to those issues in the geographic area defined in the HDP.  The 
HDP identifies a range of issues that are also the focus of functional plans:  roads, trails, 
parks, wetlands, and access to Chugach State Park. 
 
DNR will release the Chugach Access Plan in 2009 which updates the 2002 Chugach State 
Park Access Inventory and goes further by providing short needs assessments and 
development recommendations for access points along the park boundary.  The intent of the 
Chugach Access Plan is to guide both the State and the MOA as they work to maintain and 
provide for future access to Chugach State Park.  Municipal departments will provide review 
of the document, and generally support the need for identifying opportunities and threats to 
secure (i.e. permanent) public access to the State Park, including the location of future trails 
and trailheads.  The DNR would like the Chugach Access Plan to be adopted in such a 
manner that it can be implemented through planning commission and platting board 
actions. The State wants to assure that adequate implementation exists at the MOA level as 
well as at the State.  
 
The provisionally adopted Title 21 subdivision standards (21.08) grant the Platting Authority 
the ability to require dedication of pedestrian or vehicular easements for a trail adopted in a 
Municipal plan, for connectivity to a trail or other identified natural area, and for access to 
Chugach State Park.  The chapter specifically references the Anchorage Bowl Park Plan, the 
Chugiak-Eagle River Comp Plan, and the Chugach State Park Access Inventory as providing 
relevant guidance to the Platting Board. 
 
The HDP used narrow screening criteria in producing its recommendation for future 
trailheads and access points, and as a result identifies fewer overall access points as well as 
trailheads located away from the park boundary (e.g. Section 36, other HLB owned 
properties).  The plan analyzed previously adopted plans, natural land features, legal access 
issues, and input from the public, agencies, and landowners (page 4-16).  Furthermore, the 
plan identifies “Priority Trailheads” only on sizable public parcels (page 4-19).  In other 
words, the HDP identifies trailheads only on public lands. 
 
By contrast, the Chugach Access Plan analyses suitability, existing rights-of-way and 
easements, appropriateness of a certain type of facility (pedestrian vs. vehicular lot of varying 
sizes), and areas of interest in the park (e.g. the McHugh Complex).  The DNR states that it 
will locate trailheads on park land when possible.  However, in some instances, accessing the 
park and providing parking in the general vicinity of an area of interest can only be done 
across land that is privately held.  Thus while the Chugach Access Plan primarily lists access 
points at the park interface, it does show access points or parking areas that can only be 
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located or accessed across private land and identifies a range of ways in which to implement 
the plan, including acquisition. 
 
Therefore, the main function of the HDP is to detail ways in which the MOA can, through 
public land, provide for expanded access to the State Park.  Other individual access strategies 
may be appropriate and will be detailed through the Chugach Access Plan. 
 
 
Trail Funding/Implementation  

Issue T-17: Proposed HDP funding mechanisms will never provide adequate funding for all of the 
outstanding needs as well as new trails and trailheads being proposed throughout the planning area  

Response: It is up to the HRRDTSA to determine funding priorities and amount able to 
obtain from service area levies, matching funds, etc. With HRRDSTA, there is greater 
potential access to funds through matching grants than without.   
 
Recommendation: No change. 

Issue T-18: Future parks and trails plans should not be adopted by HDP unless locally approved, 
compliant with HDP goals  

Response:  Future parks and trails plans will be reviewed and approved by city staff and for 
larger areas, by the MOA Assembly.  All these plans need to build from both elements of the 
Comprehensive Plan, including the HDP. 
 
Recommendation: no change 

Issue T-19: CSP Access/trail access on private property: Access across private land in accordance 
with state law, and with proper compensation (“pay for it or trade for it”)  

Response:   The HDP process has been very selective in identifying trails on private land, 
limiting these to provide the most critical routes linking existing and future residential areas 
to schools, providing connections between neighborhoods, and providing access to Chugach 
State Park.  There are a flexible range of options to provide trails, including use of sidewalks, 
routes set back from streets, and routes entirely separated from roads.  Likewise there is great 
flexibility in routing; the only obligation for land owners is to identify a practical route 
connecting “point A to point B”, so that trails are connected to the Hillside trail system. The 
conservation subdivision process establishes incentives for land owners to provide more 
expansive trails than is required under MOA minimum standards.  The “built/green 
infrastructure” system ensures that trails are connected between subdivisions, to maximize 
the value of trails to residents and developers.   Trails, like roads and drainage are a basic 
element of public health safety and welfare in Anchorage.         

Recommendation: No change 

 
Trail maps   
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Issue T-20: Map 4.4 (Existing and Proposed Trail Routes): important but difficult to follow  
Trails map needs more detail; table with trail and trailhead descriptions is needed. Trails should 
all be clearly defined..   Differentiate between existing and proposed trailheads.   

Response/Recommendation: Prepare an improved trails map, showing more details in the base 
map, so users can more readily orient themselves and understand the location of trails and 
trail heads (map will be available prior to the Aug 31st PNZ meeting).  Specific changes on the 
map will include: 
 Correct specific trails as called for in issue T-3 above 
 Correction specific trailheads as called for above (e.g. Grandview/Stolle) 
 Distinguish existing trailheads from proposed 
 Clarify that no neighborhood access points on the map 
 Clarify that CSP access points are for reference only 
 Add note that all routes shown are preliminary.  While the connections shown are required, 

the exact route will be subject to refinement as development occurs, and more site-specific 
information becomes available 

 Identify Glen Alps and Prospect Heights as existing trailheads. 
 
 
Technical Corrections 

Issue T-21a: Title “Trails and Transit” p4-3, implies that transit will be discussed, but it is not 
mentioned. Delete “and Transit”  

Response:  Agreed. 
 
