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MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA

Vern Halter, Muayor Johin Moosey, Borowgh Manager

PLANMING COMMISSION PLANNING & LAND USE

Brian Endle, District | DEPARTMENT
Thomas Healy, District 2 Eileen Frobasea, Director of Planning &
Jobin Klapperich, Chair, Districe 3 Land Use

Bruee Walden, Disirict 4
Williwm Bendig, Disirict 5
Tamas Adams, DNsirict b
Vern Ragchensicln, Disirier 7

Lavren Driscall, Planning Services Chiel
Alex Strawn, Development Services
Manager

Faul Hulberi, Mlatiing OTicer

Mary Brodigan, Planaing Clerk

Assewmbly Clambers af the
Duroily Swanda Jones Building
i50 E. Dahlia Avenue, Palmer

December 7, 2015
REGULAR MEETING
O:00 p.m.

l. CALL TO ORDER, ROLL CALL, AND DETERMINATION OF QUORUM
1L APPROVAL OF AGENDA
. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

IV. CONSENT AGENDA
ltems on the consent agenda are considered to be routing and non-controversial by the
Commission and will be approved by one motion, There will be no separate discussion of
these items unless a Commission Member so requests, in which case the frem will be
removed from the Consent Agenda and considered in its normal sequence on the agenda.

A, MINUTES
1. October 19, 20135, special meeting minutes
2. November 2, 2015, regular meeting minutes

B. INTRODUCTION FOR PUBLIC HEARING: QUASI-JUDICIAL MATTERS

2 INTRODUCTION FOR PUBLIC HEARING: LEGISLATIVE MATTERS

1. Resolution 15-42, A resolution recommending Assembly adoption of the
Seldon Road Extension Comridor Access Management Plan: Public
Hearing: December 21, 2015, (Stafft Mike Campfield)
Resolution 15-30, A resolution adopting an update 1o the Planning
Commussion Policies and Procedures Manual. Public Heaning: December
21, 2015, (Srafi: Lawren Driscoll)

nd

V. COMMITTEE REPORTS
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¥I.

VIl

VIl

IX.

XL

X1l

AGENCY/STAFF REPORTS

LAND USE CLASSIFICATIONS

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION (theee minuies per person, for items nor scheduled for
putrlic hearing)

FUBLIC HEARING: QUASI-TUDICIAL MATTERS {Pulvic Mearings shafl no! begin
fefore 6113 pm.)

Comurission members may nol rceive or ehgdpe th ex-parte conteed with the applicent,
other parties interesied in lthe application, or wtembers of the public concerning the
applicarion or issues presented in the application.

The Planping Uommission members may submii guestions fo the Plonmning Commission
lerk concorming the joliowing motiers or reguest for more information from the
applicant f the time of the introduction. ANl guestions and requetis submitted By the
Commission shall be in weiting and copies witl be provided o the applicam and made
avaifobie to alf interesied pariies and the public wpor requese Answer; to questions ard
addittonal mareriaf reguesis will be addressed in the stalf report for the public kearing.

A HRescfution 1%36, A resclution approving 2 variance to allow a recenlly
constructed two-story struchire to reméain set back 32 feet from the erdingry high
waler mark of Big Lake and 9 feer from the side yerd 10t line, on 1ot 9, Clester
Eatension; 16587 W, Tamarack Cove Drive, within Township 17 Morh, Kange 3
Wesl, Section 29, Seward Mendian. (Siaff Susan Lee, Applicans; fvan and Lynne
Schuening)

B. Resolution 15-4), A resolubon adopting findings of fad and conclwiiens of law
to supporl demaf of resolution 15-36. (i Susen Lee, Appiiceni; van amd
Lyane Schuening)

. Resolution 13-4, A resalution approving a variance to allow an existing one-
gtory cabin to remain set back 14 fect from the Tamarack Cove Drve nght-of-
way, 7 feet from the side vard lon line and 55 feet from the ordinacy lugh water
mark of Big Lake, on lot 9, Clester Exicnaion; 16587 W, Tamarsck Cove Dove,
within Township 17 North, Fange 3 West, Section 29, Seward Mendian, Palmer
Recording District, {5l Swsan Loe. Appiicant; fvan and Lyme Schuening)

PUBLIC HEARING: LEGISLATIVE MATTERS
A, Resolutian 1541, A rvesglution recommending the Assembly append the Big
Lake Compehensive Plan 1o include the Big Lake Commwury Impact
Assessment. (Sralfs Sara fonsen)
B. Resolution 15-39, A resolution recommending the Assembly place & moralonum
on the goeeptanee and processing of applications to dispose of fee simple inferests
uf previously disposed barough apricultural properry, (Sraff Clonda Zmith)

CORRESPONMDENCE & [NFORMATION

LINFINISHED BUESINESS

—_— —_—
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X1, MNEW BUSINESS
A 2016 Planming Commission Meating Schedule. (Staff: Mary Brodigan)
B. PC Manual Discussion. {Staf: Louren Driscoll)

X1y, COMMISEION BUSINESS
A Upcoming Planning Commissien Agenda lems. (Staff: Luwren Driscall)

X¥.  DNRECTOR AND COMMISSIONER COMMENTS

AV ADIOURNMENT (Mandatory Midnight)

fn arder to be cligibic to e an appee! from o decisiod af the Planaing Commission. @
persom st by designated an fateresied partv. Sec MSE 15 39.040 for definition of
“Irreresied Parep " The procedires governing appeals 1o the Board of Adiustmen! &
Appeats are coniatned in MSE 15 30 050250, which is avaifalbie on the Borough fmicrne:
home page, hilpzfwwwomatsugor.us, in the Borowgh Clerk'’s office. or al variouay
fibraries within the Borough.

'F]mrLing Commission Agenta Drecenyber 7, 2015 Page 3 af 3
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INTRODUCTION FOR PUBLIC HEARING
LEGISLATIVE

Resolution No. 15-42

Seldon Road Extension
Corridor Access Management Plan

(Page 5 - 182)

INTRODUCTION FOR PUBLIC HEARING
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SELDON ROAD EXTENSION
CHURCH ROAD TO PITTMAN ROAD

||
-

.\"\_—

.._I e
| K

o g

PROJECT FACTS

—?

| —

Project Scope

The purpose of this project is to provide
four miles of new roadway between Church
Road and Pittman Road. By extending
Seldon Road west, from Wasilla into
Meadow Lakes, this project helps enhance
regional cast-west transportation options
and improve traffic circulation for residents,

Design and construction will take place in
two phases with the [irst phase beginning at
Church Road and extending to the east end
of Beverly Lake Road (see map on the back
of this fact sheet). The second phase will
complete the connection to Piltman Foad.

Project Status

Phase I - Church Rd. to Beverly Lake Rd.
2.25 miles of new road is currently under
construction; completion is anticipated in
the summer of 2015,

Phase Il - Beverly Lake Rd. to Pittman Rd.
To extend Seldon Road to Pittman
(approximately 1.75 miles) a new alignment
was required. A technical route study, along
with extensive public meetings and
community input, helped the Borough to
determine a preferred route (see map on the
back of this fact sheet).

Now Phase I1 of the project is moving
forward through preliminary roadway
design and right-of-way acquisition. In the
fall of 2015, a public meeting will be held
to gain public feedback on the detailed road
design. Construction of Phase I will be

completed al a foture date, depending on
the availability of funds.

Project Costs

Funding in the amount of approximately
57.5 million is available for both phases of

the project through a combination of state
grant funds and Borough general obligation
bonds. The cost for design and
construction of Phase 1 is approximately
$4 million. The remaining $3.5 million
will be used to advance Phase 11 as far as
possible. As Phase [1 costs are expected to
be in the $9 million range, additional
funding will be needed to complete the
project through construction.

Benefits

The Seldon Road Extension will:

= Provide a new alicrnative emergency
transportation route,

# Help create a new negional east-west

transportation route between Palmer
and Meadow Lakes that relieves
congestion on high-demand facilities,
such as the George Parks Highway.

# Improve area circulation, and decrease
travel limes.

Contact Information

To learn how you can provide input and
stay informed, contact Stantec’s public
involvement coordinator:
Sara Doyle sam.dovle@stantes, com
(907) 352-7813
For more information, contact the Borough:
Michael J. Campfield, P.E
Capital Projects Pre-Design &
Engineering Division
Mike Camplicld@matsugoyv.us
(20T) B61-77109
Also visit the project website (select the
Seldon Road Extension link):

www.matsugov.us‘projects/seldon-road-
extension

UPDATED May 27, 2015
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Seldon Road Draft Corridor
Access Management Plan

September 23, 2015
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Comridor Access Management Plan
Seldon Road Extension
Church Road to Pitman Road

Project No, 35411
Wesilla, Alaska

C}- Stantec

Frepared for.
Motonuska-Susing Borough
330 E. Dahlia Ave.

Palmer, Alaska $9645

Prepared by:

stantec Cansulting Services ing,
2515 A Street

Anchorage, Aloska #9503

POT 2764245

PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT

Honbec WA 204700380

Seplember 23, 2015
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CORRIDOR ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN SELDON ROAD EXTENSION CHURCH ROAD TO PITTMAN
ROAD
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CORRIDOR ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN SELDON ROAD EXTENSION CHURCH ROAD TO PITTMAN
ROAD

Infreciuction
September 23, 2015

The Malanusko-Susiing Borough [MSE) hos oblained funding to extend Seldon Rood weshward
from Church Road to Beverly Lake Rood. This 1.8-mile new road extension is the first phase of the
planned exlension of Seldon Rood o Fitfmon Rood.

In order fo mainioin he mobility and sofety benefits of this minor orferiol reod. aoccess will be

imited along the new roodway to the extent possible. This Access Management Fian will
provide the guidelines necessary fo manoge occess along this segment of 3alddon Road.

1.5
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CORRIDOR ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN SELDON ROAD EXTENSION CHURCH ROAD TO PITTMAN
ROAD

Purpose of Accais Manageament
Seplennbser 23, 2015

The purpase of access management s fo provide vehiculor occess fo lond development
in o manner that preserves the safety and efficiency of the fransporfation system.

Access Managemen! Manual [TRE, 2003)

The rood network i crealed o serve a single purpose - the movement of people and goods.
From an operafional perspective, this con be seen as a two-slep process: entering or leaving the
road nehwork, and fraveling through the reod netwerk. Unforfunately, these two steps conflict
with each other, especially as volumes incraase, That is to say, it is very ditficult 1o enter a road
ihot has a high volume of Tost moving tralfic. Similorly. o rood connot occommodale a high
volume of fast moving traffic, if there are numerous diveways, where molonsts ane luming on
ond off of the road, As a result, a hierarchy of read classifications has been developed by the
Amarcan Association of State Highway and Trarsporalion Officials [AASHTO] that cullinges the
role each rood type should be designed to fil in the rood network. Higher clossification roods
linfersioles, artedals) are infended to provide service fo higher speed hrough-traffic, while lower
classification roads are designed fo provide access fo individual parcels and destinations, This is
shown graphically in Figure 1. Benefits and fechnkgues for occess monogemeni ore oko
discussed in Hofional Cooperalive Highwoy Research Program [RCHEP) Repord 420, Impocis of
Access Monogement Techmigues (Transportafion Reseorch Boord (TRR). 1999)

Figure 2 Roodway Functional Roles

Arterials
Mobility " “rg:.f mabliity
. BECHES

Collectors
+ balance between mobility
and access

\ Local Roads

Land Access +  lower mobility

*  access to adjoining
property

Bource: Safety Efsctiveness of Highwey Design Feafunes, Vol 1 FHWA, 1892

C}- Stantec
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CORRIDOR ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN SELDON ROAD EXTENSION CHURCH ROAD TO PITTMAN
ROAD

Furpose of Acceis Manogearmend
Seplamber 23, 2015

in order fo maintain the mobiity function of the higher class roodways, access must be Emiled.
The most exfreme example of this s how access 1o rmeways i imited lo inferchanges. Artedals
do nol require such a high level of access confrol, but some control B prudent. This Access
Monogement Fion provides the framework for monoaging thal occess,

Thie Seldon Rood Extension 5 designed as a runal minor artedial, which means it will need o higher
level of access control than collector or local roads, but lower level of access confrol thon mojor

crtenols or freaways,

Access management must be thoughtfully plonned and managed 1o be successhd, Otherwise,
drivewanys and access poinis end up being localed and constructed without regard 1o how
they fit into Ihe entire systemn, which often leads 1o inconsistent spacing. mulfiple conflict points,
ond poor sight distance, as seen on ihe Palmer-wWaosilla Highway. In the M58, access
management wil be implermentad by both the Platting Board and through the driveway pemit
process, The enlifies that oversee both of these processes must be informed of and supportive of
the Access Management Pian in order for it fo be successiul. Il s equally imporiant for the
agencies to work with the pubic to emure understanding and buy-dn of the safety, mobility, ond
publc investment benefits of occes maonogement while being sensitive to individual
landowners needs for occess and mobiliity.,

@- Stantec

2.2
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CORRIDOR ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN SELDON ROAD EXTENSION CHURCH ROAD TO PITTMAN
ROAD

Banafits of Access monagemant
September 23, 2015

Confrolling occess on roodways provides the following key benefits:

s Halps maintain efficient traffic low

= Incregses public safety

s Prolect the public’s financial iInvesiment in reodwoy infrasiruciure

The Access Manogement Monual stotes that decreasing signol spacing from four per mile o
bwo per mile decreasas tolal delay by 40 percent and vehicle hours of fravel by 50 percent. At
ursignoized access points, close spacing decreasas egress copacily when spacing is less than
1.5 times the accaleration dislance. Entedng fraffic couses sowdowns in through Iralfic as far oz
620 teet upstreom of occess points,

Similarly, Crash rates along comdors with two signals per mile is about holf of the rate on Comridors
with four or more signals per mile. For unsignolized occess peints, crash rales increcse by about
40 percent for each doubiing of access density. Crash rales increasa as access density increases
becouse infersections hove so mony confiict points. Addifionaly, interseclions hove areas of
influence upstream and downstream of the inlersection due o peed diferentials and decibon
sight distonces. When inlersection areas of influence overlap. driver atlenfion is spread over a
greater number of polential conflicts, which compounds the conflicls experdenced ot an
solaled infersection. Eliminating overapping areas of influence af intersections is, therefore, an
irnportant elerment in enhoncing roodwoy safety.

The benellls of occess monogement are experienced by society as o whaole, Adjocent lond
owners may object to having ther access imited to provide benafits to saciety. il s imporant fo
recognize thal these ore not obstract benefits. but are guaniifioble benefils thot comelote o the
investrnent the public ks making in constructing this new faciity. Addificnally, lock of access
mangagement increases congestion, which is o delemant to potential customerns and
homebuyers.

it cannol be oversiated how imporiant infemal neighborhood connectivity is to the efficlent
operation of arterial roadways. Efficient internal connactivity alows neighbors 1o iravel wilhin
thedr nelghborhood as long a3 possible, In some inslances this will keep local roffic off of arferiol
raads. In other instances, it may mean that instead of a resdent making a fum on o Seldon
Road only fo make another fum on to Church Rood, they con access Church Rood direcily from
thedr nelighborhood. This reduces congestion on the rood network, reduces left furms al
infersactions, reduces oul of direction fravel, ond keeps fravelars on safer, low-valume streats for
maore of thekr frips. To this end, as the adiecent parcels are platied and developed. the rood
networks nead o connect o Pillman Read to the north and weast, Church Rood to the easl, and
iouce Rood lextended] to thie south, A good exomple of this s how Lithe Rain Rood ond Gentle

Q} Stantec
3l
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CORRIDOR ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN JELDON ROAD EXTENSION CHURCH ROAD TO PITTMAN
ROAD

Benefits ol Access managemenl
September 23, 2015

Breeze Dhive in the Bruce Loke Subdivisicn are platted all the way fo the adjocent parcel
boundaries.

In summory, implementing an Access Monogemen! Flan that monages ihe locafion and density

of publc and privale accessas to the rocodway helps 1o promole the safe and elficient travel of
the publc and maintaing the significont invesiment the public s moking in the rogd network,

{:}- Stantec
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CORRIDOR ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN SELDON ROAD EXTENSION CHURCH ROAD TO PITTMAN
ROAD

Froject Ovendew for Seldon Rood Exlension
September 23, 2015

The extension of Seldon Road from Church Road to Pitimen Rood s o step foward consfructing
an east-wast comdor connecling Palmer with Houston. The projec! was divided into two phoses
for design ond construciion due fo funding constraints, Phase | extends betwean Church Rood
ond Beverly Loke Rood al Windy Boltom Rood. Phase || will extend between Phase | ond Pitiman
Road, narth of Beverly Lake Rood,

Initial studies and planning for the Phase | route were underaken by the M3B in the 1780s. Based
on this work, o 200-foot wide right-cl-way (ROW)] easeament was secured from Church Rood o
Beverdy Loke Road. The Seldon Rood extension begins at the intersection of Seldon Rood and
Church Rood, then follows high ground 1o ovoid wellands unfil it fies info Beverdy Loke Rood of
Merri Bela Lake Subdivision.

With the exception of three parcels in the Merm Bede Subdivision, comstuction wos through
undeveloped lands owned by Ihe State and the MSE.

The alignment for Phase I, between Phase | and Pittman Rood, was chosen to minimize right-of-

way, ulilty ond construction costs, private property impocts, aond environmental impocts,
Roadway geomealny and access confrol charocteristics were considerad for their relative safety
benefits. The approved roule begins by connection 1o the end of the Phase |1 alignment near
Windy Botlom Road, and extends in a norh westerly direclion fo slay north of Beverly Loke
Rood, ond then sweeps southwest to intersect Pittmaon Road near Tehnder Rood.

The following table outiines tralfic projections developed in support of Seldon Rood Extension.
Table 1 Traffic Projections for Seldon Road Extension

Phase | Phase Il
AADT - 2018 3500 4,400
AADT - 2038 10,752 ¥.0135
Deugn Hour Volume IR 0%
Tuck Perceniags 4% 4%
Dedgnspoed 55 MP.H, 55 MPH.
AADT = Average Annwcl Dally Troffic

E: -
' Stantec

4.1
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CORRIDOR ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN SELDON ROAD EXTENSION CHURCH ROAD TO PITTMAN
ROAD

Property Ownership and Porcel Data
Saplember 23, 2015

Property ownership aond parcel dalo shown in Figure 2 and Fgure 3 were developed using data
from the MSB GIS Division. Adjocent property is owned by privale enfities. the M5B and the Slale
of Alosko, Hew ROW will be ocguired from numercus privale porcels on the west end of the
project and from the M5B Tract al the Church Rood intersection.

6- Stantec
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CORRIDOR ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN SELDON ROAD EXTENSION CHURCH ROAD TO PITTMAN
ROAD

Access Monagement Recommeandations
saptamber 23, X135

The Access Monagement Manual recommends the following access spoacing for rural minor
arferiak:

Table 2 Minimum Intersection Spacing Guidelines

Minimum Aceess Spacing
Foel Miey
Signofized Intesecton 2
Min, 143, 1/2
Stomdard Roumdabout Access - Mo Madion 2,640 prelemad
Righi-in/Right-Cut (w/Medbon) 1,320 1/4
Direcilond Medion Opaning 220 /4

it showld be noted hotl signofized intesections, il provided, need 1o be spaced al regular
intervals. This s nacessary fo provide efficient progression through the seres of signals. The ideal
spacing for signals depends on the sigreal fiming plans and desired comidorn spead.

Idealy, occess o the orferial nebwork would cotncide with section or portial section ines [1/4,
1/14, etc.) These ines offen aready have ROW easements and serve as boundaries batween
neighboring developments. However, topographic constroints con fhvwaort the use of legaol
parcel boundaries for roods. Thal s the cose for Seldon Rood extension, as wellands exist on one
or both sides of Seldon Road at the 1/4 sechion lines within the Phase | project area. in addifion,
fhe existing occesses al Windy Boltorn Rood and Wyoming Drive do nol accur on any regular
sechion lird,

Combining the spocing guidenas listed above and the topographic constraints of the Saldon
Rood Comidor, the occess monagemen! recommendations for the comdor are as follows:

. To maintain uninferrupted iralfic fiow ond minimize safely conflicts, Seidon Rood shol havea a
mirdmum access spocing of 1/3-mile, ond preferably 1/2-mile in oreas where specific access
points hove not been identified in this document

2. Restricled (lefi-infightn/ighi-oul] ocoess may be considered 1/é-mile east of Fittman Road
and 1/é&mile west of Church Bood iIf commercial development requires such occess.,

3. Roods infersecting Seldon Rood shall serve more than one development and connect to
other acces points on the road network, Hew cul-de-sacs direclly off Seldon Road shall be
prohibited unless serving on area constrained by topography.

4, Access to Seldon Eood shall be imited fo public roods, ond no new divesways shall be
permitted.

G,- Stantec
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CORRIDOR ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN SELDON ROAD EXTENSION CHURCH ROAD TO FITTMAN
ROAD

Acces Management Recommaendation
Japtamioe X3, 2015

10,

1]

12.

The undeveloped orea beginning 1/3-mie wesl of Church Rood aond ending 1/3-mile east of
the Windy Bottorm Rooad/Artdist View Circle infersection s open to deveiopment of collector
roads on both the north and soulh sides of Seldon Road. Development of @ Coleclor Road
on aliher dde of Seldon Road shoukd fake inlo consideration fhe probable development of a
collecior rood on the opposite side of Seldon Road fo mainfain the mirdmum 1/3-mile access
spacing. although 1/2-mile spocing b preferable,

The conneclion aof Windy Botlom Rooad/Artist View Circle thot was constructed under the
Seldon Rood Phase | project shal be mainigined. Access o the Slate of Alosko Deporiment
of Natural Resources [DNR) londs may be accessad from the cul-de-sac of the end of Artist
View Circle [north of Seldon Road), or from Windy Bottom Road [soulh of Seldon Road).

The driverways from lots 1 through 4 of Mearr Balle Subdivision shall connect to the new access
road, Arlist View Circle, Direct acceass from thase parcels to Seldon Road sholl be prohibifed,

A full access connection to Beverly Lake Rood is plonned ot the section line, opproximately
1 /2-mie weast of the Windy Bottom Rood/Arfist View Circle intersection. Any future
connection 1o the undeveloped lands o the north sholl be made of this intersection. Beverly
Drive will not be connected fo Seldon Rood In order o maintain the minimum spocing.

Wyoming Drive will be connecled fo Seldon Road under the Seldon Bdlension Phase ||
project.

A fulure colecior rood connection may be developed opproxdmalely 0.8 miles west of
‘Wyoming Drive il Fshbock Rood s o be extended along o section ine egsement. A
connechon to the north side of the reod s possible as well, provided it s directly opposite the
Fishbock Circle connection.

. & conneclion o fehnder Rood and Fuller Lake Subdivision will be mode at Monroe Circle,

An access fo the land north of Zehnder Rood & allowable directly opposile the Monroe
Circle infersection.

The lehnder Eoad oppreach at Pitman Boad will be reamoved due 1o the dose prodimity to
the Pittman / Seldon intersection. A culde-soc will be constructad as par of Setdon Road
Extension, Phose 0,

Acces recommendations for the Seldon Rood comidor are depicted In figures 5 and &.

The exisfing Church / Saldon intersection is expected lo operate with acceplable levels of
sarvice fhrough 2025, bul will ely need a roundabout or traffic signal after that fime. The
addifion of fumn lanes will oo reduce deloy and enhance troffic sofety ot the intersection.

6.2

C} Stantec
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USKH

BHARED VISION, LINIFIED APPROACH. Memorandum
Date: Dacamber 20, 2013 W.0.#: 1405000

To: Steve Kari, P.E. cc:

From: Will Webb, P.E., PTOE

Subject: Seldon Road Extension Traffic and Safety Memorandum

In support of the Seldon Road Extension project, this memorandum documents the traffic and safety
analysis conducted for the project. This information s Intended to provide an input to the design
process, specifiically with respact to intersection improvements at the ends of tha project.

Seldon Road will extend betwaen Church Road and Pittman Road, a distance of approximately 4 miles.
Seldon Road has been designated as a Minor Arterial and passes through rolling terrain. The design
speed has bean set at 55 miles per hour. At Pitman Road, the west end of the project, the location of
the project terminus has not yet been astablished. At Church Road, Seldon Read Extension will form
the weast leg of the existing Seldon Road/Church Road T-intersection. Both Church Road and Pittman
Road are posted at 45 miles par hour.

Traffic Volumes

Since the Seldon Road Extension rapresents a new link in the Matanuska Susitna Borough's (MSB)
transportation network, projected traffic volumes must be developed using traffic planning
methodologies. These take inlo account where people live, work, and shop to estimate where they are
traveling, and what will be the most desirable routes for those travels. The modeling data obtained for
this project is from tha M3B 2025 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). Tha LRTP model

that by 2025 there will be up to B,173 vehicles per day using the new segment of Seldon Road. Since
the design year for this project is 2038, we grew the projections forward using a 2-percent per year
growth rate. This is equal to the population growth rate the Alaska Deparment of Labor is projecting for
the 2025 to 2035 decade in the MSB. The resulting average daily traffic projections for 2038 are shown
In Exhibit 1, along with the actual 2012 average daily traffic (ADT) volumes.
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Exhibit 1 — Average Dally Traffic Volumes
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These values are projected daily volumes. Since intersaction attributes are based on paak hour tumning
movament volumas, we must determine how much of the daily traffic occurs during the peak hour and
estimate which direction the traffic is going. To that end, we have obtained current hourly count data
from both MSB and Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities (DOT&PF) in the project
area and collected existing tuming movement data. The fuming movemeant data reveal that the peak
traffic hour occurs between 4:30 pm and 5:30 pm and that the peak hour volumes are roughly 9.0
percent of the dady traffic numbers. Durng the paak hour, traffic is generally split E0-percant going
north or west and 40-percant going south or east.

To develop tuming movement counts for the new intersections, we had 1o make a few assumptions. We
have assumed that Saldon Road will accommodate both local traffic going to developments along the
comidor, and regional through-traffic. Since the MSB Is experiancing high growth, we assumad that the
entire area around the comidor will ba developed as housing during the design life of the project. Using
a housing density of ane dwelling unit per two acres to account for roads and undevealopable areas, we
anficipate as many as 900 homes in the adjacent area may contribute traffic to Saldon Road. After
assigning the B00 peak hour trips this development would create to the road network, through-traffic
was added to our projections until the intersection volumes at the Seldon Road/Church Road
intarsection matched the peak hour volumes predicted by the ADT projections. The mix of through
traffic and new development trafiic was then adjusted until the two ADT volumes along Seldon Road
matched the hourly volumes we projected. Based on these methods, we estimate thal the through-
traffic volume will be 380 vehicles in the PM peak hour. Using these assumptions, along with the travel
patterna identified through the collected data, we developed tuming movement projections for the
intersections. The resulting tuming movement volumes for each end of the project are shown below.
Tuming movements at intermediate intersections are attached.

Exhibit 2 — 2038 PM Peak Hour Turning Movement Projections

Traffic Analysis

Traffic operations along the corridor have been analyzed using the methodologies defined in the
Highway Capacily Manual (Transportation Research Board, 2010) (HCM). The HCM provides mathods
of grading “level of service™ (LOS) of roads and intersections on an A through F scale. For new
facilities, LOS C is tha desired minimum LOS.

LOS on rural road segments is based on average travel speeds and “percent time spent following”, and
takas into account traffic volumes, road grades, and passing opporunities. Given the conditions along

ty 1405000 epons'ireiic and salaty Bnalysis\ 1405000 rafc ard safety mamo-final doc
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this facility, and assuming that passing will be prohibited on 60-parcent of the road segment, Seldon
Road is expectad to operate at LOS D by 2038. Although this is below tha target of LOS C, a two-lana
facility is stil appropriate considering the peak hour voluma is only 31-percent of the capacity of tha
road and the long-term shift from primarily through-traffic, which expects higher speeds and lower traffic

density, to a higher percentage of local traffic as the area develops.

LOS at intersections is based on anticipated vehicular delay, as shown below. LOS criteria are differant
for signalized and non-signalized intersections because drivers axpect to have o wait al signals, and
they get less imitated when waiting at signals because of the knowledge that they will eventually get a
green light. Lower delay thresholds are sat at non-signalized intersections because when drivers get
impatiant with waiting, they becoma maore likely to accapl riskier gaps in traffic, which increases the
likelinood of crashes. In addition, LOS and delay for signalized intersactions is based on average
conditions at the entire intersection, while LOS and delay at stop controlled or roundabout intersactions
are reported for the lowest-performing approach, Trafficware’s Synchro traffic modeling software was
used to conduct the intersection traffic analysis.

Unsignalized/
Roundabeout Signalized
Average Delay | Average Delay
LOS [sec/veh) {sec/veh) General Description
A £10 =10 Free Flow
B =10- 15 =10 - 20 Stable Flow (shight delays)
C »15=25 =20=35 Stable flow [acceptable delays)
Approaching unstable flow (tolerable delay,
b >25-35 »35-55 occasionally wait through mare than one signal cycle
before proceeding)
E »35 - 50 =55 - B0 Unstable flow {intolerable delay)
F =50 =80 Forced flow (jammed)
Source: Highway Capacity Manual (TR, 2010)

Exhibit 3 — LOS Criteria

Assuming that Seldon Road Is stop controlled at both intersections (at Pittman Road and Church Road)
with no new lurn lanes, the resulting traffic delays are lisled in Exhibit 4. For stop-controlled
intersections, the worst approach delay and level of service is reported as the intersection delay and
level of sarvice.

Pittman Church
Delay | LOS Delay | LOS

Northbound NJA N/A
Westbound 314 | D 300+ | F

Southbound N/A M/A
Easthound M A 300+ F

Exhibit 4 - 2038 LOS with Existing Configurations

V1405000 repcrtairnific and salety anabysis)1 405000 traflic and safoty memo-finad docx,
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Both intersections are projected to fail to meel LOS standards by the design year. As a resutt,
improvements should be considered.

There are several ways to improve LOS at an intersection. The most obvious s to changa from stop
control to signal or roundabout control. However, there are costs and other disadvantages associated
with increasing intersection control, so standard practice is to consider other enhancements first.

Seldon RoadPittman Road Intersection

Al the Pittman Road intersection, the design speeds and traffic volumes suggest that a northbound right
turn lane and westbound right tum lane may be justified. Adding only the westbound righl turn lane
would serve to lower the weslbound approach level of service to C, with an average delay of 22.7
seconds. Delay and level of service values for the various improvement options are listed below.

Westbound Right,

Westbound Right, Northbound Right,
Turn Lane Scenario-—> Westbound Right Northbound Right Southbound Left
Movement J Deday | LO5 | Queve | Delay | LOS | Queue | Delay | LOS | Cueue
Westbound Approach 22.7 c 17.4 c 173 | €
Westbound Right 10.6 B 25 8.7 A 25 9.7 A 25'
Westbound Left 26.9 & 100 20.1 C 100° 19.9 C 100"
Southbound Left B.4 A 25 8.4 A 25' 1.8 A 25

Exhibit 5 — 2038 LOS at Seldon/Pittman with Turn Lanes and Two-Way Stop Control

Considering the costs of construction, the prevailing traffic pattems, and the expected improvements in
delay, the southbound left tum lane is probably not a cost effective improvement.

Seldon Road/Church Road Intersectlon

At the Seldon Road/Church Road Intersection, a variety of improverments were analyzed, up to and
including right and left turn lanes on each approach and stop control at each approach. However, none

of these improvements result in acceptable LOS.

Since stop control will not adequataly serve traffic demands in the design year, different control
methods ware considerad,

Roundabout

A roundabout would serve to maintaln acceptabla LOS at the Saldon Road/Church Road intarsection. A
single-lane roundabout would be appropriate and would maintain LOS B in 2038. Average vehicle
delays would ba as follows:

L\ 10000 reparts/araific mnd satety analysis\ 405000 traffic nnd safety mame-final.dos
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2018 | 2038

| Approach: Delay | LOS | Queue | Delay | LOS | Oueue

| Eastbound 55 | A 25’ 79 | A 50
Morthbound Bl A 15 9.0 il 75
Westbound 7.1 A 25 14.6 B 150

| Southbound 56 | A 25" 93 | A 50

Exhibit 6 ~Roundabout LOS at Seldon/Church

Resaarch has shown that as people become more familiar with roundabouts, they tend fo drive them
mone aggressively, which has the effect of increasing roundabout capacity owvar tima. This affect is
reflactad in the LOS values listad above, and axplans why thera ks not much difference in some of the
delay values between 2018 and 2038,

From an operational perspective, roundabouts are baneficial because fewer crashes tend to oocur at
tham, and the crashes that do occur tend to be less severa than al tradiional intersections. Howewver,
roundabouts require motorists to slow down to navigate them during all hours of the day, regardless of
if thera is conflicting traffic or not.

Signal

A signal warrant analysis was conducted on the 2038 traffic volume projecticns. There are a series of 9
wamanting criteria that are outlined in the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) to help
determine if a traffic signal might be an appropriate intersection control treatment. Three are based on
traffic volumes, one on pedastrian volumes, one Is safety related, and the othars are related to the road
network. At the Seldon Road/Church Road intersaction, only the volumea basad warrants are relevant at
this time. Based on our traffic projections, all three of the volume based warrants (8-hour, 4-hour, and
peak hour) will be met by 2038.

If the Seldon Road/Church Road intersection is signalized, the guidance published in National
Cooperative Highway Research Program Report 279 recommends laft lanes ba provided for the
northbound and westbound approaches, and right turn lanes be provided on the westbound,
northbound, and easthound approaches, Left tumn lanes could also be provided for the southbound and
eastbound left tum lanes since both Seldon Road and Church Road will be widened for the opposing
direction left turn lanes. No tumn lanes are required for the intersection to meet level of service
standards, but they will reduce delay and enhance traffic safety at the intersection. LOS projections for
the various tum lane scenaros are shown below.

[ Al axcept
No New Turn Warranted Turn Southbound
Volume Year; Lanes Lanes Right
Delay LO5 Delay LOS Delay LOS
2018 8.6 A g3 A 8.2 A
2038 i c 10.3 B 10 A

Exhibit & ~Signalized LOS at Seldon/Church

1405000 repons\rafic and satoty aralyslsit 405000 traffic and safety moeme-final daox
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Tum lanes will ideally be long enough o enable vehicles to slow from full-speed to stop and contain the
vehicle quaue. At 8 minimum, the Alaska Highway Preconstruction Manual requires turn lanes ba at
least 100 feat long. Turn lane lengths should be as follows:

Decel | Cueue

Length | Length | Total
Eastbound Left® 410" 25 435"
Eastbound Right 410° '3 410°

Northbound Left L5 i g iy 460"
Northbound Right 410 o° 410
Westbound Laft 410° 50 4e0"
Westbound Right 410° g 410
Southbound Left® 410 25 435"
*Lanes could be 100" minlmum

Exhibit 7 = Signalized Turn Lane Lengths

Even if left tum lanes are not provided for the approaches where they are not warranted (southbound
Church Road, or eastbound Seldon Road), if the medians that will be required on these approaches are
flush, they should be large encugh to accommodate a vehicle waiting to tum left, since it will likely be
used for this purpose by motorists anyway. Also, if the medians are not flush, vehicle detection will
need to be provided to ensure molorists do not queue up in these areas and end up left unserved by
the signal.

Signalization Improvements could be phased at the Seldon Road/Church Road intersaction to betler
miatch up with the anticipated traffic volumes. H would make sense 1o construct lwm lanas with the
Seldon Road extension considering the extant of sarthwork that will ba dona, However, it would be
possible to maintain two way stop control for a while, move to all-way stop control, and then implement
signalization when necessary. The following table outlines when control changes would be requined,
assuming linear traffic growth batween opaning year and the design year.

Two-Way All-Way Miets Signal

Stop Control | Stop Control Warrants in:
Mo Turn Lanes i 2029 2025
Warranted Lanes 2029 2034 2009
All Lanes 2025 2034 2019

Exhibit 8 = Year LOS Falls Under Given Control Type

If two way stop control is used at the Seldon Road/Church Road intersection, the stop control should be
moved from Seldon Road to Church Road after Phase 2 is constructed, since it is expected to become
the higher volume road at the intersaction at that time.

From an operational perspective, the signalization option is beneficial because it can be phased to
meet the traffic demands. In addition, once a signal is installed, it can be operated in a manner that
accounts for the varability of traffic throughout the day. However, even though the signal can maintain

NS00 eporis'draflc and sately anahysi 1405000 wafic and safety memo-final.docx
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better level of service than a roundabout, delay is not necessarily less because of the different LOS
criteria for roundabouts and slignals.

A decision regarding whether to use roundabout or signalization control is best left 1o the Design Study
Report effort, since the decision should also include factors such as impacts to ROW and water
resources, as well as construction costs and curmrent or fulure funding concerns. Either option would
work to meet the LOS criteria for the anticipated traffic demand.

Windy Bottom Road

Windy Bottorn Road is near the end of Phase 1 and is the only existing intersection along this first
phase of the project comidor. It may be that an intersection with Beverly Lake Road is required,
depending on the route chosen for Phase 2, but that will be addressed during the phase 2 development
process. Windy Bottom Road will be stop controlled at Seldon Road and cumrently provides the only
access for the Bruce Lake Subdivision. This subdivision consists of 150 lots, many of which are
undeveloped. Once this subdivision does bulld out, it will represent about 150 vehicle trips during the
PM peak hour. Based on the previously discussed traffic pattems, we would expect about 57 motorists
turning laft into the subdivision. Using the methodologies listed in NCHRP Report 457, a left turn lane
off of Seldon Road would be appropriate, and should be 410 feet long to accommodate vehicle
deceleration outside of the through lane. A single lane approach on Windy Bottom Road is appropriate.

Beverly Lake Road

In Phase 2, the Seldon Road Extension will veer north of Beverdy Lake Road (BLR) and provide an
opportunity for an Intersection bebwaan BLR and Seldon Road north of Beverly Lake, wesl of whera
Bevarly Lake Road makes a 60 degrea band io the south. An intersaction at this location would provide
convenient routing for residents on BLR who want o travel aast on Seldon Road. However, this
connection would also increase traffic on BLR north of Baverly Lake, due to eastbound traffic from the
west end of BLR.

If tha BLR/Seldon Road intersaction is created, no auxillary lanes will ba necessary, and it should have
slop control on the BLR approach.

Wyoming Drive

In Phase 2, Seldon Road will cross Wyoming Drive. This will result in a 4-leg intersection that will
operate acceptably with stop control only on the Wyoming Drive approaches. If BLR is connected to
Saldon Road separately, no auxiliary turn lanes will be required. If the BLR/Seldon Road intersection s
rod constructed, the fraffic from that intersection will end up using the Wyoming Drive intersection. As a
result of the traffic concentration at this location, a westbound left turn lane would be wamanted and
should be 410 feet long to accommodate vehicle deceleration outside of the through lane.

Traffic Safety

Crash data was collected from the DOT&PF for both the Seldon Road/Church Road intersection and
from the Pittman Road segment where Seldon Road is likely to intersect Pittman Road. The data at the
Saldon Road/Church Road intersection covers the period from 2008 through 2010, while the data on
Pittman Road is from 2006 through 2010.

111408000 TR ta e and sadoly onatysis) 1405000 rafic ard ss'ety merne-Ninal docx
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At tha Seldon Road/Church Road intersection, 3 crashes wera reported. That comesponds to a crash
rate of 1.06 crashes per million entering vehicles. In comparison, the HSIP handbook reports that the
statewide average crash rate at a 3-leg, stop controlled intersection is 0.48 crashes per million antering
vehicles. Tha reported crash rate is higher than the statewide average. However, given the relativaly
low volume of traffic at the intersection and the short data collection period, the difference between
obsarved and statewide average crash rates are not statistically significant. That is to say, there is a
good chance the difference in crash rates is due to random chance. We also cannol identify crash
patterns dus to the small number of crashes. As a result, no specific safety improvements are
recommanded al this intersection, but new improvemeants should be designed to currant standards.

Along Pitiman Road, there were 15 crashes between Beverly Lake Road and Middle Road. Given this
sagmant length of 1.64 miles and 5-year study pariod, the resulting crash rate is 3.14 crashes par
milicn vahicle miles. Tha slatewide average i 2 crashes par milion vehicle miles. However, the
statistically significant "critical” rate ks 3.16. This means it's likely the difference batween the observed
and average crash rates is due to random chance. As a result, no specific safaty improvements are
recommended at the future Saldon Road/Pittman Road intersection, but néw improvements should be
designed to cument standards.

Traffic safety along the project should be pursued by designing tha projact to current design standards.
Stopping sight distance must be maintained along the comidor, For the design speed of 55 miles per
hour, 485 feet is nacessary for stopping sight distance. Where driveways are present, and at
intersections, 610 feet of sight distance is necessary to enable vehicles to enter the road without
impacting through traffic. This will ikely impact where Seldon Road can tie into Pittman Road.

Lighting should be provided at public road intersections within the comridor, This is supported by
DOT&PF's HSIP Handbook, which stales that intersection lighting reduces nighttime crashes by 50-
percent. Lighting has the benefit of making intersections more conspicuous (alding navigation), and
makes it easier for motorisis to identlfy potentially conflicting traffic. The llluminating Engineering

s RP-8, recommends that “isoclated traffic conflict points™ should be lit to 0.9 foot-candles with a
wniformity of 4.0.

As previously mentioned, the signal and roundabout control generally exhibit differing crash pattens
and statistics, which could be an important factor to consider when deciding what kind of intersection
control to implement. The Alaska HSIP Handbook reports crash rates for various control schemes at 4-
lag intersections as follows: two-way stop control is 0.56, all-way stop control s 0.72, signalized is 1.47,
and roundabouts are 0.37, Rates are reported as crashes per million entering vehicles.

Sign Inventory

An inventory of signs within the project area has been completed to ensure signing is consistent with
current standards. Since the Seldon Road Extension does nol currently exist, there are no signs o
inventory within the corrdor.

At the Seldon Road/Pittman Road intersection, speed limit signs will need to be added on each
departure leg of the Intersection. Guide signs alerting drivers of the upcoming road should also be
installed about 500 feet upstream of the intersection on each approach.

At the Seldon Road/Church Road intersection, speed limit signs need to be added to the departure legs
along Church Road. The existing two-direction large armow sign west of the intersection will need to be
removed. Similardy, the R3-5L/R sign and left turm only pavement markings will need to be removed
from the exizsting Seldon Road approach. New "Right Lane Must Tum Right™ or "Right Only”™ signs will

L1 1205000 vaportsirafic and splety analysis: 1405000 taffic and satety memo-final docx
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need be installed to properly defineate the west-bound left turn lane. Guide signs alerting drivers of the
upcoming road should also be installed 500 feet upstream of the intersaction on each approach, except
the westbound approach, which already has a guide sign.

New signing installed for this project will meet currant Alaska Traffic Manual standards.