Recommendation: Change text, p4-3 “Trails and Transit” 

Issue T-21b: General trail and park issues: 
• Park lands are not identified; just trails and trailheads.  
• Recognize roadside trails do note eliminate desire for off-road trails in a wilderness setting  
• More good bike trails, example along Goldenview Dr.   The plan should clearly show that 

direct safe routes are available to bike commuters. Currently, there are no safe bike routes 
down any of the east/west collectors and arterials.  

• Trails bring vandals, garbage, parking and access roads  
 

Issue T-21c: Pages 4-20 and 4-12 Brewster Homesite should be Brewster Homestead. 

Response: Change text on page 4-20: “The Brewster Homesite Homestead at the top of Bear 
Valley is a key component to a successful access system.” 

Change text on page 4-20: “Recognizing this, the Municipality should work with the Brewster 
Homesite Homestead landowners and through local nonprofit organizations to acquire a site 
for parking and trail access to the park boundary in this area.” 

Change text on page 4-21: “Similar to the Brewster Homesite Homestead, the Stewart 
Homestead should also be considered as a component of the network of public access points to 
Chugach State Park…” 

Issue T-21d: Page 4-16 and 4-17: Change reference to map 4.5 to reference to map 4.4. 
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Response: Change text on page 4-16: “Similar to the roadway plan, trails are categorized as 
primary (regional access) and secondary (local access), as illustrated in Map 4.5 4.4 Existing 
and Proposed Trail Routes.”  This map is not referenced by name on page 4-17.  
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HILLSIDE DISTRICT PLAN  
ISSUE-RESPONSE DOCUMENT  
 
 
CHAPTER 5 - WATER AND WASTEWATER ISSUES  

Issue W-1: Conditions under which neighborhood wastewater systems are allowed.  

• Community onsite systems should not be authorized until sufficient resources and controls 
are in place.  

• Promoting very large septic fields with neighborhood systems has a questionable basis and 
may be biased towards commercial interests.  

Response: AWWU remains concerned about these systems due to the complex site conditions 
on the Hillside and the lack of administrative controls for regulatory oversight, ownership, 
operation, and maintenance of the systems. The plan recommends policies 13-C, 13-D, 13-E, 
and 13-F to manage the use of neighborhood wastewater systems in the Hillside District. 
Furthermore, the plan recommends a well water protection program including policies 13-G, 
13-H, and 13-K that should be in place before neighborhood systems are permitted. The plan 
does not clearly state that all these policies must be implemented before neighborhood 
wastewater systems are permitted. Additionally, AWWU does not support the use of 
neighborhood systems inside the Maximum Perimeter of Public Sewerage and within the 
AWWU area of service.  

Recommendation: Replace policy 13-B with the following:  

“Permit the use of neighborhood wastewater treatment systems as a viable treatment technology 
for the Hillside District outside of the Maximum Perimeter of Public Sewerage after policies 13-C, 
13-D, 13-E, 13-F, 13-G, 13-H, and 13-K are implemented.” 

Issue W-2: Map 5.3 is difficult to decipher and should be replaced with the updated version 
approved by the AWWU and the Citizens Advisory Board. The water reservoir locations do not 
reflect current conditions at AWWU.  

• Map 5.3 needs to highlight the MPPS of HWWMP.  

• Particularly confusing are the large green and blue lines that are labeled “2006 Wastewater 
Master Plan” and “2005 Water Master Plan”. From the text, I gather that the lines 
represent projects that are called for in those master plans, but the labels on the map need to 
be changed to be clearer.  

Response: The map includes information regarding AWWU water service area and water and 
wastewater infrastructure. In addition, it delineates the area outside the AWWU wastewater 
service area, labeled “on-site wastewater systems”. This background information is available 
in the whitepapers prepared as part of the HDP process, and not needed to understand the 
primary issue of interest to Hillside residents – the Maximum Perimeter of Public Sewerage, 
as set out in the 1982 Hillside Wastewater Management Plan. In fact, the 1982 Maximum 
Perimeter of Public Sewerage is not clearly labeled and delineated on the map. 

Recommendation: Revise Map 5.3 to replace the boundaries of the AWWU water service and 
on-site septic with different shaded areas for AWWU water and wastewater service. Place a 
wide, clearly visible border along the outside perimeter of area of AWWU wastewater service 
and label it “Maximum Perimeter of Public Sewerage” with the footnote: “As set out in the 
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1982 Hillside Wastewater Management Plan”. Delete from the legend “septic on-site area” 
and edit the legend to describe the different shaded areas. Delete the box symbols indicating 
planned water reservoir sites. Change “Water Service Area” to “Area Served by Public Water 
Utilities”. Change “2006 Wastewater Master Plan” to “Planned wastewater pipe” and “2005 
Water Master Plan” to “Planned Water Pipe.”  

Issue W-3: Disagreement that on-site wastewater problems or soil conditions for on-site wastewater 
systems in the Furrow Creek are a basis for moving the Maximum Perimeter of Public Sewerage 
eastward to Elmore Road.  

Response: The On-site Services Department and AWWU have fielded many property owner 
concerns regarding poorly operating on-site wastewater systems in this area in the past. There 
are scattered areas of poor soil conditions for on-site wastewater systems, limiting 
development potential for some property owners. During the Hillside District Planning 
process, several property owners expressed their desire to connect to AWWU’s sewer system 
to solve their existing on-site wastewater problems or to allow them to develop their property 
sitting on poorly draining soil. Moving the Maximum Perimeter of Public Sewerage east to 
Elmore provides an opportunity for these property owners to continue to live on or develop 
their land. This is only one of several reasons to extend the boundary to Elmore. 
Development of water and sewer service takes place only in response to demand.   

Recommendation: In the first bullet at the bottom of page 2-15 replace “large number of lots” 
with “a number of lots.”  

Issue W-4: Justification is needed for the limited increase in density proposed in the Furrow Creek 
area and extending the Maximum Perimeter of Public Sewerage east to Elmore Road.  

Response: The plan presents these reasons for extending the boundary: a number of lots have 
a history of poorly performing on-site wastewater systems; a large church and school are 
currently using holding tanks for wastewater; the area to the west is higher density and 
within the AWWU sewer service area; major transportation corridors and commercial areas 
are nearby; the area is within the Anchorage Roads and Drainage Service Area; and the area 
is within the AWWU water service area. As density increases there will likely be increased 
incentive to gain access to public water supplies. AWWU discourages as poor public policy 
the introduction of public water supply to areas that depend on on-site systems for 
wastewater disposal. Public water pipelines provide capacity for very large flow levels for 
firefighting and domestic use; higher levels of water use and wastewater discharge are 
common to public water supply systems  Wastewater systems are constrained by the 
hydraulic capacity of the treatment system itself, as well as the infiltration capacity of 
naturally-occurring soils. As water use increases, the potential for problems associated with 
hydraulic overloading of treatment systems and saturation of shallow groundwater systems 
increase as well. Combining public water with on-site wastewater can exacerbate the potential 
for problems with drainage systems and wastewater disposal.  

Recommendation: Add a bullet to the bottom of page 2-15 “Allows public water service in an 
area relying on on-site wastewater treatment, exacerbating the potential for drainage and 
wastewater disposal problems.” 

Issue W-5: Neighborhood systems within the AWWU wastewater service area should be permitted. 
The plan recommends not permitting, which will promote rezoning to higher densities so that the 
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higher costs of AWWU service can be afforded by subdividers and property owners. It also does not 
comply with the Comprehensive 2020 Plan, page 66.  

Response:  One of the consequences of neighborhood cluster systems is the ability to develop 
lands at a higher density than would be achievable with conventional on-site wastewater 
systems, where poor soil conditions would demand larger spacing between lots. Where soil 
conditions are appropriate, neighborhood cluster systems have advantages if conventional 
sewerage is not available within a reasonable distance. As a regulated utility, AWWU is 
obliged to provide service where it is fit, willing, and able to do so, within the area bounded 
by its certificate of public convenience and necessity. State law provides for the exclusive 
responsibility to provide service within the certificated service area as a means to maximize 
the benefits to the public, while fairly distributing costs for infrastructure maintenance 
among all of the utility customers. Where conventional utility service is available, it is 
inappropriate and inefficient to develop a patchwork of independent service areas for separate 
services providing wastewater collection, treatment, and disposal. Additionally, intermingled 
service areas would add to confusion when responding to emergency situations, such as a 
break or spills. 

Recommendation: No change to Plan. 

Issue W-6: The expansion of the Maximum Perimeter of Public Sewerage to Elmore in the Furrow 
Creek area does not support the 2020 Comprehensive Plan goal for lower density in this area. Pages 
60-61 of the 2020 Plan allow limited changes in zoning to satisfy a demand for increased density if 
it is practicable and cost effective. These prerequisites have not been met. Expansion of public 
sewers is not supported by many points in the 2020 Comprehensive Plan or Hillside District Plan 
goals.  

• Amend statement of page 5-2 of residents’ preference for on-site wastewater systems to 
include the 2020 goal to rely on on-site systems. 

• Expansion of sewer and water to existing neighborhoods is not needed, would be 
prohibitively costly to put in the infrastructure, and would amount to a taking of private 
property for individual homeowners who cannot afford the assessment. Municipal water 
and sewer assessments for the upgrade would be in the range of $100,000 or more for a 
typical 1-acre lot, based on studies performed by Northern Economics.  

Response: The 2020 Plan does not have a goal for lower density in this area, nor does it set out 
a clear mandate for use of onsite systems in specific areas. Expansion of municipal water and 
sewer service would take place only in response to decisions driven by land use considerations, 
including the request of landowners through the improvement district process or by private 
development.  Expansion of municipal water and sewer service is only possible within the 
area certified by the Regulatory Commission of Alaska for such service. The plan does note 
AWWU’s intent to withdraw areas of the upper Hillside from its certificated sewer service 
area in response to limitations on sewer service extensions imposed by the plan. There is no 
requirement to connect to municipal water and wastewater services except where service is 
available to a parcel that has suffered a documented failure of an on-site wastewater disposal 
system.  

Recommendation: No change to Plan.  
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Issue W-7: Sewers through soil on steep slopes in the Furrow Creek area could create unsafe 
conditions and adversely affect drainage as already seen at Prominence Pointe and Goldenview 
Park subdivisions. 

Response: Burying utility lines with imported backfill does have the potential for redirecting 
surface and shallow groundwater flows. Careful consideration of geotechnical conditions and 
potential for drainage impacts is a requirement of good design practice. Changes to drainage 
patterns must be addressed and mitigated through adequate design.  

Recommendation: No change to Plan.  

Issue W-8: The Onsite Services Department should be transferred back to the Municipal 
Department of Health and Human Services to better initiate the programs recommended in policies 
13-C, 13-D, 13-G, 13-H, 13-I, 13-K, and 13-L that are designed to protect public health.  

• The mission of the On-Site Program is slowly being inhibited and injured while its proper 
regulatory function is in jeopardy through the potential loss of program knowledge  

• The reorganization of the On-Site Program within the Development Services Department is 
not in the best interest of protecting public health  

• Recommend transfer back to DHHSA and restoration of full area-wide funding of the 
program.  

• If authority is switched to the Municipal Onsite Services Section for oversight of 
neighborhood cluster systems, add language, “with adequately funded, trained and 
experienced personnel”  

Response:  The plan is clear that responsibility for oversight of onsite services should be given 
to a responsible party, with the resources to carry out this important mission.  The plan 
suggests shifting the responsibility from the state to the Municipality.  The specific structure 
for this oversight is yet to be determined.  