V405000 reporisiraic and salety anabysis) 1405000 traffic and salety memc-inal docx
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Analysis Outputs

111405000 Reports! Tra*ic and Safety Analysis\ 1405000 Traffc and Satoty Memo-FINAL docx



PLANNING COMMISSION DECEMBER 7, 2015 Page 40



PR Rt ] T e Lty Ay me T orsing e e me sy Rualbaly - mresal el odp

Firsal Treee Proyectos

PLANNING COMMISSION

DECEMBER 7, 2015

Page 41



R B e iy T e o Sty Ay Ty e veme o Lealenls - el Serwets Can

Pl Trae: PrsjmerBiom

PLANNING COMMISSION

DECEMBER 7, 2015

Page 42



PLANNING COMMISSION DECEMBER 7, 2015 Page 43




AR epete " e anel Bafety Brakealn Taries Morvemeet Lomey s - reeead Breets s

! Trpfie Propectioesn

PLANNING COMMISSION

DECEMBER 7, 2015

Page 44



PLANNING COMMISSION DECEMBER 7, 2015 Page 45

HCM 2010 TWSC Seldon Road Extension
3: Church Road & Seldon Road December 2013
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HCM 2010 TWSC Seldon Road Extansion
6: Pittman Road & Seldon Road Decermber 2013
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3: Church Road & Seldon Road December 2013
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Undorm Delay (d). afveh 126 13 M0 102 NE 12 38 M 34 T a4
Incr Delary (42), sveh 0.0 0.3 01 03 05 0.2 a1 02 02 01 a0 02
Il O Dilary(d2) afveh 0.0 0.0 00 oo oo 0.0 00 00 00 0o ao 00
%ile Back of O (50%), venin 0.1 04 02 05 06 0.3 0.1 02 02 0.1 a0 o2
Lane Grp Delary (d), siveh 126 M7 MY 131 121 114 39 3 38 37 oo 38
Lana Grp LOS B B B B B B A A A A A
Approach Vol, vehh 139 774 m 124
Approach Delay, siveh 17 123 37 37
Approach LOS B ] A A
m - i = da e W e S N R e e =
Asugred Phs 4 8 2 8
Phs Duration (G+Y +Rc), s 10.8 108 20 20
Change Period (Y+Rc), 5 40 40 40 40
Max Groen Sefting (Gmax), s 18.0 180 18.0 180
Max O Clear Time (g_c#+1), s 44 57 5 a1
Geeen Ext Time (p_c), 8 13 13 12 1.2
o s VR =t e
HCM 2010 Ci Delay 8.2
HCM 2010 LOS A
tes
2018 PM - Full Lanes Synchro 8 Repert

USKH Inc
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Seldon Road Extension
3: Church Road & Saldon Road December 2013
4 - . A0, A “Aa t 24

Lané Canfigurations 4 r ‘L | S, S &

Volime (veh/h) % 8 2 & 15 N M4 ®m N O nB M
Number T 4 w3 8 B & 2 17 1 O
Iniéal C1 (Cl), veh SRR R L R D TR N [ (R TN
Ped-Sike Ad{A_pbT) 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 100 100
Parking Bus Ad) 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 00 100
Adj Sat Flow veh/hin W0 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1800 1863 1500
Lanes 0 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 0 1 0
Cap, vahvh 180 M5 X0 414 386 330 887 0N 8B2 2 603 2
Armve On Green 021 o021 01 01 01 Q021 OS5 058 055 Q068 056 0SB
Sat Flow, vehvh 134 1655 1583 1264 1863 1583 1200 1863 1583 104 1083 408
Grp Volumely), vehh W 0 2 % 1 M 4 §F 7" ™M 0 0
GrpSat Flows)vehhin 1789 0 1583 1264 1863 1583 1200 1853 1583 1688 0 O
(1 Serve(g_s), 5 60 00 08 23 18 10 06 0B 08 00 00 00
Cycle  Clear(g c), 8 1 00 08 40 1§ 10 18 08 08 11 00 00
Prop In Lane 018 100 100 100 100 100 0.19 024
Lane Grp Capic). veivh 4% 0 30 414 388 30 B47 1007 BE2 1064 0 O
WIC Rade(X} 02 o000 0¥ G023 032 01 006 000 Q08 012 OD0 OO0
Aval Caplc_a), vehh 1042 0 B35 @17 983 B35 B87 1007  BB2  0ed 0 0
HCM Platoon Rabo 100 180 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Upstrearn Fiter(l) 100 000 100 100 100 00 100 100 100 100 000 000
Uniform Delay (d). sheh 3 00 109 130 N5 M1 40 35 35 38 00 00
Iner Delay (d2), siveh B2 00 01 03 05 02 01 02 02 02 00 00
Indial 1 Delay(43), shveh 60 00 00 0O OO 00 O00 00 00 00 00 0O

‘ele Back of O (50%), vehin 03 00 02 05 08 03 0.1 02 02 03 00 oo
Lane Gep Delay (d). s/veh 15 60 1o 13 1ME N3 4 a7 37 34 00 00

Lane Grp LOS B B B B B A A A A
Approach Vol, vehh 138 4 2 124
Approach Delay, siveh 114 123 X ] 38
Approach LOS B B [ A
H'u-_—_ i Tl i = e L & i e el e —RETs
Assigned Phis 4 B 2 B
Phes Duration (G+Y +Rc), 5 1.1 1.1 2.0 230
Change Penod (Y+Rc) s 40 40 &0 40
Max Green Seting (Gmax), & 180 18.0 190 180
Max O Clear Time (g cH1), & i B0 ig 1
E‘-rumEnTirul:pd 8 14 13 13 13

a3

A

2018 PM - Warranisd Lanes Synchro & Report

LiSKH linc
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Seldon Road Extension

3: Church Road & Seldon Road December 2013
ey r NNt AL/
Soere ESL EBT EBR WEBL LET WBR  NBL NBT NBR  SBL  8A7  S3R
Lane Configuraticns & 4 o e e
Voluma (veh) ® & 28 & M5 8 M4 mM M 2 M 8
Murmiber 7 4 14 3 B 18 5 2 12 1 [ 16
Inial O (Qib), veh 0 0 0 0 ] 1] 0 0 0 i 0 1]
Ped-Bike Adj{4_pbT) 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Pariang Bus Ady 100 160 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Ad] Sat Fiow vehihin 1900 1863 1E00 1200 1863 1883  1BOUD  1BE3 1800 1800 1863 1RO
Lanes 0 1 [} 0 1 1 0 1 1] 0 1 0
Cap, veh/h 18 N g2 @I M3 3 4am Mr I 57 225
Amive On Green 02 02 02 02 0k b2 055 055 056 085 DES  OBB
Sal Flow, vehv/h B 1178 380 564 1060 1583 2228 20 BS6 0 STE 14 1083 408
Gp Violumedy), vehh 133 0 0 2N i} 4 m 0 o 1M 0 0
Grp Sat Flow(s), vehihin 16852 0 I 0 1883 1660 0 0 1685 0 0
Q Sarve(g_s), s 00 00 00 OO0 OO0 10 00 00 0O OD 00 0O
Cycle 0 Clear(g ¢}, s 41 @0 00 40 00 10 22 00 0D 12 0O 00
Prop In Lane 0.12 023 043 100 022 038 019 ('}
Lane Grp Capic), vehh 475 0 0 50 0 M3 1042 0 o 1053 0 o
WIC Ratbio(X) 02 000 000 044 000 016 021 000 000 012 OO0 OO0
Aval Cap{c_a), vehh 8é3 0 o a4 L B [ 0 g 1083 0 0
HCM Pistoon Rabio 160 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 400 100 100
Upstream Filler{l) 100 00 000 100 000 100 100 Q00 000 100 OO0 000
Uniform Delay (d), shveh 115 0.0 6o 124 b 108 40 0.0 0o 37 ] 0.0
incr Delay (d2), sheh 03 0.0 0.0 (11} 0.0 0.2 0.5 0.0 0.0 02 0.0 o
inal O Deday(d3), ahveh oo 0o 0.0 o0 L] i) a.n 0.0 0.0 0o oo 0.0
%ileBackof O(50%)veMn 07 00 00 12 00 03 06 00 00 03 00 00
Lane Grp Delay {d], a/'veh 1148 0.0 0o 127 0o 112 i 4 0o 0.0 410 i) oo
Lana Gp LOS B B B A A
Approach Vo, vehh 139 274 7] 124
Approach Delay, siveh 11.8 124 44 40
Approach LOS B B A A
Toer S e
Assigned Phs 4 B 2 &
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 115 15 30 230
Change Pencd [Y+Rc), $ 40 40 40 40
Max Green Selting (Gmac), 8 180 180 19.0 190
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+1), s 6.1 &0 42 12
Gresan Ext Time {p_c), & 15 15 16 1.6
e e A e, P - o o =~
HCM 2010 Cirl Delay BA
HCM 2010 LOS A
2018 PM - Exisfing Lanes Synchro & Report

USKH fnc
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary

3: Church Road & Seldon Road December 2013
A vy r ANy T AN 4

Howimsos EE. EBT EBR WEL WET WBR nGL NEV aBR  EBL 237 GER
Lane Configurations = il' r e g
Volurne (vohuh) 45 M2 ]| iM% i T4 146 133 108 k| 55 T8
Mumber 7 L 14 3 B 1] & 2 ] 1 ] 18
Instiad Q1 (), veh 0 i 0 0 0 B o ¥ 0 0 o o
Ped-Bics AdjiA_pbT) 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 100 1,00
Parking Bus Ad) 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Adj Sat Flow vehvhin 1300 1863 1800 1800 1863 1853 1800 1863 19000 1000 1863 1900
Lanes 0 1 0 (1] 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 o
Cap, vehh a0 258 &2 183 ara T4 206 241 161 145 344 M2
Amve On Green 044 044 D44 044 044 044 033 038 038 038 032 028
Sai Flow, vah/h 0 580 184 186 BS0 1583 461 B30 427 138 910 64
Gp wvehh 412 1] 1] 5 1] a0 418 ] 1] | 7] a
Grp Sat Flowds).veh/hin T4 il g 10G7 i 158% 1558 i] 0 1680 ] ]
i ] ), 8 0.0 0.0 . oo o 13 &7 0.0 i L] oo 0.4 00
Cycle O Chearig ¢), & 200 00 00 200 00 43 98 00 00 41 00 0D
Prop In Lana 012 04 028 100 038 02r 016 038
Lane Gep Caplc), vehvh 429 0 0 56 0 T4 o8 0 0 ™ 0 0
WIC Rabio{X) D8 OO0 OO 05 000 011 OB Q00 OO0 O3 000 000
Avad Caplc_a), vehvh 429 0 0 s 0 T4 o8 0 0 7 0 0
HCM Platoon Rabo 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 4100 100 100
Upstream Filter() 100 Q00 000 100 000 100 100 Q00 OO0 100 Q00 000
Unsorm Delay (d), shveh fir 0.0 oo 124 oo T4 1& il o6 f00 i 0.0
Iner Delay (42), shvah B2 00 00 W2 00 01 38 080 00 14 00 0o
Inial O Dalayid3), aheh oo 0.0 na Qa0 il oo 0.0 L] o oo 0.0 0.0
Sl Back of O [50%), vehin 6.1 0.0 0.0 BS 00 0.3 a5 0.0 0o 1.5 0.0 0o
Lane Grp Deday (), shweh 49 00 00 431 00 74 153 00 00 11 00 00
Lane Grp LOS D D A__ B B
Approach Vol, vehh 412 B2 418 7]
Approach Dulay, $ven M5 85 153 1.1
Approach LOS D 1] B B
Agsgned Phs 4 B 2 B
Phs Duration (G++Rc), 5 240 .0 o B 20
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 40 40 40 40
Macx Grean Selting (Gmax), 5 20,0 H 170 v
Max O Clear Time [g_cH1), 8 20 2 118 6.1
Geoan Ext Time [p_c), 0.0 0.0 17 28

o Sy —— : -
HEM 2010 O Delay 0.6
HCM 2010 LOS G
o i
2038 PM - Existing Lanes Syncheo 8 Report

USKH Imc

Page 1
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Seldon Road Extension
3: Church Road & Seldon Road December 20113
2y r AN A2 A
et Ee. €3 QN weL WBT WER NBL N3 NEBR 68 651 ceR
Lane J r T .9 r ) 4 r g
Volume {veh/h) 46 M2 M 1w M ™ 148 133 106 1 85 T8
Mursbear T 4 14 3 B 13 5 2 12 1 B 16
intial O {Ob), veh 0 0 o i ] 0 0 [} 0 (] ] 0
Poc-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 100 100 10 10 100 100 1.00
Parfang Bus Ad 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Adj Sat Flow vehivin 1000 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1800 1863 1900
Lanes 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 ]
Cap, vehh 54 B4 BT 32 T BT 511 TET  Be8 188 T 266
Armve On Grean 03 039 039 038 039 039 042 042 042 042 042 042
Sal Flow, vehih 144 1550 1583 1046 1863 1583 1181  fB&3 1583 138 802 B3
Grp Volumedy), vehh 33 0 99 140 44 B0 158 145 115 2M 0 0
Grp Sat Flowss), vehhin 1685 0 1583 1016 1883 1583 1191 1883 1583 1650 0 0
Q0 Servelg 8. 5 0.0 0.0 17 83 72 14 43 21 18 0.0 00 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g c), s 72 00 17T 128 72 14 B0 21 18 35 00 00
Prop In Lane 0.16 100 100 100 100 100 018 (k"]
Lane Grp Capic), vehh 758 b 617 M2 TH 617 5 TE7T B89 80O 0 6
VIC RatiofX) 041 000 0% 03 05 013 0280 018 017 0¥ 000 000
Aval Cap{c_a), vehh E48 0 TOE 450 8 706 51 TET 669 8OO 0 0
HCM Platoon Rabo 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Upstream: Fifter{] 100 000 100 100 100 100 400 100 100 100 000 000
Unsform Deday (d), shveh 85 0.0 85 150 101 g4 108 T T 8.1 00 0.0
Incr Deday (d2), shveh g4 00 01 08 OF 01 12 05 08 08 00 00
Inial O Delay{d3) afveh oo 0.0 0.0 00 0o oo oo 0.0 0.0 0.0 o0 0.0
%leBackofQ[S0%)vehn 17 00 05 11 24 04 12 08B O 13 00 0D
Lang Grp Dolsy (d), siveh a8 oo BE 156 108 85 120 B2 B2 8.0 0.0 0.0
Lane Gip LOS A A B B A B A A A
Approach Vol vehh 412 624 418 M
Approach Delay, siveh 1 116 a6 9.0
Approach LOS A B A A
Tﬁ ""':,.-_1-,_- L e TR e Ly R e R e g - e T T nf i
Assgned Phs ) ] 2 &
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 208 208 no 220
Change Period {Y+Rc), 8 40 40 40 40
Max Green Seffing (Gmax), 5 18.0 18.0 180 18.0
Max O Clear Time (g_c+1), s 8.2 5 100 56
Green Ext Time (p_c), 8 s 20 18 23
e e A A LT ) SR S e o e —
HCM 3070 Cirt Delay 10.3
HCM 2010 LOS B
2038 PM - Warranted Lanes Synchro B Report

USHKH Irc Page 1
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Seldon RHoad Extension
3: Church Road & Seldon Road December 2013
4 ay rm AN AN

bgigoan ESL EBT EBS MBL VAT WER NBL 0NBT WSRO GBL  sBT S8R
Lane Configurations X W e, ., O, S [, Tar S,

Valume (vehh} 46 M2 g1 1w an ™8 133 106 3 85 T8
Mumber 7 4 14 3 & 18 & 2 i | B 16
Infial Q (O, veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0 ¥ o
Ped-Bice AdiA_pbT) 1.00 100 100 100 1,00 100 100 100
Parking Bus Ad 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Ad| Sat Flow vehvhin 1863 1863 1BE3  18B3 1863 1863 1BB3  1BE3  1BE3 1863 183 1900
Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0
Cap, vahh 6 655 ) 429 655 567 B33 B3 il B8 424 350
HArmea On Groen 035 03 03 03 035 035 045 045 045 045 045 045
Sat Flow, veh'h 808 1863 1583 1016 1863 1583 1161 1863 1583 1115 946 7EO
Grp Volume{yj, vehh S0 263 ) 140 Ll Ba 158 145 115 36 o 148
Grp Sat Flow(s),vehhin 908 1883 1583 f016 1863 1583 1191 18E3 1583 1115 0 1TE
0 Servelp 1), 8 18 43 i7 48 7.2 14 34 19 1T ] oo i)
Cycle O Clearfg ¢, s 8.1 43 1.7 g1 12 14 §5 19 .7 a0 27
Prop In Lans 1.00 100 100 1086 100 100 100 045
Lane Grp Caplc), vehvh 336 655 557 420 G55 657 633 B3 TIW0 628 0D T
WiC Rabo{X) b5 Q40 018 03 062 0 0 017 016 006 0D 0 OM
Avail Caplc_a), veh/h 46 882 750 552 B2 750 633 B3 TI0 628 0 T
HCM Platoon Rabo 100 100 400 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Upstroam Filter(1) 100 100 400 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 000 100
Uniform Delay (d), shveh 145 8.8 80 133 108 B8 ga 1] ] T4 0.0 6.8
Incr Delay (47), siveh 0.2 04 02 04 08 01 08 05 B5 02 00 07
Inital O Dedayidd), ahveh oo o0 (111 L] ] 0.0 0.0 i1 i1} il1] i 1] 0.0
e Back of O [50%), vehin 04 13 [1 1] 08 2.3 04 1.0 or 0.8 02 i1 04

Lane GrpDelay (). sheh 147 102 91 137 117 90 98 71 71 76 00 7IB

Lane Grp LOS B B A B B A A A A A ]
Approach Vol, veivh 412 B24 418 224
Approach Ditay, siveh 10.5 1.8 B.1 76
Appeoach LOS B B A A
?‘ﬁl".:T-ﬂ'—'=r - = — - =_".'. B e e i & . : oo L = i [ ;
Assagned Phs 4 B 2 L]

Phs Duration G+ +Rc), 8 18.1 181 220 o

Change Panod (Y+Rg), & 40 40 410 40

Macx Groan Sefting (Gmax), s 19.0 19,0 18.0 180

Max O Clear Time [g_c+1), & 11 114 A5 4.7

Graan Ext Tima (p_c), 5 a0 a0 1.4 23

HCM 2010 C¥i Delay 0.0 - o

HCM 2010 LOS A

Fir s e i o = ; = . |
2038 PM - Full Lanes Synchra & Reperl

USKH Inc Page 1
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HCM 2010 TWSC Seldon Road Extension
&: Pittman Road & Seldon Road Decembar 2013

i o3[8
Bos...537-
a8, .. .8cdl

uﬁﬂg-giuﬁh

!uﬂ..ﬁgguﬂg
EMEG: o8

ey
-
b

HCM Condrol Deday, s at o 3
HCM LOS c

Capacty (vetvh) - - 47 ™R " .
HEM Lane WIC Ratio . - 0B 0N17 0075 .
HCM Condrol Delay (3) - - B9 106 8438 0
HCM Lane LOS D B A A
HCM 85t %dle Ofveh) . < 3973 0387 QM2 .

= Volume Exceeds Capacity, § - Delay Excesds 300 Seconds, Emor . Computation Not Defined

2038 PM - WB RT Synchio 8 Report
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HCM 2010 TWSC Seldon Road Extension
6: Pittman Road & Seldon Road December 2013

Vo, vehh 230 TH 14 ] TE 145
Conficting Peds, #hi 1] 1] i} (1] 1] (1]
Sign Caonkrol Slop Stop Free Free Frea  Fres
RT Channolized . MNonn < Mo = MNone
Sorage Length 0 50 - 250 - -
Veh in Median Slorage, # (1] - i} - 5 1]
Grads, % [ - 1] - - 1]
Peak Hour Facior a2 a2 92 82 a2 a2
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 - 2 2 )
Mt Flow 250 EE 188 238 B5 158

Conficting Flow Al 516 188 0 1] 0
Stagn 1 180 - - - - .
Staga 2 m - - - - -
Foliow-up Hoadway 3518 ins - - M8 .
Pol Capacty-1 Maneuve 518 B53 = 1385 .
Stage 1 B43 - - - - -
Slaga 2 ™ - . - - -
Time biocked-Platoon, % E = .
Mov Capacaty-1 Maneuver LN 853 - - 1385 -
Mew Capacity-2 Maneuer a54 - - - - -
Stage 1 B43 . . - - .
Stage 2 . - - -

il M :::' afl o e - .- ..

HCM Lane VIC Ralio - - 057 0 0061 -
HCM Cantrol Dalay (s) : - 01 87 T8 0
HCM Lase LOS c A A A
HCM 958 %tie Qfvah) . - 2m5 0335 0188 -

= Volume Exceeds Capacity, § . Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds, Emor - Computabon Not Delmed

2038 PM - WB & NB RT Synchro & Repert
USKH In Page 1
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HCM 2010 TWSC Seldon Road Extension
§: Pittman Road & Seldon Road Decamber 2013

muﬁd.ﬂ.iﬂaﬁ
Rullca, iinﬂ

e
1385

: 5 ST 1 5 .. —

Capacity (vehh) =~ - M7 B 1385 =
HCM Lane VIT Rafio y - D513 0901 0061 -
HCM Control Delay (s) : . 199 97 778 .
HCM Lane LOS C A A
HCM 95tk %tie Ofveh) . . 2884 0335 0185

= * Vokume Exceeds Capacity, §  Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds, Emor - Computabon Mot Delined

2038 PM-WB B NBRT & SBLT Symchro B Repon
USKH In Page 1



PLANNING COMMISSION DE&@M@EWQJ& 1§ﬁ9ﬁﬁ6
Single Lane Version 2.1
(Ganers! £ Site information
Analyst: - W Webb
Agency/Co: USKH bne
Date: 12/13/3013
Project or PHE: 1405000
Year, Peak Howr: 2018 PM
County,District: M5B
Intersection Seidon Road,/Church Road
Mame:
Volurmes Entry Legs (FROM)
NE E SE 8 SWI(E)  W(T) NW(8)
—
T = e IR
Exit == p==
Legs o Me T AREER
(To)
= T |
W (E], vph i
S R
W (B), vph
Output  Total Vehicles| 113 [] 251 0 204 [} 129 ]
Violume Charscteristics N NE E SE [ SW W MW
Cars 100% | 100% |i' W% 100% | 96% 100 | o6 | 100%
Heavy Vehicles % 0% A 0% Al ox et %
% Bicycle % 0% 0% 0% % % 0% 0%
# of Pedestrians iﬂi‘l o a 1] 0 1] 0 1] [}
PHF 0.92 0.92 0,92 092 0.92 0.92 092 0.92
Fanv 1.000 | 1000 | 0962 | 1000 | 0962 | 1000 | 0962 | 1000
F o 1000 | 1000 | 1000 | 1000 | 1000 | 1000 | 1.000 | 1.000
E Flaws N NE E SE 8 sW W NW
Flow to Leg # N ([1], pew'h 1] [i] 56 0 1M 1] 18 1]
ME(2),peu/h| O [ ] 0 ] ] [ 3]
E(3), pcwh| 24 [ ] [ 81 ] 24 [}
SE{4,pcufhl O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
55} powh| 69 0 o8 0 ] 0 33 [}
SWi6Lpcuh| 0 0 ] 0 ] [} 0 0
W7l pcuh| 30 0 130 0 49 [} 0 0
NW 8}, pcuh| O 0 ] 0 ] [} 0 [}
Entry flow, pou/h| 123 0 284 0 231 0 145 0
Conflicting flow, peu/h| 277 0 169 o 135 o 191 0
Roundabout Standard Lane or Urban Compact
Enter type here... Standard Single Lane
Spreadshest Developed By
Georgia Department of Transportation

Office of Traffic Operations



PLANNING COMMISSION Dﬁm}‘m :1%@&31?7
Single Lane Version 2.1
Results: Measures of Effectiveness
HCM 2010 Modal [bulld) M ME E SE [ W W N
Entry Capacity, vph B56 hA 518 WA 948 MA Ba7 WA
Entry Flow Rates, vph 123 HA& 273 HA FFY] B 140 HA
V/C ratio 0.14 0.30 0.23 0.16
Control Delay, 5/veh 6 7 5 6
LOS [ [ [ &
95th % Queua (ft) 13 T 24 14
Calibrated Moded (futurs) N NE E SE 5 sW W NYW
Enitry Capacity, vph 1091 NA 1169 MA 1208 NA 1143 N
Entry Flow Rates, vph 133 MA 173 MA K] MA 140 WA
WC ratho 0.11 {1 ] 0.15 .13
Contral Delay, sec/pou [] 5 5 [
LOS # A & A
95th % Queue (it} 10 25 18 11
[Mates: w21
Linit Legend:
wph = vehiches per hour
PHF = peak howr factor
Fyy = hieawy vehicle factor
Pou = paASSENEET Car wunit
B Lane Point A ﬂw
Bypass | Bypass | Bypass | Bypass | Bypass | Bypass
Bypass Characteristics L) "2 3 i #5 5
Select Entry Leg from Bypass (FROM)
Sefect Exit Leg for Bypass (T0)
the bypass have a dedicated recelving lane?
Volurmas
Right Turn Viohume removed from Entry Leg | | | I
Vialurma Characlensiics (Tor anlry leg)
PHF
fFins
Frac
: Wolume Chargoteriptics for Ex Leg ore aireody foken bafo oorount
Flows
Entry Flow, pouhr
Flow, poufhr
Lane Results (HCM 2010 Madal)
ntry Capacity of Bypass, vph (-
o Aates of Exiting Traffic, wph
F.mmn-hy.m
LOS
35th % Queue (ft)
Anproach wBrpass Delay, 5fveh
Lingrooch wBypats LOS
Spreadshont Developed By:
Georpia Department of Transporiation

Office of Traffic Dperations



PLANNING COMMISSION DEGRMBE R 2942

Single Lane

—
W Webb

USEH Inc

12/13/2013

1405000

1038 PM

M5B

Seldon Road/Church Road

Version 2.1

Volumes Enftry Logs [FROM)

N{1) _ME() EQY) _SE(8)

343,

SWie) w W

N (1}, vph T - 5
Exit NE (2), vph
L E(3), voh (D Rl i
To) SE (4], vph
5 (5], mhl?sr i T S
SW (6], vph ) _
W (7, vphi T ey s A
NW (81, vph|
Output  Total Vehicles| 205 0 575 0 385 ] 379 0
Volume Charscteristics N  NE E SE s BW [ NW
% Cars | 1o0% | 100w | 96w 100% | 96% | 100% | 6% | 100%
% Heavy Viehicles 0% 0% % | % B o% el oM
Bicyche 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% % % 0%
E of Pedestrians (ped/hr) 0 0 ] 0 0 o 0 [
—= 092 092 0.92 082 0.92 0sz | o092 092
[r_.., 1000 | 2000 | 0962 | 1000 | 0862 | 1000 | 0962 | 1000
F 1000 | 1000 | 1000 | 2000 | 1000 | 1000 | 1000 | 1i.000
E Fiows N NE E SE s W W W
Flowtoleg # N{1}, pouh] © 0 a3 [ 150 ] 52 0
ME[2}peu/m| © 0 0 0 0 0 [i 0
E{3} pew/h] 35 0 ] [ 120 ] 174 0
SE(d)peu/h| O [ ] 0 [} ] [} [}
5 (5], pew/h] 103 [ 145 0 [} ] 103 0
SW(E,pcu/h| 0 0 1] [ 0 0 [ 0
W (7], pcufh| 85 0 421 [ 165 0 0 0
NW (8. pewh| O 0 [ 0 0 0 0 0
Entry flow, pcufh) 223 0 650 0 435 0 428 0
Conflicting flow, pou/h| 731 0 357 0 361 0 284 0
Roundabout Standard § Lana or Urban
Enter typa hare... ﬁtmdlld‘julll Lame
Spreadsheet Drveloped By:
Georgla Departrment of Trarsperiation

Orifice of Traffic Operstions



PLANNING COMMISSION DEGEMBER R 415 1Bagen9

Single Lane Viergion 2.1

E‘“""’"  Approach Measures of EMectivencss
HCM 2010 Model (build) N NE E S8E 8 SW W NW
Entry Capacity, voh 544 NA 753 m 757 NA 818 NA
Entry Flow Rates, vph 123 KA 625 M 418 NA 412 NA |
V/C ratie 0.41 0.83 0.55 0.50
Control Delay, 5/veh 13 8 13 11
LC¥S 3] D B B
95th % Queue () 50 242 (5] 75
[ NE E SE 5 W W N
593 MA 259 B 955 MA 1042 MNA
223 MA 625 NA 418 MA 412 NA
0,32 0.58 0.45 0.41
9 15 9 8
A B A A
E 144 62 53
v2.1]
Unit Legend:;
vph = vehicles per hour
PHF = peak hour factor
Fuw = hanry wahicle factor

s - e __peou = passenger car unit
Bypass Lane Merge Point Analysis (If applicable) 5
Bypass | Bypass | Bypess | Bypass | Bypass | Bypass
Bypass Characteristics L] #2 #3 LE ¥5 KB
Select Entry Leg from Bypass [FROM)
Select Exit Leg for Bypass (TO)
[Dows the bypass have a dedicated receiving lane?
Volumes

[Right Turn Velume removed from Entry Leg l | | ] | I

Spreadshee; Developed By:
Gecrgia Depaniment of Transportation
Difice of Traffic Operations
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Highway Capacity Manual Twa Lane Uninterupted Flow Analysis

Design Spead 55 See PER

2035 Volume 10571 From DOT Model Advancing
Design Hourly Volume 0.086 From DOT/MA5B Tube Counts Opposing
Split 0.6 Fram DOT Tishe Counts

Truchs 004

PFHF 0.9

LS is based on Average Travel Speed and Percent Time Spent Following
ATS = FES-0.0076(v.d.ats+v.o.ats - ap

FF5 55 (no lane width or access adjustiments

w.d.ats = VIS [PHF x Lg x { k)

v.d Gl

fg 057 From HEM 15.9 (Assume Rolling Terradn)
v 0986193 17 Fram HOM 15,11 [Assume Rolling Terrain)
v.d.ats 710

w.o.at8 = Vo (PHE x £.g x L hv)

.0 Exy ]

fg 0ER From HOM 15.9 [Assume Rolling Terrain)
fhw 0979432 2,05 From HCM 15.11 [(Azsume Rolling Terrain)
v.0.ats A59

L.np 2 & from HOM 15.15 |Assurme 6006 no passing Tones)
fars 43.3)

PTSF = BFTSF.d+f.np® [v.d/[v.d+v.a))

vod.ptsf = W /[PHF x f.g x fhw)

v.d 11

f.g a7 From HOM 15.16 [Assume Rolling Terrain)
Lhw 09536016 12 From HCM 15.18 (Assume Rolling Terrain)
v.d.ptsf 103

v.o.ptaf = Vo IPHF x F.g x f)

v s

fe 083 From HCOM 15.16 [Assume Rolling Terrain)
Ehy 0987167 165 From HCM 15,18 [Assume Rolling Terrain)
oo, pisf 479

f.np

v 1182

f.np 30 2 Frorm HCM 15,21 [Assume 60% No Passing)
BPTSF.d = 100°(1-exp(a®{v.d}*b)}

a * -0UDD26 Framm HCM 15.20

b 08 From HCM 15,20

BPTSF.d 61.269559

[PTSF 79.22321)

11
3T

Page 60
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Subject: Seldon Road Traffic and Safety Memorandum Page 11

Input Data
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Road Name:_____Seldon Rosd
Road Code w/ counter location #:__4805-003

Coant site location in rdation to adjacest roads and/or objects: ;
(ie. Roads, buildings, mailboxes, ste.)
Road Surface: (circle) Paved, Gravel, Dirt Checlrd: _
Date  Time Count Voits
Posted Speed____ MPH
i Checked:,
H_EE._EU.,Z_L_IT.L;EEA‘? Date  Time Count Vain
ﬁ’j:; Date Time Conmt Vabix
Counter Sertal#:___ 0 02 0655
Count Objective:___ ¥ | Checked:
Date  Tiee Count Vol
Road Tube Layout Type/Settings Lb T Chechad:
Daic  Time Count Vaa
Truille Tach
Pulled: _
Dissis- T Clomni Wl

Dergrmes. of Baplmpr Dnokods Morth e, AEBE tube Srposs, sfsosnt moes sress, deformrys ol acfolml permerees: phyeriosl famre or Sedenes wdmes 1o
wrately dessorite lootion.
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Traffic Count Field Report
Road Name:_____Heverly Lake Road
Road Code w/ counter location #:____242-008 _

Count site location in relation to adjacent roads and/or objects: Wﬁﬂ
(ie. Roads, buildings, mailboxes, #ic.)

Road Surface: (circle) Paved, Gravel, Dirt Checked: v AN
Date Time Coant Volts
Posied Speed__ 30 MPH Nz PM
Checked:___ 7=l AM
Set: 7 /0 N2/ _ | /57 Date  Thue Count Vaits
Datn Thana:
Counter Serial#__ 2 16 3Y
Count Objective:_ L3 [ Checked:

Daie Thme Count Voits
ot T Lyt Typessis_L 6 % — —
T @ Puled: =11 M L _

Dl Thms Tl Vol

Ditngrem. of Bet-upi [aclads Marth gorew, ARR b by, sdjaconl oo sirests, divewnm ol @fSal parmanest pval sl Tt o dislance sithsalen io
socraialy demcyiig ool B
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Traffic Count Field Report

Road Name:___Beverlv Lake Road
Road Code w/ counter location #:____242-009

Count site location in relation to adjacent roads and/or objects; 50 vds West of North Kalmbach Drive
(ie. Roads, bulldings, maithoxes, etc.)

Road Surface: (circle) Paved, Gravel, Dirt ML_?_*;EE_.-_‘_}M

Time Count Volts
Posted Speed 2O _MPH :;:-.3 oM
Chocked: o #
Set: 7/ '/ \¥__ 1:EPM Date -nl Coant Voita
Dake Thesai
Batiery Vatage:_ (71 6 5 Cneckets__ 7=\ _ AR
R !qu Daiz Time Count Vaoiis
Count Objective:_ YO Checked: "
Date  Time Conmi Valta
Roud Tabe Leyout LbT Chectet: - _
__E T — o
Traific Tech P ?-—f! 'y
Dets Thes Valis

il
Dl grmms of Sei-np [nefods North srroew, S8 F tube b, wlfenent oo strests, drovess v oo, mufTiod o] p e phiysioy] fesirees o deless mtensie 6
wooialy Seecrig lpoating
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13-10-13 M9=37:58
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Acronyms

F 7 5 | [P S annual overage daily iraffic

AASHTO ... American Association of Slate Highway ond Tronsporiation Officiol
ADEC s ~Almka Deparimeant of Environmental Conservaticn
ADT o remmramimismramnd overage dally fraffic

COMON .oevers prmeseras ard-5etdon Comdor

DOTERPF . ciarsimiarmeres Slate of Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Fociities
FHWA ..o <Fedanal Highway Admingination

H i <horrontal

LS v Jevel of service

LRTP ... SR, Long Range Trarsportalion Plon

MR i coviorrensimrianiion Malanuska-Susitng Barough

MUTCD e Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devicas

PEM o Aloska Highway Preconstruction Monual

PGEHS oot Policy on Geametric Design of Highways and Straats
ROW...cociimicianene Jght-ol-way

SHPO State Hislordc Preservation Office®

SSHC e west@nidord Specifications for Highway Construction
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Seldon Road i a two-lane, minor arlenal roadway stretching for several miles in the Waslla areq.
It currently lermingtes ol Church Rood. The Seldon Rood Exfension project will exiend Seldon
Rood past Church Rood fo o proposed new intersection with Pillman Road. This 4-mille-long
project willinclude two phases. Seldon Rood Exlension — Phase | is curently being construcied
from Seldon Rood to Bevery Lake Rood, with o scheduled completion in summer 2015, Seldon
Road Exlension = Phase Il will begin at Beverdy Loke Road and end at Pittman Rood providing
access for Fillmon Rood oreo residents froveling fo Wosilo, os well o3 providing alfernalive
access from Pitiman Rood to Church Road.

This Prefiminary Engineering Report for the Seldon Rood Extension = Phase I documenits and
summanizes the purpose ond need, development of olfermatives, engineering andalysis
peromed, ond recommendations for roodway improvemants. The Seldon Road = Phase (| study
areq i shown on Figure 1, Vicinity Map.

seldon Rood k locaoled in the Motanusko-Sustna Borough [M3B), and runs panallel to the Parks
Highway. The Parks Highway & The primory east-west comidor through M3B, and provides regicnal
and slalewide fransporialion. The Seldon Rood Extersion i o continuation of an exsl-west
comdor, the Bogord-Seldon Comidor (Comidor} onficipoted to connect Palmer and Houston,

The project was initially identified in the 19805 and wos designed to the predfiminary design sfoge
by DeCaomp-Brown & Associcies ond more recently evaluoted in o plonning study conduciad
by the State of Alaska Depariment of Trarsportation and Public Faclities (DOTLPF) in
cooperalion with the M5B and the Federal Highwaoy Adminkstrotion [FHWA). This plonning study
developed conceptual improvernents for five roadway segments on four lacilities, one of which
i deldon Rood Exdension, The facility concepts were developed fo meel he infention of the
Long Ronge Transportation Flan [LRTP) in addressing artenal gid system inGdequacias,

For the Seldon Rood Exdension, DOTAPF evaleated 3 passible routes, including one that followed
the existing Bevery Loke Rd., fo its terminus of Pitmon Bd. Due to the extensive ROW impocts
and gssocloled costs and safely concems this oplion i not feasible. Mo further evaluation of fhis
route was parformed. Reler 1o DOT&PF Five Arferials Planning Study for further informcfion. A
Seddon Rood grophic from the shudy s included In Appendix D.

@ Stantec
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This ore of the M3B hos expperenced ropid growth in the past few years resulling in o boom In
lond development ond o comesponding increcse in roochway Iratfic. This MSE has identified a
neead lo éxlend Seldon Road. The purpose of the project s to make improvements o enhance
through-traffic mobiity ond improve locol communily fraffic occess and sofely resulfing from
recant ond prolected growth within the Comidor.

Rapid growih and development in this area is causing congestion on sumounding comidors
inchuding the Parks Highwaoy. Confinued economic and populafion growth i projeched. Conflict
occurs behween roodway through-fraffic and local communily fraffic, which leods o crashas
and slows maobliity (iravel speeds) for through-traffic,

Area plans including the MSE’s LRTP and the local Meadow Lakes Comprehensive Plan
demonstrate o need and desire fo plan for ond manage growth in the project areo = the fostest
orowing region in ihe slate. Expanding the roadway netwark to better distibule local traffic and
reduce roffic congestion ond accidents s o primaor ny element of local plonning. To that end,
astabishing a better rood network plan for the project Coridor will cccommodale davelopment
along the Comidor white reducing driveway access and the occurence of awsocloted
accidents.

The Seldon Road Phase Il Study Area i localed in Meadow Lakes, a predominantly nural
residentiol oreq, with homes on karge lots ronging from around =1-ocre o 40 acres. On Pillman
Road along the wastern boundary of ine study area, additional land uses include a gravel pit,
an gutemotive service business, and two community faclliies: the Maadow Lokes Bemeniary
school, and o Borough Public Sofely Facilily [Slation 71). There are also several small airstrips in
the aren. Cwverall traffic volumes ane iaidy low relative o other poarls of the Mal-5u Valley, and
ihe region's population is foily dspened (occording to Ihe 2010 census, 7,570 residents ive in
the 70 square mie Meadow Lokes area.)

In terms of study area iralfic, residents ot o project cpen howse mentioned safety and
congestion ksues on Piiman Eood near the Meadow Lokes Blementary School during peok
traffic hours, largely due fo ifs curves and winter diving conditions. The Meadow Lakes
Comprehensive Pion obo indicales thot growing levels of through-traffic ore negatively
iImpaciing residential roads. The plan identifies the desire for o “hierarchy of roads with higher

C‘;I Stantec
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capacity colectors, buffered from residentiol development.” Roads identified for collecior status
include Beverley Loke Rood and Meadow Lakes Loop Road. Routes identified for fulure
collector status include a new east-west roule crossing through fhe center ol the community
{Meodow Lakes Comprehensive Flon Executive Summary, page i), namaly the Saldon Road
Extension project,

As the Seldon Rood Exlension project conlinues from Church Rood westward loword Houwston,
physical condifions in the region will make arleral connaclivity more challenging and polentially
costly, From Meoadow Lokes west o Houston, the londscope is dotted wilh more inan tweanty
lokes, several streoms, wetlond complexes, ond pockets with poor solis and high woler lables. As
a result, prime development lond is genenally focused on narow uplands bebween lakas and
wellands, moking it harder for the rood extension fo avold direcl impacts 1o individual
properies, including homes, and lo confrol access by limifing diveways along the new facility,
Historic: homes olso pose o unigue chollenge o3 many {including along Beverly Loke Rood) are
sormalimes grandiathered oy the State of Alaska becoaure thay violate setback and ol size
requirements; ocguiring even o small portion of these parcels for the arteriol maoy moke exdsting
well and sephic systems unusable for these dwellings.

Considering this overall context, ond anticipaling these physical and cost challenges in owr
study area, Phase Il aignments were evaluated over a number of months using a range of
suilabiity, cost, impact. and fraffic evaluation criterda. Additionally, the projec! considerad how
Phose Il connects with Filiman Rood, ond potential weshword linkoges toword Houston, Agure 3
highights polenfial inks that could complete the east-west Polmer fo Houston arterial, and also
lists the alignment's source,

The documents listed below provide the design slandards for this project:

= A Policy on Geomelic Design of Highways aond Sireels [PGDHS), 2001, Americon
Assaciation of State Highway and Transporiation Officials [AASHTO),

= Slondord Specificotions for Highway Consfruchon (35HC), 2004, Deportmeni of
Transportafion and Public Focilities (DOTAPF).

* Alosko Highway Precomsfruction Manucl (PCM). Jomsary 2005, DOTEPF.

= Manuol of Uniform Troffic Conirod Devices [MUTCD), 2003, as modified by Ihe Alaska
Supplement, December 22, 20035,

(B% Stantec
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TABLE 1: DESIGN CRITERIA
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Page 99

Deskgn Parthc ubar Value Source
Design Funclional Classification Arericl MSB
Design Year ADT 2.125 [2138) Traffic Anobysis
Dasign Spoed 55 mph AASHTO GB page 474
Accwg Partial Contral AASHTD B pogae 484
Minimurm LOS c MEE Goal
Acceploble LOS in Heavly Developed Areg D AASHTO GB page 474
al Sechlon
Lone Width 12 fesat PCM, Table 11308
Shoulder Width A feat PEM. Table 1130-8
Right-of-Way Widhh 160 feet M58
Slche
Cut 2:1[H:V] PCM
[i] &1 [HV) PCM
Roodway Cross Sope 2% PCM, Figure 1130-1
Maximiurn Super-elavation Rate &% PR
Horzontal Alignment
Minimum Radiug 1055 faat PCM, Figune | 120-1
_ Minimum Length of Curve 825 foot PCM, Figure 1120-1
Desrable Length of Curve 1450 feel _PCM, Figure 1120-1
Clear Tone Width 3 feai PCM, Agure 1 130-2
Mirimum Stopping Sight Disfance 475 fest PCM, Figure 1120-1
Vedfical Alignment
Minimum Grade 0.5% PCM, Figure 1120-1
Maximum Grode i ] P, Figure 1130-1
Minimum E-volue 14 AMSHTD GB Exh 3-74

ra LT TED K A TIVEC
6.0 ALIEEMNATIVES

Five allemalives are being considerad, with one belng a "no acfion” altemalive. The olher louwr
altemafives consist of different horzontal alignments and intersections with Pittman Rood and
are lilustraled in Figure 2. A comprehensive comparnson toble of ecch aignment con be found

in Appendix B.
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é.1  ALTERNATIVE 1 - “NO ACTION"

Under the no-action alternative, there would be na connection made from Seldon Rood to
Fittrnan Rood. Conseguences of this oction would olow congestion 1o increcse olong the Parks
Highvway comidor. Traffic operafions would be negatively impacts with gueuss forming. Local
traffic acceass and circulation in the Meadow Lakes area will become increasingly difficult, This
oltermative does not meet the purpose and need lor ihe project.

6.2  ALTERNATIVE 2 = "IEHNDER ROAD ALIGNMENT"

This alternative ties inlo Selcdon Rood Extansion Phase | af the axisling Baverly Lake Road
aiignment heading to the section ine along Ihe norh edge of the subdivision ond confinues 1o
the interseciion of W Beverly Loke Road ond Wyoming Drive, If then proceeds to Fishbock Circle,
ond nuns along the section ine to Piltmon BEoad, This route was idenlified, in part, os the Seldon
Road Extersion alignmeani by the MSB in the 1980's. The porfion along Bevery Loke Rooad was
shifted 1o lhe north behnd the residential subdivision, per Assembly resolution 03-145, fo minirmize
ROW impachs ond cosls,

Pros:
Utiizes an exsting sechion ine easemenl.

Minimizes wetiand impacts.

Mindmires privale property impacis.
Loweer overall construction cost,

- ol o

Reduced aocess control with severa direct residential access points.
Residential occess points cregle luming confict poinfs.
Pittman Rood intersection hos imiled sight distance.

6.3  ALTERNATIVE 3 - “FISHBACK CIRCLE ALIGNMENT"

This alternative ties info Sekdon Rood Bdension Phase | al the exisling Baverly Loke Rood
alignment heading to the section line along the narth edge of the subdivision and confinues
along the section ine fo a point opproximately 2,000 feet west of Wyoming Drive. If then furns
southwes! infersecting Pittmon Rood about 400 leet norh of the section line ecsement.

1'-‘-"!‘-"."5

Pros:
1. Minimizes Wetiond impoct.

Cons:
1. Increosed pivate property impacts.
2. Some direct residential acoass.
3. Higher overall construction cosi,

CS‘.I Stantec



PLANNING COMMISSION DECEMBER 7, 2015 Page 103

Prafiminary Engineering Report
Seldon Road Extension - Phase (I
Project Mo, 35411

Wasilla, Alaska

Hovambar 2014

64  ALTERNATIVE 4 - “STARR ROAD ALIGNMENT"

This altermative ties inlo Seldon Bood Bdension Phase | af the existing Beverly Loke Rood
alignment heoding nofvwest whene it folows the axiling West Stor Road alignman! wast 1o ha
imfesaction with Pittman Rood.

Pros;
1. Straight east-west alignment,
2. Reduced direct resdential aooess.
3, Ulilizes an existing roodway ROW,

Cons:
Highiast overall construction cost.

Highest wellond impacts.
Limited sighl distance at Filiman Rood Infersection.

6.5  ALTERNATIVE 5 - “NORM'S ROAD ALIGNMENT"

This altemafive fies into Seldon Rood Extersion Phose | of the existing Beverly Loke Rood
alignment heading 1o the secfion line along the north edge of the subdivision and confinues
along the section line to a point approximatety 2,000 feel west of Wyoming Drive. It then
procesds wesl-southwest intersecting Pittman Rood ot Nom's Rood,

oo =

Proa:
1. Intersection with Pittman Rood provides good sight distance.
2. Low overgll consiruction cost,

3

Coms:
I. Sewveral direct residential ooccess points.
2. Private structure relocation,

6.6  PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The altemalives were evaluated wing o range of suitability, cost, impact, and traffic evaluation
criteria. Additionally, the project considered how Jeldon Rood Extension Phose il connecls wilth
Fittrman Road, and polential wastward inkages toward Houston, The allemativas were given
welghled scores based on tha evaluafion criteria and Altemative 3 - "Fishbock Circle
Algnmeni™ wos determined 1o be the most recsonable and practicoble. Morm's Rooad (Al 5)
had an equal weighted score, but requires the relocation of a structure. Zehnder Rooad (Al 2)
finishied third in ihe comparalive scorng. Prefiminary plon ond profie sheets for the allemafives
have bean incuded in Appendix A. The Slor Road afignment i not included in the drowings as
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it s not considerad procticable. A toble comparnng fhe welghted alignment sooting is shown in
Appendix C.

Thee twio-lane runal section comsish of one 12-fool lone in each direction, 8-loot shoulders on
each side, and o detoched 10-foct paved pathway. Side slopes along the highway will be 4:1,
with 21 slopes oulside the clear zone. The ROW widih needed to accommodote the proposed
improvements and siope Brmits is expected o be 140 feel.

The typical sections are tound with the plans in Appendix A,

To minimize ROW and wetland impacts, the prefemed allermative foliows o curving horizontal
alignmeant Ihot seeks o aveid wetionds ond BOW ocguisition while bakancing cul and fil,

The verfical alignment generally follows the surrounding temain, which would be clossified
as hilly. Al verical curves exceed the minimum design standards lor new construction, There
are no grades thal ore considered steep. The sleepest grode k& 3.4 percent, which B well below
the 7 percent alicwable for new construction.

A Iraffic and sofety analysis for the enfire Seldon Road Comidor was completad dudng the Phose
1 design process wing fraffic medel developed during fransportation planning studias. The
following discussion s o summarny of the information redevant to Fhose I

The proposed aextension of Seldon Road, befween Church Rood and Pittmon Rood., & pard of a
facility concept in the MSE LRTP that would extend Seldon Rood and upgrade existing portions
of the Comidor fo form o minor artenal thot would relieve froffic congestion on the George Porks
Highway and provide faster iravel times for local area residents. Extending Seldon Rood provides
the nexi Enk in an eost-west comidor envisioned lo reach from Palmer to Howston, This fnk will
shoran the commuting lime lor Meodow Lokes araa residents froveling to Wasilla and points
east, improve emergency evacuation, and provide secondory occess in cose of rood closures,

Traffic modeling for the MSB LRTP indicates that withoul major improvemeants, such os the Seldon
Eoad Extension, many area roads wil be ot or over copacily by 2025,
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Design critera consisfent with an arteral one necassary o salely accommodale the traffic
anticipated for this comidor aos the area population confinues o increase.

Since this Seldon Rood Extention roprasents a new link in the MSB's fransportation nahwork,
projecied troffic volurmes must be developed wsing fralfic planning methodologles, These take
into account where people ive, work, ond shop 1o estimale where they are fraveling, and what
will be the most desirable route for those trovels. A comprehensive troffic planning model was
developed o support MSE's 2007 LETP. This modeling projects that by 2025 there wil be 7,515
wvehicles per day on Seldon Rood near the Church Rood interseclion. The design year for Ihis
project is 2038, which means thot the froffic volume will need to be projected forward 12 more
years. The LRTP projects 4.3 percent population growth throughout the MSB through 2025. Since
the LRTP accounts for developmenl in the vacont lond around the Seidon Rood Extersion,
growth in fraffic along Seldon Road & noft likely to conlinue ol o 4.3 percent growth rate, As o
result, we hove assumed o growth rote of 2 percent lor the pedod between 2025 and 2038, That
results in an annual average daly fralfic [AADT) of 9,125 vehiclas per day in the design yeor.

AADT of 9,125 will resull in a level of service [LOS) D when mecsured by overage frovel spead,
and LOS D when megsured by percent fime spent following. Although LOS C s the MSB's target
LOS for rood projects, the peok hour traific s only expected fo be 24 percent of the copacity ol
the road. Given this low volume 1o capacity ratio, a two-lane road is approgriate for the volume
of fraffic expecied.

Intersection improvemants wil be necessary al Pitimon Rood, and may be necessary ot
Wyoming Drive. At Pittmon Road, Seldon Rood should be stop confrolled with right and left tum
lanas. Pittmon Boad will remain uncontrolled and should be retrofitied with a narhbound right
tum lone, Al Wyoming Drive, o wastbound left tum lone will be woamanted if Beverly Loke Eood
does nol connect with Seldon Rood. |f Beverly Loke Rood does connect (o Seldon Rood
separafely, a left lum lane will not be necessary at Wyoming Drive. All tumn lanes should be 410
feet long o occommodale vehicle deceleration,

interseciions should be lif fo enhonce fraffic sofety and improve woaylinding for motorsts. The
Huminating Engineering Society's RP-8, racommends that “kolated raffic confict painfs” shoukd
be bt to 0.7 foot-condles with o uniformily of 4.0.

Arlerial roads provide a high level of mobility and are infended to cary substantial volumes of
fratfic over relofively long distances and al relafively high speeds. Direcl propery occess maoy
be provided, but must be carefully managed to preserve artedal mobility and avoid creating
unsofe ond congested froffic operations, Efective occess manogement will not only enhance
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the oaginal LOS of the focility, bul may also preserve the original LO3S as further development
SCours. An acoess management plan will be developed for the roodway folowing alignment
selachion.

10.1 ACCESS CONTROL BY ZONING

Subdivision or zoning ordinances should require that the developer of a major traffic generator
provide o suitable connection fo the orteriol rood [or preferably 1o o cross street) comparable fo
that for o well-designed streat inlesection serving a similar volurme of tralfic.

10.2 ACCESS CONTROL THROUGH DRIVEWAY REGULATIONS

Briveway confrols are desrable to ensure That fulure diveways are located so they resulf in
minimum interference with the free mavermnent of traffic.

The proposad 10-foot paved multiuse pathway will serve pedestians and bicycists. It runs
along the south side of Seldon Rood for the length of the project. The pothway will be locoted
as necaessary 1o fit Ihe recommended improvements. This will be an extension of an existing
pathway which curently begins at the Seldon Rood-Lucile Street intersection.