Recommendation: No change 

Issue W-9: Map 5.6 is not useful because it is misleading, does not indicate any soils that are good 
for on-site systems, implies the entire Hillside has limited capacity for on-site systems, and is 
biased for public sewers. Poorly functioning tanks may due to older septic tank design.  

• Map 5.6 should depict the wetland between Elmore Road and North Goldenview Drive. 

• Remove Susitna View Estates from Map 5.6; there are no problems in that subdivision.  

• Woodridge questions being characterized as an “Onsite Wastewater Challenge Area.” Has 
no malfunctioning septic systems, members can document one “malfunction” (which has 
been addressed and is currently functioning well) during the 25+ years the subdivision has 
been in existence. By labeling Woodridge a challenge area, the authors of the HDP have 
negatively impacted property values; is this something homeowners would have to disclose 
when selling property?  

Response: The map was prepared by a consulting firm with outstanding expertise in on-site 
wastewater systems, including systems in arctic and sub-arctic conditions. This firm is a 
proponent of on-site wastewater systems where the site conditions can support them and has 
often advocated using on-site systems in lieu of public sewer. The firm is not biased for public 
sewers. The fact is that the soils of the Hillside require site-by-site analysis to determine soil 
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suitability for on-site systems, as well as on-site system design criteria. This is because 
virtually all soils in the Hillside are at least somewhat limited to the application of on-site 
wastewater treatment technology, as the map illustrates. The map is an overview of relative 
soil capacities for on-site wastewater systems. The conclusion of the on-site studies was that 
general mapping does not adequately describe the issues associated with on-site systems and 
can be misleading. Rather, site-by-site analysis is required to determine on-site wastewater 
treatment options.  Therefore, the map is merely background information also available in 
the whitepapers associated with developing the Hillside District Plan.  

Recommendation: Remove the subdivisions from Map 5.6. but retain the map.  Delete the 
first two paragraphs on page 5-19 under the heading “Background” and delete the heading. 
Add these two sentences to the beginning of the third paragraph: “Some property owners in 
the Hillside District have been challenged to build and operate an on-site wastewater system 
in an effective manner due to one or more of a variety of causes – poor soils, shallow 
groundwater, shallow bedrock, and older septic tanks not meeting current standards. The lots 
are located in a variety of subdivisions, and not all lots in these subdivisions have problems 
with on-site wastewater systems.  

Issue W-10: Some of the recommended changes in policy 13-L for the on-site wastewater code are 
not necessary, not economical, or not practical, including requiring a 24-inch watertight riser which 
may be a child safety hazard, not allowing an 18-inch riser used in high quality polyethylene septic 
tanks, changing two to one compartment tanks, approval of seed mix by the On-site Services 
Department, use of urethane insulation which is ineffective when wet, and pressure dosing all drain 
fields and deep trenches. There is no need to improve septic tank standards.  

• Having a small-diameter opening is not a problem; delete language promoting/requiring 
larger diameter access pipes.  

• Remove detailed recommendations on septic system design; this issue is best taken up by the 
onsite board and applied to the entire MOA. As an increasing number of new systems are 
the high tech/monitored systems, the details on standard systems are decreasingly relevant.  

Response: A list of proposed code changes to ensure that on-site wastewater systems continue 
to operate in a manner which protects public health was prepared by a consulting firm with 
outstanding expertise in on-site wastewater systems including systems in arctic and sub-arctic 
conditions. This list was presented in public meetings and comments were received. In 
addition, the On-site Service Department supervisor met separately with a group of 
Anchorage engineering and construction representatives experienced in on-site wastewater 
systems on the Hillside. As a result of listening to comments in these meetings, evaluating 
pros and cons, and comparing to the On-site Service Department’s extensive experience in the 
Hillside, the list was pared to those code changes listed in the Hillside District Plan. The On-
site Service Department’s position is that the cost of these changes is more than offset by the 
benefits of lowering risk of well water quality degradation and public health impacts, 
particularly with the planned increase in the number of on-site wastewater systems in the 
Hillside District. Regarding child safety, the code change requires a lockable lid on the 24-
inch riser. Regarding two compartment tanks, the allowance for one compartment tank is 
optional and intended to encourage S.T.I.P. tank coating. Regarding seed mix approval, 
there are landscaping plantings that interfere with effective on-site system operation. 
Regarding pressure dosing, the plan does not recommend a code change that requires pressure 
dosing all drain fields.  
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Recommendation: No change to recommended code changes. On page 5-1, revise number 1 by 
deleting the second sentence and replace number 4 with: “Improved standards will ensure 
that on-site septic systems will continue to be well-designed, constructed, and work 
successfully over a long period of time.” 

Issue W-11: Clarify what the additional costs will be to existing owners of traditional septic systems 
in order to abide by the code changes proposed in policy 13-L for on-site wastewater code. Establish 
conditions when an existing tank will not have to replace a riser or abide by these code changes. 

Response: The changes to the code are estimated to increase the cost of new installations by 
less than $2,000 as indicated on page 5-27 of the plan. 

Recommendation: No change to Plan. 

Issue W-12: The HDP should not provide a specific dollar amount for the well water protection 
program since the program is not defined.  

Response: Members of the Citizen Advisory Committee and other residents in the Hillside 
District requested an estimate of the cost that might be charged for the well water protection 
program. The plan presents a rough order-of-magnitude estimate on page 5-25 primarily to 
indicate what cost impact a $300,000 program might have on individual residences. The 
estimate is based on the outline of the program described in the plan. 

Recommendation: No change to Plan. 

Issue W-13: Assumptions about available groundwater supply are not fact and do not include 
realistic uncertainties including error bars.  

Response/Recommendation: The commenter is correct that groundwater supply is variable 
site by site.   Prior to approving a new subdivision, the Municipality currently requires testing 
the adequacy of groundwater resources and the impact on surrounding uses. No change. 

Issue W-14: Acknowledge that effluent is only screened before being dumped into the inlet at the 
AWWU plant, whereas onsite systems provide tertiary treatment. Include a statement supporting 
septics with private wells (always in combination) to continue to recharge aquifers. 

Response:  Municipal sewerage provides assurance to utility customers that contaminants are 
effectively removed from the local environment and treated and disposed of in full accordance 
with the requirements of the Federal Clean Water Act. Over 20 years of environmental 
monitoring associated with AWWU’s Asplund Wastewater Facility show no evidence of 
adverse impact to the marine environment associated with discharge from the plant where it 
is subjected to a full string of physical processes including screening, settling, and disinfection. 
Additionally, there is absolutely no potential for affecting water quality in private on-site 
water wells when wastewater is discharged to municipal sewerage. Alternatively, properly 
functioning on-site disposal systems in concert with private water wells can be an effective 
long term solution if local site conditions allow for safe implementation.  On-site treatment in 
septic tanks followed by further breakdown of organics in soil is generally regarded as 
effective as secondary treatment, but may not be effective in eliminating soluble and 
conservative constituents such as nitrates, or unregulated substances such as caffeine or 
pharmaceutical products which can be returned to the soil and ultimately reappear in local 
aquifers.  
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Recommendation: The response above and intro to the Water Wastewater chapter provide 
adequate discussion of this issue. No change needed. 

Issue W-15: Regarding nitrate levels: on page 5-5, delete the reference to “manure” and replace 
with “animal and wildlife sources”; on page 5-21, replace “onsite wastewater system effluent” with 
“failing traditional septic systems” and add, “and improper camping waste disposal” and “as is 
wildlife.”  

Recommendation:  No change to plan.  

 

Technical Corrections/Issues  

Issue W-16a: Add a requirement to follow Policy 80 (of the 2020 plan) to Goal 13 page 5-10.  

Response/Recommendation: Policy 80 provides very broad direction for planning for public 
utilities, including considerations of cost, environmental impact, and efficiency.  The plan and 
the planning process was prepared consistent with this policy. No change needed. 

Issue W-16b: Page 5-1 and throughout Chapter 5:  Change Water Well Protection Program to 
Well Water Protection Program. 

Response: Change text on page 5-1: “Water Well Well Water Protection Program: This 
research…” 

Change text on page 5-4: “An improved, more current and comprehensive well water database 
is needed, drawing from several sources of testing information and using a more structured 
testing protocol (see the Water Well Well Water Protection Program for details).” 

Change text on page 5-23: “Prepare an annual Hillside Water Well Well Water Protection 
Program report of relevant findings, trends, and study results.” 

Change text on page 5-25: “A rough order-of-magnitude estimate places the ongoing cost to 
the Municipality for an effective Water Well Well Water Protection Program at $300,000 
annually.” 

Change text on page 5-25: “…it is recommended that Hillside residents and property owners, 
the greater Anchorage community, municipal departments and state agencies share the 
Hillside Water Well Quality Well Water Protection Program costs.” 

Issue E-13: There is an inappropriate spelling correction on page 5-27. 

Response: can’t find, we’ll look for it 
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HILLSIDE DISTRICT PLAN  
ISSUE-RESPONSE DOCUMENT  
 
 
CHAPTER 6 - IMPLEMENTATION  
 
New Management and Funding Mechanisms 

Issue I-1: On the creation of a Hillside Drainage, Roads and Trails District: a number of groups stated 
support for a community-operated service area like in Eagle River; HALO supports the concept of a service 
district, as long as it is locally supported; several comments oppose creation of a district-wide authority to 
“regulate” drainage and share cost arguing there are no drainage problems on much of the Hillside.   
Future subdivisions should be developed with onsite drainage control paid for by the developer. Any new 
development should not negatively impact existing subdivisions and cause financial harm to those 
homeowners within that subdivision  

Response: The HDP Citizens Advisory Committee, HALO, some community councils and others 
offered explicit support for new service district; the process for establishing this entity will give 
Hillside residents a major role in its design and operation. Drainage and traffic problems have been 
documented in much of the Hillside, and a regional mechanism is needed to address these concerns.  

Recommendation: No Change to Plan. 

Issue I-2: The process for creating new management funding mechanisms:  More detail wanted on 
implementation steps for creating a Hillside District-wide Service Area (14-A). How will HRDTSA 
Board seats be allocated? What will the political dynamic be when funding priorities are being hashed out? 
(Watersheds within RCCC boundaries were congruent with House District 32 boundaries; proposed 
boundaries include at least one other House District; how does this affect competing matching fund requests 
from HRDSTA and Community Councils?)  

No new roads, trails, or drainage management entity should be formed without a vote of the Hillside 
residents.  Policy14-F (expanding BSSA) needs to be voted on by residents and landowners.  All policies 
listed under Goal 14 (on page 6-7) should indicate in the Implementation column that they will require a 
positive vote by the people impacted. 

Response: The Hillside District Plan states that some form of new management entity is required to 
implement plan goals and provide a means for needed improvements. The Municipality will make 
every effort to give Hillside residents an active voice in the creation and operation of such an entity. 
The successful Chugiak, Birchwood Eagle River Service Area is one good example. The specific 
structure of a service entity that best solves the drainage, road and other issues facing the Hillside 
will be worked out, working with Hillside residents, after adoption of the plan. 

Recommendation: No Change to Plan. 

Issue I-3: Opposition to expanding the building safety service area (“burdensome, unnecessary, forces 
homogenization”; expansion of the BSSA should be deleted or put to a vote in the area where the change will 
take place.  

Response: As noted in the Plan, the expansion of the BSSA is needed for the same reasons that 
building permits are required in the remainder of Anchorage; that is, a permit process helps ensure 
public safety and high quality construction. This is particularly important in the upper Hillside, 
where building conditions are more challenging than in the remainder of the Bowl. 
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Recommendation: No change to Plan. 