Ha ilumination & proposed for the length of the Seldon Road Exlention, excep! ot infersections.
Due fo the naral nolure of the profect areg, llumination s ondy recommended al intersechions,
which are expected to be of Wyoming Streel and af Pittman Road,

It is anticipated that excavations for the prolect will ganerally be ossociafed wilh rood cuts in the
hhilly creas and will not ikely paneirate into the groundwoaoter toble., Howeaver, groundwaler may
be present os locaolized pockeds of perched groundwater on fop of lenses of lass permeable soll
or if excavaling in boggy areas, In general, excavation and backfill work should be closely
coordinated such thal seepoge and surfoce unoft s not allowed to collect and stand in open
excovalions. Likewises, the ground sufoce anound axcavations should be contoured fo anain
orway from the excowvation, and the excovation bottoms shoukd be groded to drain fo O sump or
lopographic low. Droinoge araund the rood should be provided 1o reduce the effects of
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seceonal frost in the new road surface. Drainage struciunes should be designed o that positive
drainage will be maintained and surface water is directed off the pavement surface and away
from the structural sechion. Typicol drainoge improvements for the prolect will consist of
drainage ditches and culverts that will ultimately convey water off the site. Localized drainoge
struciures such s sub-drains, piped storm drains, ond cross olignment droinoge may ako need
io be considerad in areas with special drainage neads,

The project comidor between Beverly Loke Rood ond Pittman Rood & largely undeveloped with
moderately soped, hily terrain, numerous wetiand areas, and appears vagelated wilh
moderotely dense stands of spruce, birch, shiubs, ond ofher ground cover.

The "Iehnder Rood Algnment,” will intersect 1,500 feel of the West Beverdy Loke Rood
alignment, and 150 fee! of the North Wyoming Drive aiignment; these are partly developead with
ot ond dwelings. Wesi Beverly Loke Eood and North Wyoming Drive ore poved surfoce rurol
roadways.

The "Fshbock Circle Akgnmeni™ and "Morm's Rood Allgnment,™ will inlersect 1,000 feet of the
West Baverly Loke Road alignmenl, and 150 feet of ihe North Wyoming Drive alignment; these
are pariy developed with lols ond dwelings. West Baverdy Loke Road ond Morth Wyoming Drive
are poved sutfaces rural roadways.

The “Star Rood Alignment,” wil inlersect 1,000 feet of The West Beverly Loke Rood aignmanit,
and 2000 feel of the Wesl Slor Road alignment; these are porfly developed with lofs ond
dwellings. Wesl Slam Road ks a graveled surfoce rural roadway.

Devalopment of the comidor will lorgety consist of comnstructing o stable subgrade to support the
new rood, which will require new embankments. rood culs, development of the pavement
struciural seclion, ond droinoge provisions. Alignments infersecting exsting roodway comidors wil

benefit from the stabiity of the exisfing roadway subgrodes.

A Matural Resources Conservalion Service [NRCS) sols invesfigalion was performed roughly
within ihe boundaries of the project comidor,

According to the report, the solls In upland areas of the comidor consist of o relafively thin mantle
of silty losss overying sandy and graveldy outwash matenials. Tha remaining deposts, ocourming in
depressions or along creek beds, consist of poorly drained silts or orgonic soils, The report
incicates thal grouncdwaler depths are expected o be genemally greater than about & to & feet
in areas underain by outwash and less than 1-foot in the topographically low areas.
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New embankmeants will be needed and should be construcied to provide a stoble, supporive
structure for the proposed new roadway. Blements thal will contriibute o this overall goal include
proper sile preparation, sioble embonkment siopes, ond good consfruclion proclices ond
conlrols [compaction and gradation).

The native ground surface benealh the foolpdnt of the embankment expansion areas will need
saome preparation fo receive emboankmant fil pricr 1o developing the new embankments,
Preparaflon octivilies will ikely consist of clearing and grubbing and/for rermioval of unsuitable
solls [i.e. organics, or sofl. compressible soils).

Mew embankments should be constructed of Selected Matedal Type C [as defined in the 2004
DOTAFF Sandord Specilications for Highway Construction) or better fill over exdsting mineral solls,
Embankment fills should be placed with proper moisture density control. Given the likely
grodotion of the soils In this areo, we onficipote that most of the s0ll excovated clong the
aiignment (excluding lopscil) will meeal the grodafion reguiremeanis lor Selecied Matenal Type C
o better fill ond may therelore be reused in embonkment construclion. Explonglions and
laboratory testing wil be needed 1o evaluale the sultabillity of onsite molerols for e in the
pavemant stuctural saction. Embankments constructed with compacted Salecled Material
Type C or better malerials containing maximum fines content of about 20 percent can kely
maintain embankment slopes of approximately 2 horzontal (H) o 1 verlical (V). I fll matenals
with greaber than aboul 20 percent fines ore used, then embankment slopes on the order of 3H
of 44 to 1V will be required for stability. It should be noled that Selecled Material Type C
materiok con be difficult 1o handle during construclion due to sensitivity 1o moisture and
disturponce.

Paverment design in Southceniral Aloska & iyploally bosed on estimaled frosl penetration and
the frost classification of the subgrode materials rather than anlicipated loading. This genarally
leads to a thicker struciural section than strength colculations would require. Ow recommended
shructural sections for preliminary design purposes ond various subgrode conditions cre provided
below. These recommendotions ore infended for use in prelimenary design ond are sulbject to
change bosed on octual subsurfoce condilions or rafined fralfic estimates. Final structural
section design will be based on DOTAPF: design melhod. Based on 2008 fraffic projections with
anticipaied fruck and vehicle loading. the equivclent axle loading for this segment of Seldon
REood is 1,154,986,

It & recommendead to provide 24 nches of Selecied Molanal Type A, 4 nches of D-1 Bose
Course, 2 inches of [ATE) Asphall Treoled Bose. and 2 Inches of asphalt cemant [AC) Pavemeant,
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At present, there are no struciures plonned for this project.

Significant ROW ocquisition wil be required for construction of Seldon Rood Exlension - Phase 1.
The proposed ROW widih for the comidor is 140 feat. Exsting section ing easements and MSB
ROW should be ulilized to the maximum exlent possible considered In the evaluation of roodway
oignmeni altemafives.

There are minor utiity confiicts onticipafed for the Seldon Rood Extension from Bevery Lake
Rood o Fittman Road. The existing utiities in the area of the project generally consist of
overheod elechicol power nes operated by Molanuska Bectic Associafion, buried fiber opfic
cable operoted by Maolonuska Telephone Associolion near the ROWs, and natunal gas ines
operated by Enstar Natural Gas Company. Both ends of the project may have ufility impacts as
well exisfing roodwaoys, inese wil be exomined during the design phose, I is assumed that the
intersacion with Pitrman Road will remain un-signolized.,

Erwironmanial considerations include o threalened, endangered, and sensitive (TES) candidate
specias, the olive-sided fivcatcher, which may ufilize habitol within the project oreq.. There are
mary mopped wellands prasent along the alignment comidor, including ponds.,

Environmenial commitmenis may include:

= If contaminoied matenals are discovensd duning construction, oll work near the
confominoted ste will be stopped until Aloska Department of Environmental Corservalion
IADEC) s contocted ond on oclion plon s approved.

» Thie Contractor wil stop work il archeological or cuthunal resources ame encountered during
explorafion, excovalion, or construction. Work ot the specific site will not resume untl the
Project Engmeer ond Stale Historc Preservation Officer (SHPO]} have been notified ond SHPO
has issued a clearance o the Project Engineer.
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«  LUse guordrod aond 1.5:1 slopes in oreas of wellonds o reduce impoct.

 Prolect odiocent wethands, streams, and lakas with Best Monogement Praclices during
construction,

»  Wetlond Miligalion

Seldon Rood wil be maintained by M3E. The roodway extension’s addiionol lones, palfrway,
stiping. lkandscaping, culverls, and ighiing will increase maintenance costs. Moinlenance cosls
for each of the alignment allemolive ore expecied o be opproximately the some, DOTAPF B
expacted 1o maintain the Eghting at Piftman Rood, while the M5B will be responsible for
mainigining all other aspects of the roadway,

The preliminary construction cost estimates for the Seldon Rood Extension Phase Il project
altematives ks shown below:

Iehnder Road  Fishback Circle Slarr Road  Nomm's Road
Right-ol-Way (ROW) £1.434,000 $2.230,000 $1.842.000 £1.838,000
Wetand Miigation $157.500 $142,500 $240,000 §152.500
Intersection Upgrades $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000
Utiltties $300.000 $200.000 $500.000 $200,000
Construction Cost £7.100,000 37,100,000 $7.500,000 £4,750,000
Estimated Tolal $7.243,500 $9.742.500 $10.132,000 $8.990,500

Three of the lour olignment altematives hove construction cost eslimates within 10% of each
aother and ane vifually the same, excep! for the Siar Rood algnment.
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Seldon Rood Extersion — Phase Il
Project Mo, 35411

Wasila, Akaska

Movember 2014

Appendix O
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Fgure 3-11. M58 Wetlands Mappang, Seldon Rasd Extension

DRAFT M5B Five Arterfals, Project No, 53561
January X2, 2013

Page 33
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Meeting Materials

November 13, 2014
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#:2) Welcome to Public Meeting #2

Seldon Road Extension, Phase |l
Windy Bottom Road to Pittman Road

Novermnber 13, 2014 « 5:00 - 8:00 pm = Meadow Lakes Elementary School

We need your input!

Please visit cach of the four Open House Sttions, look at
the displays, and ask questions. Then complete the input
form attached to this agenda and rerurn it to the sign-in
tzble before you leave.

If you prefer to mail or email your input,
send by December 8, 2014 to:

Sara Dovle, Stantec [formerty USKH)
351 W, Porks Highway, Suite 200,
Wasilla, AK 794654

sarg doyiedstoniec,com

Fax: 374-7819  Phone: 352-7813

Station 1.

Sign In, Project Overview, & Public Input
Sora Doyle - Public invohrement, Stanfec

Station 2.

Alignment History, Suitability, & Criteria
Kooy Hifrman, Environrmenial Analyst, Stantfec

Station 3.

Preliminary Routes & Evaluations

<teve Kan, Pincipal Tronsportafion Engineer, Santec
will wiebb, Transporfafion Engineer, Stanfec

Charfes Hokarl, Tronsporation Engineer, Stanfec

Station 4.

Right-of-Way Acquisition Q&A
Fred Mortimer, Right of Way Agent. Dryden and LoRue

Project Goals:
1} Finalize Phase [ design (completed)
2) Evaluate Phasc 11 routes (underway)
3) Phase 11 design (future)

Miceitos Oliaiiie

To share findings and gather public
input to help the Borough select a
final preferred route.

Fall 2013 (Public Mecting #1)
Project Kick-Off
Winter 2014
Phase I Preliminary Design
Phaze II Route Evaluation

Summer 2004
Phase [ Construction starts

November 2014 (Public Meeting #2)
Phase 11 Route Alternatives

December 2014 = February 2015

Phase IT Route Alignment
Selection & Approval

Spring 2015 (Public Meeting #3)
Phase 11 Draft (75% Design);
Begin ROW Acquisition

2016-2018 (Pending Funding)
Phase 11 Final Design & Construction
Ground Rules:
v Be respectful; use a courteous voice.
+" Listen to learn.

¥ Contribute to the project and

improve outcomes by sharng your
knowledge, concerns, and feedback.
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Please give us yourinput.....

Seldon Road Extension, Windy Bollom Road fo Pittman Road
Welcome to owr project meeling. Help improve profect oulcomes by sharing leedbock.

Please return your input tonight or by December 8, 2014 to:
Sara Doyle, Stontec (formerly USKH], 351 W. Parks Highway, Suile 200, Wasilio, AK $94654
Fax: 37678179 Phone: 352-7813 Email: sara.doyie@stantec.com

1) Please describe your interest in the Seldon Road Extension project (e.g. neighbor,
property owner, desire for better fransportation, real estate professional, etfc.):

2) Rank your priorifies for selecting a Seldon Extenslon Phase Il alignment (between
Windy Bottorn Road and Pittman Road) by ranking the evaluation criteria below

Rank your 1#, 2rd, 39, 4™, and 5 pricrities (1¢ Is the most Important, 5™ s the Jeast):

. Project Cost. Achieve cost savings by using existing rights-of-way, public land,
section ines, and by avoiding natural constraints.

_ Roadway Geomelry: Limit curves and use direct, straight tangents as much as
possible, both for safety and to improve east-west travel efficiency.

_ Interseclion: Locate the intersection with Pittman 1o enable high-capacity westward
ravel in the future (Phase Il extension), with goed sight distances, setbock from traffic
generators {e.q.. school).

. Private Property Impacts: Minimize private property impacts, high acquisifion costs,
and loss of faxable property value.

_ Natural Resource Impacts: Limit impacts o wetlands, streams and wildiife habitat,

3) Are there any other criterla or Issves you want the Borough to consider as port of
the Seldon Road Extension project?
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Phase Il Preferred

Alignment Map
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TAB Draft Meeting Minutes

November 18, 2015
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MATANUSEA-SUSITHA BOROVUGH BRECGULAR MEETIMNG MINLUTES
TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY BOARD Wednesday, November 18, 2015

I. CALL TO ORDER

The reguler mesting of e Matanuska-Susima Borough Trenspariation Advisory Boand was beld oo
Werdnesday, Movember 1B, 2015, at the Matanisks-Susiine Borpugh Assembly Chambery, 350 E. [ishlia
Avenue, Palmer, Aladkn The mesting wes called to order &t 2:03 pm by Mr. Don Camey.

I ROLL CALL AND DETERMIMATION OF A QUOROM
Transpronuation Advisory Board members presem and establishing & quorum were:

Mr. Labarr Anderson

Vice Chayr Rick Besse

Chair Don Crrmey

M. David Lamdin

Mr. Kenneth Walch

M. Sonyn Larkey-YW alden - joined us at 2:09

Trensporiation Advisory Board members absent and exoised were:
Wi Dan Elliait
M. Beth Fread

SefT sl Agency Representatives in attendance wene:
Mz, Deblric Passmore, Adminigtranive Assistant
Mr. Brad Sworls, M5B Transportabion Manager
bir. Mike Weller, M5B Traffic Das Technigian
Mr. Mike Camphield MSE Environmental Enginesr
Mx, Jeszmice Smith, MSB Planner 11
Mr. Terry Dolan, MSE Public Worke Director

. AUDIENCE INTRODUCTION
Ms. Melame Nichols, ADGTS&PF Flanner III
Mr. Bill Klebesadel, Ciry of Wasilla Deputy Public Woeks Director
M. Ken Morton, ADOT&PF Engineer/Architect ¥
Mz, Edith Mckee, ADCT&PF Enginesy/Architect [
Ms. Carla Smith, ADOTEFF Engineer/Architest |]
Mr. Sean Baski, ADOT&PF Engmineer! Architect [1L
+ HDL
Mr. Eugene Carl Haberman — by telephone
Mr. Jim Amundsen, ADOT&PF Epgineer Archilect TV — by telephone

Y. AFPROYAL OF TODAY'S AGENDA
MOTION: Mr. Ken Walch moved that today's agenda be approved; Mr, LaMarr Andersan seeonded.
UENERAL CONSENT: The agenda was approved without objection.

Y. FLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The Fledge of Allegiance wes led by Mr. Dan Camey.

Mo sy - Banitra Borough Trasporistion Advisory Boand Movember 14, 2015
Puge | oF 5
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¥

APPROYAL OF MINUTES OF PRECEDING MEETING
A Oxciober 28, 2015 {Reguler Merfing)

MOTTON: Mr, David Lundin moved that the minutes of the October 28, 201 5 meeting be approved M.,

ke Walch etrgmded. ‘
GEWERAL CONSENT: The minutes were approyes] without ohjection.

Y. INFPORMATION FROM THE CHAIR
DHacussed the proswth of the student populafion in the M5B Lhis yoar
Transparlalion systerns are very impartant to Lhe Yalley
Spoke on the coneerns of the seniors who live in the outlying areas of the Valley
Believes mass iransit will be more and more [mportanat
VIII. REPORTS FRCOM OTHER BOARDS AND COMMITTEES
A AABR — Brth Fresd
B. Parks, Eec. & Tmails — Sonya Lackey-Walden Update on the joint mesting wiath TAB.
C. REA's — Cmn Elionl frar here today)
XI. AGENCY AND STAFF REMORTS
A Citics
I Palmer — mo one here foday
2. Wasille — Mr. Bill Klebesade], DBeputy Fublic Warks Director
» Main Street Couplat
s Lucas Rosd
s«  Clapptlack
» Spoks on Trunk Road Extension to he narth
3 Houston — Ae ane kere today
B Siate Apencies
Mame today
MSB Siaft
l. Brad Sworts, M5B Trangporiation hManager
A ClappMack update on the signal lights; should be dane by 1171
b, Trunk Road Extension East is shut down for winter; there will be some
finishing up in the spring
e Bogard Road Extension East 35 substantially done pow; the construchion
contractor will have to do some landscaping next spring
d. PMRE = 5 of the 6 segmenls are done, still need to get Segment 2 done
fright of way should be done the spring of 20146, then we wil] be weiting on
fumding)
2. J=szica Bmith, M5B Transportation Planoéer
A Got the Final deaft of the MPO repot earlier this weeks she will get it toug
by the end of the month
b. Met with Chickaloon Transit apd Sunshine Transit re the LETF
. FFF for the Transit Feasibiliny Smudy i3 out now
d. RASF Phase I[ survey respanses will be aloen through the end of e
menth
[ ket wilh Lhe Assembly, the Planning Commission, the Tti-Cilies ind the
Platting Boand - gave them the same MPO presengation that she gave ko us &t our
last mechng
Ilrarndcs Boxitna, Borough T rotporietion Advisory Board November 18, 2015

Page 2 of 3
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D. Tribal Organizations
None today
E. Transit
l. Mr. Casey Anderson, Alaska Mobility Coalition update (ot here today)

X. PRESENTATIONS
A Sean Baski, ADOT&PF
1. Glenn Highway into Palmer (“Glenn Hwy MP 34-42") project status
2, Fairview Loop Safety and Pathway Improvements project status
B. Carla Smith, ADOT&PF
1. Moose Creek Canyon (“Glenn Hwy MP 53-56™) project status

------

. Edith Mckee, ADOT&PF
L. Schedule of the section of Glenn Highway being moved towards the Musk Ox
Farm (*Glenn Hwy MP 497) project status

Xl. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION {limited to three minutes)
Kenna Hueling
= Spoke on public transportation for youth and seniors. Is concerned that we need 1o have a bus
route 50 the busses are coordinated both within the Borough and from the Borough to Eagle
River and Anchorage. Spoke on the benefits that public transportation could provide, Is
frustrated that the transit providers don’t seem to be interested in helping the college kids.
Spoke on housing struggles, oo, as well as transportation issues that impact the students.

Mr. Eugene Carl Haberman
o Complemented the TAB on how their meetings are run
# Spoke on troubles at 8 KABATA s recent meeting
» Mentioned that the MEA application was recently approved but it was not done well
«  Was a bit frustrated when he couldn’t hear the audience introductions

XL  UNFINISHED BUSINESS

A High Tower Lighting (light pollution). ADOT&PF's future plans
1. Let's discuss with ADOTEPF what it is that we want to know about.

Then they will give a presentation to us in December. Discussion,

MOTION: Ms. Sonya Walden moved that we to move this to December’s meeting and ask
ADOTE&PF to come and talk with us in January; seconded by Mr. LaMarr Anderson,

AMENDMENT: Mr. David Lundin asked that we amend the motion 5o that we only meet
duning the December meeting and have the discussion and presentation in the same
meeung: seconded by Mr. LaMarr Anderson

VOTE ON THE AMENDMENT: no objection

VOTE ON THE AMENDED MOTION: no objection

XN NEW BUSINESS
A, TAB Resolution 15-12. IN SUPPORT OF THE SELDON ROAD EXTENSION
CORRIDOR ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN

MOTION FOR APPROVAL: Mr. David Lundin, seconded by Mr. Ken Walch, Discussion with Mr.
Mike Campfield, MSB Environmental Engineer.

AMEENDMENT: Mr. LaMan Anderson moved that the resolution be amended to read “a™ in both
THEREFORE paragraphs from “the™ and “this™; seconded by Mr. Rick Besse. Discussion,

Matanuska-Susitna Borough Transponation Advisory Board Movember 18, 2015

Page 3 of 5




PLANNING COMMISSION DECEMBER 7, 2015 Page 180

This Page Intentionally Left Blank



PLANNING COMMISSION DECEMBER 7, 2015 Page 181

AMFNDMEMNT: Mr. Cravid Lundin movad thal we baryve the weords alooe anl sk dhee Mr. Mike
Camnphiad sulenit updalard graphics for figures 4 and 6 tr reflecd Option 2; secande] by Ms
Somyn Walden,
YOTEE ON THE FIR5T AMENDMENET: Mr. Lakiar Andersom wilhdrew his amendment
YOTE ON THEE SECOMND: AMEMNDMEEMT: no obiections
YOTE O APPROYING THE RESOLLUTEIN: no abpabom ared this resoludion pesses as amemded
with the updarer] grephics
: R Poghons Exporing 12-31-2015
I. At-Large 2; LaMarr Anderson (has served bao toorns; s nod cigible bo reapply)
2. Envirmrrenial: Rick Besse fhae gerverd e werme 15wt digble o respply)
3, Transportation dustry: Ken Walch (has served two terms; is nol digible o
reapply)

XIV. UPCOMING MEETIMG REMINDER(S)

A Owr next regular TAB meeting will be on Wednesday, December 16, 20015, 2:00 - 430 pm
in the M3R Assembly Chambers.,

B. D joinl mesting with the Parks, Rec, & Trails Advisory Board wiall be on Wednesday,
Dec=mber 16, 20135, 4:30 — 6:00 pm in the M5B Assembly Chambers.

C. 2016 Meeting Scheduls — the Board memnbers requested thal we move the

November meeting to the 30" and move the December meeting o the 21%,

D. Mocting Deadlines for WNeat TAB Mecthing

X¥]l., COMMENTS FROM THE BOARD

Ma Sanys Walden
The's going to muss the Boerd members who ame Jerving
Enjprs working with the gnff
Hopes we all have 8 great thanksgiving

Mr. X Walch

Thinks ATXIT&PF did 4 gread job on their prescontations end wants to be sure they know he
Eppreciates thar infbmakion

Aprees thal public transit 15 bersamang meresingly mportan in the MSB; likess the view tha
Kenne trougin to de Board.

Feplt thal the Bemouph hagn't ken 2 very fnanaally aggressive posinon with publis branyd

Believes that we barly neerd & grengrhemed public: o wysem

Hops that posibvé action can be ke oo his opec

Mr, Derad Landin
Mo comment

M. LadaT 4 nderoain
o comamenl

M. Rick Besse

He wall b arund oo tore meeting

Thinks thai the TAB has beesy & grod expericnoe

Womiders when the “powers that be™ will understand that they will have to pay for commmmity
moprovements. [s frustraterd] that the Assambly didn't do anything wilh te bomd project resolution thar
the TAP prased eaqlicr this year,

Wlaian ek n- St Bomough Tremapeormticn Advasery Boord Movember LB, 2015
Page & of 5
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Thizks the Board hat bten pagitive. Faels we nesd to kesp working wilh the “powers chat be™
to halp themn undemzand chat we should keep trying For bond projecss smd put & package of some ol to
the wobers becarse it's sl growing out here.

The TAR it an adviaory board o the Assanbly ogending atportation. He thinks the mads
will el up i @ big mess ifwe don't do eemething

hir. Den Camey
In the public ranspemtation aena, there are profitable routes and not-so-profitable mutes, When

we're dedling with nonsubstdizad or pootly subsidized transportation crgamecations, they have no
cheies but Ly eperate in the profitable sreas. The only way to fix this is servicing the not-so-profitable
Areas becotnes part of the requiraments to got edditional suppant for homdung fronn ot agencies. e
cach must comtinue & campeign for & public tansit sysem that addresses our iznies and also for
mminsaining our infrastrectune, None of this comes cheaply.,

The TAR is an advisory board; it reminds hum of te daughiber of oree oF the Creel gods whe
wag cursed with seeing the s bat no one would believe her, Because of thal, he apprecistes
everyone's help even more.

Good that we have so many paople in the Valley whe cere and support our projacts. Look af the
mad and achool bond projects that were recently passed. We've esteblished some credibility because
people can see thal their tax money is well speat. Believes we need to keep moving forward

Enjoya being on this advisory boand and wetking with the Board members.

XYL ADIOUBRNMENT

Wilh no further business at hand, the mesing was adjoutned at 4:04 pn,

Mr. Don Camey, Chair

ATTEST:

M3 Debbie Pasomore, Board Admin. Suppor

Mlatxrmales-Suctng Borough Trantportation A dvisory Board Moweraber 15, 2015
Fagn 5of 5
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INTRODUCTION FOR PUBLIC HEARING
LEGISLATIVE

Resolution No. 15-30
PC Policies and Procedures Manual Update

(Page 183 - 2E8)
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L MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH
f ‘ Planning and Land Use Department
r""g:-‘-:-,.: 350 East Dahlia Avenue * Palmer, AK 99645
i W U Phone (907) 861-7833 * Fax (907) 861-7876
¥ g | ""r ’ www.matsugov.us * planmng@matsugoy. us
L r
& et
Letter from the Planning Director

Members of the Planning Commission provide an invaluable service to our Borough. They
advise the Assembly on a wide variety of subjects by making recommendations on important
policy matters. Over the years, the services and programs provided by the Borough have
expanded. Without the assistance of the Planning Commission, the Assembly could give many
complex and significant matters only a perfunctory review. The detalled studies and considered
advice of the Planning Commission are often caalysts for innovative programs and improved
services.

Serving on the Planning Commission can be a rewarding experience for community service-
minded residents. lt Is an excellent way to participate in the funcdoning of local government and
to make a personal contribution to the improvement of our community. If we are to have
government "of the people, by the people and for the people,” we must have the continued
participation of the many dedicated board and commission members. Making local government
effective and responsive is everybody's responsibilicy.

The Planning Commission, together with the Planning Department and the Assembly, has an
important role that involves providing support and direction to citizens and community leaders
to guide the future development of the Borough. This is done by working with citizens in the
creation of Comprehensive Plans and through the administration of our Borough's Special Use
Districts, subdivision, and preservation ordinances that are intended to regulate the use of land
0 that it is consistent with our Borough's plans.

The main job of the Planning Commission and the Planning Department is to work topether
toward the vision established in the Comprehensive Plan by establishing ordinances and more
deralled project plans that will make that vision a realicy.

On behalf of the Matanuska Susitna Borough, | wish to thank the Planning Commission for their
service and extend an invitation to all residents of the Borough to give serious consideration to

serving on a citizens' advisory body.

i -
g;ﬁﬂr,—@‘ AN~

Eileen Probasco
Planning and Land Use Director

Froviding Outstanding Borough Services to the Matanuska-Susitna Community
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Citizen Participation

The Matanuska Susitna Borough's system of boards and commissions provides a way for residents
to participate in the Borough's decision making process by advising the Assembly on numerous
ISSUes.

The governmental decision-making process has other citizen participation mechanisms, such as
speaking at public hearings, speaking before the Assembly, serving on boards and commissions,
participating in neighborhood based organizations such as community councils, petitioning and
letter writing. and, of course, voting.

The Boreough believes it is not only the right, but also the duty of citizens to participate in planning
for their future, and that the Borough has a responsibility to provide Commissioners with the
tocls to carry out their charge. That responsibility includes having established codes to help guide
decisions, providing for annual trainings for Commissioners, and providing supplemental written
support such as the 5tate of Alaska Planning Commission Handbook, various professional
publications, and this handbook.

The board and commission system provides the opportunity to interact creatively with people of
all ages, interests and backgrounds. Democracy can be realized when citizens are able to come
together across neighborhood and economic lines to assist in making the community decisions
that will shape all of their lives. While Commissioners are themselves appointed from within the
community, it is important that they in turn ensure that a wide variety of viewpoints from the rest
of the community are considered when commissions make recommendations to the Assembly.
Commissioners should treat these widely varying viewpoints of other Commissioners and
member of the public with respect so that all citizens are encouraged to participate in

government.

The Borough enjoys a wide variety of Assembly appointed citizen boards, commissions and
committees which advise the Assembly on numercus issues. As citizen participation has evolved
into a vital and integral part of local government, the number of commissions has steadily grown
so that there are now approximately twenty-seven such bodies functioning within the Borough,
not counting the coundcils, boards and committees within Palmer, YWasilla, and Houston, which are
independent of the Borough Assembly and not within the purview of this manual,

Brief History of Planning in the United States

Community planning in the United States dates back to the early days of the republic. Colonial
Philadelphia, Williamsburg, and the new capital of Washington, D.C., were planned towns where
the streets and public buildings were designed before development began. These cities followed
the model established by European cities to build according to an overall design. Boulevards were
arranged in relation to monumental public buildings and extensive parks to enhance the visual
impression of the city. The City Beautiful movement of the late |9 century provided momentum
for reform. Influenced by the 1893 Chicage World's Fair, planners began looking at the physical
layout of parks, streets, civic centers and transportation systems with an emphasis on aesthetics.
The City Practical movement after World War | focused on the engineering, legal, social and
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administrative aspects of community problems.

The U.S. Department of Commerce issued the Standard City Planning Enabling Act in 1927 in
response to growing interest in regional planning. Community planning began in earnest in the
1930°s and 1940's as federal expenditures helped fund numerous planning studies. Lecal planning
activity increased dramatically with the passage of Section 701 of the Federal Housing Act of 1954,
Many communities used Section 701 monies to create community plans to meet federal funding
requirements as well as address local issues. The program was discontinued in 1981,
Contemporary community planning is typically initated at the local level with state enabling
statutes for local planning in all states. Planning continues to be widely held as an essential
approach for achieving local health, safety, and community welfare.

Planning in Alaska

There are five classes of Boroughs in Alaska: first-class, second-class, third-class, non-unified home
rule, and home rule. Alaska state law requires that all but third-class Boroughs provide for
planning, platting, and land use regulation. First-class, second-class, and home rule cities are also
required to provide for planning, platting and land-use regulation. Local governments in the
Matanuska-5usitna Borough are classed in the following manner:

Class of Local Governments in the

Matanuska-Susitna Borough
Jurisdiction Class
Matanuska-Susitna  Second-Class

Barough Borough
City of Palmer Home-Rule
City of Wasilla First-Class
City of Houston Second-Class

**Please see the appendix for more information about the different classes of Boroughs in the
State of Alaska

As local planners operating within the state of Alaska, it is important that you familiarize yourself
with the Alaska Planning Commission Handbook you were given in your initial packet. It can be

found online, as well, ac

Planning in the Matanuska Susitna Borough

The Matanuska Susitna Borough was incorporated as a second-class Borough in 1964, As such,
the Borough is required by state statute to provide for planning, platting and land use regulation.

All Boroughs, whether general law or home-rule, must exercise planning powers on an area-wide
basis, both inside and outside their cities. AS 29.40.010(b) authorizes a Borough to delegate to a
city any of its planning powers and duties. The Matanuska Susitna Borough has delegated planning
powers to the Cites of Palmer, Wasilla, and Houston and, having done so, is now responsible for
planning in only the areas outside these cities.

e el eeeeei |
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Planning Commission Function
The Planning Commission's activides fall into three categoriess quasi-judicial, administrative
(Commission business) and advisory to the Assemnbly on legislative matters. The Borough code
(msb|5.04.015) spells out the Planning Commission's functions in detail:

I The commission shalk:

a. prepare and recommend to the assembly a comprehensive plan, a zoning
ordinance to implement the plan, a subdivision ordinance and official map of the Borough,
and modifications to these documents. The commission shall publish notice and hold at
least one public hearing before submitting its recommendations on the plans, ordinances,
and maps to the assembly;

b. investigate and report on the location and design of any public facility, including,
but not limited, to public buildings, docks, beaches, ski ground, statue, memorial, park
parkway, bouldevard, road, trail, playground, public street, alley or grade of a facility before
final action is taken by the Borough or any department, office or agency;

c. investigate and prepare, under the directions and conditions as the assembly may
from time to tme request, the commission’s recommendations on a capital improvement
program, and to review the program periodically and revise it from time to time, but not
less frequently than annually. The annual capital improvement program shall constitute
permanent records of the commission, which shall be public records;

d. investigate and recommend to the assembly for adoption by ordinance, with the
amendments as the commission believes necessary and proper because of local conditions,
the published codes of technical regulations as relate to the functions planning, platting, and
zoning:

e. investigate and prepare, from time to time, and to initiate on its own motion in
the absence of directions from the assembly, reports of the availability of public lands by
selection, transfer at less than appraised value, and otherwise for Borough purposes;

f. investigate and prepare reports on the location and establishment of outdoor
public recreation and public campgrounds; and

g review all requests for enactment or amendment to planning. platting and land
us regulations, including. but not limited to, comprehensive plans, special land use districts,
zoning, and conditional use requirements, At a minimum, this shall include all amendments
to M5B Tides B, 11, 15, 17, 28, and 43. (Ord. 09-025(AM), § 4, 2009; Ord. 94-07 1 (subl), §

4 (part), 1994)

P e e e e s e & e
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1L SERVING ON A COMMISSION

Membership

Application Procedure

Planning Commission appointment recommendations are made by the Borough Mayor to the
Assembly. A comprehensive list of current boards and commissions and the applications to apply
are available in the Borough Clerk’s office. This information may also be obtained through the
Borough's website at http/'www matsugov.usboards. Completed applications should be returned
to the Clerk’s office. The Clerk's office will prepare a vacancy report, which includes the
applicants for all open board and commission seats, and will ferward the report to the Mayor for
review,

Appointments

Appointments to the Planning Commission are regulated under Borough Code 15.08.020 which
states, “The mayor shall make appointments subject to confirmation by the assembly.
Representation from as many assembly districts as is feasible shall be sought on the commission,
but all commission members shall be appointed for their expertise and knowledge of the
community and shall represent the entire Borough.”

The Mayor will make his’her determinations based on the vacancy report, then send the report
back to the Clerk's office. The Clerk's office then includes the vacancy report with the Mayor's
recommendations in a packet for the Assembly for approval. Once an applicant is approved by
the Assembly, which usually takes two (2) regular Assembly meetings, the Clerk's office will notify
applicants should they be appointed.

W appointed to the Planning Commission, the applicant will receive a packet from the Clerk's
office that includes a confirmation letter, the State of Alaska Public Offices Commission (APOC)
paperwork, and the Oath of Office, all of which must be completely filled out and, if necessary,
notarized and returnad to the Clerk's office prior to taking office or attending any meetings. Mo
new appointee can sit on their board or commission until ALL paperwork has been officially
received by the Clerk's office.

Terms of (Hice

Members of the Planning Commission serve a three (3) year term, unless replacing a member who
has left prior to the end of their term. In such a case, if it is less than eighteen (1 8) months to the
end of the previous member's term, the new member may apply for that seat and serve a full
three (3) year term in addition to the time served as replacement

Appointments are held annually for every third seat, as cutlined in MSB 15.08.030: “The seats shall
be numbered and appointments made shall follow numerical sequence according to the following
schedule:

a) Seats |, 4, and 7 beginning January |, 1976;
b) Seats 2, 5, and 8 beginning January |, 1977,
£ Seats 3, 6, and 9 beginning January |, 1978."

Vacating a seat simply involves writing a letter to that effect and delivering it to the Borough
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Clerk's office. Delivery may be in person, by post, or in email format.

Residency Requirements

Planning Commission members must be registered to vote in the Matanuska Susitna Borough.
(M5B 15.08.010)

Alasia Public Offices Commission (APOC)

Members of the Borough Planning Commission are required by Alaska's Public Official Financial
Disclosure Law, AS 3950, two file the Alaska Public Offices Commission financial disclosure
statement with the State of Alaska, and provide a copy to the Borough Clerk. Upon your
appointment to the Commission, the informatien you need to file the disclosure statement will be
in the packet you will recelve from the Clerk. Each financial disclosure statement must be an
accurate representation of your financial affairs and, to the extent known, the financial affairs of
specified family members for the prior calendar year. [t must be filed under oath. Failure to return o
notarized copy to the Clerk’s office will result in a delay in your offically toking office.

Alaska’s Public Official Financial Disclosure Law was originally called the Conflict of Interest Law,
although it doesn't regulate or prohibit conflicts of interest. It merely requires that certain public
officials file an annual statement disclosing their financial interests held during the preceding year.
Itis intended to do three things:

a) Discourage public officials from promoting a private or business interest in their
performance of a public duty;

b) Assure that public officials are free of the influence of undisclosed private or
business interests in their official acts; and

c) To develop accountability in government by permitting public review of the
personal finances of office holders.

Oath of Office

As a public official serving the people of the Matanuska Susitna Borough, you must take an oath
that you will “support and the Constitution of the United States, the Constitution of the State of
Alaska, and the Matanuska-Susitna Borough Code,” and, “will honestdy, faithfully, and impartially
discharge [your] duties as a member of the Planning Commission to the best of [your] ability...”
Please see appendix for copy of full cath

Antendance Hl_"qlll:l EMmenls

While absences due to illness or other significant reasons are at times unavoidable, it is imperative
that you attend as many meetings as possible in order to fully understand the issues before the
Commission and to represent the people of the Borough to the fullest. Your voice is important in
the decision making that affects the people and the Borough, and it can't be heard if you're not
there.

MSB 4.05.030 was written, in part, to address the lssue of absenteeism on boards and
commissions. [t states that removal from a board or commission may occur if a member cannot
attend meetings for 90 calendar days {or more), or if the member is out of the Borough for 90
days (or more), or if the member misses more than three (3) consecutive regular meetings.
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Stipend Information

As a member of the Planning Commission, you will receive a stipend of fifty dollars ($50.00) per
meeting for regular and special meetings, not to exceed four (4) meetings in a calendar month.
You may also receive mileage roundtrip from your place of business or your home to the primary
location of these meetings. You cannot receive mileage for other business as a Planning
Commissioner, nor can you claim mileage above and beyond going directly to and from
Commission meetings.

Ethics and Confict af Interest

Alaska State Law [AS 39.50.090 Prohibited Acts)
Reads as follows:

(a) A public official may not use the official position or office for the primary purpose
of obtaining personal financial gain or financial gain for a spouse, dependent child, mother, father,
or business with which the official is associated or in which the official owns stock. A public
official other than an elected or appointed municipal official may not use the official’s position or
office for the primary purpose of obtaining financial gain for the official’s domestic partner.

(b) A person may not offer or pay to a public official, and a public official may not
solicit or receive money for legislative advice or assistance, or for advice or assistance given in the
course of the official's public employment or relating to the public employment. However, this
prohibition does not apply to a chair or member of a state commission or board or municipal
officer if the subject matter of the legislative advice or assistance s not related directly to the
function of the commission, board, or municipal body served by the municipal officer; this
exception from the general prohibition does not apply to one whose service on a state
commission or board constitutes the person as a full-ime state employee under this ttle.

{c} A public official may not represent a client before a state agency for a fee
However, this prohibition does not apply to a municipal officer, or chairman or member of a state
commission or board except with regard to representation before that commission or board; this
exception from the general prohibition does not apply to one whose service on the commission
or board constitutes the person as a full-time state employee under this title.

{d) A municipal officer may not represent a client for a fee before the municipal body
the officer serves.

()  Violadon of this section Is a misdemeanor, punishable upon conviction by a fine of
not less than $500 nor more than $2000, by imprisonment up to one year, or by both.

] In this section, “public official” includes, in addition to the persons specified in AS
39.50.200(a), chairmen and members of all commissions and boards created by statute or
administrative action as agencies of the state.

MSB Code of Ethics (MSE 2.71)

Commissioners should consistently act diligently or with “due diligence.” Due diligence is the
process of systematically researching, verifying and evaluating the matters before it This duty of
care can be considered to be exercised well when it is carried out ethically and in accordance with
best practices.

Having been appointed by the Borough for service, a Planning Commissioner s considered a
“municipal official,” and ks governed by the Matanuska Susitna Borough Code of Ethics. Borough
requirements are found in Section 17| of the Matanuska Susitna Borough Code. These

e e R —— e =
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requirements reflect the ethical standards set out in Alaska State Law and relate primarily to
conflicts of interest and prohibited acts. Specific ethical topics covered in this section of the
Borough code include:

¢ Misuse of official position

= Nepotism

* Receiving improper gifts

* Improper influence in Borough grants, contracts, leases, or loans
* Representing private and public interests

= Personal or financial interest

» Campaigning
* Improper use or disclosure of infermation

Additionally, generally accepted planning ethics as expressed by the American Planning Association
should be cbserved, as well, as long as they do not conflict with State Law or Borough code.

**A copy of M5B 171 can be found in the appendix of this manual.

Ex Parte Communication

There are a couple of situations that can involve ethical challenges that are common occurrences
in the ordinary operation of the Commission that merit special comment. These are ex parte
communication and determination of conflict of interest.

“Ex parte” is a Latin phrase meaning “on one side only; by or for one party.” An ex parte
communication occurs when a party to a quasi-judicial matter (such as a request for a conditional
use permit or a request for a variance), or someone involved with a party, talks or writes to or
otherwise communicates directly with a decision maker about the issues of the case without the
other parties’ knowledge. Direct communication with on opplicant should not occur.  Likewise,
communication with any neighbors, community interests or any other interested party — including
Borough planners - should not occur on substantive issues, Communication about a planning item
should be limited to speaking with the Planning Commission Clerk about scheduling or other
procedural matters until the case is presented publicly. This approach facilitates fairness,
independent judgment and an unbiased approach to decision making.

Disclosure Statements Required [APOC)
According to the Alaska Public Office Commission’s, "Whe is APOCT” the Alaska Public Offices

Commission & "2 quasi-judicial regulatory agency which administers four laws upholding the
public’s right to know the financial affairs of lobbyists and their employers, public officials and
candidates for state and local offices.”

MNew Commissioners will be given the necessary information for logging inte the APOC site as
part of their packet from the Borough Clerk's office. For mere information. you can go to the
website at hipo/iwww doa.alaska.goviapoc!,

MSB Board of Ethics
Determining whether or not there is a conflict of interest is another common occurrence in the
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ordinary operaton of the Commission. However, conflicts can be largely avoided if a
Commissioner makes use of the MSB Board of Ethics for advisory opinions prior to making any
decisions that may incur or involve a conflict of interest. The M5B Board of Ethics can be an
invaluable resource for Planning Commissioners, saving time and money by preventing litigation
stemming from a conflict of interest charge.

f a complaint is filed against a Commissioner, it is the likely sole responsibility of the
Commissioner to cover any expenses incurred, including the hiring of legal representation, if need
be. It's much better to utilize the MSB Board of Ethics prior to making a decision, than to have to
meet with them afeer the fact as the defendant in a claim. Remember: if you're concerned that a
decision or acton may involve a conflict of interest for yourself, you can seek an advisory opinion
from the Board of Ethics prior to taking any action. The Board is an excellent advisory resource
for Commissioners.

The Purposes and Policies of Code reads as follows (M5B 1.71.020):

(A) The Matanusks-Susitng Borough expects off municipal officials to provide their honest services, with
equality, honesty, and frorsporency to the penerad public. Honest services includes the right to consoientious, loyal
foithfid, and unbigsed service, to be performed free of deceit, undue influence, confict of interest, selfenvichment,

B Toencourape high moral and ethicol standards:

(1) To estoblsh standards of ethical conduct.

{2) To promote ethics education for all municipal officals.

(3) To provide dear guidance to municipal officials of the ethical procedures and standords of

the Borough
fo) to recommend procedures that promote ethical behavior and hold municipal offidals
responsible and occountable for their behavior;
(b) to promote Borough procedures thot protect municipal officals from haressment or
retribwtion should they roise concerns obout octivities thot do not appear to be in line with
good povernment, honest services or other ethical behovior.

(4) To provide for the consideration of potential ethical problems before they arise.

(5) To provide for the foir and effective odministration and enforcement of this code.

() Scope of code. Any effort to benefit o substantiol financal interest through officiol oction is o viclotion

of the public trust The ossembly finds that, so long as it does not interfere with the full ond foithful

dischorpe of an offidols public duties and responsibiities, this code does not prevent an offidal from
following other independent pursuits. The ossembly further recognizes thot
(1) in a representotive democracy, the representatives are drown from sodety, and therefore
connot and should not be without personal and finandial interests in the decisions and polices of
Borough povernment;
{2) people who serve o5 municipal officals retoin their rghts to interests of o persanal ar
fmandial nature; and
(3) stondards of ethicol conduct for munidpal officals need to distinguish between those minor
ard insubstantinl conficts that are vndvordable in o free socety, and thase confiics of interests
that are substontiol ond materiol.

(D) Unethicol conduct Unethicol conduct i prohibited, but there & no substantial impropriety i, os to 0

specific motter, @ municipal officialls:

{1) financiol interest in the matter is insubstontial, or of o type that is possessed generally by the
public or a lorge dass of persons to which the municipal officer belongs; or

(2] oction or influence woulkd hove nsubstontal or confectural effect on the moter.

f.!j A finoncal interest over 1,000 & presumed substantiol under this chopter. A lesser amount
i presumed insubstantiol

The Board of Ethics is comprised of fifteen (|15) seats, and their duties are:
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* To prescribe and promulgate rules and regulations governing its own internal
organization and procedures in a manner consistent with M3B .17,

* To conduct hearings, recommend disciplinary action, assess penalties, and make
referrals:
To recommend changes to the ethics code;
To investigate complaints alleging viclation of the standards of the ethics code upon
written request of any municipal official;

= to issue an advisory opinion, in writing, as to any questions of conflicts of interest;

* to make recommendations to the Assembly for amendments to the ethics code and
for other legislation affecting the subject matter of the ethics code;

& to provide a continuing program of education, assistance and infermation about the
ethics code to persons to whom it applies;
to timely process complaints concerning acts subject to the code; and
to create and revise policies and procedures as necessary to transact business
under the ethics code.

Additional Ethical Guidelines

The planning process is a very unigue function in the life of the community. In addition to the
specifics of the Borough code, ethical principles specific to the planning process have been
developed by the American Planning Association and the Planning Commission should aspire to
them as a best practice. These principles apply not only to the Planning Commission, but to the
Pianning 5taff as well. The entire set of principles are included in the Appendix and presented
under the three following headings:

s« "“The Planning process must continuously pursue and faithfully serve the public
interest.”

* “Planning process participants continuously strive to achieve high standards of
integrity and proficiency so that public respect for the planning process will be
maintained.”

s “APA members who are practicing planners continuously pursue improvement in
their planning competence as well as in the development of peers and aspiring
planners. They recognize that enhancement of planning as a profession leads to
greater public respect for the planning process and thus serves the public interest.”

Recusal

When potential conflicts are identified, it is the duty of the subject of the conflict to make the
circumstances known and initiate recusal of themselves. Recusal is removal of oneself from the
process of decision making including vacating the space in which the decision is being deliberated
and determined. In other words, the Commissioner with a conflict should exit the meeting room
until the item is complete.

MSB 2.71.080 addresses mandatory recusal, in which case a Commissioner must recuse
themselves without preamble if 2 matter or proceeding comes before the Planning Commission
that involves any “person who Is, or has been, a client of the [Commissioner] or the
[Commissicner's] firm or partnership within the |2-month period immediately preceding the date
of the action.”

To recuse yourself, should the need arise, you simply need to state, for the record, that there may
be a potential for conflict of interest and the nature of the conflict, and therefore are recusing
yourself from the matter at hand.
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Sometimes a conflict of interest can appear after a Commissioner has already been involved in a
matter. If that should happen, contact Planning Department 5taff and the Board of Ethics
immediately to determine what steps need to be taken to protect yourself and the public decision

making process.

Recusal Procedures for Quasi-judicial Actions:
Chair reads the memorandum regarding quasi-judicial actions into the record;
l. queries commissionars t determing if any of them have a financlal interest in the proposed
Conditional Use Permit (CUP);
. have had any ex parte contact with the applicant. members of the public. or interested
parties in the proposed CUP; and
k & if all commissioners are able o be impartal in a decision

If any commissioner answers “yes” to questions | or 2, or “no" to question 3, both the borough
staff and the applicant will be given the opportunity to ask further questions. A place amongst the
Commission, and if any Commissioner objects to the Chair's ruling. The Commissioner in
question does not vote on whether he or she has a conflict.

Recusal Procedures for Legislative [Advisory) Actions:

Commissioners declare conflicts of interest or anything that may be perceived as a conflict of
interest. Chair invites questions from the commission, staff, and the applicant (if applicable).
Following this, the Chair will rule on whether or not the Commissioner has a conflict of interest.
A vote will take place amongst the Commission, should any Commissioner object to the Chalr's
rufing. The Commissioner in question does not vote as to whether he or she has a conflict.