Issue I-4: Well Water Protection Program funding should be limited to the Hillside. Delete the entire last 
sentence of background paragraph on page 6-17. 

Response: Plan has no authority over anything outside of the Hillside, so recommendations should be 
limited to this area. 

Recommendation:  

Revise text to say, “This plan recommends that these fees be augmented by additional fees of about 
$25 charged annually in the entire municipality to owners of on-site systems and dischargers to 
neighborhood systems to recover the estimated 300,000 increase in annual cost to the Onsite Services 
Department.” 

 
General Development Standards 

Issue I-5: the relationship of the HDP to Title 21 and vehicles for implementing HDP policy  

• Does the HDP or Title 21 prevail in the case of development applications versus future plans and 
ordinances? Enact the plan through an overlay district that supersedes Title 21 and the DCM or 
there is no reason to have it. ;  

• Affirm that the lack of near-term implementation standards shall not diminish the requirement to 
comply with appropriate 2020 policy (e.g., Policy 55); at the same time, affirm that HDP policies 
shall take precedence over Title 21, the DCM and other Municipal policies.  

• Clarify the role of the public in plan implementation (development standards, funding, and 
conformity to HDP goals).  “Prevent,” “minimize,” etc. are not enforceable terms; more specificity 
is needed.  

• The timeline for repairing HDP standards must be 2009.  Development standards are weak 
without a firm deadline; suggest that subdivision standards (Appendix B, page 10) and 
development standards for individual lots (policies 14-I and 14-J) be achieved by the building 
season in spring of 2010... Isn’t there any all-in-one-step for adding measurable criteria to the 
objectives on page 6-25, taking public comment, and then adopting the actual development 
standards and procedures at the time this district plan is adopted? 

Response: The purpose of the HDP is to establish the general policy direction; code changes are not 
implemented through the adoption of a district plan. Once HDP policy direction is adopted by the 
Assembly, specific standards and policy changes can be effectuated. Those processes (e.g. an 
Assembly ordinance) often provide opportunities for additional public comment and feedback. 
Chapter 1 of the HDP explains this process in more detail.  

A plan implementation timeline, including objectives for adopting HDP-driven ordinances, is shown 
in Appendix B of the HDP. MOA can begin to make progress on this list following plan adoption; 
staff work programs are established on an annual basis and must consider departmental resources and 
priorities.  

Recommendation: No change. 

Issue I-6: (Policy 14-L) Codification of subdivision standards should be shared by MOA PM&E with 
Planning staff in collaboration with the MOA Parks Department, an MOA Forester, a landscape architect, 
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PM&E Watershed Management Division, a non-motorized trails coordinator and ADF&G habitat 
biologists.  

Response: Code amendments go through both public and agency review. The subdivision approval 
process requires review by a wide range of Municipal departments and staff. Other agencies can be 
consulted when applicable. 

Recommendation: No change. 

Issue I-7: While implementation actions are important, enforcement of standards and policies resulting 
from the plan is critical and should be more clearly addressed in the plan. The historical lack of enforcement 
of the large animal regulations does not inspire much confidence that the stricter development standards 
recommended by the HDP will be enforced.  Add to goals for standards: “clear, enforceable penalties...for 
violations to standards in order to ensure compliance”  

Response: MOA staff agrees that adequate enforcement is essential for plan polices to be meaningful. 
Progress has been made on these issues in recent years, with the Municipality’s adoption of stricter 
bonding and other enforcement policies.  

Recommendation: Add the following statement to the list of objectives for standards on page 6-25:  

“Establish clear, enforceable penalties for violation of adopted standards to ensure compliance.” 

Issue I-8: Proposed standards in Goal 14 (summary table on page 6-22) should be applied to the entire 
planning area and not restricted to the upper elevation or steep slopes, with the acknowledgement that 
implementation for this standard will apply only where appropriate.; Specific policies under Goal 14 on 
page 6-25 (limits to site disturbance, standards on impervious surfaces, and runoff infiltration) should 
apply to all parcels, not just steep and upper-elevation parcels, in order  to maintain the quality of the well 
water system.  

Response: MOA staff feels that the site disturbance envelope is most appropriate to steep slope and 
high elevation areas, due to greater drainage and runoff risk. To gain the necessary community 
support of these more stringent standards requires applying them only where the need is greatest. The 
environment in lower portions of the Hillside is not as challenging for development as in upper-
elevation areas; consequently, standards that apply in the remainder of the Anchorage Bowl are 
suitable for those lower-elevation areas. The watershed drainage plans/green infrastructure polices 
apply to all parts of the Hillside and have recommendations that are not limited to steep slopes or 
upper elevations. 

Recommendation: No change to Plan. 

Issue I-9: An economic impact study of the HDP recommendations should be conducted so people know 
what they will be paying for; there should be timelines placed upon Muni review of permitted activity; the 
HDP should demand that individual landowners are compensated for property taken from them for a public 
purpose as enumerated by the HDP.  

Response: HDP policies, like land use standards and policies all over the state and country, reflect a 
balancing of multiple objectives. These include actions resulting in a wide range of direct and indirect 
costs and benefits. It is impractical, or even impossible, to fully quantify the benefits and costs of 
these policies. For example, restrictions on the wholesale clearing of vegetation on lots may add value 
for one person and restrict it for another. Consequently, policies are crafted carefully, weighing as 
many perspectives as possible. In the case of the HDP, many policy recommendations are incentive 
based (e.g., conservation subdivisions). Other policies, such as the built-green infrastructure, are 
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requirements that the map be included in submittal requirements. The map, for the most part, is a 
compilation of current requirements (e.g., wetlands) or an indication of improvements or controls 
(e.g., drainage) that may be required of new development. Staff does not believe that an economic 
impact analysis is necessary at this time, but acknowledges that further discussion of benefits and 
costs will occur as the zoning code is updated. 

Recommendation: No change to Plan. 

 
Specific Topics on Development Standards 

Issue I-10: Stream setbacks should remain at current 65 feet. The Hillside Plan should also incorporate 
minimum 65’ setbacks from all natural or naturalized watercourses. Using this refinement ensures that 
road-side ditches do not require setbacks.  

Response: AO 84-21, ordained in April 1984, establishes “Public Facilities and Open Spaces Design 
Standards” for R-3SL (Section 2 of the AO) and R-1A/SL (Section 7 of the AO) districts in specific 
geographic areas generally south of the alignment of 156th Avenue. It states: “Development shall be 
buffered by not less than a 65-foot creek maintenance easement adjacent to major 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 
located in the Coastal zone Management plan, or those determined to be significant in terms of water 
resources, drainage, flood prevention, or natural resources by the Planning and Zoning Commission.) 
The easement shall be 65 feet on each side of the mean high water line of the stream or waterbody.” 

This ordinance specifically 1) limits the buffer to certain residential zones; 2) limits the buffer to 
major water sources, not all streams (although current stream mapping did not exist at the time the 
ordinance was passed); and 3) specifies the width of a platted easement, not a stream setback. This 
suggests that the extent of the setback was limited to certain situations rather than to all streams and 
was in place when the stream setback was set at 25-feet. The application of this AO is not limited, 
overruled or negated by the establishment of a 50-foot stream setback. 

Recommendation: No change to Plan. 

Issue I-11: Amend setback standards in Policy 14-I to include a 100’-setback from first-order streams, with 
the provision that the setback could be reduced, as necessary, by the Watershed Management Division and/or 
Planning Department staff during permit reviews or platting actions so as to not preclude development of a 
particular parcel. Clarify how this setback reduction for first-order streams will be implemented.  

Response: Setbacks are established in Title 21 code across the municipality and not by individual 
platting actions. A variance must be pursued to reduce setback requirements; the authority to make 
such a reduction is not granted to PM&E Watershed Management Division or the Planning 
Department. Title 21 requires dedication of stream maintenance and protection easements at the time 
of platting. With the Built-Green Infrastructure approach, it is possible that stream protection 
easements could be wider than the setbacks, which would provide the extra measure of protection 
that this comment implies. 

Recommendation: No change to Plan. 

Issue I-12: In the Policy 14-I background, add “or vegetation meeting Firewise guidelines.”  

Response: The HDP supports management of vegetation to meet Firewise standards. HDP policies 
focus on retaining/establishing forms of vegetation that reduce off-site runoff and maintain the area’s 
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rural and natural environmental character (page 6-32). This objective need not conflict with Firewise 
standards. For example, trees can be removed near a home to reduce fire risks, while leaving intact 
natural vegetation such as fireweed and grass that pose limited fire risk.  

Recommendation: Change text: “Vegetation – Minimize disruption of natural vegetation; where 
vegetation must be altered, for example in road cuts, replant disturbed areas with native vegetation 
meeting Firewise guidelines.” 

Issue I-13: In the background section of Policy 14-J”Individual Parcels,” delete “and require compliance 
with” and replace “standards” with “guidelines” for minimizing impervious surfaces and capturing 
runoff.  

Response: Agree that actions to reduce runoff include a combination of standards that require 
compliance and more flexible guidelines that offer suggested means of reducing runoff.  

Recommendation: Change text (second full bullet): “Establish and require compliance with standards 
and guidelines to minimize impervious areas, such as the use permeable materials for low-traffic 
surfaces, such as driveways and vehicle storage; consider use of vegetative cover for parking areas and 
roofs.” 

Issue I-14:  Remove requirement for 2 plats in Section 6-35. 

Response: The conservation subdivision is an optional subdivision option. However, in the R-10 
zoning district, the size of lots is determined by slope. In order to establish a “base” density, a 
traditional plat must first be established. The level of detail should only be as much as is necessary to 
confirm lot sizes and density. From there, an actual plat is required for the conservation subdivision, 
which may include the density bonus associated with this process. 

Recommendation: No change to Plan. 

 
Maps  

Issue I-15: Map 6.1 (page 6-5) should show the “South Goldenview area” as blue for RRSA. The legend 
has a color for “Service Area,” which would be better labeled “Independent Road Service Area;” the color in 
the legend should better match the color on the map. Goldenview Drive is on ARDSA, so a green line along 
that route is needed. 

Response: Concur. 

Recommendation: Amend map to show South Goldenview area as RRSA. Rename “service area” 
“Independent Road Service Area” Correct ARDSA boundaries if necessary. 

Issue I-16: Map 6.4 depicts the current Park Service Area boundary; the proposed new boundary also 
should be depicted on the map. 

Response: Concur. The proposal is to include the entire HDP boundary in the Parks and Recreation 
Service Area boundary, and also the Building Safety Service Area Boundary. This should be reflected 
on map 6.4.  

Recommendation: Amend map to show proposed new boundary. 

Issue I-17: The scale on Map 6.5 (showing the approximate boundary of the area to which new development 
standards would apply) is limiting; how will it be used in implementation?  
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Response: The map shows general intent. Detailed slope information is required as submittal 
requirements in the platting process. One of the action steps of the plan is to finalize the elevation 
line, which is stated to be approximately the 1,000 foot level. This will need to be finalized and 
provided in sufficient detail. 

Recommendation: No change to Plan. 

 
Technical Corrections/Issues 

Issue I-18a: Hillside residents should be allowed to vote on the HDP.  

Response: Plans are reviewed, refined and ultimately adopted (or not) by elected officials. Public 
feedback is sought throughout the planning process.  Many individual recommendations require 
follow up ordinances, and in some instances (e.g. service area boundary changes), a vote.  No change 
to Plan. 

Issue I-18b: Possibly delete the sidebar on page 6-8; it is not needed/appropriate in this draft.  

Response: It is helpful to explain the reasoning behind the HDP; it will be deleted from the final 
approved version of the plan.  