Planning Commission Best Practices

Mot only does duty of care involve ethical behavior, it involves diligent involvement in the
discharge of the public’s business. This section highlights some of the best practices that have
been identified as necessary for the exercise of the high duty of care expected of Planning
Commissioners.

State of Alaska Dpen Meetings Act [AS 44.62.310)

The Alaska Open Meetings Act legislates the methods by which public meetings are conducted in
the state of Alaska. It applies to all meetings, Including teleconferencing, of any and all Alaska
governmental bodies of a public entity, unless exempt by stature. The Alaska Open Meetings Act
generally ensures that members of the public have both the right to attend government meetings
and the right to speak before the body holding the meeting.

**See appendix for full statute

Serving the Public Interest

This was touched on in the beginning, under Citizen Participation, but it is such a vital component
of the Planning Commissioner’s job that it bears going into further detail. Vhat is considered in
the realm of the “public interest” is continually being defined and redefined through the
democratic processes of a free society. However, there are certain characteristics of the “public
interest” that are enduring. These characteristics can be used to understand what is in the public
interest at a particular dme and in the presance of a particular set of circumstances. There are

e e e e e e R ——————
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two major ways of conceiving of the public interest which are important to keep in mind as a
Planning Commissioner.

First, the element of public interest assoclated with economic negative externaliies. In
economics, an externality is the cost or benefit that affects a party who did not choose to incur
that cost or benefit. For example, manufacturing activities that cause air pollution can impose
health and clean-up costs on entire communities. Planning in many cases mediates negative
externalities through its operation often by finding itself evaluating and assessing costs and benefits
of development activity in order to properly steward the future of the community.

Second, the public interest is concerned with the broad civic vision of a community for achieving
desired community goals. For example, a community may have a goal of preserving a particular
environmental feature such as a river or a built feature like a historic downtown. Such a goal
cannot be achieved through the uncoordinated action of individuals. The coordination of action
and the community pursuit of such long range goals over time are within the purview of the public
interest. In this sense, duly developed and adopted plans and their implementation programs
should be considered to embody the public interest and their application to the community is to
be stewarded by the Planning Commission.

Working Enowledge ol Controlling Authority
Controlling Authority for the Planning Commission are those plans, ordinances and standards that

impact development activity. Commissioners should acquire a working knowledge of the
controlling authority under which the Commission will make its decisions. Periodic review and

update training on the authority is an important component to the planning program.

Working KEnowledge of Case Materials

Planning 5aaff is charged with the responsibility of producing thorough and complete staff reports
summarizing requests and the facts related to these requests. Each Commissioner is charged with
the responsibility of reviewing these materials to a standard of “working knowledge.” Caseloads
vary with economic conditions, time of year and other factors. A Commissioner could reasonably
expect to spend several hours reviewing material for each meeting.

Site Visits

To prevent violations of due process or the Alaska Open Meetings Act, site visits by members of
the Planning Commission are not recommended for quasi-judicial matters, except in very limited
and special circumstances. If the Planning Commission determines a site visit is necessary, the site
¥isit must be treated as a Planning Commission meeting, and the appropriate notifications, agendas
and procedures relating to such meetings should be followed.

If a Planning Commissioner, or the Flanning Commission, should require more information
regarding a property relating to a quasi-judicial matter, they need to contact Planning Saff in
writing through the Planning Commission Clerk, so that Planning Staff and the applicant can be
provided an opportunity to make a site visit and provide documentation (written or video) to the
Planning Commission. The Planning Staff are here to assist the Planning Commission as much as
possible and providing information from site visits is just one of the ways they can make the
Commission’s job easier.

Relationship with Planning Staff
Planning Commissioners are encouraged to interact with the Planning 5taff on specific cases and
matters of more general and long range planning interest. Planning Commission members may

seek informal information or request more formal action related to procedures or ordinances.
S T L e e e g e g s Ay
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Formal interaction generally comes with the need for 5taff to complete certain work tasks.

In the case of formal interactions, initiatives that require Planning and Land Use Department Staff
to draft new ordinances or procedures or o modify existing ordinances or procedures, must first
have Planning Commission approval and, in some cases, Assembly approval. After receiving such
approval, the Planning Director shall undertake the necessary actions to accomplish the Planning
Commission request or directive.

To manage communication efficiently when interacting with Planning Staff, the following protocols
should be observed:

i. All official communication between Commissioners, including but not limited to
emall, should be transmitted through the Planning Commission Clerk. FRallure to do so could
inadvertently create a serial meeting, which occurs when members of a body communicate with
each other, either directly or indirecty, through whatever medium, to develop collective
Concurrence.

A Commissioners should never use the “reply all” function of their email, even via
“bee++", as this could also create a serial meeting.

£ All questions and requests submitted by the Commission need to be in writing, so
coples can be given to the applicant and made available to all interested partes and the public

upon request.

4, Commissioners may submit questions to the Planning Commission Clerk
concerning quasi-judicial and legislative matters, or to request additional information from the
applicant at the time of the intreduction at an open meeting.

Ongoing Education and Training

While there is no formal requirement in Alaska for a Planning Commissioner to receive ongoing
training, it s fundamentally important for a Planning Commissioner to engage in continuing
education and training. The field of planning is rapidly changing and dynamic, and the Planning
Department will periodically offer opportunities for Commissioner training through organizations
such as the Alaska APA

e
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As a Planning Commissioner, it is important to understand the organizational structure of the
Borough, along with the responsibilities of the individual departments and how they fit as a whole.

Mayor

The Mayor presides at all Assembly meetings. The Mayor may take part in the discussion of matters before
Assembly, but may not vote, except in the case of a te. He'She also acts as the ceremonial head of the
Borough and signs documents on behalf of the Borough upon Assembly authorization.

The Mayor is responsible for appointing members of boards and commissions with confirmation by the
Assembly, except for members of the Board of Adjustment and Assembly members serving of the Board of
Equalization, for confirmation by the Assembly.

The Mayor holds specific veto powers. See MSE 2.08.040

Assembly

The legistative power of the borough is vested in the Assembly. The Matanuska-Susitna Borowgh Assembly
is comprised of seven members elected from districts for staggered three-year terms for no more than
two consecutive full terms.

The Assembly approves the budget, sets the mill rate for mxation, appropriates funds to provide for
Borough services, and establishes policy which is executed by the administration.

Under specific direction of the Assembly is the Borough Attorney, Borough Clerk and Borough Manger.
These three positions and their staff work directly for the Assembiy.

Office of the Borough Attorney

2} The Office of the Borough Attorney provides legal advice and counss! regarding the
Matanuska Susitna Borough government and is direct legal counsel for the Borough
Axsembly.

b) The Borough Amtorney is the legal advisor for the Borough. The Borough Attorney’s
advice is provided to the Assembly and Mayor, Administration, as well as Borough Officers,
Departments, and Divisions. The Borough Artormney's Office represents the Borough
before the Office of Administrative Appeals, Board of Equalization, Animal Care &
Regulation Board, and the Board of Adjustments and Appeals, as well as civil and minor
offense criminal proceedings in Sate Court, and on rare oocasion, Federal Courts.

c) The Borough Attcrney's Office also confers with borough employees on various legal
matters, to include review of contracts, agreements, and disputes. The Borough Attorney’s
Office prepares and reviews legal documents, governmental legishton, ordirances,
contracts, licenses, and deeds, and legal opinions. The Borough Attorney’s Office artends
various borough meatings in an advisory capacity.

d) The Borough Attorney does not provide legal advice or representation 1o the general
public.
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Office of the Borough Clerk
2) The Office of the Borough Clerk provides the professional link between the citizens,
the local governing bodies, and agencies of government at other levels.

b) Administers all borough Elections. The Clerk also prepares petitions and verifies
signatures for initiatives, referendum, and recall elections.

¢} Manages borough records for active and inactive files, develops retention schedules and
procedures for inventory, storage, and destruction of all Borough records as necessary.

d) Assures that public records, including ordinances, resolutions, rules, regulations, and
codes are available for public inspection as required by law.

&) Publishes and gives notice of meetings to the Assambly members and the public of the
tme, place, and location of the mestings.

f) Prepare agendas and Assembly packets; provide for codification of ordinances; keeps a
journal of all Assembly meetings; and, takes ocaths, affirmation, and acknowledgements as
necessary.

g) Serves as parfiamentarian to the Borough Assembly and advises other borough boards
on parliamentarian procedures.

h) Has custody of the official municipal seal and attests (confirms to be genuine) deeds,
and other documents, such as ordinances, resolutions, minutes, and contracts, by signing
and affixing the Borough seal.

Borough Manager
a) The Manager is the Chief Administratve Officer of the Borough. and Is responsible for
the proper administration of all Borough affairs and implementation of Borough policy as
established by the Assembly. The Manager has ultmate responsibility and authority for the
proper functioning of the Borough.

b} The Manger is responsible for the direction of all Borough employees except for those
in the Clerk’s and Attorney’s offices. The direction and supervision of the Borough staff is
distributed among the departments established by ordinance.

€) The Manager is appointed by the Assembly and serves at its pleasure. An elected official
may not be appointed Manager sooner than one year after leaving office.

Borough Departments

The Manger is responsible for the direction of all Borough employees except for those in the Clerk’s and
Artorney’s offices. The direction and supervision of the Borough staff is distributed among the departments
and their directors.

The Borough has eight departments and numerous facilides located throughout the Borough, Below you
will find a list of afl Borough departments and a brief description of each.

Departments are listed in alphabetical order.
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Administration

Administration Department is comprised of four divisions including, Animal Care and Regulations, Human
Resources, Port MacKenzie, and Public Affairs, The Administration department is managed by the Borough
Manager. In addition to clerical staff need to assist the Manager, the department also includes the Assisant

Borough Manger.

The Administration Department is responsible for the proper administration of all Borough affairs and
implementation of Borough policy.

Animal Care and Regulaticns
The Animal Care & Regulations Division (MSB ACR) is comprised of two sections,
Animal Shelter and Enforcement. The animal sheler section is responsible for care
of the animals within the M5B Animal shelter and management of the facility. The
enforcement section includes Animal Care Officers who work to ensure the
welfare of the borough's domesticated animals and enforce the regulations set

forth in Borough code.

Hurman Respurces
The Hurman Resources Division facilitates the development of the borough's
workforce through effective employee recruiting and supervisor training. The
division is responsible for providing guidance and direction to all personnel
regarding policies and procedures.

Port Mackenzie
The Port is responsible for management of all activity at and involving Port
MacKenzie, including infrastructure development and management of all port
related facilities.

Public Affairs
Public Affairs Division i responsible for the development and implementation of
Borough's communications strategy and objectives. Public Affairs develops the
communications plan and implements a broad range of public relations activities
such as press releases, the Annual Report, and multi-media presentation for
legislative issues or special projects,

Capital Projects Department

The Capital Projects Deparement is comprised of three Divisions, Pre-Design, Engineering, and Purchasing.
The Capital Projects Department is responsible for the designing and building of all Borough capital
projects; this includes roads, school, and other public facilities. Since much of the work with capital
projects involves purchasing and contracts the Borough's Purchasing Department is housed within the
Capital Projects Department.

Pre-Design and Engineering
The Pre-Design and Engineering Divisions are responsible for continually improving
the quality of the borough's transportation network and providing our citizens with
the safest, most efficient, environmentally sound and balanced transportation
system possible.

The Panning Department works closely with this division. Yvhen a project is
selected from plans lke the Long Range Transportation Plan or Capital
improvement Plan, the project enters the design and construction phase. This
phase involves a lot of tearmwork between the planners and pre-design staff. Often
environmental documents, public cutreach, route selection, and other prefiminary
I e T N e e . S ey
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documents are done with a diverse team for both planning and pre-design.

Pre-design Responsibilities include:

* |dentification & programming of M58, Smte and Federal funding for road,

bridge, railroad, transit and airport projects

* Implementing the preliminary design and emwvironmental phase of
transportation projects
Coordination with Planning and Agency review
Collection and analysis of traffic data throughout the borough
Right-of-way acquisition

Enqﬂnaui-‘ﬁtq:umlﬂﬁﬂumm
Transportation  engineering  (roads, bridges, translt) design and
construction management
*  Emvironmental analysis and engineering (water, wastewater, septage, storm
water, and solid waste)
Private development and subdivision review, plat review
Road certification
In-house design and mapping
Provide technical advice and consultation to other departments within tha
borough related to the application of science and vechnology
s Project Management

Purchasing
Purchasing is responsible for the management and dissemination of contracting
opportunities throughout the borough in a fair, competitive manner and in
accordance with borough code and povernmental purchasing standards
Purchasing is also responsible for tagging, inventorying, and final disposition of
borough property.

Community Development Department

The Community Development Department is comprised of three sections, Land Management, Trails
Maragement, and Recreational Services.

The Community Development Department is responsible for the management of borough-owned land for
economic and community development o generate revenue through the use and sale of borough-owned
land and rescurces; and provide library services, community enrichment classes and activities, and
recreational services to enrich the fives of our community

Lared H}r'.'aga_':"n-rll_

The Land & Resource Management Division has two main functions. Under Land
and Resource Sales, borough-cwned properties conveyed from the State of Alaska
25 Municipal Entidement Lands, acquired through tax special assessment
foreclosure, purchase, exchange or donation are used to generate revenue through
sales, leases, and permits. Tax- and LID-foreclosed properties are sold and put
back on the tax roll. In addition to offering land for sale, Land Management permits
a variety of uses on borowgh-owned land, such as sites for touriem activities, float
plane tie-downs, industrial and commercial staging areas, campsites and access o
remate cabins.

Trails Management

e ————
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Traik Mamagement, in conjunction with the Division of Recreational Services,
provides for the reservation and dedication, management and maintenance of
recreational trails.

Hf-':r-:::l_!:nn Er_'r'.'lr_lz's.
programs, services, and facilities to enrich the lives of the Mat-5u residents and
visitors, This includes:

Libraries

Pool

Parks

loe rinks

- & & &

Emergency Services Depariment
The Emergency Services Department is comprised of several sectons including, Fire Service, Emergency
Medical Service (EM3), Fire Code, Emergency Management and Water Rescue.

The Department of Emergency Services is responsible for fire protection and emergency medical services;
fire and building code enforcement, water, technical, off-road, and harmat rescue services; emergency
management and community preparedness programs; Enhanced 9011 services; and emergency vehicle
maintenance.

There are eight F5As gpread throughout the Borough. They include Central Mat-Su , Wess-Lakes, Point
Mackenzie, Talkeetna, Butte, Caswell, Sutton, Willow, and Greater Palmer. Between the FiAs they cover
the majority of the Core Area and the populated areas along the Parks Highway headed North and the
eastern areas of Sutton and Bume. A Fire Service Areas (FSA) is 2 tax revenue generating unit of the

Borough that pays specifically for fire and EMS services,

Fire Service
Fire Service handles all fire related activity within the FSAs. This includes
responding to calls for both urban and wild fires. Fire Service also provides backup
to the Smate in the case of 3 large scale wild fires, Fire fighters also respond w
techaical Fescues such a3 car crashes and assist EMS when needed,

Emergency Medical Service (EMS)
EMS includes all services related to ambulance and paramedic services.

Fire Code
Fire code and permitting within certain FSAs for various types of buildings are
administered by the Emerpency Services Department. Areas not covered by
Borough are maintained by the State Fire Marshall's office.

Efries BEnCY H.1||.|gr_'rnnnl:
Emergency preparedness and incident management are the responsibility of the
Emergency Management section. This also includes preparing and managing the

Emergency Operations Center (EOC) and compliance with State and federal kws
refated to disasters.

Water Rercue
Water rescue consists of a specialized ream thar works Borough-wide on all water
related rescues, this includes body recovery.
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Finance Department
The Finance Department is comprised of three divisions, Accounting, Assessment, and Revenue and Budget
Divisions.

The Finance Department is responsible for the assessment of propertes, maintenance of records and
astociated levy and collection of taxes, preparation and implementation of the annual budget and other
appropriations, central treasury, fived assets, purchasing functions, and fiscal activitias.

Accounting
The Accounting Division includes payroll, accounts payable, and all grant reporting.
Accounting is also responsible for recording and accounting for all budget,
expenditure and revenue transactions to the general ledger and the capital projects
ledger, and is responsible for preparing for the annual financial audic.

Asspsuments
The Assessment Division is a state-mandated function carried out by the borough.
Alo, by state smtute, the division i responsible for maintaining accurate
ownership records of all properties within the borough. This division provides the
value conclusions on over 63,000 properties within and throughout the
geographical boundaries of the borough and sdministers state mandated exemption

programs and optional borough exemptions.

'R.I_"'-'E‘-"ill-'_‘ armd 'al..-:_g_r'!

The Division is responsible for all billing and collection of taxes, solid waste fees,
land salesfleases, registrations, business licenses, special assessments, and other
miscellaneous receivables and fees that the Borough assesses or charges. The
division is responsible for comgpiling the annual budget. The division is abso
responsible for recording and accounting for all budget transactions to the general
ledger. Additionally, included in this division is responsibility for the formation of
Local Improvement Districts (LIDs). Also, the foreclosure of properties due o
nongayment of taxes and LIDs is a duty of this division as is the monitoring of
those individuals or corporations in bankruptcy status.

Information Technology Department

The Information Technology Department is comprised of three sections, Geographic Information Services,
Business Integration, and Technology Infrastructure,

The Information Technology Department is responsible for collaboration with various Borough
departments and divisions to support the business functions of the borough by:
* Providing computer access, telephone and internet services, and technical training to employees.

¢ Investing in information technalogy infrastructure and sofoware.
* Ensuring critical systems are functional in the event of a catastrophic event

Geographic Information Systams
The GIS Division harmesses “the power of where" by making available the most

timely and accurate mapping information w borough departments and the public in
order to bring only the highest quality of service o the Mat-5u Valley.

Business Integration & Technology Infrastructure
#  Develops, manages, and integrates new hardware and gystems into the
Borough's [T environment.
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s The Service Desk provides technical support and assistance for all welephone,
network, and computer related hardware and software issues for all borough
employees, Assembly members and public citizens. They also provide life-cycle
management support for all borough desktop computers and software
including reporting, quoting, imaging and placements,

¢ Develop and maintain the Borough's website.

Planning and Land Use Department
The Planning and Land Use Department is comprised of three divisions, Development Services, Planning,
and Platting.

The Planning and Land Use Department is responsible for services that incdude protecting historic
proporties, assisting in permitting needs, providing code compliance information, supporting environmental
services, long range planning, and the subdivision of land.

Development Services
The Permit Center assists the public in determining permitting needs and obining
permits for most borough development activithes, manages all driveway access ento
borough roads, processes all utility, encroachment, construction and other Right-
of-¥Way permits, and manages development in rights-of way and easements.

The Code Compliance provides services for the administration and enforcement of

ordinances, regulations, and the flood damage prevention program. In addition,

Code Compliance also provides:

* Disaster mitigation/response planning;

» Coordinates the in-house review of private and public agency projects for
compliance with refated plans, ordinances and policies;

= Assistance in the development of new and revised plans and ordinances and
conducts full code compliance activities in all areas of the borough except the
citbes of Palmer, Wasilla and Houston,

# Public information and education on Matanuska Susitna Borough ordinances;

* Field inspections, investigates violations and takes appropriate action to gain
comphance

Planning
Long Range Planning Section is responsible for developing long range plans
including land use, transportation, and public facilities plans; plans concerning the
improvement program. In addition, Planners assists with the development of
regulations and other means of implementing adopted plans, and acs as liaison
with other public agencies relating to land use planning. In fulfilling these
responsibilities, the division works with citizen groups, community councils,
incorporated cities, advisory boards, the Planning Commission, and the Assembly.

Environmental Services section works with volunteers, residents, agencies, and
other governments to monitor and assess the Borough's envirenmental rescurces.
In addition, the Ervironmental Services Division develops management plans
regarding Mat-5u environmental resources and provides information and
recommendations to Borough administration and decision-making bodies to sustin
and protect the quality of Mar-5u’s environmental resources.

The responsibilities of the Cultural Resources Section are to protect historic

properties and to help stimulate or encourage local econombes w hiztoric
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preseration. This is done through a variety of ways including: assuring compliance
with the Mational Historic Preservation Act increasing awareness of culwral
resources when hnd uses and economic development are being considered;
maintaining a Certified Local Government status; working with the state on their
Owerall Comprehensive Presernaton Plan; incorporating the borough's plan with
the state and federal plan; and working with other divisions and departments to
promote and protect cubtural resources. Other responsibilivies include working
with museurmns, historical societies and native groups ©o ensure borough-wide
historical data is being accurately disseminated to the public

Platting

The Plating Division oversees the subdivision of land within the Mamnuska-Susitna
Borough. Division staff assists the public in undersmanding and complying with the
subdivision reguirements specified by state and Borough regulations. This involves
the review of proposals to subdivide land; dedicate public use easements; and
vacate public rights-of-way. Staff works with the State Recorders Office to facilitate
recording of subdivision plats and resolutions. They provide coples of recorded
subdivision plats and file information oo the public upon request. In addition, the
division i responsible for contract administration for the survey of Borough
Munieipal Entitled Lands.

Public Works Department
The Public VWorks Department is comprised of two divisions, Operation and Maintenance and Solid Waste.

The Public VWorks Department is responsible for the management of the Borough's infrastructure and

*  Manage and inspect construction projects

*  Inspect subdivision rcad construction

*  Design and obtain public rights-of-way

*  Road maintenance

*  Perform operations and mainterance for Borough buikdings and vehicles
*  Provide custodial services for the DS] Administration Building

*  Manage Central Landfill and the Transfer Sizes (Solid Waste Division)

*  Manage the Tallceetna Water and Sewer Public Utility.

Operation and Maintenance
The Operations and Maintenance (O & M) Division manages road improvement
projects, natural resource projects, and community projects.

Solid Waste
The Solid Waste Division provides a system for refuse disposal in the Borough
critical to ensuring refuse i not accumulated on private property or discarded on
vacant land.

e
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IV, MEETING PROCEDURES

Basic Rules

All meetings of the MSB Planning Commission will be open to the public and follow the guidelines
set forth in the aforementioned Alaska Open Meetings Act. Meetings are usually on the first and
third Mondays of every month, with exceptions for holidays or special meetings. You will receive
a calendar in your packet from the Borough Clerk’s office. Meetings follow Robert's Rules of
Order, and you will receive packets containing the pertinent information to be covered as well as
the agenda for the meeting from the Planning Commission Clerk prior to the Planning
Commission meeting for you to review and familiarize yourself with information to be covered.

Public Notice
The Planning Commission Clerk s responsible for advertsing Planning Commission meetings to

the public. He/She will place an advertisement at least ten (10} days prior to the meeting in a local
newspaper of general circulation.

Polling, Quorum, and Voting

A quorum (the established minimum number of Commission members present during a meeting)
is necessary in order for the Planning Commission to conduct any business and to vote on any
matters before the Commission. The Planning Commission Clerk will poll Commissioners at least
three (3) days prior to the meeting to determine if there is a quorum, and will communicate this
information to the Chair. I there is not a quorum, the meeting will have to be rescheduled for a
later date. A gquorum for the Planning Commission is four (4) members, as there are seven (7)
members on the Commission.

All Planning Commission actions shall be by a vote of a majority of the commissions authorized
membership. The number of affirmative votes needed to pass a motion is the same number which
constitutes a quorum (four affirmative votes.)

If a roll call vote is used, the Clerk will call the roll ensuring that the names are called in a different
order for each roll call vote. After all Commissioners have voted, the Clerk announces the vote
and whether or not the motion passes. All motions and votes will be included in the meeting
acton minutes.

Cancellation of Meetings

As soon as it becomes apparent to the Planning Commission Clerk that there will not be a
quorum of Commissioners at the meeting, or the meeting needs to be cancelled for other
reasons, hefshe will attempt to contact all Commissioners both by telephone and email to notify
them that the meeting will be cancelled. It is the Planning Commission Clerk’s responsibility to

also notify Borough Staff, applicants and any presenters.

Parliamentary Procedure and Robert's Rules of Order

Per MSB 15.08.100, meetings shall be conducted under the current edition of Robert’s Rules of
Order Newly Revised, and such modified or amended rules as may be adopted by the Commission.
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Processing Motions

When a motion is made and seconded, it should be stated by the maker and repeated by the
Chair prior to debate. After discussion has ended and immediately prior to the vote, the Chair
clearly states the motion with amendments. All motions require a second.

Withdrawing Motions
A motion may not be withdrawn by the mover without the consent of the member seconding it.

Reconsideration of a Vote

The Commission may reconsider their action on a vote taken previously. This is limited to actions
taken at the meeting currently in session. In order to reconsider a vote, the motion to reconsider
must be made by a Commissioner from the prevailing side of the original vote. The motion must
be made prior to adjournment of the meeting,

Order and Decorum

Conduct of Commissioners

While the Commission is in session, members should not interrupt the proceedings or any
Commissioner that has the floor. A Commissioner, once recognized, should not be interrupted
when speaking unless it is to call him/her o order. If 2 Commissioner is called to order, he/she
should cease speaking until the question of order can be determined. If determined to be in order
by the Chair, he/she should be permitted to proceed.

After being recognized by the Chair, Commissioners may briefly question individuals speaking
during audience participation or testifying during a public hearing, but may not enter into a
discussion with the individual.

Conduct of Public in Attendance

Persons attending the meeting should observe the rules and procedures of the Planning
Commission and should not disrupt Commission business by interrupting Commissioners;
speaking out of turn; shouting; preventing or attempting to prevent others who have the floor
from speaking: making disruptive noises such as boos, hisses, and clapping: and entering into or
remaining in an area of the Commission without consent. Any messages or contact with any
member of the Commissicn during a meeting should be through the Planning Commission Chair,

Members of the public that do not follow the rules for decorum may be asked to leave the
meeting. If a member of the public creates a significant physical disruption to the conduct of the
meeting or acts in a threatening manner towards another member of the public, the applicant,
staff, or Commissioners, law enforcement personnel may be called to remove the individual from
the premises.

Members of the public must sign-in before speaking. Sign-in sheets are available at the back of the
room or at the podium. Although not required, each person addressing the Commission should
state and spell their name and state the location of their residence. After recognition by the Chair,
all remarks should be addressed to the Commission as a body and not to any specific member.
Mo one other than the Commission and the person having the floor may enter imto any
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discussion, either directly or through a member of the Commission, without the permission of the
Chair. Mo questions may be asked of a Commission member except through the Chairperson.

Interested persons may address the Commission on any subject concerning Borough business
during audience participation except for those items that have been advertised and scheduled for
public hearing during that meeting. Those items advertised for public hearing cannot be discussed
during audience participation and must wait for the public hearing. Once a public hearing has been
opened by the Chair, members of the public will be invited to provide testimony. Commissioners
may question members of the public following their testimony, but may not engage in discussion.
Testimony and questions should remain germane to the agenda item.

Rules of Debate

Every member desiring to speak should first address the Chair, and upon recognition by the Chair,
should confine him/herself to the question under debate.

The Planning Commission Chair may participate in debate and has the same rights and privileges
enjoyed by the other members of the Commission, however the Chair should be the last to speak
and should not attempt to unduly influence the Commission.

Public Hearings

A public hearing is a formal proceeding before the Planning Commission in which the public is
permitted to provide testimony into the record. Testimony may be either presented orally or in
writing prior to the close of the public hearing.

Action

All actons must be clearly stated in the form of a motion, receive a second, and then be voted
upan. All motions require a minimum of four affirmative votes to take action. All formal actions of
the commission shall be by resolution.

Hearing from the Stafl

Typically the staff report immediately follows the Chair's reading of the resolution title into the
record. The purpose of the staff report is to give a brief overview of the business item and to
identify key facts, findings, and recommendations from staff.

Staff is available to the Commission for guestions and comments throughout the meeting. The
Commission may question staff, request further information or give further direction.

Hearing from the Applicant [Quasi-judicial)

The Applicant, or their representative, will be given an opportunity to provide an overview of
their applicaton after the Chair has read the resolution title into the record, and staff has
provided a staff report, and prior to the opening of the public hearing. The Applicant is under no
obligation to provide an overview of their application.

The Applicant, or their representative, will be given |5 minutes to present an overview of their
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application, but are not required to do so. Commissioners may question the Applicant, but there
will be no Commissioner discussion at this time. The Applicant, or their representative, will be
given an additonal 15 minutes to rebut questions and comments made by members of the public
after the closure of the public hearing. The Applicant is under no obligation to provide a rebuttal.
Additional time may be given to the applicant, or their representative, upon determination by the
Commission that the complexity of the matter warrants the additional time.

Hearing from the Public

Public testimony will commence after the Chair has read the resolution title into the record, staff
has provided a staff report, and the applicant (if any) has been given the opportunity to provide an
overview of their application.

Members of the public will be given three minutes to provide testimony. Representatives of state,

city, and Borough agencies, and recognized representativas of city councils will be given five
MiNUTEs.

Impartiality and Standards of "Fair Flay

Each Commissioner should be aware of the need to maintain basic standards of fair play and
impartiality. This awareness must alse speak to the need to aveid the appearance of bias. The
Chair has the primary responsibility to ensure that the varying points of view are heard, that the
hearing or work session proceeds in a timely manner, and that the options for future action by the
Commission are clearly stated.

|oint Meetings of Commissions/Assembily

The Assembly and Planning Commission shall meet jointly on the fourth Tuesday of March and
October for purposes as they deem appropriate (M5B 2.12.0735). A joint meeting may be changed
to a different day or may be cancelled by the Mayor and Planning Commission Chair. The
Assembly and Planning Commission may meet additionally as they see fit. Generally joint meetings
are informational or educational in nature and do not result in any action being taken.

Prohikited Serial Meetings

A serial meeting is one in which a quorum of the body communicates with each other, directly or
indirectly, through whatever medium, to develop collective concurrence. Serial meetings are in
violation of the Open Meetings Act (OMA). Commissioners should be aware of the potential for
serkal meetings and never hit “reply all” when responding by email.

Meeting Location
Fhuﬁn;:ﬂmwﬂﬁmnmungmuﬂlyhehindumm{mmnmrﬁﬂﬂwm
Swanda ones Building at 350 E. Dahlia Avenue, Palmer, Alaska. Occasionally meetings must be
held at other locatdons due to scheduling conflicts. These meetings are generally held in another
public building such as a school or city facility.
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f a meeting is moved to another location, the new location will be advertised in the local
newspaper and on the Borough website. Additionally, signs with the new location of the meeting
will be placed at the entrances of the Borough building.

Agenda

The purpose of the agenda is to inform the public and the Commission regarding the matters to
be discussed. Prior to each meeting, the Planning Commission Clerk, at the direction of the
Planning and Land Use Director, will prepare and distribute an agenda which includes: Call to
Order and Roll Call; Approval of the Agenda, Pledge of Allegiance, Consent Agenda (for items
that are considered to be routine and non-controversial and will be approved by one motion),
Committee Reports, Agency and Staff Reports, Land Use Classifications (are we going to eliminate
this section and place the items under a new sectionl), Audience Participation, Public Hearings on
Quasi-judicial Matters, Public Hearings on Legislative (Advisory) Matters, Correspondence and
Information, Unfinished Business, New Business, Commission Business, and Director and
Commissioner Comments.

Order Of Business

At every regular meeting, the order of business shall be as follows (MSB 15.08.110):

Call to Order/Roll CalllDetermination of a Quorum

Approval of the Agenda
Pledge of Allegiance
Consent Agenda
o Approval of the Minutes
o Introductions for Public Meetings
. Committee Reports;
- Agency and Staff Reports
. Land Use Chssifications (I am hoping that we can change code and put this
under new business and have public hearings or create another section on the
agenda for various public hearings)
. Audience Participation (for items other than public hearings — three minutes
per person)
. Public Hearings (three minutes per person)
. Correspondence and Information
L Unfinished Business
. New Business (will there be any issues with have a public hearing for some
items listed in the area or can we set up a new section on public hearings)
L Commission Business
. Director and Commissioner Comments
. Adjournment

Notice Requirements

In order to protect the right of the public to know when meetings are held, adequate notice must
be made. Regular meetings are scheduled and approved by the Commission during a meeting in
January of the previous year. The annual meeting schedule will be published as least once in a local
newspaper. Agendas are published in the “MNotice of Public Meetings” section of the Borough's
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website and in the local newspaper. .

Meeting Types

Regular Meetings

A regular meeting shall be held at least once a month. Special meetings may be called by the
Commission Chair or shall be called by the Commission Chair at the request of three members.
(MSB 15.08.080)

Special Meetings

Special meetings are those not on the regular meeting schedule and may be called by the
Commission Chair or shall be called by the Commission Chairperson at the request of three
members. Only items that are described on the agenda may be discussed or acted upon.
Commissioners may take action during special meetings and may provide direction to staff.
Members of the public are allowed to comment during audience participation.

Work Sessions

A work session is not on the regular meeting schedule and is a meeting at which no action is taken
and no direction is provided to staff. Work sessions may be called by the Planning and Land Use
Director, Commissicn Chair, or may be called by the Commission Chair at the request of three
members. Work sessions are used for educational and non-voting discussions only, and only items
that are described on the agenda may be discussed. There are no minutes taken since there are

no actions taken. Typically, there is no public testimony during a work session.

Public Hearings

Public hearings are held for legislative (advisory) and quasi-judicial items.

Continuing a Public Hearing:
dﬂn occasion the commission may elect to continue a public hearing until 2 meeting at a later date
L T
. new and potentially substantive information that was submitted late and was not

reviewed by staff, the applicant, and/or the public
the absence of 2 commissioner that wished to participate
commission, staff, and/or applicants desire to have more commissioners present to
take action.

Procedure:
. Chair opens public hearing
. Members of the public are invited to speak
. Chair entertains 2 motion to continue the public hearing until dme certain
The motion is made and seconded
. Four or more commissicners vote in faver of continuing the public hearing until
Lime certain
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. Does not require re-noticing, some application require mailings and additional
outreach to the community prior to the public hearing. Since the public hearing is
continued not cancelled the requirement has been met The continued public
hearing will be noticed on the next published agenda.

. Members of the public that have already testified will not be allowed to testify at
the next meeting unless the Chair or the Commission determines that there is a
reason to allow duplicate testimony

Re-opening a Public Hearing:
On occasion the commission may elect to re-open a public hearing at a meeting at a later date if
there is new and potentially substantive information that was submitted late and was not reviewed
by staff, the applicant, and the public, and the commission is requesting additional information.
Procedure:

D Commissioner moves to re-open a public hearing and continue to a date time

certain

. The motion is seconded

. Four or more commissioners vote in favor of re-opening the public hearing on a
specified date

. Re-noticing is required; the re-noticing standards are derived from application
requirements.

. The Chair or Commission will determine if members of the public that have already
estified will be allowed to testify again due to new and potentially substantive
information.

Legislative
While the MSB Assembly has broad executive powers, the Planning Commission is limited to an
advisory role to the Assembly with legislative matters. In other words, they do not have the ability
to legislate.

Legislative Actions can vary greatly and address a broad range of issues. Bxamples of legislative
type actions include Ordinances, Land Use Classifications, Interim Materials Districts, Special Use

Districts, Comprehensive Plans, and Approval of the Capital Improvement Program.

Quasi-Judicial
When the Planning Commission is called upon formally to hear facts and make a decision, they are
performing a quasi-judicial function since this Is similar to what judges do in court. This duty most

commonly arises for requests for conditional use permits (CUP's) and variances.

Quasi-judicial Actions include items such as Conditional Use Permits (CUP), Earth Material
Extraction (M5B 17.30), Junkyards and Refuse Areas (M5B 17.60), Race Tracks (M3B 17.63),
Waste Incinerators (M5B 17.64), Tall Structures (MSB 17.67), Alcoholic Beverage Uses (M5B
|7.70), Adult Businesses (M5B 17.90), and Variances (MSB 17.65).

New Business [Administrative)

This can include items like Maming Geographic Features (M5B 15.04.025), approval of a Planning
Team, updating the PC Policies and Procedures Manual, and approval of the starp of a

54 Flanneng' Flannisg Admin', Flansing Commission Files), FC Policies & Prooedures Manmah 2015 Update’ Draft for PC 11-2015Y%  Page 31



PLANNING COMMISSION DECEMBER 7, 2015 Page 220
Comprehensive Plan.

Commission Packels

Packet items are due to the Planning Commissicn Clerk at least |12 days prior to the scheduled
meeting. The Planning Commission Clerk will make every effort to have an electronic version of
the packet available to the Commission and members of the public on the Borough website ten
days prior to the scheduled meeting. Hard copies will be mailed or delivered to Commissioners
no later than five days prior to the meeting. Commissioners may opt out of receiving hard copies
of the packet by notifying the Clerk in writing. Commissioners may also make arrangements to
pick up their packets at their convenience. Whenever practicable, minutes of the previous meeting
and any background materials pertinent to the agenda shall be included in the packet.

Action Minubes

The Planning Commission Clerk shall keep an accurate record of the Commission's proceedings
and transactions by preparing and providing action minutes similar to those provided to the
Borough Assembly. Action minutes should not be confused with transcripts. Per Robert's Rules of
Order, which the Planning Commission generally follows, minutes are a record of what was done
at the meeting (action taken) and not what was said. Individuals interested in actual discussions will
be referred to the audio recording of the meeting and not the minutes.

Reasons for making a motion, debate, and audience testimony and reaction will not be included in
the action minutes. The action minutes will, however, list the date, time, and plce of the
meetings, the members and s@aff in attendance, and a clear and concise description of final actions
taken. Motions are indicated “moved” and "seconded”, and a breakdown of the vote is included.

Adjournment

The Matanuska-Susitna Borough Planning Commission has a mandatory adjournment of midnight.
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Planning Commission Roles and Responsibilities

State Stawte (AS 29.40.020 (b)(l) and (2)), and Borough Ordinance (MSB 15.04) define the
authority and responsibiliies of the Planning Commission. Ordinarily, the Planning Commission
will be reviewing or investigating land use matters and preparing reports or recommendations for
the Assembly on those matters.

Commissioner Responsibilities

Planning Commissioners need to be aware that planning is evolving and ongoing while remaining
cognizant of the interrelationship of planning to community goals, priorities, and budget
constraints. Commissioners represent the entire community, not just the people in their
neighborhood or voting district, and should use their knowledge of the community and their
unique position to articulate local values.

Public meeting and hearings provide an opportunity for direct interaction between Commissioners
and community residents. They give local residents an opportunity to see the Commission in
action, and give Commission Members the chance to hear first-hand about the concerns of local
reshdents. Planning Commission meetings are often the first contact that members of the public
have with local government and land use issues, so it is important for Commissioners to act in a
way that increases the understanding of land uses and issues, and increases the respect for the
responsivencss of government.

In addition to understanding, educating and guiding the community in its growth and development,
Planning Commissioners need to understand the legislative and quasi-judicial processes involved in
their role as advisory to the Assembly. Please see Chapter [V, Public Hearings for more detail on
the processes.

The Commission has authority to approve or deny applications for variances and conditional use
permits, and is an Integral part of the Comprehensive Plan process for individual communities as
well as the Borough as a whole. The Planning Commission is responsible for assisting
communities with the development, maintenance and implementation of comprehensive plans, to
protect the Boroughs planning process, and to foster long-term interests. It's important that a
Commissioner be courageous enough to make the hard decisions that will inevitably be brought
forth.

The Planning Commission can initiate planning projects when it recognizes a problem or a need
that can be accommodated with available staff time and budget. Projects requiring significant staff
time or budget appropriations will need Assembly approval. Understand that there are limits to what
the Commission can do. Have a clear understanding about when the Commission’s role is advisory
to the Assembly and when it that of the final decision maker,

In short, the Planning Commission’s Roles and Responsibilities are:

Understand Land Use Planning;
Reflect the Values of the Community;
Hold Public Meetings and Hearings:
Educate the Public on Land Use;
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Understand the Legislative and Quasi-judicial Processes;

Act on Variances and Conditional Use Permits;

Make Decisions and Recommendations:

Prepare Comprehensive Plans; and

Understand the Opportunities and Limits of Planning Commission Authority

4 & & & ®

Planning Commission Chair Responsibilities

Conducts meetings and maintaing order

Encourage relevant testimony by making the criteria for decisions clear
Ensure that tme limts are met

Keep Commission discussion on track and germane to the subject
Summarizes as needed

Diffuses hostility

Asks for ideas and opinions from each commissioner

Uphold the appropriate codes.

Rules on recusals (Please see Recusal Procedures in Appendix _)*

& & & & & & & & @

Planning Stafl Responsibilities

Planning Seaff plays a vital role in the land use planning process and the effectiveness of the
Planning Commission. It is the responsibility of Staff to perform necessary research, prepare staff
reports, and provide guidance to communities with developing and updating comprehensive plans
and special use districts. The Commision will interact most often with the planning department’s
management team and the Planners. The department has several types of Planners. The current
Planners handle permitting issues such as variances and conditional uses. Long Range Planners
handie the majority of borough plans in additon to specialized areas like culwral resources,

environment, and transportation.

To be really effective, the Planning Commission and Planning Staff must work as a team. The
Commission provides perspective on community needs and attitudes, and gives endorsements to
plans, reports and recommendations.

Staff provides technical advice on procedure and content, and keeps the Commission informed of
developments in the community. Planning Commissioners can expect that minutes accurately
reflect Commission actions, and that staff reports are readable and received with adequate time
for review. (Please recognize that sometimes flexibility is needed.)

To work well as a team, both groups must treat each other with respect and consideration.
Demeaning or rude behavior from either side creates tension and unproductive work
envirgnments.

Planning Commissioners should not hesitate to call Saff for research information, advice on law,
history, land use, or other pertinent information. It is imporant to remember that in addition to
working with the Planning Commission, staff must also address real tme and budget restraints,
and deal with the priorites of the Assembly and Borough Management.

Planning Staff Responsibilities include:
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Accept and reject land use applications, ensuring that applications are complete, which
saves time and confusion at PC meetings;

Prepare staff reports which identifies issues with applications, and details criteria and
conditions for approval;

Handle public notification and other administrative tasks;

Prepare finding of fact and conclusions of law, draft resclutions, and compile packet
material and comments;

Stay current on Borough and State regulations;

Conduct planning studies on a wide range of subjects, including but not limited to,
population and economic trends, natural resource and environmental management,
housing, transportation, and community development;

Work with citizen groups and consultants to gather input related to necessary updates to
land use regulations, comprehensive plans and policles, area and regional plans, and

interagency agreements;

Formulate innovative and effective methods of public involvement and citizen education for
all projects;

Perform research and statistical analysis of planning related issues and prepare reports,
graphics and maps necessary to convey research effectively;

Perform spatial analysis and produce maps using geographical information system
technology; and

Serve as staff for special and select committees of the Assembly, Planning Commission, ad
hoc committees, or other borough committees assigned by special projects or studies.

Planning and Land Use Director Responsibilities

Plans, organizes, and directs the work and programs of the department which entails broad
and diverse programs invelving planning, platting, land use code compliance, and cultural
resources;

Ensures consistent application and compliance of land use codes, platting regulations, and
other related land use laws;

Confers with real estate developers, state and federal agencies, property owners, realtors,
and others on questions regarding planning and zoning regulation and land use control;

Develops and writes land use regulations, resolutions, and ordinances working in concert
with the Planning Commission;
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s Prepares requests for proposals and administers contracts and grants;

e Coordinates activities of citizen advisory boards and serves as ex-officic member of
Planning Commission; prepares Planning Commission agenda and materials; serves as a
member of policy review committees and planning teams; and

#« Formulates policies, programs, and budgets and oversees implementation; conducts
program evaluations; resolves departmental issues.

Planning Commission Clerk Responsibilities

The Planning Commission Clerk is responsible for ensuring all necessary paperwork, notifications,
communications, and meetings are completed or conducted according to Borough Code, state
law, and Robert's Rules. HelShe is the Pardiamentarian for all meetings, which includes:

* Preparing commission agendas, resolutions, and packets;
* Motifying commissioners of meetings;
* Taking and keeping record of the minutes and proceedings of the Planning Commission;

# Assisting the Chair during meetings by keeping a record of motions, tallying votes, and
ather such actions;

# Keeping attendance records and notifying the Chair of absences and vacancies;

s Keeping a record of meeting attendance, travel and other reimbursable expenses of the
Commission, and submitting bills for payment;

* Maintaining and having available at meetings a copy of the applicable version of Robert's
Rules of Order Newly Revised, and such Special Rules of Order and Standing Orders as
may be adopted by the Commission;

* Posting agendas, minutes, resolutions, and packets on the web;

¢ Advertising agendas in the local newspaper(s);

& Advertising meetings and events in which three or more commissioners may be in
attendance; and

» Holding the Seal of the Planning Commission.

In addition, the Planning Commission Clerk is the primary source and conduit of information and
communication between Planning Commissioners and Planning Saff. Utdlizing the Planning
Commission Clerk for communication with staff or applicants can help prevent conflicts of
interest

e e ey e e o
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The Assistant Planning Commission Clerk shall act in the absence of the Planning Commission
Clerk.

Applicant Responsibilities

Applicants for permits have significant responsibilities. The Applicant bears the burden of proof!
The Applicant is responsible for demonstrating that they have met the criteria needed for
appraval, and that the land use is consistent with the comprehensive plan,

Property owners who are unfamiliar with the land use process may be daunted by the
requirement that they prove their case. Generally 5taff works hard to help the applicant
understand the criteria on which a decision will be based and offer advice on the type of
information to present. It is not the responsibility of 5taff, the Planning Commission, or the
Assembly to justify an application or provide burden of proof.

R ————— e e e — e —————— e e ————
% Plansing), Planning Admin), Planning Commission Plles\PC Policies & Procedwres Manual\ 2015 Update\Draft for PC 11-2015,  Page 37



PLANNING COMMISSION DECEMBER 7, 2015 Page 226

A

Accounting, 12

Action, 1T
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Alasla Publc Offices Commission (APOC), 9
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Capital Projects Department, |9
Citizen Partidpaton, §
Commission Packen, X1
Commisioner Respomiblizies, 33
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L
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Meeting Location, 28
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MEB Board of Ethics, 11
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Motios Requirements, 19
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Qach of Office, §
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Planning and Land Lse Departreent, 33
Planning and Lend Uise Director Responaibifiies, 35
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Planning Commission Chair Responsibiities, 34
Planning Commiision Clerk Fesponsibiities, 34
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Reconzideration of 3 Vote, 26

Recreaton Services; 11

Recusa!, 13

Recusal Procedures for Legishitive [Advisory] Actions:, 14
Recuzal Procedures for Quasi-judical Actions, 14
Regular Meetings, 30

Relationship with Planning Saff, 15
Re-cpening a Pubic Hearing, 31
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Raevenus and Budget, 22
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S
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Siee Visits, 15

Solid Waste, 24

Spechal Meetings, 30
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Stipend Information, 10
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Terms of Office, 8
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Appendix A

State of Alaska
Municipal Boundaries
and

Borough Incorporation
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LocaL Government ONLINE (LOGON)
MunicipaL BOUNDARIES

Borough Incorpeoration
v introduetion

“Borough incorporaiion” means the creation of @ rgional municipal government 1o provide povemman! and services 21 e regional lval, There
are fiour types of organized boroughs in Aloska, with some differences in how they are orgenized and varying powers and duties. Thase
diflerences are discussed in delad in e Divisien ol Comrurty and Regional Afal's pubSication. Locsl Government in Alaska,

Thoss intsresied in incorporation, should cansfully review the publicalions enified in (he Addilional Resources seclion of s chaplar,

 Harraive

Borough incorporation requines a big commiment of tima and olhar resourcss. Botors making & decision 1o begin work, an incorporation, a lof of
ihgught should be ghwan lo restarching and planning Lhe process. The bofcagh ncarporation peocess hofiows a sel chain of evenls, which fcrmally
benging whean o signed peiiion and other reguined documents ane filed with the Local Boundary Commission (LEC), Siaf from the Dhigion of
Commeaanity and Regional Aflaire then reviews the palilion end documenialion Bnd submiis § 1o the LBC wilh any recommendalions.

A region must have an sdeguals sconamy, populaiion, rareporialion, Brd sammunicaBon inlrastruciune o support iha proposad borough
gevernment. Maorecver, the poputalion of the region musl be socially. cullurally, and economically inerralaled and integrated in a regional canbm.
Tha proposed boundaries musl embody the cheracieristics inlended {or bomough governments. Alsn, the proposel musl geree the broed policy
banadil to the public siatewide. & region may incorparsie a borough government if & mests (ke siandards aslablished i law (Aricle X of the
Congtilvon of the Stale of Alsska, AS 29.05.031, AS F.05.100, 3 AAC 110,045 - 085, and 3 AAC 110900 - B60).

This chapler provides an overview of basic information aboul borough incorporation. Incprparation is @ comglax masier thal canngd be covered
compielaly in ik bried overdies. This overview doos, howewer. provide informalion and links io applicable . additional publicatiors, and siaf

avaiabie o provdh astisiance an boreugh Incorparelisn,
 Freguently Asked Ouesllons

What are the available cptions for borough Incorporation?

Thete ars four lypes of arganized Borough gevermmant i Alaskn [unilied home rule, hame rule, Birst class, and second class. )

St lew raguines orgenined baroughs 1o provide sducation on an arpawide bagly (AS 29.05.180). Al organized Boroughs must also provide
planning, platting, nd ueo reguiation, and tax cobaclon and assessmonl on an sraawide basis. Slae Bw dots nol mandale botoughs o provide
any other particuler sandee or faclily; however, asch class af besough governmant has broad aulborily o axercise posssrs, Every borough also
has cortain general obligations, including ennual audits o financial repons. roguls: elecons, codiicalion of crdinances, regular mesiings of the
bonough assambdy, atc.

When proposing inconporafon ol & home rule bontugh (unified o non-unied], peliionars musl prepene & charer, which s e squivalent of a
local government constilution, il i Imporiant 1o keep in mind thal willing 8 charar requires 8 ol of commaniy kners-kow and commitmant bayond
heart resquired for incorporation of & general lew borough.

Who can petition to incorporate?

A borough govarmmend s usually crealed by @ pedilion submilled by voles within & region. (Although 1he Siale can oreile borough gowemmants
on s own indiadive, il has nol done 80 since 1863-64 when il incorporabed sight boroughs. )

A yotar-inltiated petition 1o incorporata & borough must be signed by al least

= 15% of tha nuember of volers nside home bl and Mirsl cads clies vwithin tha anes proposed lor borough incoiporation that veled during hs e
jgenéral eleciion; and

» 15% of ihe number of volers oulside Fome ruls end frst class clies wilhin the aes proposed for bonomegh incorporadion that veled dusing tha
181 garmral #leclon,

What mre the “proa”™ and “cons® of berough Incorporation’

The advantages Bng csadvaniages of lorming & riw befough gowermenent will vary depending on he communily 203 iha byps of boroogh
proposed for incorporation. Ganevally, people supporting incorporation siress thal a borough would provide greaier local control and the maans b
provide eesenlal leal serdces Peaphe againil ncorparallen generally [atus an iew [eE and lesd amang e posilble problems. Ais, ¥ the
communlly is wittin a city, crlics Ireguenlly stness thal the cily can provide any needed services, and Thal 8 bercugh vl il oe onoameecsaiary
meiditianal layer of govarrmand. i & importanl to explons the prog and cons of Incorporation cansfiully balors beginning sny work on Incorporation,

Are there criteria that guide the development of & boreugh incorparation petition?
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Yo the criberia ane found in Article X of the Constitution of the State of Alaska, AS 20.05.031, AS 29.05.100, snd 3 AAC 110.045 - 065. Thess
erieria should be carehully reviewed whan deciding whether 1o incorpansle and whal type of incorporalicn b pursuse, If the prospaciive pelilioners
decide 1o purswe incarporation, (he crileria should also be used Lo guide the development of tha pelition. The Departiment of Commerce,
Community, and Regional Aftairs wil Irama s recommendation 1o the LBC based on these critera, and the LBC wil apply theso same crilédia o
judge the maerits of the pelilicn,

What boundariea are sppropriate for & new bafough?

Berough govemnments are reglonaly-based mauricipales, Legal standards i borsugh boundaress ans provided in Article X (particularly Seclion
3ol i Constiluion, A5 2005031 and 3 AAC 110,045 080,

Ara Siate grants avallable to study the feasibli®y and naed for 8 new borpugh governmant?
Ho. Slale funding for sludies of @ prospecie borpugh governmenl is nol currenthf avalsble.
Dosd ihe Siste pravides technlcal asskitance bo cllipens who wish (s incorporats?

‘Yied, the Eaf of e Locsl Boundsny Commipsion provides coriain sssistanoes 1o prospeciive palilioners. Assislancs includes providing potition
forms and samphs succesaiul proposals, consullation regarding policy Bsues. guidancs regarding ischnical mallars snd direclion conceiming
sources of informalion needed 1o complete & peiiion. Wihilp iine Slate can pronide some assisiance, the burden of prepasing & proper palilon
remains with the pelitoass,

if a group opposes inconporation, does the Stale assisi it as well?

Yied. This $180 of it Local Boundary Comenission will slas provide assiytsnce 1o any individual snd organization thal wishes 0 express views
apposing an incorporation propodal. Assislance o opponenis might include providing sample responshe briefs Sied iIn cpposilion |0 prior petilions,
consullalion reganding policy msues, guidance reganding lechnical malien, and dieciion whese fundamantal information ks neaded 0 complsls &
resporseve briel in oppostion ko a praposal can be chlaned.

Can a patition be amendod sfter it ks filed?

Yes, the pelilioners may amend the patilion, The Locsl Boundany Commission can also amend of impose condiions cn an incorporalion proposal
following a public hearing. |doally, however, with careful planning and proper corsultation bedore (he Bling of o peliiiion, amendmaenis can be
avoided. Amending a pelition may, under cirain citumsiances, couss delays in the consideration of the patilion,

Hew long doos it take (o incorparata?

N bypically lakes several months (in some Coses & year of mone dopending on the local effon) o prepane & propar pelition, Prospecive pelilioners
arg ancouraged o work dossly with the LBC siafl in developing e petilon. Once 8 peilion s compleled and ihe necessary sipnatures haes been
gathered, the pelion i fled with the Local Beundery Commission. The precess lor review of the propasal by the LBC typlcally talss sbout one
yobr.  thir Commisalon approvas the petition, the Stale will canducl 8 local slection on 1he matier, The process kor the ncorporetion aleckion.
typechlly iraibees AbOUL thiee mowths.

Recommended web site search lopics:

+ Borough Ncocparaicn
= Alagioy barough siandands
« Letal Bountdsry Comsnission
» Local Governmend in Alasks
= Departmen of Law

* Applicable Laws and Reguistions
Alxzks Consiifution, Arlicie X

« Seclion 1 Purpose and oonsirucion, beal sell.govennment, D] govainmisnt units.

« Seclion 2 Local sel-governiman] powers, laxing sulhority.

« Sochion ¥ Boroughs, siandands redguined 1o be eslablished, dassibication, mathod of ahyanizstion
« Spction § Service Arsas, Gnancing sarvicad.

« Section 12 Boundanes.

= Section 14 Agency o advise and assisl ocal governmants,
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Alsaka Btatulen

AS 28 0300 - 030 Uinorganized borcugh

AZ 29,0400 Homa ruls

AS F9. 0 020 =030 Genacal law

AS 28 04050 = DE] Borough meciessfication

AS 3 D50 Incorporalion of & borough or wnified municipalty, siandards

AS 2805080 Pelilion, equined informaltion, mags, propasss:d openating budped, signadures, powers.

AS 38,08.070 Revew, defcent sppliicaton,

AS 8,05 080 iresiigation, Commane informaticnal meetings, noticn.

AS 20 08,000 Hearing, publc habring,

AS 29.05.100 Declslon, LEC emendmantcongitiona, decision oriteria, appas| under the Adminltratve Procadurss AcL

A 38.05.110 Incorporaion sdection, notification Lo direcior of slections, slaclion on incorporafion, mursspal officiels, voler gualifcations,
peoweprs, charbor,

AS 29.08,120 Elaclion of inkal officiels, nomination form, eleclions supsrdsce, iemms in office.
AS 26.08.130 Irviegraticn of special districhs snd servics arses, tims Bmil, fees, (e, ssseaamants.
AR 29.05.140 Tranaition, ma limll; eflect of crdinances, rules, and procedunes; wiitlen notice,
A ¥ 08,150 Challenge of lagality, time mil,

AS &4 33,810 Locel Boundary Commission, appointment,

AS 44 33,812 Powars and Dutles.

AS 4433 814 Moalings and Hearings.

A 44,33 898 Minutes and Records,

AS 44,39 218 Motics of Public Headngs.

AL 44 3 B3 Cuonym.

AS 44 33 832 Boundery Changa,

AS #4433 B2 Expensas.

AS 44 33 028 Haarings on boundary changes,

AS 44 30 828 When boundary changas lake sfect.

Maska Adminletrative Code

» 3 AAC 110.045 Community of Inbsneits

3 AALC 110,050 Population

= 3 AAC 110.055 Resouroes

3 AAC 110.060 Boundaries
3 AAC 110,088 Bes! internsts of stabe

o 3 AAC 170,400 Applicability

» 3 AAC 110,410 Peiliioners authorted patilones, signslisng requiremants.
« 3 AALC 110420 Peliion, lom, supporiing bried, exhildis.

3 AAC 110425 Lagitiative review annaxason petiions.

3 ARG 110,430 Consclidation of petitions.

3 AAC 110440 Technical review of pelilions, Commarce review, deficient peliion.

3 AAC 110,450 Motice of petition, lime il and mathod for providing noties,

3 AALC 110,480 Serdics of polilion, rocipesnin ond malhod of delvery, svalablity of sl palilion documents for public revies.
3 AALC 110,470 Prood of nolice and service.

3 AALC 110,480 Responsive teisls snd wrilten comenenis, filng with Commarce, afidel of delleery o peliionar,

3 AAL 110480 Raply bried, fiing with Commarce, afidmd of delvery o nespondent,

3 AAC 110500 Limitstiors on scveacy, adhsmncs o regulstions, commission conled! vwith inlenesied perfies.

o 3 AAC 110,510 Informational sessiong, Commercs determination of sdequate pubilic nformation sessions, sffidevl,

3 AAC 110520 Deparimental public moetings. notice, aMidayit of posting, prasiding officer, meeling sUmmary, posiponement, rekcation.
3 AAC 110,530 Dapartmantal report, drafl review snd commaed.

:M1mm-ﬂmmmpﬂ mm,llﬂh.

3 AALC 110550 Cormmissicn [t apeiarineg, MeOtCR, PUDIG Sarvitl dwrniviaitreihill, powlDonomend, relctation.

3 AALC 110,580 Commisalon hasring procedunes, preskding officer, commisalon quorum, mil on commants, witnsasss, weoem leslimany, tmely
silmisaion of documents.

3 AAC 170,570 Decisional mesling, time femil, commission quaonum, chngs o cormply with lsw, minules, staleman] of considerations, decision,
nfMicarvit.
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« 3 AALC 110580 Aeconsideraion, timé limil, danlal or sccepiand of requesl

» 3 AAL 110.550 Coriain local sclion snnexstions, spplcabls regulstiors.

+ 3 AALC 110,600 Local scionfocal option elsclions, sisclion by direcior of slections under AS 15, alection by municipaty.

s 3 AAG 110,810 Legislative review, ssmendimant |o consider a8 local sctionfoplion procadons, sgislatha review of commaasion decision.

= JAAC 110620 Jucicial review, appeal and judiclal revdew in sccordance with Adminkirslive Procedure Acl

» 3 AAC 110630 EMsctive date and ceriification, Vollng Rights Act approval, cerification of sleclion, legisiathve review deadine, ceriicate of
changs, recondaion.

= 3 AAC 1106840 Schaduling, chairpanon carder sstting/amanding schaduls, Bmaling, poslponbman,

= 3 AAC 110850 Resubtsmiials and reversals, denisl of previcus similer patilion, reguest for neversall of decision,

= 3 AAC 110.850 Purpese of procedural reguintions, relaxalion or sapension of procedursl reguistion, commiision discrelion, guideines,

« 3AAC 110800 Trarvsiion, submission of ransiion plen; sssumrption of powers, duthes, responaib@ities, sests, srd Bekdiles; ter Bl on
mepcution of plen; poproved agresment.

« 3 AAC 110.810 Stalemen] of non-discriminaiion.

+ JAALC 110.530 Delermination of communily, ladors considered in delsmmining whasther ihe larm communily spplise.

« 3 AAC 110,870 Dalerminalion of sssential oty or barough services, guldslines.

* 3 AAC 110,880 Deberminalfion of best inbarests of the slale, guideines.

= 3 AAC 110.890 Definitions.

Favvised 12152014

Eate of Alasia © 3006
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Appendix B

MSB Code of Ethics
MSB 2.71
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CHAPTER 2.71: CODE OF ETHICS

271005 Definitions

271010 Short titte

2.71.020 Purposes and policies of code
271030 Applicability

271,040 Board of ethics; crealed; membership
271050 Board of ethics; reimbursament
271060 Board of ethics; powers and duties
271070 Conflict of interasts; prohibilad acts
271080 Recusal

271080 Employment of municipal officials
271,100 Confici-of-interest repor
271,110 Prohibiled actions

271.120 Request for board opinion
271,130 Confidentiality

271140 Filing and inltial processing of complaint
271150 Screening

271,160 Procedure for notification
271,170  Probable cause for hearing
271180 Pre-hearng conference

271,380  Hearing procedures

271,200 Penalties and other remedies
271210  Time limitation

271220 Protection of public interest

712 Education and training

2.71.005 DEFINITIONS.

{A} For the purpose of this chapter, the following definitions shall apply unless the contex! clearly
indicates or requires a differant meaning.

« “Appointed officlals™ Includes the manager, clerk, attomey, purchasing officer, finance direclor,
deputies, and persons acting in their behalf.

« “Benafit’ means anything thal is to a parson's advaniage or self-interast, or from which a parson
prafits, regardiess of the financial gakn, including any dividend, pension, salary, acquisition, agreementl to
purchase, iransfer of money, deposh, lcan or loan guarantes, promisa to pay, grant, contract, leass,
mioney, goods, service, privilege, exemplion, patronage, advantage, advancemani, or anything of value.

* “Board” means the borough ethics board.
"Board secretary” means the clerk or the parson selected by he clerk 1o be the secretary io the board.

+ “Borough”™ means all units of the Matanuska-Susitna Borough unless the context clearly indicates
otherwise.
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* “Clear and convincing evidence® means evidenca indicating thal the thing to be proved s highly
probable or reasonably cerlein. This s a greater burden than preponderance of the evidence, the
standard applied in most civil trials, but less than evidence beyond a reasonable doubt, the norm for

* “Complainant® means a parson filing a complaint with the ethics board.

* “Confidential infformation”® means infarmation obtained in the course of holding public office or
employmeni, which s not available to members of the public and which the official is not authorized 1o
disclose, except o designated individuals or bodies, including written and non-written Information.

= “Designated supervisor” means a municipal official’s designated supervisor, or the person responsibla
for supervision of thal municipal official. The clerk Is the designated supervisor for the mayor and the
assembly, but only under circumstances delineated in MSB 2,71.070 regarding reporiing certain
information to a designated supervisor,

* "Enfity” means an organization (such as a business or governmental unit) that has a legal ideniity
apart from is members.

» "Ex parie” means a communication between a person and the ethics board or an ethics board
member regarding 8 matler panding before the board when other parties ane not present. This does not
include communications with the ethics board clerk or the borough clerk’s offica regarding procedural
matiers.,

{1} aninterest held by a person subject 1o this code or an immediate family member, which

Includes an involvement or ownership of an intarést in & business, including a proparty ownership,
or a professional or private relationship, that is a source of income, or from which, or as a result of
which, a person has recelvad or axpacts to recalve a financlal benafit in an amount over $1,000; or

{2) holding a position in @ business, such as an officer, direcior, frustes, pariner, amployes, of the
lika, or holding & position of managemant.

» “Haaring officar® means an officer of the Matanuska-Susiine Borough Office of Administrative
Hearings under MSB 2,20,

» “immediate family member" means a municipal official’s grandparents, parents, children,
grandchildren, siblings, spouse or domestic partner, spouse’s children, spouses of children, or a regular
marnbar of the official’s househokd.

+ “Municipal official” includes the following:
(1) elecied or appointed Matanuska-Susitna Borough officials;
(2) Matanuska-Susiina Borough emplioyees;

(3) all pald or unpaid members of boards, commissions and commitiees of the Matanuska-Susitna
Borough; and

(4) school board members.
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= “Nepotism™ means bastowal of official favors on one's immediate family mambers, especially In hiring.

« “Official action” maans a recommeandation, decision, approval, disapproval, vole, or other similar
action, Including naction, by a municipal cofficial.

* “Organization” means a group, association, society, political party, or other entity made up of two or
more persons, whather operated for profit or nonprofit.

* “Pald” means a parson who recalves value for the person's servicas uniess otherwise exampted from
this coda.

¢ "Parfles” means respondent and complainant.

» “Parson” includes a corporation, company, partnership, firm, assoclation, organtzation, business trust
or soclety, as well as 8 natural person.

« “Pearsonal interest” means an interast held or involvement by & municipal official, or the officlals
immediate family member, including mambership in any organitzation, whether fralemal, nonprofit, for
profit, charitabla, or political, from which, or as a result of which, a person or organization recelves a
banefit.

* “Probable cause™ means evidence sufficient to cause a person of ordinary prudence and caution to
conscientiously antertain a reasonable beliad that an athics violation has oocurmed; mors than a bare
suspicion but less than evidence that would determine a viclation,

= “Respondent” means the person against whom a complaint is filed with the ethics board.

= “Source of Income™ maans an aniity for which servica is performed for compansation or which is
otharwisa tha origin of payment; If the parson whose income ls being reported is employed by ancther,
the ampioyer s the source of income; if the person is self~employed by means of a sols propristorship,
parinership, profassional corporation, or & corporation in which the person, the person’s spouse or child,
or & combination of them, holds a controliing interest, the “source” is the client or customer of the

proprietorship, partnership, or corporation; if the entity which s the origin of payment is not the cllent or
customer for whom the sarvice |s parformed, both are considerad the sourca,

= “Special consideration, treatment, or advantage” includes:

(1) any attampt to secure a benefit or any action giving an unfakr advantage to another parson
whare & primary maotivation for the consideration, treatment, or advantage is improper;

(2) improper motivation for purposes of this definition Is one not relaled solely to the best interests
of the borough, Including a parson's:

(a) frisndship or kinship with the municipal official:

(b) financial association with the municipal official;

{c) other personal association with tha municipal official;

(d) potantial for conferring a future banefit by the municipal official;
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(e) political affiiation;

(N poiitical support for the govemar, Beutenant governcor, or legisistors.

(3) evidence of spacial consideration, frestmant, or advantage includes, but is not Emited 1o, the
following skuations:

(a) The municipal official interfared with, took actions not in conformance with, or took sctions
other than thosa set out in procadures for the award of a banefit, whather the procedures ware
established formally or informally, in a manner that favored or had an unequal impact on the
paraon recelving the consideration, treatment, or advantage.

{t) The person recelving the consideration, treatment, or advantage did nol meet the
#tendands sat out for the awand of a benefit, whather or not thosa standards wens astablishad

formally or informally.

{c) The person recaiving the conshderation, treatment, or advantage was substantially less
qualified than other parsons considered for the award of a banefit whan compared In light of the
formal or informal standards sat out for the award of the banafit.

{4) Includes mestings with or other forms of access 1o & municipal offichal I

{8) the person gaining eccess to the municipal official has the reletionship describad In
subsections (2)(a) through (b) of this definition; and

(b) the access allows that parson o gain information, make a presantation, or receive other
consideration, treatment, or advantage that resulls in an unfair advantage in applying for a
borough contract or job that would normally be procured or filied by a compatitive process.

(5) the burden of proof shifts to the municipal official to show by a preponderance of the evidence
that the primary motivation for the consideration, ireatment, or advantage was the best interest of
the borough If, at hearing, it ls shown by clear and convincing evidance both:

{a) thatthe person receiving the consideration, treatment, or advantage had the relationship
described In subsections (2)(a) through (f) of this definition;

b) that one of the circumstances described in subsections (3)(a) through (c) of this definition
occurmed.

(8) It is not a justification for the granting or securing of a consideration, freatment, or advaniage
or benafit that the result of what would otherwise be defined as a spacial consideration, treatment,

or advantage was in the borough's best interest.
{Ord, 11-022, § 3 (part), 2012)

2.71.010 SHORT TITLE.
This chepler shall bo known as the coda of athics.

{Ord. 11-022, § 3 (pari), 2012)
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2.71.020 PURPOSES AND POLICIES OF CODE.

(A) The Matanuska-Susitna Borough expects all municipal officials to provide their honest sendces, with
squality, honesty, and transparency 1o the genaral pubBic. Honest services Includes the right to
conscientious, loyal, faithful, and unbiased service, to be performed fres of decalt, undue influence,

confict of intarest, salf-enrichment, sali-dealing, concealment, bribary, fraud, and corruption.
(B} Toencourage high moral and ethical standands:

(1) To establish standands of ethical conduct.
{2} To promobe ethics education for all municipal officials.
(3) To provida clear guldance o municipal officials of the ethical procedures and standards of the
borough:
(a) torecommend proceduras that promote ethical behavior and hold municipal officlals
responsible and accountable for thelr behavior;

(b} to promote borough procedures that protect municipal officials from harassment or
retribution should they ralse concems about acthvilies that do not appaar to ba In line with good
govemment, honest services or other ethical behavior.,

(4) To provide for the consideration of potantial ethical problems bafore they arse.
(5) To provide for the fair and effeciive administration and enfarcament of this code.

(C) Scope of code. Any effort 1o banefit a substantial financial interest through official action is a
violation of the public trust. The assambiy finds that, so long as it does not interfere with the full and
faithful discharge of an officlal’s public duties and responsibilitias, this code does not prevent an official
from following other indepandent pursuits. The assambly further recognizes that:

(1) in arepresentative democracy, the representatives are drawn from sociely, and therefore
cannot and should not be without personal and financial interests in the decisions and policles of

borough govemment;

(2) people who serve as municipal officials retain their rights to inlerests of a parsonal or financial
natura; and

{3) standards of ethical conduct for municipal officials need fo distinguish between those minor
and Insubstantial conflicts that are unavoidable in a free soclely, and those conflicts of interests that
are substantial and material.

(D) Unethical conduct. Unethical conduct is prohiblted, but there is no substantial impropriety If, &s o a
specific matier, a municipal official’s:

(1) financial interast in the matter is insubstantial, or of a type that is possessed generally by the
public or a large ciass of persons to which the municipal officer belongs; or

(2) action or infiuence would have insubstantial or conjeciural effect on the matter.
(3) Afinancial inlerest over $1,000 is presumed substantial under this chapter. A lesser amount is
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presumad insubstantial,

{(Ord. 11022, § 3 (part), 2012)

2.71.030 APPLICABILITY,

{(A) The code of ethics shall apply to all municipal officials and shall apply to former municipal officials to
the extent that the conduct involved occumed during the term of service of the former municipal official.

(B) MSB 2.71.150 shall apply to all persons subject to a subpoena or onder issued by the board of
ethics in connection with an official proceeding before the board,

{Ord, 11-022, § 3 (part), 2012)

2.71.040 BOARD OF ETHICS; CREATED; MEMBERSHIP.

(A) Thers is created a board of ethics with a total membership of 15 persons designated by seals
numbered one through 15. All members shail be residents of the Matanuska-Susitna Borough in
eccordance with MSB 4.05.040, For any matier to be set for pre-hearing conference under MEB 2,71 180
to come belore the board for a full hearing under MSB 2,7 1,180 or for any matter involving an advisory
opinion, a panel consisting of five members nexi in numerical order shall be called.

(B) A paid municipal official may not be a board member.

{C} The chair of tha board shall be a hearing officer from the Matanuska-Susitna Borough Office of
Administrative Hearings.

(D} The chair shall rule on all matters and make all determinations through screening and probabie
causa. If the matier continues, the chair rules on all procedural matters, presides over the hearing under
MSB 2.71.190, makes all nulings theraunder and rules on evidentiary matters. The chair may attend,
assist and participate in discussions regarding the final order after a hearing under MSB 2.7 1,180 or the
final apinion on an advisory matter, but shall not vote on such final orders or opinions,

(E} Mambers of a panal called for a pre-haaring conferance under MSB 271,180 o come bafore the
board for a full hearing under MSB 2.71.190 may not participate in probable cause or screening and do
not vola on matiers of conduct of the hearing, procedurs, admissibllity of evidence, eic. Members of a

panel called for a hearing or advisory opinion vote on the final opinion only.

(F) A quorum shall be three voting members of the panel called for a purpose; however, no action may
be taken without the presence of the chair.

{G) Any member of the board who has conflicting interests, including being a complainant, in any matter
under active investigation may nol particlipate in the malter as a panel member and the nexi member

shall be called for the panel.

(H) K any board member missea three consacutive meetings for any reason, the member automatically
forfeits his saat and the cherk shall report the vacancy to the assambily.

(I Inthe evenl a quorum cannot ba met due to disqualification or recusal of membars, the case
documeniation and information shall be contidercd solely by a hearing officer from the office of
administrative hearings for action according lo the procedures as set forth in this chapter.
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(Ord. 11-022, § 3 (part), 2012)

2.71.050 BOARD OF ETHICS; REIMBURSEMENT. =t

(A) MWMMMMMMhMMMMMM
in the same manner as borough employees are reimbursed for mileage expensas upon presantation of
supporting documentation satisfactory to the borough clerk, Reimbursemant to the ethics board members
Is not a form of compansation for the purposes of this chapler,

(Ord. 11-022, § 3 (part), 2012)

2.71.060 BOARD OF ETHICS; POWERS AND DUTIES.
(A} The duties of the board shall be as foliows:

(1) to prescribe and promulgate rules and regulations goveming its own intemal organization and
procedures in & manner consistent with this code;

(2) toconduct hearings, recommend disciplinary action, assess penalfies, and make referrals;
(3) to prepara an annual report and recommend changes to this coda;
{4) to Investigate complaints alleging vickation of the standards in this code of ethics;

(5) wupon the writtan request of any municipal official, 1o issue its advisory opinion, in writing. as to
any questons;

(6) to make recommandations to the assembly for amendments to this code of ethics and for other

legislation affecting the subject matter of this code of ethics as the board may deem necessary or
desirable;

(7T) toprovide & continuing program of education, assistance and information about this code 1o
parsons to whom it applies;

(8) totimely process complaints conceming acts sublect to the code;
{9) to create and revise policies and procedures as necessary 10 transact business under this
chaphar.

{Ord, 11022, § 3 (part), 2012)

2.71.070 CONFLICT OF INTERESTS; PROHIBITED ACTS.

=

(A) Misuse of officlal position.

(1) Amunicipal official may not grant, obtain, or receive directly or indirectly, any special
consideration, ireatment, or advantage, for themselves or othars, beyond what is generally available
o borough residents,

(2) A municipal officlal may not, among other things:

(a) seek other employment or contracts through the use or attempled use of official position:
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(®)

{b) eccepl, receive, or solicit compansation for the performance of official duties or
responsibilities from a person other than the borough;

(c) use borough time, property, equipmant or other facilities to benefit substantial financial
Irierasts;

(d) take or withhold official action in order to affect 8 matier in which the municipal official has
a substantial financial interest; or

(e) attemplio benefit a parsonal or inancial interest through coerckon of another municipal
officlal coverad by the code.

(N Nomunicipal official in his or her official capacity or using their titke may publicly promote
products or services, However, this does not prohibit a municipal official from answearing
Inquiries by other govemmental officials, consumer organizations, or product Information
sanvices.

Nepotism,
{1) Mepotism is prohiblted.
Receiving improper gifts,

{1) A municipal official or a member of the officials iImmediate family may not soliclt, acoept, or
recaive, directly or indirectly, a gift in any form, that s a substantial financial interest to the officer
under circumstances in which It could reasonably be infermed that the gift is intended to Influence the
performance of official duties, actions, or jJudgment, or constitute a banefit for past parformanca of
official duties, actions, or judgment. Going away parties, parting gifts, social activities, and other
avants of this type are exempl.

(2) A municipal oficial subject to this code shall notify the officlal’s designated supervisor of a gift
with a value in excess of $150, including the name of the giver and a description of the gift and its
approximate valua, within 30 days after the date of its recaipt, If the municipal official may take or
withhold (or ook or withheld) official action that affects the giver.

(3) Municpal oficials may requesl guidance from the board conceming whether accaptance of &
particular gift is prohibited.

(4) The restrictions relating to gifis imposed by this section do not apply 1o a campaign contribution
to a candidate for elective office If the confribution complies with laws and reguiations goveming
elections and campaign disclosure.

(6) Gifts that are nol connected with the recipient’s status as a municipal official are outside the
scopea of this chapter and no disclosurs is required.

(D) Improper influence In borough grants, contracts, leases, or loans Includes the following:

(1) Amunicipal oficial or the official’s immediate family members may not attempt to acquire,
recalve, apply for, be a party to, or have a parsonal or financial interest in a borough grant, contract,
leass, or loan H the municipal official may take of withhold official action that affects the eward,
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execution, or administration of the borough grant, conftract, lease, or loan.

(2) The prohibition in subsection (C){1) of this section does nol apply to a borough grant, contract
or leasa that is compelitively solicited unless the municipal officlal:

(a) is employed by the edministrative unit awarding the grant, contract or lease, or is
employed by the administrative unit for which the grani, contract, or leasa s lel; or

{b) takes official action with respect to the award, execution, or administration of the grant,
contract, or lease.

{3) Amunicipal official shall report in writing to the official's designated supervisor a parsonal or
financial interest held by the official or tha official’s immadiate family members, in & borough or
school district contracl, lease or lcan thal s awarded, execuled or adminisiered by the department
that the cfficial serves, The superviscr shall immadiately send a copy of this written report to the
cherk to be appended lo the municipal official’s financial disclosure conflict of interests report.

(E) A board, commigsion, commities, or assambly member may not appear on behaif of a private or
public interest before any borough body of which the municipal official is a member,

{F) A munidpal official may not represenl a private or public inlerest in any action or proceeding agains
the interest of the borough to which the borough s a parly; provided, that this section shall not apply to:

{1) any member of the assembly or a municipal official appearing before governmental agencies in
behall of or a8 a representative of constituents in the course of official duties; or

{2} performing public or civic obligations without additional compensation; or
(3} any municipal official appearing on the officlal’'s cwn behalfl;, or

{4) board, commission, commities, or an assembly member representing a client in front of a
borough body of which they are not & mambaer.

(G) A municipal official may not render services to benafil a personal or financial inlerest, or engage in
or accept employment outside the public employer the officlal serves, [f the outside employment or
service is incompatible with, or in conflict with, or impairs the official’s independence of judgment or
action, the proper discharge of the official's official duties, excepl as set forth in MSB 2,71.020{C}1) and
(2) and subsections (D)(1) through (3) of this section.

(H} A municipal official may not tlake an active part in political campalgns during duty hours oF on
borough premises.

(I} A municipal official must notify the manager, in writing, when an immediate family member is
applying for a position with the borough.

i) Improper use or disclosure of information includes the following:

(1) A municipal official or a former municipal official may not disclose any confidential information
obtained formally or informally as part of his or her work for the borough or due to his or har position
with the borough, or use any such confidential information to further his or her own or any other
person or entity’s personal or financial gain. "Confidential information™ means information obtained
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in the coursa of halding public office or amployment, which ks not available to members of the public
and which the official is nol authorized (o disclose, except to designated individuals or bodies,
Including written and non-writhen information. When such information Is also avallable through
channels open to the public, officials are not prohiblled from disclosing the availability of thoss
channels.

(2} Acument or former municipal official may not disclose or use confidential information acquired
in the coursa of officlal duties.

(K) Releass of confidential information Is a viclation of tha ethics code.
(Ord. 11022, § 3 (pari), 2012)

2.71.080 RECUSAL.

(A) A municipal officlal shall recuse himsalf from acting on any mwmiﬂmml
borough-slected body, board, commission, or commilttes of which the official Is a mambear when tha
matier or procsading invoives any person who is, or has baen, a clant of the official or the official’s firm or

partnarship within the 12-month period immediately proceding the date of the action.
(Ord. 11-022, § 3 (part), 2012)
2.71.0890 EMPLOYMENT OF MUNICIPAL OFFICIALS.

a8 an slected official or within one year after leaving office.

(B) A school board member shall not be eligible for employmant with the borough or school district whils
serving as an slacted school board member or within one year after lsaving offica.

{C) A municipal official who lsaves borough servica may not, for one year after leaving borough sarvice,
represent, advise or assist a person for compensation regarding the following:

{1) =& matter that was under consideration by the department served by that municipal official; or

{2) & matter in which the official participated personally and substantially through the exercise of
official action. For the purposes of this subsection, “matter” includes a case, proceeding, application,
contract or determination, but does not include the proposal or consideration of legislative
maasures; or the proposal, consideraion or adoption of administrative regulations or code.

(3) This restriction on employment or re-amployment after leaving municipal service doss not
prohibit the municipality from confracting with a former municipal officlal to provide service on a
matter on behalf of the municipality,

{(4) The assembly may waive appiication of this restriction upon determination that a proposed
action by a former municipal oficlal is not adverse to the public intarest. The walver shall be by
formal action and a copy shall be provided fo the board of sthics.

(D) A municipal official who leaves borough servica may not, for one year after lsaving borough service,
represent, advise, or assist the borough for compensation in any manner uniess the borough assembly,
in Its sole and absolute discretion, approves the compensation. This section doss not apply where the
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official is re-hired, elected, or appointed into a position within the borough.

(Ord. 14-022. § 3 (part), 2012)

2.71.100 CONFLICT-OFINTEREST REPORT.

{A) A conflicl-ol-interest report shall be filed under oath once each year by all elected officials, manager,
clerk, attorney, department heads, all paid members of boards or commissions, and all municipal officials
suthorized to obligate the borough to make expenditures, unless a financial disclosure and conflict-of-
interest raport required by state law Is filed with the clerk. An unpaid member of a board or commissicn
with & parsonal or financial interast, or olhar activity govermad by this code, or prohiblited by any cther
provision of law, shall fils the financial disclosure and conflict-of-interest report required by this code and
shall update i, as necessary, in accordance with subsaction (B) of this saclion,

(B) The reports shall be filed with the clerk's office within 30 days after an officlal comes under
jurisdiction of this code. If the information in the report bacomas Incomplate or ineccurate during the year,
the staternent shall be corrected within 30 days after the changed circumstances occur.

(C) A conflict-of-interasts report shall contain the following information:

(1) the name of each person doing business with or recelving benefit from the borough from which
& municipal officiel or member of the official’s Immediate family has received a beneft in an amount
in excess of $500 during the preceding year if the officer knew of tha benefit incumed;

(2) the names of any corporations, partnerships, firms, associations or snterprises (including sole
propriatorships) doing businass with, or recalving benefit from tha borough in which the municipal
oifficial or the official’s spouse has a direct financial inlerest in excess of $1,500; provided, that
policies of insurance and amounts on deposit in @ccounts In banks, savings and lcan assoclations
or credit unions shall not be considerad to be a financial intarest within the meaning of this

paragraph;

(3) the names of any corporations, parinerships, firms, associations, or entarprises doing business
with the borough, both profit and nonprofit, kn which the municipal official or immediate family
mamber holds a position of official or mamber of board of direciors, and the title of each position
heid; and

(4) sources of income in excess of $5,000 for all elected officials and municipal officials authorized
o execute contracts, make purchases or award grants.

(D) In addition to disclosume required by MSB code or state laew, all municipal officials filing a confict-of-
interest raporl with the clerk as required under this section shall simultaneously file a supplement io the
report on a form prescribad by the borough clerk. The supplement shall contain a kst of all chil and
criminal judgments entered against the official within ten years of tha date of tha report to Include the
case name, nature of action, year of judgmeant, and a brief dascription of the judgment entered and/or
sentence imposed.

(Ord. 14-168, § 2, 2014; Ond. 11-022, § 3 (part), 2012)

2.71.110 PROHIBITED ACTIONS.




PLANNING COMMISSION DECEMBER 7, 2015 Page 248
(A I is unlawiul:

(1) for any municlpal official to williully fall or refuse o file & written statement required by this
code, o 1o knowingly make any faise statement of a material fact in any writlen statemant so filed:

(2) for any person to intentionally file an ethics complaint they know to be false, against any
municipal official;

(3} for any person to fall or refuse, 1o appear before the board of ethics pursuant to an arder of the
board:

(4) for any person to refuse to be swom or to affirm or 1o answer any material or proper question;

(3) for any person to fall to produce, upon reasonable nofice, any material or proper documents,
papers, books, accounts, letiers, or records in the person's possession or under the parson’s
control;

(6) for any person having been dufy swomn to fail to tell the truth by knowingly giving false
lastimony as to any material matter; or

(T} ioviclale any provision of this coda.
(Ord. 11022, § 3 (part), 2012)

2.71.120 REQUEST FOR BOARD OPINION.

{A) Municipal officiais are encouraged to request an opinion from the board ralating to any situation
which may give rise to the possibility of a conflict of interest under this code, Requests shall be in writing,
shall gat forih the pertinent facts, be signed by tha municipal official making the request and, i requested
by the municipal official, be held in confidence by the board.

(B) The mayor and assembly members may request an opinion from tha borough attornay relating to
any situation which may give rise io the possibility of conilict of interest or other violation under this code.
The mayor or assambly member may also request the opinlon be held in confidenca.

(C) An advisory opinion rendered by the board of elhics, or borough atiomey, until and unless amended
or revoked, is binding upon the ethics board in any subsequent procesding conceming the person or
entity that requested the opinion and actad in good faith, uniess he, she or It omitted or misstated &
material fact to the board of ethics or borough attomey.

(D) The ethics board or borough attorney may amend or revoke an acvisory opinlon including a
showing that materal facts were omitted or misslated in the requast for the oplnion, The municipal official
who requested the opinion shall be notified of any proceedings regarding modification of said opinion.

(E} Mobwithetanding all other provisions of the Malanuska-Susiina Borough Code, It is not a violation of
ihe code, and the board has no jurisdiction to hear any complaint allaging an elected official should not
hawve voled or participated in an lssue before the borough assembly whers an elecied official discloses a
poleniial conflict of interest and the following procedure (or substantially similar) is followed:

{1) the mayor or an assembly member may declare a potential conflict and shall declara a
substantial inanclal interes! the member has in an official action and may ask 1o be excused from
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participating and voling on the matier;

(2) the mayor shall rule on a request by an assembly member Lo be excused;
(3) the deputy mayor shall rule on a request by the mayor to be excused;

{(4) the decision on a request to be excusad may be overidden by four affirmative voles of the
assambly, axcept that the member to whom the ruling applies shall not vote on the question.

(Ord. 11-022, § 3 (part), 2012)
2.71.130 EGHF'IDEITIELFI'"I"

e e . e ——

[A) mma:mmwmeMMHﬁm or
obtained by the hearing officer during the investigation, will take place under a confidential process.
Confidentiality shall be maintained by the complainant, the respondant, the haaring officer, the board, the
clerk, and all contacted municipal officials during the:

(1) fiing of a complaint;
(2) screening of a complaint; and
(3} process of determining probable cause,

(B] Al third parties contacted whe are not municipal officials shall be asked to maintain confidentiality.

(C) Al portions of board meetings heldd sclely io make a decision are confidential and are held in closed
adjudicatony sassion,

(D) Mtis not a violation of this section for a person to contact an attomey or to participate in & criminal
Investigation.

(E} Tha respondent may, in writing, waive the confidentiality protection of this section as lo the
complaint, the response and asscciated documeantation.

(F) Prior 1o a determination of probable cause, If confidential provisions of this chapter are violatad by
anyone other than the respondent, the complaint shall be dismissed with prejudice.

(Ond. 11022, § 3 (part), 2012)
2.1’1 140 FILING AND INITIAL PROCESSING OF COMPLAINT.

. — ———— T SR TSP B e o e —

(A) mmammm-mﬁﬂmmmuuWumw
official.

(B) A complaint shall:
(1) be alleged in writing on & form provided by the clerk's office;
(2) shall clearty state allagations of ethics violations under MSB code; and
(3) shall be signed and affirmed by the complainant.
(C) Acomplaint alleging a violation of this code shall be filed within one year of the viclation.
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(D) Proceduras.

(1) When the complaint is filed in the cleri’s office, the clerk shall:
(a) date, notarize, number, and log the complaint;
(b) send a copy of the complaint and attached documents lo the respondent.

{2} Tha clerk shall coniact the next svailable hearing officer for appointment as chairperson, who
shall review the complaint and may requast public background materal assaciated with the
complaint. The request for all information and the response shall be kept confidential.

(3) The clerk shall prepare a confidential file available only fo the hearing officer and the
respondent, which contains a copy of the compilaint and assoclated documentation.

(Ord. 11022, § 3 (part), 2012)
2.71.150 SCREENING.

(A) Standard of review. The hearing officer shall review each complaint fied to delermine whether it is:
(1) propery completed;
(2) clear and understandable; and
(3} containe allegations, which If trus could constitte conduct in violation of this code.

(B) The hearing officer shall screen the complaint in closed adjudicalory session. The request for all
information and the responsa shall be kepl confidential,

{C) Afier the screaning, the hearing officar shall, by formal order:
(1) eccept the complaint in whole or In part; or
(2) reject the complaint in its entirety.
(D) In addition, after the screaning, the hearing officer shall by formal order:

(1) refer allegations of violations of municipal, state, or federal law outside the board's authority lo
tha proper authority for appropriate disposition; and

(2) refer a compiaint outside the jurisdiction of this code to the manager if the complaint alleges a
violation of the personnel rules or other matiam.

(Ord, 11-022, § 3 (part), 2012)

2.71.160 PROCEDURE FOR NOTIFICATION.

(A) MHHMHMHHMM“HMHW#“
hearing officer's rejaction of the complaint, including a copy of the complain, within ten calendar days of
i's deciskon.

(B) Accepiance. If the haaring officer acceplts a complaint, in part or in whole, the clerk shall nolify the
complainant and respondent of the accaptance of the complaint. The hearing officer shall requast the
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respondent to provide full and fair disclosure, In writing, of all facts and circumstances pertaining tc the
alleged viclation(s). Misrepresentation of material facts in a responsa o the hearing officer is a violation
of this code. Tha respondent shall provide a response within 20 calender days after sarvice. An additional
time period of ten 1o 20 days may be granied in writing by the haaring officer. At the conclusion of the
prescribed time, the hearing officer may continue Its investigations or immedialely proceed to determining
probable cause.,

(C) Recaplion of information. Within 20 days of recelving the requested information, the clerk shall
forward the information to the hearing officer who shall proceed in determining probable cause.

(D) Lsck of response from respondent. i the 20-day limit for response has expired, and no response
has been recelved from the respondent, the clerk shall forward the information 1o the hearing officer who
shall procsed in determining probable cause.

(Ord. 11022, § 3 (part), 2012)

2.71.170 PROBABLE CAUSE FOR HEARING.

[A) mmmumammwmmﬂwummh
probable cause to believe that a violation of this code has occurred.

{B) W probable cause is not found, all parties are notifled and the information gathered remains
confidential.

(C) M probable cause is determined by the hearing officar, the documents and all subsequent
proceadings, outside of deliberations or closed adjudicatory sessions, are open 10 the public, Releasae of
such documents shall be subject lo resirictions imposed by other provisions of law, if applicable.

(1) The dlerk shall notify all the parties of the decision and schedule a pre-hearing confaranca
within 30 days. Extensions may be requested by the parties.

(Ord. 11-022, § 3 (part), 2012)

E.'H 180 PRE-HEARING CONFERENCE.

—— e EE Eem 1T = acmaa i ——

(A) A parties shall be notified of the pre-hearing conference,

(B) Tha pre-hearing conferance may Include;

(1) setiing a ime and place for the hearing within 45 days of the pre-hearing conference unless
extensions ane granied;

(2) stipulation as to matters of fact
(3) simpiifying issues;
(4) Identifying and scheduling pre-hearing matters;
{5) setting the briefing schedule and establishing dates for witness lists; and
() resolving cther pro-hearing matiers before the hearing.
(C) Inthe event that a proposed settiement agreement had been reached it may be announced at the
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pre-hearing conference and a hearing scheduled for the board to consider only the seltlement;

(1) should the board disagree with the party’s setlement agreament, a future hearing date shall be
set no sooner than seven business days.

(Ord, 11-022, § 3 (part}, 2012}

2.71.190 HEARING PROCEDURES.

{A) The hearing officer, as the chair of the board, shall preside over the hearing and shall make all
rulings on issues of procedure, process, continuances, form and conduct of the hearing and admissibility
of evidenca, elc. The remainder of the board shall aftend the entire haaring, bul does not vote on any
Bsua axcept the final decision.

(B) The board may administer caths, hold hearings, and take lestimony, issue subpoenas, and consider
and acoepl stipulations or possible setiement agreemants.

{C) The respondent may be represenied by counsel, by submitling & notice of appearanca to the board.
Tha parties may each have the opportunity 1o be heard, presant evidence, and cross-examing wilnesses,
who shall testify under oath. Written requesis fo appear by tefephone may be considered by the chair,

(D) Within fen business days afler the concluskon of the last pre-hearing conference, unless good cause
is shown and an extension is granled, the parties shall submil withess lists with requests for subpoenas
o be kssued, If needed. Within five days afier receipl of witness list and reques! for subpoenas, the clerk
shall mail or parsonally serve the parties. Upon request by a party, the chair, on the board's behall, may
Issus subpoenas &s follows:

{1} the parties may summon witnesses and request the production of records, books, and papers
by the issuance of subpoenas; and

(2) subpoenas shall be served as prescribed by Rule 45 of the Alaska Rules of Civil Procedurs.
Failure of any person o comply with 8 subpoena or order issued by the board s a violation of
borough code. Remedies, enforcemnent actions and penalties for such violations shall be consistent
with the terms of MSB 1,45, Such remedies are nol exclusive and the borough may pursue any and
all legal and equitable remedies available under law necessary lo enforce such subpoenas and
ordars, including applcation o superiar court.

(E} The chair may rule on a motion for continuance or exdension of deadlines withoul caling & board
meeting as long as there has been an opportunity for the other party o respond to the mobion for

continuance. The conlinuance may be granted for good cause. The ruling shall be in writing and shall
specify the date lo which the deadline has been changed or the ime frame which has been extended.

(F) Any motions that the parties would like the board to consider shall be filed within ten business days
after the dale of service of the withess lists. Within three business days, the clerk shall serve the
mobicri(e) to all of the parties. An opposition to the motion may be filed within seven business days of the
date of service of the motion. Upon receipl of the motions, the chalr may determine the need to schedule
an additional pre-hearing conferance to consider the motian(s), otherwise the board can consider the
motions al the hearing.

(G) Written arguments and exhibits shall be submitted by the date determined at the pre-hearing
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confaranca. Writtan arguments and axhibits submitted shall becomae part of the recond, and shall be
malled or parsonally served to the board and the partiea within seven business days afler the written
arguments and axhibits are due.

(1) Any evidence not already parl of the record that a party wants the board o consider must ba
submitied fo the derk's office belfore or on the day written srguments ane dus, Written arguments
and exhibits shall not be accapted after the deadiine and before the hearing date unless the party
requests and ks granied leave by the board chalr to make a late fillng. New evidence may be
submitied at the time of hearing if the board chair determines that the evidence was nol discovered
or could not have been oblained prior 1o the deadline for evidence submittal, or if the evidenca Is
relevant and it is in the Interest of justice that it be considerad,

(H) The hearing shall be subject to the following order:
(1) Introduction of the case;
(2) opening statement by complainant;
(3) opening statement by respondent;
(4) complainent witnesses:
(a) compiainant questions witnesses;
(b) respondent may cross-examine the complainant's witnesses;
(c) board members may ask questions of the complainant's witnesses;
(5) respondent’s witnesses:
{a) respondent questions witnesses;
(b) complainant may cross-axamine the respondent’s witnesses;
{c) board members may ask questions of the complainant’s witnesses;
(8) complainant’s closing statemant;
(T) respondent's closing statement; and
(8) compilainant rebuttal.

{I}) The chair or haaring oficar may limit testimony by any person to reduce cumulative or repetitive
lestimony. The chair or hearing officer may vary the hearing procedures as long as the parties are
afforded a fair and reasonable opportunity to be heard.