Issue I-18c: There is an error in reference to 21.05 on page 6-20  

Response: Change text: “…the Hillside District Plan will be implemented by amendments to Title 21, 
and inserted into 21.05.” 

Issue I-18d: There is a missing parenthesis on page 6-29, last bullet. 

Response: Change text: “…as near perpendicular (75 degrees or greater) as possible.”  

Issue I-18e: Page 6-29, paragraph 1: “Map 2_” 

Response: Change text: “Map 2-__ 2.13 presents the HDP built/green infrastructure map…” 

Issue I-18f: Page 6-35, paragraph 3: “…as narrow as 50 30 feet” 

Response: Change text: “…as narrow as 50 30 feet…” 

Issue I-18g: Reference wildlife Page 6-34, bullet list under 14-L 

Response: Expand bullets 3 and 4: “…or extra protection for wetlands, natural vegetation or wildlife 
habitat”  “…e.g., connectivity of stream channels, trails, or wildlife movement corridors”   

Issue I-18g: Page 6-38, last line: “Get help with this from Planning – Dave Tremont” 

Response: Delete text: “Get help with this from Planning – Dave Tremont” 

Issue I-18h: Table 6.2 has math errors in the “areas not in service now,” existing mil rate is 0  

Response: Concur. Correct items in “Areas not in service areas (ad hoc)” row: 
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 Existing 
Mil 
Rate 

Number 
of 
Parcels 

Taxable 
Value* 

Mil Rate 
Option 
(1.00) 

Mil Rate 
Option 
(1.78) 

Mil Rate 
Option 
(1.85) 

LRSA Mil 
Rate 
Options 
(2.5) 

Mil Rate 
Required to 
Generate 
~$1,000,000 
Hillside-wide 

… … … … … … … … … 

Areas 
not in 
service 
areas 
(ad 
hoc) 

1 0 3,321 $940,910,838 $970,910 

$940,911 

$36,160 

$1,674,821 

$37,678 

$1,740,685 

$50,915 

$2,352,277 

0.46 

 

 

Issue I-18i: Add a paragraph to the drainage discussion (page 6-3) about rate studies, from 6/13/08 draft 
with modifications.  

Response: Rate studies are only needed when a utility is formed. A service area, based on property 
taxes, would not need a rate study. No change to Plan. 

Issue I-18j:  Add a statement to steep slope standards (page 6-28) that utilities are encouraged to be placed 
near front lot lines to minimize the additional grading needed to install them in the rear of lots.  

Response: Concur. Change text:  

“…following plan adoption to formalize these standards. 

- Vegetation – Minimize disruption… 

- Grading – No mass grading… 

- Utilities – Place utilities near front lot lines to minimize the additional grading needed to 
install them in the rear of lots. 

- Connectivity – Reserve routes…” 

Issue I-18k: Change bulleted statement “Number of ‘Bonus Lots’” to last two sentences of the 
paragraph ending at the top of the page (p6-34) for clarity.  

Response: Concur.   

Issue I-18l:  Add shallow bedrock and groundwater recharge zones to the list of new submittal requirements 
on page 6-27; these conditions have major influences on costs, aesthetic impacts, and sustainable 
development.  

Response: Concur. Change text:  

“New requirements 

- Shallow bedrock 

- Groundwater recharge zones 

- Groundwater discharge zones 
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- …” 

Issue I-18m:The objective on page 6-7 to “leverage funding—supplement Hillside dollars with State, 
Municipal and other funding sources from outside the Hillside” conflicts with the earlier objective to “create 
an equitable system, so that costs are charged to those that create them”.  

Response: Change text: “…create an equitable system, so that local costs are charged to those that 
create them.” In some instances state or federal funds are available to supplement local funding.  

Issue I-18n:  The final recommendation from the Assembly Committee on Title 21 changes the site 
disturbance envelope parameters a little bit (page 6-31); if the HDP wants to remain consistent with the 
Title 21 Rewrite, this should be changed after July 7, when the Assembly will take action.  

Response:  The HDP supports the intent of the Title 21 Rewrite to create steep slope standards; 
minor changes to this proposed code does not alter this intent.  Concur 

Issue I-18o: Change text on page 6-17: “The estimated cost to the Municipality for the On-site Services 
Department management of the water well protection program Well Water Protection Program and 
oversight of the design, construction, and operation of neighborhood sewer systems is around $300,000 
annually..” 

Response: Concur. Change text on page 6-17: “The estimated cost to the Municipality for the On-site 
Services Department management of the water well protection program Well Water Protection 
Program and oversight of the design, construction, and operation of neighborhood sewer systems is 
around $300,000 annually..” 

Issue I-18p: Last paragraph, p5-3, “requirements in affect effect at the time of platting…”  

Response: Change text on page 5-3: “requirements in affect effect at the time of platting…” 

Issue I-18q: On page 5-17, don’t underline the last sentence of the first paragraph. Nothing else is 
underlined; why this sentence? Many items are of far more importance.  

Response: In the view of planning staff and consulting team, this language is critical. Experience 
around the country has shown that relying on homeowners associations to manage neighborhood 
wastewater systems is convenient, but frequently is not successful. No change to Plan. 

Issue I-18r: Policy 13-J, p5-24, 2nd bullet: HALO, Inc. is the “Hillside Area Landowners Organization, 
Inc.”  

Response: Change text on page 5-24: “…Engage other key stakeholders for participation, including 
the State of Alaska, Anchorage Water and Wastewater Utility (AWWU), Community Councils, the 
Alaska Horse Council, the Home and Land Owners association for the Hillside Hillside Area 
Landowners Organization, Inc. (HALO), Anchorage Waterways Council and homeowners 
associations.” 

Issue I-18s: Ensure that Appendix B is revised to reflect any changes in the policies presented in the plan’s 
main chapters. 

Response: Concur. 
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