(J) Technical rules of evidence do not apply, bul the board's finding shall be based upon reliable and

relevant evidence. All testimony and other evidencs taken al the hearing shall be recorded and retained
according to applicabls borough records retention schedules. Upon request, a copy of the recording of

the haaring shall be fumishad to the parties.

(K} Decision of the board. The board may defiberats in closed adjudicatory session. A finding of a
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violation of this code shall be supported by clear and comvincing evidence presented at the hearing. The
board's decision shall be in wriling, shall siate it is a final decision, and shall state the parties have 30
days from the date of distribution to appeal to the Superior Court. The decision shall include findings of
fact and conclusions and shall be reasonably specific so as to provide a clear and precise understanding
of the resson for the decision,

(L} The board's decision shall ba filed with the clark within 30 days afier the completion of the hearing
and served to the parties by the clark within 10 days afler the board decision has been filed. Final
administrative decisions may be appealed to the Superior Court per the Alaska Rules of Appeliate
Procedure, part 600.

(M) The chair may attend, assist, and participate in all sessions of the board, but may nol vole on the
final decision.

(Ord. 11-022, § 3 (part), 2012)

2.71.200 PENALTIES AND OTHER REMEDIES.
{A) The board, upon a finding of a violation of this code in the case of current or former official, may
singly or in combination:

(1) impose a chvil fine of not mona than $5,000;

(2) order divestiture, astablishment of a blind trust, restitution or forfeflurs;

{3) order the municipal official to stop engaging in any official action related to the violation;

{4) recommend that the official’s appointing authority take disciplinary action, ncluding dismissal,
in the event the board recommends disciplinary action and the manager or appointing authority
disagreas with the recommendation, the manager or appoining authority must provide a written
explanation for the manager or appoiniling authority's action to the board within ten days of service
of the board's decision.

(B) If the board determines that a non-saladed member of 8 board or commission has violated this
code, it

(1) shall order the member to refrain from voling, deliberating or participating in the matter;
(2) may order restitution; or

{3) may recommend fo the appropriate appointing authority that the member be removed from the
board or commisskon.

{C) MNotwithstanding other provisions of the borough code, a viclation of this code is grounds for
removal of a board or commission member for cause. If the ethics board recommends that any board or
commission mamber ba removed from office, the board shall forward [ts recommendation to the mayor
and the assembily.

(O} W tha ethics board datermines thal a former municipal official has violeted this code, it shall issve a
public statement of its findings, conclusions and recommendations. Additionally, it shall recommend the
borough seok all avallable recommended remeadies.
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(E) Disciplinary action for violation shall be as follows:

(1) The board of ethics, on behalf of the borough, may censure or reprimand any person or entity it
finds has viclated this code andlor recommend fo the appointing authorily: demotion, suspension,
discharge or other disciplinary actions. Should the responsible municipal official not wish o follow
the recommendations of the board, a writlen explanation shall be provided o the board within 30
days of the board's final decision.

(F) Actions taken in violation of this code shall be treated as follows:

(1) In addition to any olher action provided by law, a grant, contract, or laase entared into in
viokatlon of this code is voidable by the borough. In determining whether 1o void a grant, contract or
laase, the interest of third parties who could be damaged may be taken into account. The borough
may give nolice of intent to vold a borough grant, contract or lease under this section no later than
30 days after tha bosrd's determination of a violaticn under this code,

(2) In addition to any other action provided for by law, a loan issued by the borough received in
violation of this code could bacome immadiately payable.

(3) Any borough aclion taken in violation of this code is voidable, excepl that the interest of third
parties in the nature of the viclation may be taken inlo account. The borough may pursue any other
available legal or eguitable remedies.

(4] The borough may recover any fee, compensalion, gift or benalil recelved by a person as a
rasull of & violation of this code by & cument or former municipal official.

(G) Any municipal official thal intentionally violates any provision of this code may be required o pay
the borowgh an additional civil penalty up to twice the amouni that any person obtained as a resull of the
violatlon. This provision may be impesed in addition (o any penalty imposed under subsection (A)(1) of
this section.

(H) A panalty imposed under this section is exclusive of and not instead of any other penalty that may
be imposed sccording io law. To the extent that violations under this code are punishable in a criminal
action, thal sanction is in addition to the civil remedies in this code.

(I} Any person or entity that violales any provision of this code s liable in damages to the barough for
any losses or increased costs incurred by the borough as a result of the viclation,

(¥) A decision of the beard is final. An appeal from a decision of the board may be taken within the time
prescribed in the State of Alaska Rules of Appellate Procedure by the aggrieved party. Upon request, the
clerk shall estimate the cost of preparing the transcript of the public hearing and compile the record on

appeal. The appellant shall deposit the estimated cosls with the clerk in advance. Upon completion of the
record on appeal, the clerk shall refund any excess deposited or charge the appellant for costs exceeding

the deposit.
{Ord, 1022, § 3 (part), 2012)

2.71.210 TIME LIMITATION.
A complaint alleging a violation of this coda shall ba filed within cna yaar of tha violation.
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(Ord. 11-022, § 3 (part), 2012)

2.71.220 PROTECTION OF PUBLIC INTEREST.

This code shail be iberally consirued in favor of protecting the public interest in full disclosure of conflict
of interests and promoting high standards of athical conduct for borough government, However, the code
shall be narrowly construed where it would limit or hinder an elected officials right and duty 1o vole or
otherwise participate on any issue before the elacied body or in performing their duties as local
legisiators. The provisions of this chapter are not subject to collective bargaining.

(Ord. 11022, § 3 (part), 2012)

2.71.230 EDUCATION AND TRAINING.

[A) mmwmmnﬂlmmwmmmmﬁm
acknowledgement that they have received the training and understand the code; and

(B) People doing business with the borough, and candidates for borough office shall receive a copy of
the ethics code.

(Ord. 11022, § 3 (part), 2012)

The Matanuska-Susifna Borough Code ks current throigh
Ordinance 15-118, passed September 15, 2015,
Disclaimer; The Borough Clerk's Office has the official version of
the Matanuska-Susiina Borough Coda, Lisars should conltact the
Borough Clerk’s Office for ordinances passed subsequeni to the
ordinance cied abova.
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Appendix C

American Planning Association

Ethical Principles in Planning
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Ethical Principles in Planning

{As Adopted May 1992)

This statement is & guide to ethical conduct for all who participate in the process of planning as advisors, advocates, £
decision makers, It presents 8 set of principles to be held in commaon by certified planners, other practicing planners,
appointed and elected officials, and others whoe participate in the process of planning.

The planning process exists to serve the public interest, Whike the public interest is a question of continuous debate,
both in its general principles and in it case-by-case applications, It requires a consclentiously held view of the policies
and sctions that best serve the entire community.

Planning issues cormmonly involve a conficl of values and, often, there are large private intecesis at stake. These
accentuate the necessity for the highest standards of fairness and honesty among all participants.

Those who practice planning need to adhere o 3 special set of ethicel requirements that must guide all who aspire to
professionalism.

The Code is formally subscribed to by each certified planner, It includes an enforcement procedure that is sdministent
by AICP. The Code, however, provides for more than the minimum threshold of enforceable acceptability, It also seks
asplrational standards that requlre conscious siriving to ataln.

The ethical principles derive both from the general values of society and from the planner's special responsibility to
serve the public interest, As the bask values of soclety are often In competition with each other, 50 do these principke
sometmes compete, For exampbe, the need to provide full public information may compete with the need to respect
confidences. Plans and programs often result from a balancing among divergent inberests. An ethical judgment oftén
alzo reqguires & conscientious balancing, based on the facts and context of 2 particular sibuation and on the entire set ¢

ethical principles.

This statement also aims to inform the public generally. It is also the basis for continuing systematic discussion of the
application of s principles that is itself essential behavior to give them daily meaning,

The planning process must continuously pursue and falthfully serve the public Interest.
Planning Process Participants shoubd:

1. Recognlze the rights of citizens to participate in planning deciskons;

2. Strive to give citizens [including those who lack Formal organizetion or influence) full, clear and accurate informa
on planning issues and the opportunity to have &8 meaningful role in the development of plans and programs;

3. Strive to expand choice and opportunity for all persons, recognizing 8 special responsibility to plan for the needs
disadvantaged groups and perzons;

4, Assist In the clarification of community goals, objectives and palicles in plan-making;

5. Ensure that reports, records and any other non-confidential information which is, or will be, available to decision
makers is made avaliable 1o the public in @ convenient format and sufficlently in advance of any decision;

6. Strive to protect the integrity of the natural environmaent and the heritage of the built environment;

7. Pay special attention to the interrelatedness of decisions and the long range consegquences of present actons.

Planning process participants continuously strive to achieve high standards of integrity and proficiency so
that public respect for the planning process will be maintained.

Flanning Process Particdpants should:

1. Exercize fair, honest and independent judgment in their roles 85 decision makers and sdvisors;

Z. Make public disciosure of all "personal interesis" they may have regarding any declsion to be made in the plann
process In which they serve, 6r are requested to serve, as advisor or dedslon maker.

3. Defing “personal interest” broadly to include any actusl or potentizl benefits or advantages that they, & spouse,
family member oF person living in thelr howsehold might directly or Indirectly obtain from a planning decision;

4. Abstaln complatsly from direct or indirect participation as an adviser or deckslon maker in any matter In which th
hawve & personal interest, and leave any chamber in which such a matter i under deliberation, unless their perso
inberest has been made a matter of public record; their employer, If any, has given approval; and the public offic
pubiic agency or court with jurisdiction to rule an ethics matters has expresshy authorized their partcipation;

5. Seek no gifts or favors, nor offer any, under circumstances in which it might reasonably be inferred that the gifts
favors were intended or expected to infleence & participant’'s objectivity as an adviser or decision maker in the
planning process;

6, Mot participate as an advisor or decision maker on any plan or project in which they have previously participated

awm mw = amEa
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9.
10.

11.
12,

13.

Mot participate as an advocate on any aspect of a plan or program on which they have previously served as advi
or declsion maker unless their role 8s advocate is suthorized by applicable law, agency regulation, or rullng of ar
ethics officer or agency; such participation as an advocate should be allowed only after prior disclosure to, and
approval by, their sffected client or employer; under no circumstance should such partidpation commence earlie
than one year following termination of the role as advisor or decision maker;

Mot use confidental Information acquired In the coursa of thelr dutkss to further a personal Interest;

Mot disclose confidential iInformation acquired In the cowrse of thelr duties except when required by law, o preve
clear violation of law or to prevent substantial injury to third persons; provided that disclosure in the latter bwo
situations may not be made untll after verification of the facts and issues invelved and consultation with other
planning process participants to obtain their separate opinions;

Mot misrepresent facts or distort Information for the purpose of achieving & desired outcome;

Mot participate in any matter unless sdequately prepared and sufficlently capacitated to render thorough and dillg
service;

Respect the rights of all persons and not iImproperly discriminate agalnst or harass others based on characteristi
which are protected under chvil rights laws and regulations.

APA mambers who am practicing planners continuously pursue improvemant in their planning competencs
well as In the development of peers and aspiring planners. They recognize that enhancement of planning as
profession leads to greater public respect for the planning proocess and thus serves the public interest,

APA Mambers who are practicing planners:

1,

> w
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10,

11.

12.

Strive to achieve high standards of professionalism, Iincluding certification;, Integrity, knowledge, and professional
development consistent with the AICP Code of Ethics;

. Do not commit & deliberately wrongful act which reflects adversely on planning as a profession or seek business

stating or implying that they are prepared, willing or able to Influence declsions by improper means;

Participate in continuing professional education;

Contribute time and effort to groups lacking adequate planning resources and to voluntary professional activities
Accurately represent their qualifications to practice planning as well as their education and affiliations;

. Accurately represent the qualifications, views, and findings of colleagues;

Treat falrly and commant responsibly on the professional views of colleagues and members of other professions;
Share the results of experience and research which contribute to the body of planning knowledge;

. Examine the applicability of planning theories, methods and standards to the facts and analysis of each particulal

m do not accept the applicability of a customary solution without first establishing its appropriateness i
c:m:tuh :-I'I'ri and Infermation to the development of students, interns, beginning practiloners and other
;:iTn::ruu the opportunities for women and members of recognized minorities to become professional
:mm':nf:'ﬂﬂll'r and critically analyze ethical lssues In the practice of pRanning.
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Appendix D

Alaska Open Meetings Act
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Locar Goversment OnLine (LOGON)

ELecTED OFFICIALS
Open Meetings Act
w |traduciion

The Siabe of Alagka's Open Meatings Acl (AS 44 62.310-.312) nequeres insl &1 masiings ol @ public eniily's goventing Dody b open 1o the public
and tha the body provide reasonable nolics of s meaiings. The Opan Meatings At (OWA) i inlended 1o ensure that deciskons made and
actions taken are pubit knowiedge and opresent (e wil of e publs a0 T GoviTng Oty s

I assence, I OWMA probecis the pubic's right 1o know.

¥ Harrailve
T be able lo prolesd the pablic’s rght o know, e Qb8 requires That:

« all dolberations and ackion taken by & pubc enlity musl be don in public view, with imited sxcaption
= thi pubhe musl be provided prics khowdedge of all sleps cctunring in the decsion making process, with leniled exceptions: and hat
= individuial aclions of b oMicisl & MBME KMdw,

in ordar for thase requirements 1o have full effect, meelings must ocour ax provided in Yhe nolice, snd, with Tew exceplions, the pubke mUs! be
allcwnd o invobes Rsed in the meefing. The public must alss have scopss to materisls being consicered dudirg the mestng.

in sidition 1o leying oul apeciiic steps required for meslings end allovable sxceplions, the slelules addressing open mestings speak abou ihe
sinle's policy eganding wial Buthorly the pubkc has delegaled lo governing bodies. Following is » synopsis,

According lo the "Siste Policy Regarding Meelings’ [AS 44 82 312);

= The govemmen| uisls lo add in conducling the people’s business,

= Gowernment units should adl and delborale openly,

= The peops do nal yeld sovarsignty 1o gormmman agencias thak sensa fham,

= Public servants have nol basn ghen the right 1o decide what s good or nol good foe tha people 1o know,

+ People should nemain infermed $o they may retain controd over he govemmen thay crealed.

« The use of leleconderences §s for corveniencs of the parties, public, and govermment,

« Tha Open Meslings Aol should ba natmowly consirued to eflecuaie these polices and pvoid unnecessany exsmplions

* Frequenlly Asked Guestons
What ks the Open Mestings Acil7
The Stabe of Alsska's Open Meatings Acl (AS 44 B2 310- 312} is a lew (hal addressas (he maetings o public aniies: il probects he public's right
ko know and their opporlunily 1o be heard, Among other things, he Act:
v dofines public meetings and publc enliles;
+ |nys oot spacilic requiremenis for public molics;
« nequines that ol meslings of & povemmentad body of @ public entity are opan 1o The public:
» lays oul provisions for atfendance ol meelings and voling méthods,
s Iays sul provisions for disirbution of maesling materials; and
+ Jeake n ' extaplons b he scl o8 well 88 mallins Thal may be ddcusted in execiiive Sassion.
I srelne b megure (hal i pubhc infsrmation/paricipatian provisions of the scl are msat, (he acl reguines thal the public entity must provide
“reasonabiy” notice tal meats ihe requiemenls of he bcl. To meet Shes Rolice hequindmants 1he oo Must;
« [ba provided within a reasonabie amoun! of lime prioe 1o B meeling;
s imciade the dabe, tima, and place of the meating,

= b poated al he principsl office of the public endity, in addiion to any olher methods and lecalions sialed in local crdinance: and
+ b done in the sAme way each lime (canaisient),

What i= the definition of a meeting thal would fall under the provislons of the Open Mestings Acl?
AS 44 82 310(h) provides dedalled definiions of “governmanial body,” “mesting.” and “public entily” thal, when combined, define whal consiiuies
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& public mpating. The sc makes & dissinclion babween whal consifubss & mesling of s pelicywdacisicn minking body and what conatbdes a
msling of an ehvisory only body,

A masting of & gaciaion of DOlice-making body coours whan mane than thres members of & majorty of the members, whichever i lses, engage
collectivaly in discussion of a subjecs thaf the body is suthorired lo acf and sef podicy on and s therefors subject o the Open Meetings Acl. Uinder
this definition, it dossn’l matier whane the meeding ocours, I @ wes prearrangsd, or who armanged i and could ncheds unplsnned cosunl o socal

A mapling of an pdvisoly oy body i & preamanged galhering o consider a matier on which e entlly 8 suthonited o advies and sssisl e
decision making bady and s subject it the provisions of B scl. The sl donen'l specify & numbar, 80 B oF morns Mmembers, I tha gatharing i
prasmanghd for thea purposs of conducting any business of the ey, could constiule & masiing.

What types of meetings might be conductsd that would require notios undar the Open Mestings Act?
Folicwing are Tha most common fypes of meatings thai would ba subject in the Open bsstings Acd:

ecnter Moslings: Stebe law recuines that the goverming body conduc! s busiress & regulary scheduled maetings thal sre open o the public.
Fepuisr rastings musl b held ot lsast onos 8 month and may be keld moce often, B nequived of sstabished I foosl ordinence. The iooal code
of ordinences sheuld provide the dale, tims, and place of regulss mestings so Ihal sveryone knows when regular maslings will ke plazs. The
pbiic shouldn’l have bo wonder aboul the mesling e, dele, and placs slwarys changing. IT ot Bmes & ls necessary io reschduls tho regulsr
meeting, notice musl be posted informing the publc that the regular meoting has been rescheduled snd wher § will be heid,

Soecial Meetirgs: Spacial mestings hve tha seme requinnments s regulsr mestings, axcapl thal they are called Tor o diffensn fime Bhan thal
fmied for reguine mawlings. For exampls, local ordinence may requine (hal e goveming body hokd s regulss mesting on the thind Tussdey of
wach month ot 7:00 Pid el the municpal offices. if the governing body must mest sarier, i can call & special mealing for & differend dede, The
wpacisl masting dosw not (ake plece irslead of tha regulsr masting, 1 s In addiion io the reguisr mesling. Specisl masdings should be heid ranaly
and only 1o address me sensltive esues. A specisl maeling miny be held with less than 24 hour nolios I all membars are presont or i abeen!
mernbers have waived in wreiing the requined nolics. Wiskwsr of nolice can be made befiors o after the special meoling Is heid.

Ersrpency beslings: Emengoncy meslings sme held 1o addness sliuations ihat are so urgent that the goveming body must mast right sy, AR
emagancy maeling may be bald B e majodity of the mambars: s ghan ol lest 24 hours oral o weitten nollce and resscnable efforts are made i

niolify s mambors.,

Commites Meslings: Permanent (“standing”) commifess and lemporary ("ad hoe") commitiees of the governing body may be formed o study
pariiculsr et n mone delal. Standrg commilless miry inchuds T fnanos commilfles, public works commifies, endfor o faclifSes commities,
Ad hoo coemmithess ang lormied 1o sddrass & specllic sustion end enes disbanded onos Be sltusiicn hes been deal with, Commitiess may ba
momposed of all mambars of the govemning body [refemed o & & commilles of he while), of of lewer membars, usualy throe, A commiliog
cwnnol tekr action on behell of the ha goveming body but stead makes a moommandation 1 the goveming body for the governing body's
sclion. Usualy the commities of the whols masts 1o dhecusa lema that are nol ready for action but need further discussion in an informal seling.

For axirple, (e ancusl budgel usmby requires & work session badors i s fornaly sdepled.

Bosed of Equlizafion; The greming body, or B appoiniess, sits ey ihe Bosrd of Equalization in municipalties thal levy 8 propesty i AS
20.45.200(0) stains, “tha gorssrming body sits sa & bosrd of squalzstion for the purposs of hesring an appaal from & detenninalion of the
assaEEor.” A propety cwner who baleves the sssessor has made & mistako in e yearly valustion of thelr property miay sppeal ths stssisor's
deciulen ko the board of sdusimani, which masds cnce B year,

Badiio Top
Hiow much notics la required o mest the “reasonable™ publie notice provislon of the Opan Meslings Act?

Hiow much noSion ls required depends on the compledy of ha lsswss and the polentisel effect § will heve. Proper public nofios must be provided in
advance of tha proposed sdion and local ondinences should siabs the minmum number of deys thal nofios s requined, This number shouid be
adarsied up If the siustion wemanis addiional notice. Spacal and emargency meelings reguine onfy 24 hours motics or less. B iess nolios ls ghaen,
abssni memben mus! walke the nolios requiremenl. Mollce requirements for work sesslons snd commiBise mestings should follow he seme

guidelings as those sstabdshed In local crdinanca for reguiar maslings.

Thers s minimum mendsiony HOGos requirimants for olrisin sdions, such 88 nofios of & publc hiaring o & propolsd ordinnds, of sieclion
ricitics, Thars Is, howewer, no speciic number of deys spelled oul in siatube thet defines “ressonabls,” The genaral ione of case lew on tha subject
has oasantially found thal ressonable nofics prvides enough nolics thel o concermad party will have nollcs of 8 propoaed polilon within enacugh
thnas lip bo Ivvaled 0 the deliberalions. This could vary erpwhane froem thies mentts 1o thres deye. The notics Blen has io provide sncugh
information o lei e publie lnew whal sublects wil be covered in e masding. If & complests sgands k'l svaliabls ol the time of posting. &
surrmarny will work wnll the complats sgonda i svalabie,

Locad ordirmances thould contsin all of the reguirsments for puble nalice of mastings induding whal ko induds In the nobics, whshe the oices e
posted, mnd how soon belors The medding the nolices ame posled,

Where and how doos notics have to oocur?

Ginle imw, AS 44,82 310{s), requires ihal resscnable nolios includs e dele, time, snd places of ik mesling: and, If by elsconfersncs, the
fozaiion of wy teleconfarencing fecliiss. N slso provides Thal nolics miry Ba given in prnl o brosdosst madia; thal & be posted o the pringioal
oiffica of the publc enlity or, B no prindple office, at & localion designabed by the goverréng body; and tha | e dore in the saeme way sach Ume
“consisient.”
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In sddilion io the cstions moquired in stshds, nolice should be posted &t wed-used localions in the community o he posl cfice, tha siane,
govarmmant offices, and the communidy bulslin bobrd. It may slso b publishad in 8 svapaper of penansl croulation In tha commLnity of
broadcast over 4 local redio stalion in sddilion o any olhar means and locations. slaled in local crdingnos,
Arg thers sxceptions to the Open Mestings. Act and what subjects may be discussed In sxscutive ssssion?
Excapiions o ha OMA sr discussad in (he Exsculbe Sagsion soction of LOGOM.
in swcrel ballot wotlng sliowsd under the act?
Almcsl sleays, no. In eddition 1o requiring thel defberations of 8 governing body ba opan 10 the public, the ad also requinss (el e vobe shall be
conducied In such 8 manear that the public may know the vole of aach person enlilied 1o vole, inchiding mestings conducied by leleconlerencs,

This ont axciplion |s crganizational mestings of & governdng body o sied members bo various offices, which ere emempled from the reguiremient
tht Bhis vole of asch msmber b msde puble (AS 44.52. 310{a)].

Is tedephone polling considersd a viclation of the Open Mestings Act?

Whather & phora pol by @ mamber or spend of the goverming body would be corsidared 8 violation of tha act, depends on the subjec! matier. if
e martir vvolves en adminisirative or procedural lssue thal would nol warran] public discussion, a phane poll may be conducied, i, howsrar,
tha phora poll louchaes on En Esue thal ahould be discussed in en cpen masling or can favve the efiled of Feening opinlon on & public Bsoe, it
oiid be congidered & viclation of the acl,

Back o Too

Who enforces the Open Meetings Act?

it s the responsibiity of the adminisiration and governing body i sssure ihal the provisions of the Open beetings Act are enforosd. Ary individual
fray conbeel a4 aclion soministrsthely throuah sl chanrets hal they think was done i volabon of the Open Mestngs Act and ultimatsty miy,
wilthin 180 days, e & courl aclion If tha sese isnl remedied locally AS 44 B2 310(f).

There are several cowd cases that have nuled In levor of the Open Meelings Ac. When daciding thase cases, [ha courl dosan' jusl conslider
wisgdhar o violpion has cooumed, but nise considen wholher the sction hes inierened with the public process hel The acl was inbanded 1o protec,

Whai ks the cure for & violatlon of the Opan Mestings Act?

Actions iaken 51 meslings. thal are found io be In violathon of te Open Meslings Ac may be volded. Faling o provide proper nolics can cosl &
graat deal of mondy o deland In sddition o the waslad fime and effort ivvalved. The poveming body can aiilsenpt an iricrmal cuns by holding
ancther meating In compliance with the Open Meslings Ad snd conducling & substoniial snd public reconsideraton of (e mathers.

If @ bl [ Tiled, the courl miry void ary sdlion Isken by the governing body i the court finds Ihal, considering all of ihe circumstences, te public
inignesd in compliandcs vilh the lmw oubselghs i harm et would ba coused by volding the sclion AS 44,82 310(1).

Ity dischdlivgg whither bo vold en ection, The courl musl consider:

{1} the expenss thal may be incurmed I the aciion i volded:

(2} the disruption ihat mey be caused  the acticn i vokded:

(3} the possiulity of sdcBional itigation i the aclion is voided;

{4} the mdent io which the subject has previoualy been conaldened in compliance with the act;
{5} the amount of lims thai has passed since the action was taken;

{E) ha degres o which the action hes come o be rebed on;

(T} whethar and to whit exient the gowemmental body has, before or affer the lvesull was fled, engeged In or attempled 10 engags In
reconsidaration of the mation e

(8] the degres io which the vislaliona wese wililul, Negranl, or chious;
(@) the degres o which the govaming body talisd 1o sdhare io the policy under AS 44,82 312 (a),

mﬁ-ﬁmwmm“muﬂ has mo suthority to estebish policies and maks decisions for (ha public enltity (AS

Einck o Too

What effect does attorney cllent privilege have In dealings between 8 public sntity snd s aftorneyT

Erpcutive seasion procsdune reguines thal the reason for caling the sxecuthe session it cisarly siated. The afiormey-cerd priviags ssamption io
the Opon Meetings Acl & imiled 1o matiers when pubic interest may be injured. This might include how 1o avoid legal Eabdity, Rigation strategins
o candicl dincusslon of incty, & propossd seliement conference. and § confenencs on B detsicn 1o appeal,

In sdditlon to the righls protected undor the Open Mestings Azi, whal rights can ihe public expect under stales law?
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Ir ciciition fo the righla proleciad onder the Open keelings Act. This 29 relleralss the requirement thal all mentings be open o (he pulile snd
alin prenades (had tha public wll have The right 1o be heand 8% reguiler and special meslings AS 28.20.000,

AL 3920, 160 lays oul e procedunes hal B governing body mual follow in contducling ils maelings. Thess procaduras include:

= Provision for idantication of the presiding and depuly-présicing officors;
« The regquinemend Ihal e gonaiming body hald al Eakl one reguiss manthly mealing, unless olhersiss provided by ordinanca;

= The resuirsment (hal the governing Body shall prosade al keasl 24-hours nolice ko special meelings or sbsent members mus! wake the notos
« Clarfcalion on herw Belions of the goweming Body are ddapied and whsl coneiiies p gUoRIrs

= Thi requirernen| thal sl members presenl shall vobe on owery quaslion, wniess required o abstaln; and

= The reguireenenl thad 8 geviming body maintan A joumnal of ita proceecings thel s svadabie lo 1he puble.

AE 20 20,380 assigns ceriain meeling duties and respansibiilies lo the muniapal derk. These nclsde:

= Abwndance sl puble maelings:

« Kamping tha ournal;

» Assuring thal nolios and olher requinements lor public meefings are complied with;
« Assuring thal public recards aro available for public mepaction;

« Managing snd maintaining public reconds; and

« Proparing agendas and agenda packers.

Whe anforces the local rules undar which a municipality conducis it mestings?

Boveming bodins must have procedunss in place and follow thiem for their metings. Some of these procadures are in Title 28 and olher slakios.
Oihears e in the iooal grdinances, which ane wrually more specific and deialiad Than Tite 28, o in rules of procedune adopled by the gowerning
ey,

Exsaniialy, the présiding officer enionoas th rulss by lollowing Tham whon condusting & masting ard, whan thide & 8 gueslion of prosedurs. the
clerk, acling as pariamentary advisor, researchas fhe quastion and proposes &N snEwer, which the presiding officers then rules on. Members of
th public niso enlorce he rules by questioning whanewer samething ooours that dessn’l saem o lollow the ndes. The lasi resced for enforcement
s o lavwsull

Escilo Toa

~ Adddienal Ressurces
Publleatiomns:

« Parkins Cobs, Alssicn's Opan baatiess sy, by Gondon Tans, Odobar 2002, 1rd Edilion
« & Primer for CEy Councll Mambars

= The kavers Hendbeok: & Primaer lor §mall Gy Mavocs
Recommaended web site search toplcs:

= Adagha’s Dpen Maotings Acl

= Appllessls Laws snd Reguistions
Alsska Consifution

« Aiicha |, Secllon 1 Inhareni rights.
v fgcle |, Seclion 2 Source of gowernmenl.
= Article |, Seclion 22 Right of peivacy.

Alatks Sratuted

« S 2820020 Public meslings, oppariunity 1 ba heard.
« AS 20.20.160 Procedures of governing bodies.

= AS 29.20.250 Powens and dulles of manyoe,

« AS 3§.20.300- 320 Boards and commissions

+ AS 26.20,580 Municipal clerk duties, officis] joumal.

= S F9 30 500 Powens and dulies of B mansger,

« &S 40.25.110-.120 Public reconds opan fo inspaciion, excaplions,
e AS 4462310 Goverrsmen! meslngs pubc.

» AS 44.62.312 Slate policy regardng meotings.
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Some Key Differences between Legislatve and Quasi-Judicial Zoning Decisions

from MMA's Handboak for Mumicipe! Officers prepared by Joseph ], Wathen, MMA Staff Attomey - June, 1991

Legislative Role

While the City Coundl has very broad executive powers, their legistatrve, or law-making, powers are limited to what is
granted by either state law or local charter or ordinance. In other words, they have no inherent dght to legislate.

Ordinances and Regulations, Policies and Bylaws. Legislition whsch s enacted at the local level 15 usully enacted
nhhmﬂmﬂmm:ﬁm@hﬂhum@mﬁuq@mthumdwﬂw&
distinction between an “ordinance” and a “regubition.” An ordinance & usually defined as 2 low adopted by a town or
diry, while 2 regulation may be sdopted by state, federal, municipal or other agencies. [n practical terms, an ordinance
and regulation are aften the same thing and may both operate as law.

A "policy” adopted by the City Councl is something different from an ordinance or regulation. "Policy™ in the broad
sense is the municpal officers’ statement of general goals, but has no specific force or application. “Palicy”™ in the
specific sense refers to a written o unwritten procedure for dealing with a particulsr sitnation. For example, the City
Council can adopt a personnel policy which describes the nghts and dunes of employees. Or, the City Council can
adopt & policy on how to run their own meetings and the hours of operation for the City offices. This type of policy is
often called a "by-law," and regulates invernal matters. A policy cannot be used to regulate outside marters such as
land uses, parking, amd so on. Those matters must be controlled by ordinance or regulation.

WthszPhnﬂm,gEammmnumbk to puss ordinances, they may be asked by ether the City Coundl or
residents to (direct staff 1o} develop a particular ordinance for Council approval An example is a request for a poise
ordmance. The City Council i not legally required 1o prepare an ordinance; should the council decide to take action

this responsibihty is generally delegated to staff.

Statutory authority for the City Council to make law. The City Council is the City’s legislative body. No other
body is authorized to make laws. Likewise, no other body 15 authorized to make exceptions to laws unless specifically
allowed by andinance (such as through a variance).

CQuasi-Judicial Role

When the Planning Commission is called upon formally to hear facts and make a decision, they are performing a
quasi-judicial funcoon since this is similar to what judges do in court. This duty most commaenly arises for requests for
variances and conditdonal uses.

The Planning Commission also acts in 1 quasi-judicial capacity when they act a3 an appeals board for decisions made
administratively (by staff). Most ministerial decisions are non-discretionary, however, and appeals are rare. Ministerial
decistons can gencrally be answered by “yes”™ of “no;” either you meet the approval criteria or you don't. There s no

discretion in determining compliance.
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This remainder of this document was created/ compiled by Evan MacKenzie, City Planner

Thits docusnent was modified from s docoment created by the City of Longmons, C0O.
Planning and Dievelopment Senvices Division loagmont planning(ic. longment oo

Applying constitational due process (fair hearing) requirements, state and fedesal courts have chamcterized certain
City Council decisions as legishative and others as “quasi-judicsal™ It is important to understand the differences
between legislative and quasi-jodicial decisions because the courts pequire both the City Coundl and Planning
Commission to follow special procedures for "guasi-judicial™ matters.

The Council's Legislative Functions

The Council normally operates a3 a policy-making body. In that capacity, the Councll gathers information ar publec
hearings, from informal conversations with citzens and others, from memoranda prepared by City staff, and from
other sources. The Councl then debberates and implements a policy by enacting an ordinance, This is a legslative
process by which the Council creates cityeade policy that operutes prospectively from the effectrve date of the
ordinance. For example, when the Counal enacts 20 ordinance setting foture citywide nomse standands, it 55 acting in
its polcy-making, ot legslative capacity

The Council's Quasi-Judicial Functions
i dx(..nunmlmmtmn:mtnnuuuﬂutnlpdg:m:mﬁhwCm:llldmﬁnduflﬂiﬂﬂ
idi'udinu:rtr,nr Mh:qﬂm&dpnﬂﬁhﬁhﬂmﬂnﬂﬂﬂﬁm%bmhm

ul}:;'uﬂ;u:d: mﬁﬁglmh{wu@mﬁchwm&mpw::mm-ru\r:um&n:u.mn.
Chuasi-judicial laund use decisions usually apply only 1o a few specific properties and are not effective crywide. For
example, when the Council hears an appeal of a Planning and Zoning Commission decision on a specific property or
development, it is generally operating in its quasi-pudicial capacity.

Some Examples of Quasi-Judicial Council Decisions

Determining whether a particular Council decision involves legislative or quasi-judical action sometimes requires
analysis of cournt decisions. As a nule, however, “site-specific™ land use decisions (including most rezoning decisions)®
are generally quasi-judicial. Oin the other hand, courts genemally consider the revoning of large areas consisting of
many properties legislatve’. “Other quasi-judicial matters nclude histode preservation distoet permits, conditional
and special use permits, and variances.™

1 The City preparcd this matenal for gencral public informuton. When pocpared, it was & sumsmary and parsphrase of apphcable
rubes and court decitions. A8 & summary, it omits many detadls thatr could be impostant to particulir cases or questions, In
aiddition, coun decisions, crdinances and sanates sdopied afier prepasation of rhis maresa] may alter its aoppsacy, completeness
o applicability. Therefore, citizers should wse this matens] 35 8 general seference only.

2 Snydes w. City of Lakewood, 189 Colo. 421, 542 P.2d 371 (1975) (site-specific rezoning), Reynolds v. Ciry Counel of the City of
Longmont, 680 P.2d 1350 (Colo. App. 1984) {eabdivision plar)

3 Jafay v Board of County Commasicners of Boulder Counry, B48 P.2d 802, 898 (Colo, 1903)

4 Gerald B Dahl, Advising Chassi-Judges: Biss, ConfEcts of Interest, Pregudgment, ar Ex Pasie Coatacts, The Colomde Lawyer,
Val. 33, No. 3 [Page 65], March 2004

Special Rules for Quasi-Judicial Decisions

In making quasi-judicial dedisions, due process (which means a constitutionally fair procedure) generally reqquices that

the decision-making body follow certain rules, inchading;

*  The City must provide sdvance notice and & reasonable oppormunity for interested persons to present evidence
and agpument st the heaging,

*  The decision-making body must make a record of the proceeding, incloding all information it considers in malking
its decision. City stafl will collect letters, email messages and documents submitted at least seven business days
before the heanng and wall inchede them in the record of the heanng, If there is an appeal of the Planmng
Commission's decision, the City Council will look to see if evidence in the record supports the Commission's
decision. If there is an appeal of the City Council’s dedision, the reviewing court will look to see if evidence in the
record suppons the Council’s decision.
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*  The decision-making body must not consider any information received outside the record (this i called “ex pane
WmmmhtﬁnwmmmmmW1hnﬂuﬂnm

Ex Parte Communication

Information (verbal, written, electronic or graphic) received outside of the record s “ex-parte communication.™
Courts generally hold that such communication is improper and may pmnr.i: legal grounds for overurning a decision.
This rule sguinst ex-parte communication promotes impartial decisions by ensutng disclosure of all evidence and
arpument presented to the Coundl in its deliberation and decision. The rule also grves everyone involved a fair chance
to respond to all information that may affect the decision.

Communication with Councl Members

Council members and citizens are free to discuss legislative maters at any tme. However, bath Ciry Council and
Planning Commission members should not receive information on & pending quasi-judicial matter outside of the
offical record (induding any beanngs on the mater).

Quasi-Judicial

The action taken and discretion exercised by public administrative agencies or bodies that are abliged to
investigate or ascertain facts and draw conclusions from them as the foundation for official actions.

As a general rule, only courts of law have the authority w decide eontroversies that affect individual rights. One major
u::pnunml:lm;m:ulmhumWnEmﬁwmﬁmmm:mmmgﬁunghnui
partics. An administrative agency is a body of government ereated by o legislature and charged with supervision and
ﬂglﬁhnnufiplmnﬂuuﬂnfgnmmﬂnlmm?utnfi:mgﬂhtﬂq given to an administrative
agency 15 the power of adjudication. Under the Federal Administrative Fm-:r.dm:a'l.ﬁ[ﬁﬂﬂu: 7[5 USCA. § 551
:tuq]],mwwmﬂpﬁumﬂm“hﬁ“lmﬁu:mmdum%m
exception of mule making, any decision by an agency that has g legal effect is 2 quasi-judicial sction. Oregon local
governments follow local procedural law, not the federal law.

Camphi.ﬁu apainst adrinistrative agencies often atse when en agent demies benefits or places restoichions on an
individual For exarmple, o homeowner who seeks to build another structure on ber property must obtain approval
from & mumber of sdministrative agencies. If the local conservation agency refuses to issue & permit for the building of
2 new structure, the homecsmer may appeal this decision in a hearing before the agency's administrative board. The
board may hear testimony and examine evidence at the heariy, and then it will decide whether to issue the permirt or
uphold the spency's refusal

Chuasi-judicial activity &s limited to the issues that concern the particalar admvinistrative agency. For example, the
Planning Commission may issuc & dedsion on issues concerning administration of discretionary land use issues, but it
may not write new laws or amend the existing laws that guide the decsion-making process.

The Phnning Commission may hold & formal hearing to make a decision only when required by statute. A formal
hearing is a complete hearing wath the presenmation of tesomony, evidence, and arguments. An informal hearing
usually is a simple meeting and discossion berween an agent of the agency and the individual affected by the
actions. As a general male, the scope of 4 heanng depends on the importance of the right ar issve. If the [ntcrmal
Bevenue Scovice attempts to take away a person's homestead, for example, a full hearing would be required. By
contrast, when an agent of the Department of Safcty issues 2 small fine for illegal parking, the agency nceds o provide
only a bref, one-to-one meeting with & hearing officer regarding the issuance of the fine.

Quasi-judicial sction by an administrative agency may be sppealed to 1 court of law, With a few exceptions, a plainnff
genenlly must exhaust all remedics svadlable through an agency before appealing the agency’s decision in a case. In
Oregon, 2 plamtiff may not procced directly to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) or the Court of Appeals
without exhausting all remecies availsble in the local juosdiction. A decition of the Planning Commession st

proceed through the City Council before an appeal may be filed with 1 higher body.
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Further readings

Mashaw, Jerry L, Richard A Merrill, snd Peter M. Shane. 1992, Adevmicnoie Law: The oo Publc Law Syitem;
Carer g Marerialy. 3d ed. 5. Paul, Minn = West,

Cross-peferences

A driaperaie | | P fare: I . Poblic Adminisraivs Bodies: Eaculici

West's Encyclopedia of American Law, edinion 2. Copynght 2008 The Gale Growp, Inc. All rights reserved.

quasi-judicial adj., adv. referring to the actions of an agency, board, or other government entity in which there are
hearings, orders, judgments or other activities similar to those condueted by courts. Example: a public unlities hearing
om setting telephone company rates i quasi-judicial. (See: padicial, quas)

Copyright © 1981-2008 by Gierld N. 1l and Kathlocn T, il Al Right reserved

isk Manag i ; dow 1o Avoid Being Sued

MWMIMNM#@WHWMnMM and planing, arc a frequent
source of Btigation. Land use decisions routinely affect, sometimes significantly, the value of land parcels, which tends
to generste Btigntion from property owners seeking to manmize their propertics” value Sometimes liwsuits cannot be
avosded; however, the following information will help you to minimize your nsk af having to defend against land wse
cimirns. Hete are 3 few concepts that you need to koow and follow, along with sugpestons for avoiding land use
lawesuits:

L. Involve Professional Staff and Consultants.

Guidance from planners, engineers, biwyers, and surveyors should be sought throughout the process. They will make
sure you are up to date on industry and professional standards, and current laws. From the tme that a land use
application is filed to the final decision, the assistance of cxperts will help in creating a defendable record and a sound
decision. The land use process has become o0 complex and technical 1o navigate without some professional
assistance.

2, Stay Current,

Enow the applicable laws and keep local codes and proceduses current with appellate court decisions, Growth
Management Heanings Board decisions, and state statutes. Promptly inform staff and decision makers of new
decisions. Schedule yearly reviews of your land use code to make sure it mects any new requirements.

3. Timeliness and Motice.
Project permit applieations are required to be prcessed within deadlines established by state statutes and kocal codes.
Staturcs and codes tequire that noboe 18 given in 3 cortuin manner af ceftain tmmes and usually that pubbic hearings arc
held. Make sure all requited notices are given and heanngs held. Develop checklists or summanes for the different
types of applications you process. The checklists should identify the vanious deadlines and notices applicable to the
particular application.
4. Legislative Hearings vs. Quasi-Judicial Hearings,
Decision-making bodies—boards, councils, and commissions—must understand when they are acting in 2 Jegislative
robe and when they are scting in 2 guagi-judicial role. The legal standards for what constitures a valid decision differ
depending upon which role applcs. Quﬂpﬂnﬂhﬂnﬂgﬂmqmuhﬂﬂdu:pm&uﬁunh::ppltuﬂ.hlmh:ﬂq
exists when acting in a legislative capacity,. Hence, more lawsuits arise from quasi-judicial heamngs than from
legislative hearings.
Decisions of general applicabibty affecting the community at large are sually legislative in nature. The followdng land
use actions are lepilatve:
* Adoption, amendment, or revision of comprehensve plans;
* Adoption of anea-wide zoning ordinances;
* Adoption of area-wide zoning amendments.
land use actions are that determine the legal rights, duties or povileges of specific partics in a bearing
or other contested case procoeding, The characteristics of matters that are quasi-judicial are the following;
* The decision applics an existing policy or brw rather than creating a3 new one;
* The proccedings seek to reach a fact-based decision between two distinct alternatives;
Thcdmnhungm-m affect on a limited number of specdfic persons and a lesser affect on the general

community at lacpe,
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Examples of decisions that are quasi-judicial mclude subdivisions, prelimanary plat approvals, conditional use

rezones of specific parcels of property, vanances, and other types ufhmﬂu-m:rmu'gpmmuiﬂmmbc
held by statute whulmﬁ.mmlfimﬂcFMmehﬁhnﬂil@shmuﬂmwdﬂfmwﬂ

25 & quasi-judicial proceeding.

5. Fairness and Appearance of Faimess.

Government staff and decision makers should avodd making promises w applicants or project opponents.
Furthermore, the decision makers and government staff should svoid prejudging applicarions and must not have 4
p:nnn:lmmumh:mth:uum Personal interests inchude financial gain or ownership, family or social
connections, assoctationz] or membership thes, and bemg employed by an applicant or interested party.

Washington is one of a fow states that has the Appearance of Faimess Doctrine, which requires decision makers who
act in o quasi-judicial role to not only be free from actual bias, but also the appearance of biss. To determine whether
1 violation of the Appearance of Fairness Doctrine has ocourred, the question asked is this: Would o fair minded
person in attendance at this hearing say that everyone was heard who should have been heard, and that the decision
maker was impartial and free from outside influences? To avoid viokstions of the AppwmumeDucm:.
base decisions solely upon the record, allow everyone to be heard who wants to be heand, and give seasonable credit
to all information presented, while according the information the weight, or lack thereof, that it deserves.

6. Wo Ex Perfe Contacts in Quasi-Judicial Proceedings,

Ex parte contacts are those between a decision maker and one side in a controversy for which thar decision maker will
issuc a ruling. Quasi-judicial decision makers should not have ex pare contact with either side in a case. Fox parke
contscts always should be svoided. If such contact occurs, however, it may be cured by publicly disclosing the
substance of the ex parir contact, placing it into the recond, and providing opportunity for rebuttal by opposing sides.

Contact among decision-makers outside of a hearing is perminted. However, decision-makers shall not discuss

7. Follow Wrirten Hearing Procedures,

Proper procedures are important 1o avoid doee process violations, and written procedures ase more likely to be
followed than unwntten ones. Written procedures make everyone awire of the process in advance. Procedures, for
example, may detail the osder of the heanng, rules of pespect and deconim, and usge those with eommon views 1o
choose a2 spokesperson.

B. Base Decigions on the Record.

Chuasi-judicial lind use decisions must be based on and supported by the “record.” The record consists of tesomony
at the hearing and all documents submirted at the heanng, and those submitted outside the heanng but within a set
timeframe (po ex-pane contacts). You should preserve quasi-jadicial hesring testimony by either a tape reconding or
court reporter. 1he documents are typically letters making arguments, maps, staff reports, and doawings, which are
numbered and admitted 23 official exhibits and enteged into the recond. Only beaning testimoeny and documents
offically submitted into the record should be used to render a decision. Make sure tape recosdings are audible and
that all speakers, including the decision makers, state their names before speaking,

g, CﬂiﬂulﬂlﬂtﬂntFﬂhthtﬂtmfdmﬂ.hmThmhuﬂuhw

Hmu,nntl.]l&mmn?ulmduu Ih:dutrnfdmam mkﬂimwghﬁm“dd:mﬁld:pmhm
vahie. A saff report is a good starting point becsuse it should identify all relevant facts available at a given point in
time. Neaghborhood oppositon 1o 3 project, standing alone wathout seference 1o Bots relevant 1o the decision, is not a
;-r_-t.;jmnm;r basis for dental of a land use apphication. Likewdse, upsubstantiated opinions have little vakse. Chosxgi-fodicial
hearngs are not populanty contests, but forums for gathering relevant fucts that bear upon the decision coberia stated
in state law and local codes.

10. Create a Written Statement of Findings.

A clear, written decision applying facts to the applicable law will help svoid lawswits. The wntten finding should
demonstrate that open, considered deliberation ecourred, not a grv forma decision of ¢ predetermined outcome. The
written decision must be more than just an approval of the minutes of the hearings. If the Commission does not
adopt the findings and conclusions of staff as their own, it is approprate to request staff to draft 2 final wnnen
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decision including the Commission’s findings and conclusions and beng it to the next meeting for review and
approval
FINTHMGE OF FACT OR FINDINGS OF OFINIONP

1L Identify Potential “Problem™ Projects Early,
Recognizing those land use projects that are potential “problems,” such s an unclassified use, a novel or controversial
development, or a contentious developer, carly in the process may be helpful for aveiding lisbility and lawsuits. When
you or your staff identify a potennally problematic project, it is crecial to seck puidance from professionals such as
lawyers, planners, amd engincers.

Prepared by Michael B. Tierney, Exg. The tqformation provided heretn is imtended a1 @ geneval overview and i nod infended fo guide

mummmfmummmwmquq&mnuumm»mnmmu
atwiys b acoompanied by advice from proferionals in the fond s feld (Egfieeed &y Evg il
hepe S e s ks S docementaland Use Docpdl

Let’s say you get pulled over by a police officer for going 70 in a 35 zone. You don't engage in a discussion with the
officer {or a pedge) over whether or not the 55-mph zon¢ is appropnate. You were specding, and the officer Bsued a
citation. If you wish to take up the issue with the local ity Council to have the speed limit changed 1o 70, you can do
thar But untl the speed limar is changed, the officer acted approprately. Changing the speed limit after the fact
doesn't retroactively mean you didn’t break the lrwr.

The situation is somewhat simalar for the Planning Commisston. Acting similer to 2 judge, the Commission would
determine the approprate penalty for speeding, they would not contemplate whether ar not the speed limit should be
changed or what the appropnate speed hmit should be. Only the City Councal ean do that, in & public heanng, after
proper notice and opportunity to comment have been provided.

The Comprehensive Plan, Zoning Ordinance, Transpostation System Plan, ete. are adopted by Council; they have the
nae of bw and cannot be amended or waived except by ordinance. If somebody comes before the Planning
Commission o request an excepiton to the plans, it & not within the Commission’s power to decide whether or oot
the plans are “right” The plans have been made; it is the Commission’s duty to act in & quasi-judicial manner to
determine & proposal’s compliance with the plans ~ nothing more, nothing less. A specific request for a variance,
substantiated by Gndings and conclusions that all applcable critena to grant approval are met, is the only way o
approve an exception to the law.

The Commission must weigh all requests based on compliance wath adopted standards. The Commission must make

hdmpufhnudmr_hlinnlnfllw based on the approval cotera, that the application merits approval (or
denial). Only after addressing all of the approprate approval criteria, and agreeing that the application either meets or

doesn't meet those coterta, can the Commission armve at 8 decision. Descussion of tssues not elated to the

criteria should be avoided. Testimony that does not relate to the approval critena, or does not provide the decision-

mmuﬂh-ppmpnmr&mmmm:&dm;mum:hmuhdupnmmﬂwm

M i s [fﬁmummmwﬂth&uuh@ﬁﬂm
mﬂtl&}ﬂmﬂ&ltﬁmmﬂ;ﬂﬁnmun&hﬂ:ﬁ:m[mﬂn:ﬁ&m%w

application mects the approval criteria for residential density in the R-2 zone becapse the proposed density of 8 units
per acxe is above the minimum of six wnits per acre and below the maximum of 12 units per acre.”

If the Commussion agrees with the findings and conclusions in the staff report, any member of the Commission may
mmake & motion 1o adopt the findings and conclusions prepared by staff as their own. Ideally, there will be two separate
motions: the first to accept the fndings and conclusions made by staff, and the second o make a decision based on
mmﬂﬂmlihmmcmmwhﬂmmhﬁﬂwﬂcmﬂmuﬂ:uﬁu{mWMm
to ot in addition o) those prepared by staff, it should do so pror o scocpiing ;
mlfmmdffnmlh:hnphwbuup{upnmdhym}' mm:lb:tuflh: ﬁnmmnmn.,th:(.mumnuhnuld
have a separate vote to sccept those findngs poor to sccepting @ mation for approval or denial (based on those
specific findings and conclusions), 1f there are 20y questions regarding compliance with the approval cnteda, it can be
helpful for both the Commission members and the audience to have the Commission address ecach eritesion
individually, take a yes/no vole on the findings and conchision, and then move on o the next criterion. Tssues that the
Commission may not find necessary to debate should still be agreed upon before moving on. This keeps the record
chean, and allows the Commissioners o debate a motion on findings separately from a motion 1o approve or deny.
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Each applicable cotenion should be addsessed individually. If there are four cotenia that must be satsfied in order o
mike 3 motion to prant approval, the Commission should go through cach criterion individually and confirm thart the
criterion is or is not met. Chaly after the Commission accepts staff’s findings or makes its cun findings and makes &
coudosgon should the Commisdon move on o the next crtenon,

If the Commission is in gencral agreement that three of the four criteria are met, they may move through those theee
critena quickly and then fiorus discossion only on the undecided criterion, regardiess of the order. This may result in a
more orderly meeting, at the discretion of the Commission.

When muking findings, it is belpful to include the word “because™ to show speafically how the cdterion is met. For
example, the fourth criterion in considering 2 vanance &

The vagance requested is the miniroum vadance that would allevaate the hasdship,

The Commission must have already made a finding that & hardship exists thar is unique 1o the properry The
Commission must then make a finding that the variance requested is the minimom varsncs to eliminate the hardship.
If an altemnate development proposal would relieve the hardship without spproval of a vanance, or if a kesser varnce
request would accomplish the same or a similar goal, the Commission may make & finding that the critenion is not met
because the spplicant has not proven that no peossible alternatives exist. Were all altematives exhawsted? Is the
hardship specific to the propeny (which may be used to justfy approval), or & it 2 hardship suffered by 2 pemon
(which may not be wsed oo stify appooval}?

Applicants, staff, Commission members and the general public must all know what the applicable criteris are in
advance of a hearing, The Commission chair should not accept testmony from the applicant or the audience (or
debate from members of the Commission) that does not relate o the approval critena, unless the person can
demonstrate relevance. There are a oumber of pood reasons for this. The code cstablishes clear and objective
lhﬂ:&lfﬂrlﬂpmpmd:t&mnﬁ.ﬂ:lppﬁnmtkmm:ﬂtﬂywhtmﬂbﬁﬂﬁmlmd::dm.lm:huduf

ume. It directs staff to process applications in & consstent manner. It provides the basis for any agument by o
member af the pubbe in osder to demonstrate complisnce (or lack thereof) with the standards. It provides 2 basis for
making defensible findings of fact and conclusions of law, which justify a decision. It prowides the basis for appeal of
a decision, as well as a defense of the appeal. It protects all parties invohved. In short, no surprises.

Oiften those in opposition will attempt to assert that coteria beyond those contsined in the staif report ase apphcable
to a particular decision or type of action. Pursuant ORS 197.829(1), the City reserves the right to interpret its own
ordinances. mﬂuﬂwnmymmruﬂ:hﬂwhm:f if gquestions anse regarding what crteria are

applicable to a decision.

Planning Commission members and staff do not serve to decide whether or not the code 15 nght; they serve o
implement the code, 1f any permit, or an exception to the code is o be approved, it shall be pursuant to satsfaction
of applcable critenis. The code itself &5 not up for debate.

IWJHI]limmM:hwlpm‘m—t’ MDFIWETMMmmm
LUBA determines the! the interprotation:
(a) I imconsisent with the express langasgs of the compeehensive plas or lasd wse reguisthon;
(b 18 inaoneisment with the purposs for the comprebensive plan or lnd ase regulstion:
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Appendix F

Planning Department
Organization Chart
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Appendix G

Oath of Office
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BOARD AND COMMISSION MEMBERS, BEFORE ATTENDING MEETINGS AND
TAKING OFFICE SHALL TAKE AND SIGN THE FOLLOWING OATH OR
AFFIRMATION:

OATH OF OFFICE

I . having been duly appointed as an official of the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough, do mﬁmnb? swear (or affirm) that I will suppori and
defend the Constitution of the United States, the Constitution of the State of Alaska, and
the Matanuska-Susitna Borough Code; and thar [ will honestly, faithfully, and impartially
discharge my duties as a member of the (0]
the best of my ability, so help me God,

Signed this day of -, 204

Subscribed and swom to before me, a Notary Public
this day of , 2014.

Notary Public in and for Alaska.
My Commission Expires:
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Appendix H

Planning Powers Poster
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PUBLIC HEARING
QUASI-JUDICIAL

Resolution No. 15-36
Waterbody Setback for New Construction

Resolution No. 15-43
Supporting Denial of 15-36

Resolution No. 15-44
Waterbody Setback for Existing Structure

(Page 289 - 436)

PUBLIC HEARING
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STAFF REPORT
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STAFF REPORT FOR 2015 STRUCTURE
PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 15-36
PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 1543
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MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH
Planning and Land Use Department
Development Services Division
350 East Dahlia Avenue * Palmer, AK 99645
Phone (907) 861-7822 * Fax (907) 861-7876
E-mail: permitcenter@matsugov.us

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DIVISION STAFF REPORT
File Number: 176520150002
Applicant & Property Owner Ivan & Lynne Schuening

Request: Planning Commission Resolution No. 15-36
Planmng Commuission Resolution No. 15-43

Request for a setback variance for a structure constructed in
2015 in accordance with MSB 17.65 — Variances

Location: Clester Extension, Lot 9; 16587 W. Tamarack Cove Drive;
within Township 17 North, Range 3 West, Section 29,
Seward Meridian

Size of Property: .20 acres

Public Hearing: December 7, 2015

Planning Commission Action: The planning commission shall conduct a public hearing
and render a decision on the application for a setback

Variancs
Reviewed By: Eilecn Probasco, Planning & Land Use Director ()
Alex Strawn, Development Services Manager(t)
Staff: Susan Lee, Planner 11 (Suf 2"
Recommendation: Denial

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A setback vanance request has been submitted to allow a two-story structure constructed in
2015, measuring 22" x 36" in size, to remain setback 32 feet from the ordinary high water mark
of Big Lake and 9.1 feet from the west side yard lot line. In order to grant a variance, the
planning commission must find that each of the requirements of MSB 17.65.020{A) has been
met.

Page 1 of 10
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LAND USE

Existing Land Use:

The lot is currently developed with a one-story cabin and the newly constructed two-story
structure. [n addition to the two main structures on the lot, there is a shed on the west side of the
lot and two docks.

Surrounding Land Use:

The subject lot is located in Clester Extension Subdivision on the south side of Big Lake. The
surrounding properties are developed with recreational/part-time residences and full-time
residences. The lots in Clester Extension range in size from .11 acres to 86 acres in size.

Staff conducted an analysis of 26 of the surrounding lots in the area. The analysis only looked
at the waterbody setbacks. Borough assessment records and LiDAR-derived water break line
and building footprint data were used for the analysis. The analysis indicates that the majority of
the lots are developed with one primary residential structure. These residential structures are
either in compliance with the setback requirements or are legal nonconforming structures. Of the
26 structures analyzed, there is one that has additional living quarters in a separate building from
the primary residence. This structure is in compliance with the setback requirements. Refer to
the Commonly Enjoved Use Analysis figure in the packet.

HISTORY

In May of 2015 the MSB Code Compliance Division received a complaint regarding
construction of a new foundation for a structure g2t back less than 75 feet from Big Lake and less
than 10 feet from the side yard lot line. A Code Compliance Officer contacted the property
owner regarding this construction and the sctback issues. Construction continued and an
Enforcement Order was issued on July 22, 2015 which required that all construction activities
cease and to provide the borough with a certified site plan showing that the required setbacks
were being met. Construction on the structure has continued in order to close it in from the
elements. The applicant requested a determination as to whether the Borough would consider
the structure to be a boathouse for purposes of exemption to the waterbody setback requirement.
The applicant has stated that the structure is a boathouse, but will have gnest accommodations on
the second floor. The MSB Development Services Manager issued a determination to the
property owners that the subject structure, as constructed, did not fit the definition of a
boathouse. Borough code does not allow habitable structures within the waterbody setback
requirement. Omn August 25, 2015 the variance application was submitted in order to attempt to
resolve the setback violations. (Copies of the Enforcement Order, determination, and policy are
included in the packet).

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

The property is located within Big Lake planning area. The Big Lake Comprehensive Plan
Update {August 2009) is applicable to the subject property. Two of the land use goals of the
plan are:

e Provide for freedom to enjoy our properties — The plan supporis a balance of freedom o
use property as individuals choose up fo that point where one person’s use limiis the
rights of neighbors to enjoy their property. Responsible land wuse should be in harmony
with surrounding land use withowt damaging the health, safety and welfare of adiacent

property.

Page 2 of 10
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* Protect the natural environment — As the area grows, actions are needed to avoid

detrimental effects on well water, quality of surface water, habitat, wetlands and other
natural environmenial features,

Four types of residential areas are identified i the plan. The subject property is identified as
“Close-In Residential”, which is defined as more concentrated, closer to services. This district
takes in relatively concenirated residential access; these areas are distinguished by being closer
to services than dispersed residential areas.”

The plan has established some Development Guidelines. Some of the guidelines that pertain fo
this property are as follows:

= Natural Vegetation/Site Disturbance — Encourage retention of existing natural
vegetation and replant disturbed areas. Grading and clear cutting the entire parcel pnor
to selling or developing land is strongly discouraged.

* Protection of Water Quality — Use of land adjoining waterbodies should be designed to
minimize impacts on water quality. Actions to achieve this goal include minimizing
removal of natural vegetation along the majonity of the edge of lakes, streams or
wetlands, to keep lawn chemicals, silt, and septic effluents out of the watershed, to inhibit
bank erosion and provide habitat for wildlife such as ducks and loons, while providing
some screcning of development.

* Building Setbacks from Waterbodies (new structures) — require at least the MSB 75
minimum development sethack from streams, lakes, wetlands and other waterbodies;
“development” is defined as habitable structures. Non habitable structures, such as
boathouses, shed, decks or saunas can be built within 75" of lakes and streams, but these
improvements should be designed to have minimal environmental and visual impact on
the adjoining waterway.

* Building Setbacks from Waterbodies (existing non-compliant structures) - for
buildings developed after the date (1987) of the setback ordinance (Chapter 17.55 of the
Borough Code of Ordinances) and prior to the adoption of the Borough's land use permit
(2007), special consideration should be given, in keeping with state statutes, to approving
setback violation appeals caused by inadequate information and communications of that
information to property owners. This is not advocating blanket approvals of setback
violations but rather that leeway be given to approving violations that have no adverse
impact on surrounding properties and waterbodies, and which occurred as honest
mistakes and not as overt violations of the cntena by people who knew or should have
known better. The plan recommends these approvals contain restrictions on expanding
the encroachment or rebuilding a destroyed structure. However, all requests for variances
must be considered in accordance with Alaska Statute 29.40.040(B).

The vanance request for the structure constructed in 2015 15 not consistent with the Big Lake
Comprehensive Plan as this structure was constructed in 2015. This structure is a large,
secondary structure, providing living quarters. It is a habitable structure constructed less than 75
feet from Big Lake, as well as less than 10 feet from the west side yard lot line. This structure is
out of character from the existing residential development in the area. The plan doecs take a
position of promoting the protection of water quality and minimizing impacts to waterbodies,
natural vegetation and the environment. This request does not meet Alaska Statute 29.40.040(B)
for approval of a variance.

Page 3 of 10
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The Matanuska-Susitna Borough Comprehensive Plan (2005 Update) also pertains to this
property. Two of the land use goals state:

Goal (LU-1): Protect and enhance the public safety, health, and welfare af Borough
residents,

Palicy LU-1: Provide jor consistent, compatible, effective and efficient development
within the borough.

Goal (LU-2): Proiect residential neighborhoods and associated property values.

Policy LU2-1: Develop and implement regulations that protect residential development
by separating incompatible uses, while encouraging uses that suppori such residential
wses including office, commercial and other mixed-use developmenis that are shown to
have positive cumulative impacits fo the neighborhood.

The proposed setback variance for the 2015 structure is inconsistent with the policies and goals
of the MSB Comprehensive Plan (2005 Update). The variance will allow inconsisient
development which does not protect the public safety, health, and welfare of the community,
which setbacks are designed to further. The structure is set back less than 75 feet from Big Lake
and less than 10 feet from the west side yard lot line. The structure is out of character with the
existing residential development in the area.

REVIEW OF APPLICABLE CRITERIA AND FINDINGS

MSE 17.03 — Public Notificati
Finding: Notices were mailed to all property owners within Clester Extension and within
600 feet of the subject property. A total of 31 notices were mailed. The public heaning notice
was published in the October 13, 2015 Frontiersman. The application material was posted on the
borough's web site. The application material was also mailed to the Big Lake Community
Council. The community council did not submit comments.

In addition to the applicant’s responses to code sections 17.65.020 and 17.65.030, see the
attached Survey Memorandum from Max Schillinger, PE, PLS, All Points North.

A 0 Reguirem Lrran a Ve
{A) In order to grant a variance to the regulations of MSB title 17, the planning commission
must find that each of the following reguirements has been met:

(1) There are unusual conditions or circumsiances that apply to the property for which
the variance is sought.

Applicant Response: The lot size is not large enough to drive around the boathouse fo
put a boat/trailer in the boathouse on the lakeside. So, we are asking for a variance to
back our boats into the boathouse to launch. Therefore we need two doors on the
boathouse.

Staff Findings:
Finding: The subject lot is .20 acres in size.

Finding: Clester Extension was platted in 1959, which was prior to the adoption of
borough setback requirements in 1973.
Page 4 of 10
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Finding: The dimensions of Lot 9, Clester Extension are 106 feet long on the west
side, 90 feet on the east side, 100 fect wide on the south side (right-of-way) and 78 feet
wide on the north (lake side).

Finding: A habitable structure cannot be constructed on this lot due to the lot
dimensions.

Finding: The applicant constructed the subject structure.

Finding: The applicant was notified by the borough that the structure was in
violation of setback requirements when construction of the foundation was initiated.

Finding: The borough issued an Enforcement Order which required that all
‘construction activities ceasc and to provide the borough with a certified site plan showing
the required setbacks.

Finding: Construction on the structure continued after the Enforcement Order was
issued.

Finding: The structure is set back 9.1 feet from the west side yard lot line and 32
feet from the ordinary high water mark of Big Lake.

Finding: There is an existing one-story cabin on this lot.

Finding: The construction of this second structure adds a second habitable structure
to the lot.

Finding: The applicant has stated that this structure is a boathouse with guest
accommodations on the second floor of the structure.

Finding: The structure is not designed to function as a boathouse.

Finding: The structure is considered a habitable structure since it will provide guest
accommodations.

Finding: Habitable structures are not allowed within the 75 foot waterbody setback.
Finding: Structures are not allowed within the 10 foot side yard setback.
Finding: The 2015 structure measures 22' x 36" in size and is two-stories in height.

Finding: The 2015 structure is substantially larger than the one-story cabin on the
lot.

Conclusions of Law: Based on the above findings, there are unusual conditions or
circumstances applicable to this property as the lot is substandard in size and was platted
prior to the adoption of borough setback requirements. A habitable structure cannot be
constructed on this lot without a setback variance. The applicant had use of the property
with the existing one-story cabin on the lot. The 2015 structure is the second
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substantially larger habitable structure on the lot. The applicant knowingly constructed
this structure in violation of the setback requirements (MSB 17.65.020{A)1)).

{2) The strict application of the provisions of this title could deprive the applicant of
rights commonly enjoyed by other properties under the terms of this title.

Applicant Response: The sirict application of the provisions of this ritle would deprive us
rights commonly enjoved by other properties if the provisions did not apply on a case by
case manner due fo lof configurations.

Fi :
Finding: The subject lot is substandard in size and was platted prior to the adoption
of borough setback requirements.

Finding: A habitable structure cannot be constructed on this lot without a sethack
vanance.

Finding: The applicant had reasonable use of this property with the existing cabin
on the lot prior to constructing this new structure,

Finding: Construction of the 2015 structure added a second, substantially larger,
habitable structure to the lot.

Finding: Staff conducted an analysis of commonly enjoyed uses in the area
Twenty-six (26) lots in the area were researched. One of these lots has additional living
quarters in & scparate building from the primary residence. This structure is in
compliance with the setback requirements. (Refer to the Commonly Enjoved Use
Analysis in the packet).

Finding: Two habitable structures on a lot is not & commonly enjoyved use in the
arca,

Finding: Mlegally constructed structures should not be considered a use that is
commonly enjoyed by others.

Finding: Constructing a structure in violation of the setback requirements does not
deprive the applicant of rights commeonly enjoyed by other properties, as the majority of
other properties in the area are in compliance with the setback requirements or are legal
nonconforming structures and do not have a second habitable structure.

Conclusions of Law: The strict application of the provisions of this title would not
deprive the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties, as the applicant
has use of the property with the existing cabin on the lot. Two habitable structures on a
lot is not a commonly enjoyed use in the area. [llegally constructed structures should not
be considered a use that is commonly enjoyed by others (MSB 17.65.020(AX2)).

(3) The granting of the variance will not be injurious to nearby property, nor harmful to
the public welfare.
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Applicant Response: If the variance were granted it would definitely not be injurious o
nearby property nor harmful to the public welfare. The lot is adiacent to a property line
that goes straight up a hillside, basically useless property. This would not be an
infringemeni on anyone 's property.

Staff Findings:
Finding;: According to MSB Onrdinance 05-023, non-point source pollution
(pollution that is caused by runoff from land and flooding) is one of the leading causes of

waterbody degradation in areas of rapid development.

Finding: The 75 foot waterbody setback assists in reducing non-point source
pollution.

Finding: Through MSB Ordinance 05-023, the Assembly found that there is a need
to further reduce the impacts from non-point source pollution and adopted voluntary best
management practices for development around waterbodies.

Finding: Adherence to best management practices will reduce non-point source
pollution and prevent long term waterbody degradation from non-point source pollution.

Finding: Development within the 75 foot setback directly contributes to non-point
source pollution and waterbody degradation.

Finding: Property values will be maintained or enhanced and future waterbody
remediation costs avoided if best management practices are adhered to.

Finding: It is in the public’s best interest to maintain property values.

Finding: The lot is wide enough for the structure to have been built in compliance
with the 10 foot side yard setback requirement.

Finding: The purpose of setbacks is to create light, air and open space between
propertics.

Conclusions of Law: Granting the vanance will be injurious to nearby properties, or
harmful to the public welfare, because it will allow additional residential development
within the 75 foot setback requirement, which will contribute to non-point source
pollution. Granting the variance will decrease the light, air and open space between
properties (MSB 17.65.020{A)(3)).

(4} The granting of the variance will be in harmony with the objectives of this title and
any applicable comprehensive plans.

Applicant Response: | have no other option. The boathouse will siap theft and keep our
property clean and not looking cluttered and junkie,

Staff Findings:
Finding: MSB Chapter 17.65 — Variances, was written to grant relief to property
owners whose lots are impacted by topographic constraints andor existing land use
regulations thereby making the lot undevelopable.
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Finding: The subject lot is substandard in size and a habitable structure cannot be
legally constructed on this lot without a setback variance,

Finding: There is an existing one-story cabin on the lot.

Finding: Construction of the 2015 structure added a second, substantially larger,
habitable structure to the lot.

Finding: The proposed setback vaniance is inconsistent with the policies and goals
of the MSB Comprehensive Plan (2005 Update) as the variance will allow inconsistent
development which does not protect the public safety, health, and welfare of the
community which setbacks are designed to further.

Finding: Through MSB Ordinance 05-023, the Assembly found that there is a need
to further reduce the impacts from non-point source pollution and adopted voluntary best
management practices for development around waterbodies.

Finding: The Big Lake Comprchensive Plan Update (August 2009) established
development guideline: MNatwral Vegetation/Site Disturbance — Encourage retention of
existing natural vegetation and replant disturbed areas. Grading and clear cutting the
entire parcel prior io selling or developing is sirongly discouraged. ™

Finding: The Big Lake Comprehensive Plan Update (August 2009) established
development guideline:  “Profection of Water Quality - Use of land adjoining
waterbodies should be designed to minimize impacts on waler quality. Actions fo achieve
this goal include minimizing removal of natural vegetation along the majority of the edge
of lakes, sireams or wetlands, to keep lawn chemicals, sili, and septic effluents out of the
watershed, to inhibit bank erosion and provide habitar for wildlife such as ducks and
loons, while providing some screening of development. ™

Finding: The Big Lake Comprehensive Plan Update (August 2009) ecstablished
development guideline: “Building Sethacks from Waterbodies (new structures) — require
al least the MSB 75" minimum development sethack from streams, lakes, weilands and
other waterbodies; “development” is defined as habitable structures. Non-habitable
structures, such as boathouses, sheds, decks or saunas can be built within 75" of lakes
and streams, but these improvements should be designed to have minimal environmental
and visual impact on the adioining waterway. "

Conclusions of Law: Based on the above findings, the proposed variance 15 inconsistent
with the intent of MSB 17.65, the Matanuska-Susitna Borough Comprehensive Plan
(2005 Update), and the Big Lake Comprehensive Plan Update (2009) (MSB
17.65.020(A) (4)).

(5) The deviation from the requirement of this title that is permitted by the variance will
be no more than is necessary to permil a reasonable use of the properiy.

: Ne more land would be used other than whai is necessary for the
boathouse 1o function in harmony with the lot configurations.
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Staff Findings:
Finding: There is reasonable use of this lot without a variance, as there is an
existing one-story cabin on the lot.

Finding: The 2015 structure added a second, substantially larger, habitable structure
to the lot.

Coneclusions of Law: Based on the above findings, deviation from this title is not
necessary to permit reasonable use of the property, as there was reasonable use of the lot
with the existing cabin. The 2015 structure added a second, substantially larger habitable
structure 1o the lot (MSB 17.65.020(A)5)).

ol 765030 re Variance is
{A) A variance from this title may pot be granted if:

(1) Special conditions that require the variance are caused by the person seeking the
varignee.

Applicant Response: We bought a one bedroom cabin on Big Lake, after being informed
by (2) realtors it could be added on with no problem. There were no restrictions or
permits required to do the addition. It was grandfathered in, Hindsight, if we had known
there were restrictions, | would not have purchased the cabin. Especially for the inflated
price, and all the additional problems that have mounted up. Our peace of heaven has
caused us a lof of hell. With all the restrictions none of the lots are legal to build on.
Cur setback problem began with the first survey.

Staff Findings:
Finding: The person sceking the vanance constructed the structure,

Finding: The applicant chose this particular structure design at this specific
location.

Finding: The applicant was made awarc of the possible setback violation when
construction of the structure’s foundation was first initiated.

Finding: There was an existing cabin on the lot when the applicant purchased the
property.

Finding: There is reasonable use of the lot without the variance for the 2015
structure,

Finding: The applicant did not create the substandard size lot.
Conclusions of Law: Based on the above findings, the person seeking the variance
caused the need for the vanance as he is requesting the variance in order to resolve a

sctback violation for constructing the 2015 structure within 75 fect of Big Lake and less
than 10 feet from the west side yard lot line (MSB 17.65.030(AX1)).
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(2} The variance will permit a land use in a district in which that wse is prohibited.

Applicant Response: When we came up, our infention was fo have family, friends &
especially grandchildren be able to stay with us. It was & is impossible with one
bedroom to do s0. We love the rrapper s cabin for our use.

Staff Findings:
Finding: The subject lot is not in a special land use district.

Finding: Residential structures are permitted on this property.

Finding: The variance, if granted, will allow an illegally constructed structure to
remain in 1ts current location.

Conclusions of Law: Bascd on the above findings, the variance, if granted, will not
permit a land use in a district in which that use is prohibited, as residential structures are
permitted on this site. The variance, if granted will allow an illegally constructed
structure to remain in its current location (MSB 17.65.030(A)(2)).

{3) The variance is sought selely to relieve pecuniary hardship or inconvenience,

Applicant Response: There are currently no longer any hotels in Big Lake. That means
we would have to go 19 miles to Wasilla to find additional lodging. Thirty-eight
additional miles a day. Iam not asking to build an apartment - just a bedroom above the
boathowse. My mom is 87 yvears old and can't drive. Most of our grandchildren are not
old enough to drive.

Staff Findings:
Finding: The request to allow the 2015 structure to remain in this location is a
maiter of the applicant's preference and convenience.

Conclosions of Law: Based on the above findings the vanance is being sought solely to
relieve the pecuniary hardship or inconvenience as the applicant chose to build this
particular structure at this specific location in vielation of the setback requirements. The
request to allow this structure to remain in this location is a matter of the applicant's
preference and convenience (MSB 17.65.030(A){3).

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff is recommending denial of this variance request for the 2015 structure as it does not meet
all of the requirements in MSB 17.65.020(A) for approval and violates two of the prohibitions
contained in MSB 17.65.030{A). See also Alaska Statute 29.40.040(b)(1-3). Should the
Planming Commission choose to approve the varance for the 2015 structure they must make
findings for approval and amend the resolution.
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STAFF REPORT FOR ONE-STORY CABIN
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MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH

Planning and Land Use Department

Development Services Division
350 East Dahlia Avenuc * Palmer, AK 99645
Phone (907) 861-7822 « Fax (907) 861-7876
E-mail: permitcenter@matsugov.us

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DIVISION STAFF REPORT

File Number: 176520150002

Applicant & Property Owner Ivan & Lynne Schuening

Request: Planning Commission Resolution No. 15-44
Request for a setback variance for expansion of a one-story
cabin in accordance with MSB 17.65 - Variances

Location: Clester Extension, Lot 9; 16587 W. Tamarack Cove Drive;
within Township 17 North, Range 3 West, Section 29,
Seward Meridian

Size of Property: 20 acres

Public Hearing: December 7, 2015

Planning Commission Action: The planning commission shall conduct a public hearing
and render a decision on the application for a setback
vanance

Reviewed By: Eileen Probasco, Planning & Land Use Director & [~
Alex Strawn, Development Services Mmagu@

StafT: Susan Lee, Planner 11

Recommendation: Approval

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A setback vanance request has been submitted to allow an existing one-story cabin to remain set
back 14 feet from the Tamarack Cove Drive right-of-way, seven feet from the east side yard lot
line and 55 feet from the ordinary high water mark of Big Lake. In order to grant a variance the
planning commission must find that each of the requirements of MSB 17.65.020{A) has been

met.
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LAND USE

Existing Land Use:

The lot is currently developed with a one-story cabin and the two-story structure constructed in
2015. In addition to the two main structures on the lot, there is a shed on the west side of the lot
and two docks.

Surrounding Land Use:

The subject lot is located in Clester Extension Subdivision on the south side of Big Lake. The
surrcunding properties are developed with recreational/part-time residences and full-time
residences. The lots in Clester Extension range in size from .11 acres to .86 acres in size.

HISTORY

The original portion of the existing cabin was constructed in 1960, which was prior to the
adoption of borough setback requirements. When the cabin was originally constructed it was set
back 22 feet from the Tamarack Cove Drive right-of-way and less than 75 from Big Lake. In
1991 an addition to the east side of the cabin was constructed. This addition is in violation of the
waterbody and right-of-way setback requirements. Between 2008 and 2012 the cabin was raised
and a foundation/crawl space was constructed and a deck on the lakeside of the cabin was
constructed. The 2008 - 2012 additions are in violation of the waterbody and side yard setback
requirements. The current owner did not construct these additions. The original structure was
eligible for pre-existing legal nonconforming status (grandfather rights). The structure is no
longer eligible for a pre-existing legal nonconforming status determination due to the date of
construction of the additions. Borough code 17.80.060(A)1) states in part “4 nonconforming
structure may not be enlarged or altered vertically or horizonially in a way which would
increase the height, widih, depth, areas, or volume of the structure except as specifically allowed
by the curreni code for similar new structures in that location. ™

The owner applied for pre-existing legal nonconforming status (grandfather rights) for the one-
story cabin. However, staff conducted a site visit and reseéarched the borough assessment records
and determined that subsequent additions had been constructed to the cabin in violation of the
setback requirements. Staff discussed this with the applicant and the decision was made to also
include the one-story cabin in the variance request for the 2015 structure.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

The property is located within the Big Lake planning area. The Big Lake Comprehensive Plan
Update (August 2009) is applicable to the subject property. Two of the land use goals of the
plan are:

» Provide for freedom to enjoy our properties — " The plan supporis a balance of freedom
to use property as individuals choose up to that point where one person’s use limits the
rights of neighbors to enjoy their property. Responsible land use should be in harmony
with surrounding land use without damaging the health, safety and welfare of adjacent
properiy.

» Protect the natural environment — As the area grows, actions are needed to avoid
detrimenial effects on well water, quality of surface water, habital, wetlands and other
nafural environmenial features.
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Four types of residential areas are identified in the plan. The subject property is identified as
“Close-In Residential ", which is defined as more concentrated, closer to services. Thix district
takes in relatively concentrated residential access; these areas are distinguished by being closer
to services than dispersed resideniial areas.”

The plan has established some Development Guidelines. Some of the guidelines that pertain to
this property are as follows:

= Natural Vegetation/Site Disturbance - Encourage retention of existing natural
vegetation and replant disturbed areas. Grading and clear cutting the entire parcel pnor
to selling or developing land is strongly discouraged.

= Protection of Water Quality — Use of land adjoining waterbodies should be designed to
minimize impacts on water quality. Actions to achieve this goal include minimizing
removal of natural vegetation along the majority of the edge of lakes, streams or
wetlands, to keep lawn chernicals, silt, and septic effluents out of the watershed, to inhibit
bank erosion and provide habitat for wildlife such as ducks and loons, while providing
some screening of development.

* Building Setbacks from Waterbodies (new structures) — require at least the MSB 75
minimum development setback from streams, lakes, wetlands and other waterbodies;
"development” is defined as habitable structures. Non habitable structures, such as
boathouses, shed, decks or saunas can be built within 75' of lakes and streams, but these
improvements should be designed to have minimal environmental and visual impact on
the adjoining waterway.

* Building Setbacks from Waterbodies (existing non-compliant structures) - for
buildings developed after the date (1987) of the setback ordinance (Chapter 17.55 of the
Borough Code of Ordinances) and prior to the adoption of the Borough's land use permit
(2007), special consideration should be given, in keeping with state statutes, to approving
sethack violation appeals caused by inadequate information and communications of that
information to property owners. This is not advocating blanket approvals of setback
violations but rather that leeway be given to approving violations that have no adverse
impact on surrounding properties and waterbodies, and which occurred as honest
mistakes and not as overt violations of the criteria by people who knew or should have
known better. The plan recommends these approvals contain restrictions on expanding
the encroachment or rebuilding a destroyed structure. However, all requests for
variances, must be considered in accordance with Alaska Statate 29.40.040(B).

The variance request for the one-story cabin is consistent with the Big Lake Comprehensive
Plan. The original portion of the structure was constructed in 1960, prior to the adoption of
borough setback requirements. However, subsequent additions increased the size of the
nonconforming structure. The current owner did not construct the additions to the cabin. The lot
is substandard in size and a habitable structure cannot be constructed in compliance with the
setback requirements. The Big Lake Comprehensive Plan does not directly address the
expansion of structures built legally at the time of construction. The one-story cabin is not out of
character with the existing residential development in the area and is a reasonable use of the

property.

The Matanuska-Susitna Borough Comprehensive Plan (2005 Update) also pertains to this
property. Two of the land use goals state:
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Goal (LU-1): Protect and enhance the public safety, health, and welfare of Borough
residents.

Policy LU-I: Provide for consistent, compatible, effective and efficient development
within the borough.

Goal (LU-2): Protect residential neighborhoeods and assoclated property values.

Policy LU2-1: Develop and implement regulations that protect residential development
by separating incompatible uses, while encouraging uses that support such residential
uses including office, commercial and other mixed-use developments that are shown to
have positive cumulative impacis to the neighborhood.

The variance request for the one-story cabin is consistent with the policies and goals of the MSB
Comprehensive Plan (2005 Update) as a residential structure cannot be constructed on the lot
without a setback variance and the cabin is similar to the residential development in the area.

REVIEW OF APPLICABLE CRITERIA AND FINDINGS

MSR 17.03 — Public Notificatipn

Finding: Notices were mailed to all property owners within Clester Extension and within
600 feet of the subject property. A total of 31 notices were mailed. The public hearing notice
was published in the October 13, 2015 Frontiersman. The application material was posted on the
borough's web site. The application material was also mailed to the Big Lake Community
Council. The community council did not submit comments.

Section 17.65.020 Reguirements for Granting a Varignce
{4) In order o grant a variance to the regulations of MSB title 17, the planning commission

must find that each of the following requirements has been met:

(1) There are unmusual conditions or circumstances that apply to the property for which
the variance is sought.

Sta L
Finding: The subject lot is .20 acres in size.

Finding: Clester Extension was platted in 1959, which was prior to the adoption of
borough setback requirements in 1973,

Finding: The dimensions of Lot 9, Clester Extension are 106 feet long on the west
side, 90 feet on the east side, 100 feet wide on the south side {right-of-way) and 78 feet
wide on the north (lake side).

Finding: A habitable structure cannot be constructed on this lot due to the lot
dimensions.

Conclusions of Law: Based on the sbove findings, there arc unusual conditions or
circumstances applicable 1o this property as the lot 15 substandard in size and was platted
prior to the adoption of borough setback requirements. A habitable structure cannot be
constructed on this lot without a setback variance. (MSB 17.65.020{A)(1)).
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(2) The strict application of the provisions of this title could deprive the applicant of

rights commonly enjoved by other properties under the terms of this title.

Findings:
Finding: The subject lot is substandard in size and was platted prior to the adoption
of borough setback requirements.

Finding: A habitable structure cannot be constructed on this lot without a setback
variance.

Finding: The one-story cabin is not out of character with the residential
development in the area, as the majority of other properties in the area are developed with
only one habitable structure.

Conclusions of Law: The strict application of the provisions of this title would deprive
the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties, as the lot is substandard in
size and was platted prior to the adoption of borough setback requirements. A habitable
structure cannot be constructed on the lot without a setback variance. The majority of the
surrounding properties are developed with only one single-family residence (MSB
17.65.020(AN2)).

(3) The granting of the variance will not be infurious to nearby property, nor harmful to
the public welfare.

Staff Findings:
Finding: Based on the evidence submitted, the subject structure would not be
harmful to the public, nor would it be injurious to nearby property.

Finding: The one-story cabin has been at this location since 1960 and there have
not been any complaints filed regarding the cabin and the subsequent additions to the
cabin.

Finding: Pre-existing legal nonconforming status {grandfather rights) had not been
previously applied for or approved for the one-story cabin.

Finding: The cabin was eligible for pre-existing legal nonconforming status
{grandfather rights) until the subsequent additions were constructed which enlarged the
nonconforming structure.

Finding: The original 20° x 22" cabin was enlarged with an 11° x 18" addition in
1991. Sometime between 2008 and 2012 a deck was added and the cabin was raised to
add a foundation/crawlspace.

Conclusions of Law: Granting the vanance will not be injurious to nearby property, nor
harmful to the public welfare (17.65.020{A)}3)).

{4} The granting of the variance will be in harmony with the objectives of this title and
any applicable comprehensive plans.
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Staff Findings:

Finding: MSB Chapter 17.65 - Variances, was written to grant relief to property
owners whose lots are impacted by topographic constraints and/or existing land use
regulations thereby making the lot undevelopable,

Finding: The subject lot is substandard in size and a habitable structure cannot be
legally constructed on this lot without a setback vanance.

Finding: The one-story cabin 15 similar to other residential structures in the area.

Finding: The Big Lake Comprehensive Plan Update (2009) established
development guideline: “Building Sethacks from Waterbodies (existing non-compliance
structures) — for buildings developed after the date (1987) of the setback ordinance
(Chapter 17.55 of the Borough Code of Ordinances) and prior to the adoption of the
Borough's land use permit (2007), special consideration should be given, in keeping with
state stahites, to approving setback violation appeals caused by inadequate information
and communication af that information to the property owners.” This is not advocating
blanket approvals of setback violations but rather that leeway be given io approving
violations that have no adverse impact on surrounding properties and waterbodies, and
which occurred as honest mistakes and not as overt violations of the eriteria by people
who knew or should have known better. The plan recommends these approvals contain
restrictions on expanding the encroachment or rebuilding a destroved structure.”
However, all reguests for variances must be considered in accordance with Alaska
Starute 29.40.040(8). "

Finding: The Big Lake Comprehensive Plan Update (2009) does not directly
address the expansion of structures built legally at the time of construction. The plan
does take a position of promoting the protection of water quality and minimizing impacts
to waterbodies, natural vegetation and the environment.

Finding: The variance request is consistent with the Big Lake Comprehensive Plan
Update (200%9) as the original portion of the cabin was constructed prior to the adoption
of borough setback requirements. The current owner did not construct the additions to
the cabin.

Finding: The lot is substandard in size and a habitable structure cannot be
constructed on this lot without a setback variance.

Finding: The one-story cabin is in character with the cxisting residential
development in the area.

Finding: Two of the land use goals of the Matanuska-Susitna Borough

Comprehensive Plan (2005 Update) state:
 Goal (LU-1): Protect and enhance the public safety, health, and welfare of
Borough residences
¢ Policy LU-1: Provide for consistent, compatible, effective, and efficient
development within the Borough.
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e  Goal (LU-2): Proteci residential neighborhoods and associated property values.
= Policy LU2-1: Develop and implement regulations that protect residential

development by separating incompatible uses, while encouraging uses that
support such residential uses including office. commercial and other mixed-use
developments that are shown to have positive cumulative impacts to the
neighborhood.

Coneclusions of Law: Based on the above findings, the proposed variance does meet the
intent of MSB 17.65 and does meet Alaska Statute 29.40.040(B) for approval and is
consistent with the goals of the Big Lake Comprchensive Plan Update (2009) and the
goals and policies of the Matanuska-Susitna Borough Comprehensive Plan (2005 Update)
(MSB 17.65.020(A)4)).

{5) The deviation from the reguirement of this title that is permitted by the variance will
be no more than is necessary to permit a reasonable wse of the property.

Staff Findings:
Finding: Clester Extension was platted prior to the adoption of borough setback
requircments.

Finding: Lot 9, Clester Extension is substandard in size and a habitable structure
cannol be constructed on this lot without a sethack variance.

Finding: The one-story cabin is in character with the existing residential
development in the area.

Conclusions of Law: Based on the above findings, deviation from this title is no more

than necessary to permit a reasonable use of the property as a habitable structure cannot
be constructed on the lot without a setback variance and the one-story cebin is in
character with the surrounding residential development (MSB 17.65.020{A)(5)).

hY 5.03 ¥
{A) A variance from this title may not be granted if:

1) Special conditions that require the variance are caused by the person seeking the
varianee.

Staff Findings:
Finding: The person seeking the vaniance did not construct the onginal structure or
the subsequent additions.

Finding: The applicant did not create the substandard lot size.

Finding: A habitable structure cannot be constructed on the substandard size lot
without a setback vanance.

Conclusions of Law: Based on the above findings, the special conditions that require the
variance were not caused by the applicant as he did not create the substandard lot size or
construct the cabin and subsequent additions (MSB 17.65.030{A )} 1)).
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{2) The variance will permit a land use in a district in which that use is prohibited.

Staff Find. o
Finding: The subject lot is not in a special land use district.

Finding: Residential structures are permitted on this property.

Finding: The variance, if granted, will allow an existing one-story cabin to remain
in its current location.

Conclusions of Law: Based on the sbove findings, the variance, if granted, will not
permit a land use in a district in which that use is prohibited, as residential structures are
permitted on this site. The vanance, if granted, will allow an existing one-story cabin to
remain in its current location (MSB 17.65.0300A)(2)).

{3) The variance is sought solely to relieve pecuniary hardship or inconvenience.

Staff Findings:
Finding: The applicant did not construct the original cabin or subsequent additions.

Finding: Clester Extension was platted prior to the adoption of borough setback
requirements.

Finding: Lot 9, Clester Extension is substandard in size.

Finding: A habitable structure cannot be constructed on this lot without a sethack
VATANCE,

Conclusions of Law: Based on the above findings the variance is not being sought solely
to relieve pecuniary hardship or inconvenience as the current owners did not construct the
structure and a habitable structure cannot be constructed on this lot without a setback
variance (MSB 17.65.030(A)3)).

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff is recommending approval of the variance request as it meets the requirements in MSB
17.65 for approval. Should the Planning Commission choose to deny the variance for the one-
story cabin they must make findings for denial and amend the resolution.
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VICINITY MAP
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SITE PLAN
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MEASURED BANK
EDGE OF BiG LAKE

AS-BUILT DRAWING OF:

LOT 9 of the Extension of
Clester Subdivision

0 20' SCALE: 1"=20 FEEI
DATE: §/29,/2015
FULE: 15=580 Clesler Subdivision

FROPERTY ADDRESS: NO58T W. TAMARACK COVE DR, B0 LAKE, &K
LEGAL DESC: LOT @ PLAT W88 PALD., Sss Mso Fiet §2018-138

ALL POINTS NORTH — PO BOX 4207. PALMER, AK 99645 TEL: 907-T46-4185
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SITE PHOTOGRAPHS
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DECEMBER 7, 2015

Planning and Land Use Department
Development Services Division

Phone (907) 861-7822 » Fax {Fﬂ?} 861-7876
Email: PermitCenter(@matsugov.us

Page 333

MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH

Susitna Borough
350 East Dahlia Avenue * Paimer, AK. 99645 Development Sorvios

AUG 25 2015
Received

are IJ- read instructions and appl'.l'-mbh borough code. Fill out forms completely. Attach

information as needed. Incomplete applications will not be processed.

Application fes must be attached:
51,000 for Variance

Prior to the public hearing, the applicant must alse pay the mailing and advertising fees

associated with the application. Applicanis will be provided with a statemnent of advertising and
mailing charges. Paymen! must be made prior 1o the application presentation before the

Borough Planning Commission.

Subject Property Township: /74" R.H.ngc:;}'w-/_ Section: 7 P Meridian____
MSBTax Acctd & 3 yrponol {,g??

SUBDIVISION:_ C Ao s » £i. fon BLOCK(S): LOT(S): ;
STREET ADDRESS: '

_-— m— — — e o — —

{US Survey, Aliquot Part, Lat. /Long. etc)

Ownership A written mahorization by the owner must be attached for an agent or contact person, if
the ovner is wring one for the application. Is authorization attached? oYes oNo oNA

Name of Property Owneér Name of Agent/ Contact for

w ‘:?F Address: -

application

ax Phne: Hm Fax

Description

A variance from MSB 17, is being applied for and is specifically described.

Provide a detailed written description as to why the variance is required.

Drawings

Attached

A boundary survey and site plan of the proposed and/or existing development, of
the particular parcel or parcels affected. (See attached survey standards checklist).
The survey must be submitted under the seal of an Alaska registered professional
land surveyar.

Structural elevation drawing(s) for the purpose of indicating the proposed height
and bulk, view and other dimensions of the subject structure.

Revised 7/1/2015 Permitt | 1SS0 TOOG

Page 1 of 3
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I grant permission for borough staff members to enter onto the property as needed to process this
application and monitor compliance. Such access will at & minimum, be allowed when the activity is
occurring and, with prior notice, at other times necessary 1o monitor compliance.

The information submitted in this application iz sccurate and complete to the best of my knowledge.

E E , Ty ve,.,.ﬂ.z.; m-ﬂﬂ”?
Signature: er Name

Signature: Agent Printed Name Date

Revised 7/1/2015 Permit# Page 3 of 3
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In order to grant a variance from MSB Title 17, the Planning Commission Attached
must find that each of the following requirements has been met (17.65.020).
Explain how the request meets each requirement. Include information such

as physical surroundings, shape or topegraphical conditions of the property
which would support the granting of a variance.

1. What unusual conditions or circumstances apply to the property for which
the vanance is sought?

2. How the strict application of the provisions of this title will deprive you
of the rights commonly enjoyed by other properties under the terms of this
title.

3. Why the granting of the variance will not be injurious to nearby property,
nor harmful to the public welfare.

4, How will the granting of the variance be in harmony with the objectives
of this title and any applicable comprehensive plans?

5. How the deviation {rom the requirements of this title as permitted by the
variance will be no more than is necessary to permit a reasonable use of

_the property.

A varlance may not be granted if any of the conditions listed below are true. | Attached
Explain why each condition is not applicable to this application.

1. The special conditions that require the variance are caused by the person
ing the variance.

2. The variance will permit a land use in a district in which that use is

3. The variance is sought solely to relicve pecuniary hardship or
inconvenience.

DWNER'S STATEMENT: | am owner of the following property:

MSE Tax parcel ID #(s)_{ 34]9 0 00L 009 and,
1 hereby apply for approval a sethack variance on that property as described in this application.

1 understand all activity must be conducted in compliance with all applicable standards of MSB 17.55 and
MSB 17.65 end with &ll other applicable borough, state or federal laws.

1 understand that otber rules such s local, state and feders] regulations, covennnts, plat notes, and deed
restrictions may be applicable and other permits or suthorization may be required. | understand that the
borough may also impose conditions and safeguards designed to protect the public’s health, safety and
welfare and ensure the compatbility of the use with other adjacent uses.

I understand that it is my responsibility to identify and comply with all applicable rules and conditions,

1 understand that this permit and zoning status may trensfer to subsequent owners of this land and that it is
my responsibility to disclose the requirements of this status to the buyer when 1 s2ll the land.

I understand that changes from the approved vanance may require further pothorization by the Borough
Planning Commission. [ understand that failure to provide applicable documentation of compliance with
approved requirements, or violation of such requirements will nullify legal status, and may result in
penalties,

Revised 7/1/2015 Permitd _ Page 2 of 3
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ALASKA RIM ENGINEERING, INC.
131 E FRONTACE RD.. SUNTE 1
PALMER, ALASHA G845
PH: 745-0222 : FAX: (G07)748-0222

3T com ¢ Will: wwwsnkarimcom
wl: 1500113 FB: 1502
| PAGE: 1 of 1 TM: HO 13
SCALE: 1" = 30' | AILE: 1500113AS

| HEREBY CERTIFY THAT A MORTGACE INSPECTION WAS PERFORMED
U MY DIRECTION ON THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED PROPERTY:

LOT &
T Mo, PALMER » PALMER, ALASKA.
SURVEYED OM THE Sth OF MARCH, 2015. £2018
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L

LAMD SUEVETTEHG &
CIVIL EHGIREERING Pr SOT-Ta=-£185 | Fo RO0T-T48-L188
To: Alex Strawn Date: 97142015
MSE Development Services Manager
350 E. Dahlia
Palmer, AH. 99645
907-B61-TES4 job:  15-50 Big Lake Clester
Matanusia - Susitng Borough
Subject: Survey Memorandum to the variance Development
ACCompany appliations
For ivan and Lynne Schuening, MSB Tax ID #6349000L009 SEp 52”:.‘
EMORAND Received

Mr. Strawn,

1 was retained in August of this year to survey and monument Lot 9 of the Extension
of Clester Subdivision, Plat No. W-68, Palmer Recording District. The results of the
survey are shown on the attached preliminary Record of Survey. This survey is
planned to be recorded later this month, and I will provide you with a final recorded
copy.

This survey discovered several facts that may affect MSB's decision regarding the
varlance application. Please note that all of these facts and drcumstances are
unigue to the parcel and were not caused by the applicant.

BOUNDARY LOCATION UNCERTAINTIES:

1) Plat No. W-68 was surveyed in 1959. That plat shows shows only two
monuments having been definitively set: one iron pipe at the northeast and
one at the northwest corner of the subdivision. They plat shows small circles
for the rest of the lot corners, without any indication of what (if anything)
was set. These two iron pipes agree with record pasitions within 2 feet.

2} The survey | performed found several various “secondary” rebars and iron
plpes, most of which also agree with the nrigjl:r.a! record plat dimensions
within several feet.

3) Given the uncertainty in locating the original Plat W-68 lot positions, the
madern precise application of setbacks (i.e. sideyard sethack 10.00 feet) may
be unrealistic.
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CIVIL ENGIREERIMNG P SOT-Td-4I85 | B SOT-Th-4 184

ASBUILT LOCATION PROBLEMS:

4) Mr. Schuening was provided with an
asbuilt survey (also known as mortgage
location survey), when purchasing this
lot. Using this first asbuilt, Mr.
Schuening had the reasonable belief that
the propoesed boat house would easily fit
adjacent between the existing cabin and
existing shed, and allow for nearly a 20
foot sethback.

5) When questions arose about the
location of the new boathouse, Mr.
Schuening hired the same surveyors
that performed the first asbullt. The
second asbuilt revealed the sideyard for
the boat house to be only 9.3' feet.
Furthermore the surveyor claimed that
Mr. Schuening "moved” the shed. What
actuaily occurred appears to be a simple
but significant drafting mistake of the
location of the shed. The shed was
originally plotted in the first asbuilt on
the incorrect west side of the red points,
but correctly plotted on the second one.
Mr. Schuening was not intending to : e i
build within 9' of the line.

Excerpt of Second Asbuilt

6) Generally, licensed surveyors caution and disclaim the owners not to use
asbuilts to establish structures placed on or real close to property lines, such
as fences. However, in my opinion the public should reasonably be able to
rely on a surveyors asbuilt not contain gross blunders of locations of
facilities, such as the shed in the first ashuiit.

ALL POINTS NORTH
mmﬂulllimum
MAXE ALUFOENTIKORTALUS | S ALLPOINTENORTILUT
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LAND SURVEYING &
CIViL ERGIMEERING P POT-THO-E185 | Fo ROT- Tho-4106

SUBDIVISION DESIGN PROBLEMS:

7) The Extenstion of Clester Subdivision was created well before the current
MSB setbacks of 25' frontyard, 10" sideyard, and 75" water setback

8) Should one apply just the frontyard and water setbacks alone to the
subdivision layout, nearly all lots in this subdivision would be unbuildable, as
shown in red. It appears only Lots 7, 14, 15, and 16 have any bulldable room.

9) Given these constrictions, Mr, Schuening’s development is not alone in being
in violation of current setbacks.

= iy - B I'*-'ﬁrl-.‘
EICHARDSOH SUBDIVELDD - —
uoTa Ty e o

Excerpt of Record of Survey, with red water and road setbacks shown

For more information, see attached Record of Survey and Extension to the Clester
Subdivision plat. Please contact me for more information on this matter,

Sincerely,
Max A. Schillinger, PE, PLS
ALL POINTS NORTH
MO BOK 4307 PALMER, AKX 90445

MEALEALL FOTHTSHORTILUS | T WALLFOINTINORTHUL
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Kendra Joehnson

Fram: Alex Strawn

Sent: Friday, September 25, 2015 11:58 AM
To: Kendra Johnsan

Subject: Ivan Schuening's "Boathouse”

Hi Kendra,

COn September 10, 2015 I met with Mr. Schuening and his surveyor Max Schillinger to discuss
requirements for their variance application. Towards the end of the meeting Mr. Schuening asked if he
could go ahead and shell in the structure to avoid damage from the weather. I told him that I understood
why he would want to do that and that we would not enforce the stop work order if he is simply
protecting the structure from the elements. 1 made it very clear that he did so ar his own risk as we
consider it an illegal structure that may have to be removed in the furure.

Alex Strawn

Development Services Manager
Matanuska-Susitna Borough

350 E. Dahlia Palmer, AK 99645
(907) 861-7854
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Susan Lee

From: Susan Lea

Sant: Friday, Septamber 25, 2015 12:34 PM
To: ‘vans(@ovs.com’

Ce: Alex Strawn

Subject: Clester Extension Lot 8 Vananca
Importance: High

Dear Mr. Schuening:

While reviewing the application for pre-existing legal nonconforming status (grandfather rights), staff
conducted a site visit and researched the borough assessment records. Based on the site visit and information
in the assessment records, it appears that there have been subsequent additions to cabin on Lot 9, Clester
Extension, after 1960. It appears that the addition to the east side of the cabin was constructed approximately
in 1991. Also, based on the borough records, sometime between 2008 and 2012, the structure was raised and

fau'ndat'rnn.u':md space was constructed and the deck on the |akeside of the cabin was constructed.. Based
&n this information, the cabin is no I-unger eligible far pre-e:isting legal ﬂunmn'fmmlng status - due to the:
date(s) of construction of the expansion of the structure. Borough code 17,80.060(A)(1) states in part "4
nonconforming structure may not be enlarged or altered verticolly or horizontally in @ way whick would
increase the height, width, depth, area, or volume of the structure except as specifically oflowed by the current -
code for similor new structures in that locotion™. If you dispute this information you. are welcome to conduct
your own research to determine the date(s) of construction of these additions.

Our question to you is, do you want to include the cabin in the variance request? Should you include the cabin
in the variance request the application form will have to be revised to Include the cabin. The site plan will also
have to be revised to show the dimensions of the addition and the deck . If the cabin s included in the .
variance request, additional public notices will be required. In addition, due to the notice requirements, the
public hearing will have to be changed to a later date, as we will not be able to: n'ialu.- ‘the deadlines for the
Movember 2 public hearing date.

Please let us know by Monday, 5eptember 28 as to what you would like to do.

If you have any guestions or require additional information please contact me at (S07) 861-7862 or
slee@matsugov.us or my supervisor Alex Strawn at (907) 861-7854 or astrawn@matsugov,us.

Susan

Susan Lee

Planner IT
Matanuska-Susitna Borough
907-861-7862 (Direct Line)
S07-B61-TBT6 (FAX)
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Susan Lee

e e o

From: Susan Lee

Sent: Tuesday, September 28, 2015 542 AM
Tao: ivansovs.com

Ce: Alax Strawn

Subject: Variance Request

Hi lvan:

This e-mail is to confirm our September 28, 2015 conversation regarding the variance request on Lot 9, Clester
Extension. Since the original cabin on the lot has been enlarged, it is no longer eligible for pre-existing legal
noncanforming status [grandfather rights). The cabin will be included in the variance reqguest with the structure that is
currently under construction. Since the application is being modified the public hearing will be rescheduled from
November 2 to possibly December 7,

Should you have any questions or need additional information please let me know.

Susan

Susan Lee

Planner IT
Matanuska-Susitna Borough
907-861-7862 (Direct Line)
907-861-7876 (FAX)
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COMMENTS
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Susan Lee

—_———————
From: Frankie Barker
Sant: Tuesday, Ochober 27, 2015 9:52 AM
To: Susan Lee
Subject: Comments on Clester Extension

The applicant is requesting a variance for # structure that he recently constructed which is 32 feet from the edge of the
Big Lake. MSB Code 17.55.020 requires a 75 foot setback from water bodies for any habitable structure or garage. Since
the structure is designed to be used as a garage and as a residence for friends and family, it is in violation of the code.
The applicant built a new structure knowing that there were setback problems with the original cabin on the land. The
75 foot setback from water bodies has been a standard rule in M5B for over two decades. While the original cabin may
have been grandfathered In, this new structure is illegal.

In addition, MSB Ordinance 05-023 Best Manogement Proctices for Development Around Waterbodies recommends
preserving a minkimum 75 foot wide naturally vegetated buffer along the shore to protect water guality, fish and wildiife
and reduce erosion. Big Lake is listed by the State of Alaska as an impaired water body. Allowing this type of structure
to be constructed and remaln within the 75 foot setback can contribute to additional degrading of the shoreline and the
impaired water quality status of the lake.

Frankie Barker
Environmental Planner
Matanuska-Susitna Borough
350 E. Dahlla Avenue
Palmer, AK 99645

907- £61-8439

frankie barker@matsugov.us



PLANNING COMMISSION DECEMBER 7, 2015 Page 356
Susan Lee

—= T
From: Theresa Taranto
Sant: Tuesday, Septermber 22, 2015 12:14 PM
Ta: Susan Les
Subject: RE: Request for Comments - Clester Extension Variance Request

FIRM BO1S, X Zone
Open case § G20150044 since 5/26/15. CCO Kendra Johnson

Thanks,

Theresa Taranto

Development Services Division
Administrative Specialist

Mat-Su Borough
I50°E Dakha Ave.
Palmer, Alaskg 99645
BOY-861-8574

From: Susan Lee

Sant: Wednesday, September 16, 2015 2:26 PM

To: mearcw@matanuska.com; ralennidmia-telco.com; Ellzabeth Welant; Lioyd Smith; Theresa Taranto; Elleen Probasco;
Lauren Driscoll; Frankie Barker; Paul Hulbert; Lawra Newton; Dan Mayfield

Cc: Kendra Johnson

Subject: Request for Comments - Clester Extension Variance Request

Hi All:

Attached is a request for a setback variance to allow an existing structure to remain setback less than 75 feet from Big
Lake and less than 10 feet from the side yard lot line. Please review and submit any comments you may have to me by
October 9, 2015.

Thank you, Susan

Susan Lee

Planner IT
Matanuska-Susitna Borough
207-861-T862 (Direct Line)
907-861-T876 (FAX)
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Susan Loa

From: Nancy Cameron

Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2015 8:12 AM

To: Susan Lee

Subject: FW. Request for Comments - Clester Extension Varianoce Request
Attachments: Request for Commants Application Material pdf

Mo borough lands affected. LRM has no objection to variance request
Mancy Cameron

Land Management Agent

Matanuska-Susitna Borough

350 E. Dahlia Ave.

Palrmer, AK 20845

(907) BG61-7848

NANCY. CAMETonFRmatsugoy us

From: Elizabeth Welant

Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2015 2:40 PM

To: Mancy Cameron

Subject: FW: Request for Comments - Clester Extension Variance Request

From: Susan Lee

Sant: Wednesday, September 16, 2015 2:26 PM

To: mearow@matanuska com; ralenn@mta-telco.com; Elizabeth Wefant; Lioyd Smith; Thm‘rurantu Elieen Probasco;
Lauren Driscoll; Frankie Barker; Paul Hulbert; Laura Newton; Dan Mayfield

l::'ﬂerhdrahhrﬁm

Subject: Request for Comments - Clester Extension Yariance Request

Hi All;

Attached is a request for a setback variance to allow an existing structure to remain setback less than 75 feet from Big
Lake and less than 10 feet from the side yard lot line. Please review and submit any comments you may have to me by
October 9, 2015.

Thank you, Susan

Susan Lee

Planner I
Matanuska-Susitna Borough
907-861-7862 (Direct Line)
907-861-TETE (FAX)
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\iatanuska - Susiia Borgugh  S6349000L008 14 -1|
e mant Bervioes GOARD KEVIN T & JANET
. 16609 W TAMARACK COVE DR
NOV 12205 WASILLA AK 99623-4895
FIRST CLASS MAIL
Received

or Meme: Application for a variance to the sethack requirements
Borough Code Section: MSB 17.55 — Sethacks and MSB 17.65 - Variances

Reguest: A variance applicotamdorisaprgm el dallow o recl " in size, To
remain set back 12 feet from the ordinary kigh water mark and ¥ west and to alléw
existing gre-gtary cabin fo remain sel back Tamarack Cove Drive right-of-way, the et yide yard

.. am A

lor lime and 55 the ordinary high water mark Lake.
Location: {I:Hsztm":ﬁlrkIHHW.TMME&MTWHMEWEWHAWH,M
The Planning Commission will conduct a public hearing in the Borough Assembly Chambers, Palmer, Alaska, on this item on Decemsber 7, 2015
The meeting bogins at 6:00 pm. Public bearings begin af 6:15 p.m. This may be the ooty presentation of this item before the Planning
Commission and you are invited to atiend. ‘

information from the applicant at the time of the introduction. All questions and requests submitied by the Commission shall be in and
copies will bé provided to the applicant and made available to all interested parties and the public upon request.  Answers o and
additional material requests will be addressed in the staff report for the public hearing. :

Comrmission members may not receive of cngage in cx-parte contact with the applicant, other parties interested in the application, or members of
the public concerning the application or issues presented in the application.

Application material may be viewed online ot www matsagov.us and clicking on "Public Motices’. Application muterial may also be reviewed in
the Borough Permit Center. 1f you have any questions or, would like to send us comments, concemning the proposed action, this form may be used
for your convenience by filling in the information below and mailing it to the Matspusks-Susitna Borough, Development Services Division,
Planning Depastment, 350 East Dahlia, Palmer, Alasks 99645, "You may fax comments to 861-7E876 or e-mail o fles@matnigovus, For additional
information please contact Susan Lee, Planner [T, u!ﬁl-ﬁ&lﬁﬂm:mdmdphmmmjyﬂhmﬂhhm
Commission packet for the Commissioner's review and information. Comments received after that date will not be inchaded in the staff report 1o
the Planning Commission. If there is not enough room below, pléiase sitach this sheet to another picce of paper. In order to be eligible to file an
appeal from a decision of the Plannlség Commission, 8 person mast be designated an interested party. See MSB 15.35.010 for definition of
s WWWM

- “lrrovested Parry ™.
is available on the Borough internet bomie page, (http;/werw, matsugoy,ns), in the Borough Clerk’s office, or at varions libraries within the

borough. 4/ _
Namer LB ¥ TMsr (Gatio - Address: L4609 LY. Thmats dou s
Location/Legal Description of your property: ‘CLEFTEL.  Ex BN SN LoT B

Commiernis;

Note: Vicinity Map Located on Reverse Side
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Matanuska - Susitna Borough

Kevin and Janet Goard Nov, 13 2015
16609 W Tamarack Cove Dr NOV 12 2015

Wasilla, Ak. 99623 _ .

(Clester Extension Lot 8) HBC&WBG

Re: Schuening Variance request (Clester Extension Lot 9)

To M5B Planning

C -
As you can see by the map, we live on the lot located directly to the west of the
Schuening’s. As construction has continued throughout the summer, despite a stop work
order, we have talked with Alex Strawn a few times trying to figure out what our
responsibilities would be in response to this whole mess. . _and now this variance request.

As the slab was being poured we realized this was going to be a big boat house! Ivan told
us & few times that it was a boat house with a “bunk room™ above. We presumed/ lead to
believe(?) the upstairs was to be a smaller area with lots of deck, not the two story
building it turned out to be. He was well aware of the requirements for a boat house and
that it could not be used for living quarters. He has hired a local contractor to build this
and I would like to believe his contractor informed' him of the requirements and local
ordinances??

Personal feelings- We have no problem with a boat house. As we have watched this
going up this summer we have told many that it is the nicest fence we have ever seen. It
does block us from noise in that direction. But on another personal note, as winter is
coming upon us, it is blocking that low sun on the horizon. .. which is disappointing to us.
Which leads to the observation that it scems to be way over built for the area and
neighborhood and lot size. . .to each his own as it is his money. And then of course, we
wonder how this will increase our taxes in the future?

We built our home in 1993, knowing that we would live here full time one day, We have
hmﬂmdﬁrmhtmmmmmndmmmm' With the lot next
dmfheqihunmﬂm, mmmﬂhﬁmmﬁmmmm
it

Mﬁmﬂy,mﬂﬂiéwmbnmw We will “live with” whatever
determination the Planning Commission arrives at. I know that many around the
lake have pushed the limits in regard to the MSB regulations when building “boat
houses™. If you are asking my suggestion, the regulations need to be tightened up so this
doesn’t happen again.

Thank you for your time and let us know if you have forther questions.

Sincerely, Kevin and Janet Goard
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The Matanuska-Susitna Borough Planning Commission will consider the following:
Application or fiem: Application for a variance fo the setback reguirements
mmmm MSEB 17.55 - Setbacks and M5B 17.65 - Variances

l"u'l'-' Ay . ﬁﬁ"a 1Dr,r 1 ﬂl l].l" 1‘“ l‘"lluhll “I‘I il.|1 IJ r“l LT I|[“ “I “ ] i
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reman nel i
Tot tie ane 33 foc rom the ordinary high water mark of Big Laks =
Location: Clester Extenston, Lot 9; 16587 W. Tmn&ﬂmtﬂnmmﬂanumhpl?HMLRqﬂinMmHM
Meridian. il | : ' i .; k. it T |
mﬁmmﬂmm“mﬂm.pﬂhhﬂmmﬁmﬂrﬁmﬁfﬁmﬁyﬁﬁ;ﬁhﬁh mﬂunhnmllw

The meeting beging i 6:00 p.m. Public hearings begin af 8:75 pme.  This may be the only presentation of this item before the Planning
Commission and you are invited to attend.

The Planning Commission members may submit questions to the Planming Commission Clerk concemning the matter or request for maore
information from the applicant at the time of the imtroduction. All questions and requests submitied by the Commission shall be in writing, and
copies will be provided to the epplicant and made available to all interested parties and the public upon request.  Answers 1o questions and
additional material requests will be addressed in the staff report for the public hearing.

Commission mermbers may not receive or engage in ex-parte contact with the applicant, other parties interested in the application, or members of
the public conceming the spplication or issues presented in the application.

Application material may be viewed online at www matsugov us and clicking on *Public Notices®. Application material may also be reviewed in
the Borough Permit Center. [f you have any questions or, would like to send us comements, concerning the proposed action, this form may be used
for your convendence by filling in the information below and mailing it to the Matanuska-Susitna Borough, Development Services Division,
Planning Department, 350 East Dahbia, Palmer, Alaska 99645, You may fax comments 1o 861-T876 or e-mail to glee@matrugov s, For additional
infosmation please contact Susan Lee, Planners 11, st B61-7862. Commenis received prior to November 13, 2005 will be included in the Planning
Commission packet for the Commissioner's review and information. Comments received after that date will not be incladed in the staff report to
the Planning Commission, 1fthere is not encugh room below, please attach this sheet 10 another piece of paper. In order to be eligible to file an
appeal from a decision of the Flanning Commission, a person must be designated an lmferested party. See MSB 1539.010 for definition of
“Tterewted Party ™, The proceduress governing appeatls te the Board of Adinsimend and Apnesls are contained in MSEB 15.39.000-250, which
is available on the Borough internet home page, (btfp:/fwww. matsugoy us), in the Boroagh Clerk®s office, or at varioos libraries within the
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Lidihouanal Dischiaaprie s - = & % 1 (lostec (Govy LI

Commiemnis; *-

Note: Vicinity Map Located on Reverse Side g-f:-w{
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Commants regarding Claster Extanion, Lot G: 6587 W, Tamarak Cove Drie, Big Lake, AK 99652

Wa fool thet ther wae blatant dicragard for erunture setbacke viclating buiding codes and compliance.

Ao "woluntary compliance” at all

Knowingly allowed violstions o cocur.

Agking forghueness not permission

If the Schuening's get eway with the violations, othere wil foel they can, 0o, buld with

digregard o setbacks and cods complisroe.

We: hope others in cur area that are building learn from thic mistake and appropriafe ackion is taken as

it ward way to far and could have bean chut doun sooner and remoued.

We voluntarily compliad with &l sethanie and wanted to do the right thing when we buit.

What's right i right and what's wrong is wrong. Bullding thet structure g it etands i wrong

Boathouse. . realy??

W don't wand 1o ba "compliance police” buf when we e something 20 wrong being bult and ofher friends and neighbors come
to ug and eay * how are they getting away with that" it makes us take a stend in hopes of making & differencs in profecting the
Lk,

Thark you for your congideration in thiz matter,

B & Thides,

10 lo-511E
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S_usan Lee

From: Carol Wineck <winecki@gci.nel>
Sont: Monday, Movember 08, 2015 1227 PM
To: Susan Lee
Subject: F¥W. Comments on the lvan Schuening Variance Matanusks - Susitna Borough
Development Services
NOV 0 9 2015
Carol Wineck HECEI”EG

Mailing address: 1807 McKinley Ave.,
Anchorage, Alaska 99517-2687

Property location: 16499 W. Tamarack Cove Drive Big Lake, Alaska

Legal description of property: lots 13,14,15,16 Clester Extension Subdivision,
according to Plat W-68, Palmer Recording District,
Third Judicial District, State of Alaska

Comments:

My concern is not so much what had been done by previous owners, but the new construction
done by Mr. Schuening. | have not met the Schuenings, and take no pleasure in siding against
them. |find it very distressing, but can not remain silent.

| want to say, up front, that | am prejudice against people who violate the land use regulations.
My husbands plans for a garage where swiftly curtailed when | inquired as to the status of a
drainage near our property. | was told by Mat-5u Borough, that even though a culvert was put
in by my father in 1960, and drainage improved upon by me, in more recent years, and even
though a section dried up each summer, it was considered a water course. We had spent
upwards of $5,000.00 in site preparation, but could not build where we wanted, given the
setback requirements.

Disregarding the land use regulations, Mr. Schuening has built an enormous building on a
small lot. It appears this property encroaches on every boundary, including upwards, given
that is is underneath the powerline. Even his driveway gate is in the roadway.

Tamarack cove and this property has had numerous surveys. Many clear markers exist, above
ground, both at the lake edge and at the roadway.

in my time at Big Lake | can recall 6 separate owners of Mr. Schuening’s property. Two
couples shared with me their reasons for moving. They could not add on, given the
constraints of the lot, and needed more space, a garage or work shop. In what way is it fair
that Mr. Schuening is able to do what others before him could not. What about the Gourds,
who see only a large and looming roof and wall, where they thought nothing could ever be
built to obstructs their view to the east and the mountains. What about the Fikes who have
lost their view of Big Lake. What about the Laskys who built there lovely new home and had

1
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to make changes, at no small expense., multiple times, to comply with the Mat-5u Land Use

Regulations. And what about my, now deceased, husband who never did get his garage.
Others of us have played by the rules, however expensive or disappointing. Why was Mr.
Schuening never stopped this spring, when his construction was brought to the attention of
the borough by other property owners in the area. Even now, work continues on his building.

Mr. Schuening is the owner of Oregon Valley Greenhouses. At his business website, he states
that he has been in business for 20 years, making greenhouses up of up to 40 feet, and other
outdoor structures

of various styles and sizes. Since he is in the business of making a product that is installed on

other peoples property, | think is is fair to assume he is familiar with the existence of building
codes and land use regulations.

It is my feeling that Mr. Schuening knew full well what the building restrictions

" Where. Neighbors told me that, long before construction started, as early-as February of this
year, he was made aware there were set back regulations and he could only build a boat
house. If he had some confusion as to what the difference between an "on the land” garage
and an "over the water” boathouse was, he should have found out, before building.

It appears there has been a couple feet of fill added to the shoreline to make this property
deeper that it once was, but using the original footage, the depth of Mr. Schuenings lot, on
the west side, it is 106.5 feet. Given that the required setback from the lake is 75 feet and
the set back from the road is 25 feet, Mr. Schuening would have been Iegal to builda6and a
half foot building. He huiﬂ: a building with a depth uf 36 feet

He came to Alaska, built'what he wanted, where he wanted. Ignoring the land use
regulations. He listened to no one who told him he shouldn’t. He listened to no one who told
him to stop.

The repercussions of that are your hands.

Thank you,
Carol Wineck
Phone 1-907- 562-5387
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MAPS
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1 Aesadential building Garage with Inang quarters hid

2 Aesidential buliding

L Residential buillding Smuall non-habitable autbuilding

4 Resicential building | Small non-habitable outbullding

5 | Residential bullding

] llﬁld-mtl:l buliding

__l'_ H.r-r.mllal bullding

8 | Aecdential bullding

9 Residential building

10 | Besidential building

11 | Re<identisl bullding

12 | Mon-habitable shed = i

13 | Residential bullu!ulu | Singfe ficor garage

L nnmntlilhu -

15 | Aesidential bullding | Non-habitable shop/garage Won
habitable
outhuilding

16 | Resddential bullding

17 | Residential building

{18 | Resdential buildng | Resicential burlding

18 | Residential bullding | Non-habitable garage ]

20| Residential bullding | Non-habitabie garage |

21 | Residential bullding

E Rn:.-dmnl:ul bauilding

11 | Besddential building

24_| Rasudential building | Shop with 7™ floor Iving guarters

25 | Residential building

26| Resdential building |

- Likely waterbody setback violation
- Mo appearant waterbody setback violation
|j Unknown or possible waterbody setback violation
7, 75 foot waterbody setback
Applicant
ﬁ %‘i Matanuska Susitna Borough
% ‘i
Azhy, Development Services A
... —— Date: 11/13/2015
Commorily Enjoyed Use Analysis

The informaticn on the this map is based on MSB LIDAR (2011)
and assessment data. Surveys have not been performed to verify
setbacks for most structures. Only waterbody setbacks were
considered. Information on this map does not constitute a formal
determination for legal nonconforming status.

- e TR T
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Mandatory Land Use Permit

Enforcement Order (EO2015-0004)

Administrative Determinations

Ordinance Serial No. 05-023

¢ Planning Commission Resolution No. 04-59

¢ Voluntary Best Management Practices for Development
Around Waterbodies

¢ Alaska Statute 29.40.040

*® © #®
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PERMIT CENTER
350 East Dahlia Avenue * Palmer, AK 99645
(907) 861-7822 = Fax (907) 861-8407

Hpaé’?f?é IVE

JUL 13 2015

MANDATORY LAND USE PERMIT APPLICATION

PERMIT CENTER

Property Owner: (Name) Applicant/Agent: (Name) _!
van Schuaning Ivan Schuening
iling Addreas Malling Address
2494912 — L
; Zip Code | City Stata Zip Code
Wosilla K oo
Cell (optionan Fax foptional Phone Cell (optional Fax joptional
503-343-4317 | |
E-mall foptional} E-mail foptionsl
hvans & ovg.com
Project Strest Address;__ 10 S BT Lleet Ternarock Cove Dieive
MSB Tax Account iD#:__le 3 U ACOOLOCT LotStze: 02  acres, of sq it
jehack @l thal appld jchack all it Bopdd Exiating or Proposed Exizting or Propased
@ Residential OSingla-Family Dwallings 2 Mona @ Nona
O Commercial O Change of Use 3 Community wedl & Septic Tank
sqft Q Multi-Famity Dwelling O Private waill 0 Holding Tank
0 Industrial Total # of Units Q City water 2 Public/Community
O Chureh QCabin Q Cther Q Pit Privy{Not allowed in
O Other | O Addition Core Area)
QAgriculture
0 Accessory Structure O Othier
B Oiher Boathcuse
WATER FRONTAGE

Does this property have water frontage? If yes, identify water body. & Yes O No
Is this property located in a ficod plain or flood way? O Yes @ Mo
Big Lake

if you feal the space provided Is insufficient for your
comasponds with.

responses, please attach a sheel(s) with the additional information.
Additional sheets should identify the applicant, project, and should clearly indicate which section the information

| hereby certify that the Information submitted on this application is complete and accurate to the bast of my knowledge
and that | am the applicant or agent of the same as stated in the attached documentation.

| understand that by making an application for a Land Use permit, the owners grant parmission to borough staff
member(s) to enter onto the property for the purpose of processing the application and monitoring compliance with

code and required permits.
Printed Name lvan Schuening BWWW Date 06/20/2015
How would you like to receive your permit? Mall ___ Pickup

{Pleass choose one. I neither is marked, fe pavmil will be malled.)

| 109-90/5 000 |
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PLICATION C IST
(Include with application packet)

All Land Use Permit applications shall include the following information:

\_‘\J_i]AmpialuHH‘niuhﬂ?Lmduu Parmit Application form (including this checkkst)
"N 2)A vicinity Map;

Ao, 2) Letter of authorization, (required if not current recorded owne);

rlfg‘ajnwmwnrm. (raquired if purchased within last 60 days);

N__4) One (1) copy of a noncertified site plan with all components identified in the check list below;
"™ 5) Appropriste flng fee (isted beiow)

___6) Drawings or photos (optiona)

Site Plan ror reference oniy, see sttached example site plan

All site plans shall:

\:c___‘l]nBi using standard epgineerng intérvals such as 17 = 30, 1° = 50° or similar as
required by project size. Show the scale on site plan;

\\-l_z}nuphymumarm
x"_‘_-__a]. Clearly identify boundaries of parcel;

Sy 4) Indicate size, location, setback dimensions. and separation of any exisfing and proposed structunes
(including acoessory structures and garages) with distances from property lines noted.

\"'-»4 5) Ingicate the date of preparation or date of the latest amendment since original submittal;

H\lﬂ}lndm names of adjacent roadways and axisting or proposed means of legal access (including
private access drives).

Eﬂﬁwrmmmdﬂmmm;

TSN\ 7) indicate inkendsd use of proposed struckure: (ﬁ-#ﬁmheaf}



PLANNING COMMISSION DECEMBER 7, 2015 Page 377

June 28, 2015
Intended Use of Proposed Structure located at Lot 9, Clester Ext
The intended use of the proposed structure is;

- Boat Storage on first level
- Storage, possible dry guest housing on second level
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= am ey ==y —

TEAmAEASURED DATA i
1M DATA PER PLA
chu=0VERHEAD UTIITES
B ABOVE_GROUND

S Se mELECTRIC

PID=PEDESTAL
FND.=FOUNDATION
{TYP.)=TYPICAL
W.D.=YTTRESS RSTANCE

NOTES:

1. EXCEPTMNG FONT GROSS WICLIGEMCE, THE UABILTY FOR THES SURVEY SHALL MOT ERCEED THE CCST OF PREPARING THIS SURVEY.

2. THIS SUEVEY REPREEEHTS VISBLE RPROVEMENTS & COMDITIONS OM THE DATE OF SURVEY.

3 THIS DOCIMERT DOES RGT CONSTITUTE A BOUNDRY SURVEY & 15 SUBECT TO ARY INCCORACES THAT A SUBSECQUENT
BOUNDARY SURVEY MAY [NSCLOSE.

4. THIS SURYEY SUBSTANTIALLY COMPUES WITH ASPLS MORTGAGE STANDARDS.

5. TIES TO PARTIALLY MOMURENTED OR UNMOMUMEMTED PROPERTY LIMES ARE &1 FT,

5. THIS SUEVEY PERFOEMED FOR WAN SCHUEMING, [T SHOULD ONLY BE USED A SMCLE PROPERTY TRAMSACTION. REUSE OF
THIS DRANG FOR AWY PURPOSE HOT STATED ABCRVE WITHOLT EXPRESS SRITTEN COMSENMT OF ALASHA PR DMGIMEERRG, WC.
5 A VOLATON OF FEDERAL COPYRIGHT LAW,

CE L e e ——
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Kendra Johnson

From: Michalle Olsan

Sent: Thursday, July 23, 2015 9:37 AM
To: Kandra Johnson; Lauren Driscoll
Subject: lvan Shuening

Attachments: EPSOMN0O01.PDF

This is the only other email | have regarding the site plan

Michelle Olsen, CFM

Permit Technician
Matanuska-Susitnag Borough
350 E Dahlia Ave

Palmer, AK 99645

(907) B61-7871

From: fimarks

Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2015 7:30 AM
To: Michelle Oisen

Subject: Fwd: Re: Land Use Permit

Sent via the Samsung Galaxy 58 3 ACTIVE™, an ATET 4G LTE smanphone

-===weo= Original message -----—-

From: finwrks <fin

Date: 07202015 2:17 PM (GMT-09:00)
To: michelle.olson@matsugov.us
Subject: Fwd: Re: Land Use Permit

Hello Michelle,

The as built you received previously was not accurate, it was based on a previous as-built.
These are the correct measurements.

Thank you,

Jason Underhill

Q073788263

Sent via the Samsung Galaxy S8 5 ACTIVE™, an AT&ET 4G LTE smartphone
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Michelle Olsen

iy Mmyw 2015 4:20 PM

To: 'imn@wgm '

. 5 « thld
Attachments: 2015_07_13_15_56_19.pdf

Hella hvan,

| have a couple concerns with regard to the Mandatory Land Use Permit Application that you submitted for your
property on Tamarack Cove Drive.

First, according to the attached site plan you submitted, it shows a side lot line setback of 8' +/-. According to MSB
17.55.010(B) Except where specifically provided other-wise by ordinance, no furthermost pratruding portion of any
structure or building line shall be located nearer than ten feet from any side or rear lot line. Therefore, the building will
have to be set farther over or made smaller to accommadate that setback requirement.

second, Your notes indicate “dry guest accommodations”. According to M5B 17.55.020(8) Docks, plers, marinas,
abrcraft hangars, and boathouses may be located closer than 75 feet and over the water, provided they are not used for
habitation and do not contafn sanitary or petroleum fuel storage facilities.

Please submit a site plan depicting your boathouse situated in such a way that It does meet the 10" setback
requirements.

Thank you,

Michelle Olsen, CFM

Permit Technician
Matanuska-Susitna Borough
350 E Dahlia Ave

Palmier, AK 99645

:su'.-'J BE61-7871
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(R)}=RECORD DATA PER PLAT
chu=OVERHE g

BASIS OF BEARMNG DERIVED T
FROW RECOVERED MOMLWIENTS —
AT THE SW CORNER OF LOT & —
TO THE SE CORMER OF LOT 18 e ——
SBOME'30E 450.00'(R) 450.93'(x) 5=
HOTES:
1. EOCEPTMG FOR GROSS NEGLIGEMCE, THE LIABIUTY FOR THIS SURNEY SHALL NOT EXCEED THE COST OF PREPARING THES SURVET
Z. THIS SURVEY FEFRESENTS VISSLE WPROVEMENTS & CONDIMONS OM THE DATE OF SURVEY.
3. THIS DOCUMENT DOES HWOT COMSTITUTE A BOUMDARY SURNEY & IS SUBSECT TO ANY MNACCURACES THAT A SUBSEDUENT
BOUNDARY SURVEY MAY D51 OEF.
§, THIS SURVEY SUBSTANTIALLY COMPLES WTH ASPLS WORTGACE STAMDARDS.
5 TES TO PARTIALLY MOMUMENTED OR UNMONURENTED PROPERTY LHES ARE £1 FT.
6. THIS SUEVEY PERFORMED FOR PMAM SCHUEMING, IT SHOULD OMLY BE USED FOR A SNGLE FROPERTY TRAMSACTION. RELSE OF
THES DRAWTHNG FOR ANY PURPOSE MOT TTATED ABCNE WITHOUT THE EXPRESS WRITTEN CONSENT OF ALASKA Pl EHGMEERING. MNC.
B A VOLATON OF FEDERAL COPYRIGHT LAN

ALASKA RIM ENGINEERING, INC.
8131 E. FRONTAGE RD., SUTE 1

PALMER, ALASKEA T0343
PH: EE:E#&-{EH 1 FAX: {907)748—-0222
ERLAJL: : WEE wew obaskorim.com
WO: 1500113 €3 15-02
M 1 Thi: HO 13
SCALE: 1" = 30" | FILE: 1500113AS

| HEREBY CERTIFY THAT A MORTGAGE INSPECTION WAS PERFORMED
UHEERWHHEETMHGHTHEFDLLLWGESCREEDW:

- PLAT hwm DISTRICT, PALMER, ALASKA.
SURVEYED ON THE Sth OF MARCH, 2015, 2015
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MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH
Planning and Land Use Department
Development Services Division
350 East Dahlia Avenue * Palmer, AK 99645
Phone (907) 861-8506 = Fax (907) 861-7876
E-mail: kevin. sumner{@matsugov.us
ENFORCEMENT ORDER (EQ2015-0004)
NOTICE OF VIOLATION OF BOROUGH CODE

Subject Property: 17N03W29, 6349000L009 Clester Extension

e e ©©@ L

20357 HWY 99E NE
Aurora, OR 97002-9262

This Enforcement Order is issued to ivan & Lynne Schuening (Property Owners) under
the authority of Matanuska-Susima Borough (MSB) code 1.45.

VIOLATIONS: Building a habitable structure within the setbacks for shorelands;
Bullding a structure within the setbacks for side lot lines.

MSB Title 17.55.010 SETBACKS: (B) Except where specifically provided other-wise by
ordinance, no furthermost protruding portion of any structure or building line shall be located
nearer than ten feet from any side or rear lot line.

MSB Title 17.55.020 SETBACKS FOR SHORELANDS: (A) Except as provided in subsection
(B) of this section, no structure or footing shall be located closer than 75 feet from the high water
mark of a watercourse or body of water. Except as provided otherwise, eaves may project three
ﬁﬂmmmemwmuﬂhﬂmm}mmmmmﬂhmm u.ndhnllhuum
may be located closer than 75 feet and over the water, provided th, il wsed for ha J
and do not contain sanitary or petroleumn fuel storage facilities. Elmmlmpnmmdmwnn
under this subsection shall conform to all applicable state and federal statutes and regulations.

REQUIRED ACTIONS:

| Ceaze all construction activities on the structure located on Lot 9 of Clester Extension
subdivision Big Lake, Alaska.

2. Provide the Matanuska Susitna Borough a certified site plan by a surveyor licensed in the
State of Alaska showing all required shoreline and side lot line sethacks are met.

The described violation(s) are infractions under MSB 1.45. Every day a violation continues is a
separate violation. Failure to comply with Borough Code and this Order may result in further
action by the Matanuska-Susitna Borough including but not limited to, citation for viclation of
Borough Code, fines, and other penalties authorized under MSB Code. This order may be
appealed in accordance with MSB 15.39 within 21 business days of the date this order is served.

Issued by: Kendra Johnson, Code iance Officer Issuance Date: 7-22-2015

Service by X posting on site, O personal delivery.

EO2015-0004
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H&n::lrn Johnson

From: Kandra Johnson

Sent: Wednesday, July 22, 2015 12:44 PM

To: ! com'’

Ce: Lauvren Dirscoll

Subject: Erailing: EO2015-0004 Schuening - for service
Attachments: EO2015-0004 Schuening - for service. pdf

van,

| am emailing you a copy of the Enforcement Order as well as posting a copy on site, mailing the original via Certified
Return Recelpt mail and will hand deliver a copy to Lynne If she Is on site as well,

The enforcement order is being posted as the structure has surpassed a boat house definition by having habitable "guest
sccommodations”. As well as your site plan submitted shows the structure does not meet the 10 foot sethack

requirement as required under M5B 17.55.010.

You will need to submit a certified site plan by a registered surveyor showing the structure meets the required setbacks
and either obtain a Variance for the "guest accommodations™ or remove the walls of the 2nd level.

If you have further questions you may contact my current supervisor Lauren Driscoll, Planning Chief at 907-861-7855 or
myself at 307-861-7861

Kendra Johnson, CFM

Code Compliance Officer
Matanuska Susitna Borough
(907)8561-7861

Note; To protect against computer viruses, e-mail programs may prevent sending or receiving certain types of file
attachments. Check your e-mail security settings to determine how attachments are handled.
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Alex Etrmgn .

From: HAlax Sirawn

Sent: Friday, August 07, 2015 3:10 PM

To: ‘ivansdovg.com’

Subject: Boathouse determination

Attachmenits: Administrative Determination - Schuening - Comecled. pdf
Hi Ivan,

Please see the attached determination. Contact me ASAP so we can work towards a solution. Also, please

note that the enforcement order requiring you to cease construction activity on the site 1s still in
effect. Thank you.

Alex Strawn

Development Services Manager
Matanuska-Susitna Borough

350 E. Dahlia Palmer, AK 99645
(907) 861-7854
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DATE:
TO:

FROM:

N MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH

Planning and Land Use Department

Development Services Division
350 East Dahlia Avenue » Palmer, AK 99645
Phone (907) 861-7854 » Fax (907) 861-7876
Email: alex. strawn{@matsugov.us

August 6, 2015

Ivan Schuening
Alex Strawn, Development Services Manager

SUBJECT: Reguest for formal determination regarding boathouse

LOCATION: &634%9000L0D09%

ATTACHED: Administrative Definition of Boathouse (August 1993; 2 pp)

Mr. Schuening,

This is

in your response to your request for determination as to whether the Borough would

consider the structure you are building to be a boathouse for purposes of exemption to sethack
requirements under MSB 17.55.02(0(B). Specifically, can the structure still be considered a
boathouse if it has a second floor and garage doors facing both the water and the street? My
determination is as follows:

1.

Second floor - You have stated that the second floor will be used solely for the purpose of
storing private watercraft. If this is indeed the sole purpose of the second floor, it is
allowable as part of a boathouse. Any habitation or other use of either floor of the
boathouse would constitute a violation of Borough code. It is my request that you record
a signed statement that the structure is not to be used for any purpose other than storage
of private watercraft. This will increase the likelihood that any subsequent owners of the
property will have this knowledge available to them.

Note: MSB Code does not specifically define “boathouse™ for the purposes of MSB
17.55. Therefore, per MSB 17.125.005(B), we utilize the most recent publication of
“The Illustrated Book of Development Definitions.” The [llustrated Book of
Development Definitions defines “boathouse”™ as “An enclosed or partially enclosed
struciure designed for the use and storage of privare watercraft.”

Dual garage doors — Unfortunately, having a second garage door facing the street makes
the structure ineligible as a boathouse. This determination is based on a policy made by
the previous Borough Manager (see attached). The policy states “Exempt boathouses

Page | af 2
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shall be designed, constructed and oriented for primary access by boats directly to a water
body. Exempt boathouses may not have more than incidental accessory access to a street
or driveway and may not be useable as a garage or habitable structure without significant
alteration.” The Borough has been consistent in application of this policy since it was
established (August 1993). Based on its large size, the street-facing garage door clearly
exceeds what would be considered incidental accessory access.

3. If you are willing to take the steps necessary to make the structure fit within the definition
of a boathouse, and your neighbor agrees to the lot line change, we can discuss lifling
enforcement Order ED2015-0004) issued on 7/22/2015. However, even if that is the
case, it would be strongly recommended that you cease any further construction as you
are not guaranteed that the structure can be made legal.

Please contact me as soon as possible so that we can determine a path going forward. Thank

you.

This is a final determination which may be appealed in accordance with MSB 15.39.140
by filing a written notice of appeal with the Borough Clerk within 21 days from the date
this determination was issued. If an appeal is not filed as described in the preceding
sentence, the right to appeal is forfeited.

Sincerely,

“Alex Strawn
Development Services Manager

Page 2 of 2
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350 East Dahlia Avenue, Palmer, Alaska 99645-6488
Planning and Land Use Department

Code Compliance Division (907) 745-9865
FAX (907) 745-9876

MEMORANDUM
DATE: August 25, 1993
TO: John Duffy, Planning D:rm:ur@

FROM:  Ken Hudson, Chief of Codc Compliance A==
SUBJECT:  Administrative Definition of Boathouse

MSB Code 17.55. (Setbacks), establishes minimum structural setbacks from water bodies.
Garages and habitable structures are subject to the 75 foot setback. Boathouses and aircraft
hangars may be located closer than 75 feet and over the water, provided they are not used for
habitation and do not contain sanitary or petroleum fuel storage facilities. Unfortunately the
terms (boathouse) and (aircraft hangars) are not defined. Staff has encountered the problem of
defining what exactly is a boathouse when people have stated that the structure they have built
is a boathouse and not a garage or habitable structure. This is especially troe in cases where the
structure does not access the water directly, is oriented directly to street use and has evidence
of use as a garage or habitation.

Staff is recommending that definitions be adopted for "boathouse” and "aircraft hangar®. Until
such time as definitions are formally adopted by the assembly and become part of code staff
requests administrative directive to utilize the proposed definitions for the purpose of
implementing MSB 17.55. Staff has discussed appropriate definitions of boathouse with the
Alaska Dept. of Fish and Game and ADNR. As a result of those discussions and an analysis
of issues related to shoreline setbacks under borough code, staff recommends the following
definitions be adopted;

Boathouse means a roofed structure which is used to completely or partially enclose and store
boats and boating accessories. For the purpose of implementing MSB 17.55.020 a boathouse
which is exempt from a minimum shoreline setback for structures shall be a structure built over,
in or immediately adjacent to a water body and used solely for storing boats and boating
accessories. Exempt boathouses shall be designed, constructed and oriented for primary access
by boats directly to a water body. Exempt boathouses may not have more than incidental
accessory access 1o a street or driveway and may not be useable as a garage or habitable
structure without significant alteration.

AT
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Aircraft hangar means a roofed structure which is used to completely or partially enclose and
store aircraft and aircraft accessories. For the purpose of implementing MSB 17.55.020 an
aircraft hangar exempt from minimum shoreline setbacks for structures must be built over, in,
or immediately adjacent to the water and used solely for storing aircraft and aircraft accessories.
Exempt aircraft hangars must be designed, constructed, and oriented for primary access by
airplanes directly to a water body. Exempt aircraft hangars may not have more than incidental
accessory upland access o air strips, streets, or driveways.

eriwp5 e\ 93087
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MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH
Planning and Land Use Department
Development Services Division
350 East Dahlia Avenue * Palmer, AK 99645
Phone (907) 861-7854 » Fax (907) B61-7876
Email: alex strawn@matsugov. us

September 6, 2015
Ivan Schuening
Alex Strawn, Development Services Matager

SUBJECT: Request for formal determination regarding boethouse
LOCATION: 6349000L00%

ATTACHED: Administrative Definition of Boathouse (August 1993; 2 pp)

Thiz is

in your response 1o your request for determination as to whether the Borough would

consider the structure you are building to be a boathouse for purposes of exemption to sethack
requirements under MSB 17.55.020(B). Specifically, can the strocture still be considered a
boathouse if it has a second floor and garage doors facing both the water and the stroct? My
determination is as follows:

Second floor - You have stated that the second floor will be used solely for the purpose of
storing private watercrafi. If this is indeed the sole purpose of the second floor, it is
allowable as part of a boathouse. Any habitation or other use of either floor of the
boathouse would constitute a violation of Borough code. It is my request that you recond
a signed statement that the strocture is not to be used for any purpose other than storage
of private watercraft. This will increase the likelihood that any subsequent owners of the
property will have this knowledge available to them.

Note: MSB Code does not specifically define “boathouse” for the purposes of MSB
17.55. Therefore, per MSB 17.125.005(B), we utilize the most recent publication of
“The Nlustrated Book of Development Definitions.” The Ilustrated Book of
Development Definitions defines “boathouse™ as "An enclosed or partially enclosed
structure designed for the use and storage of private watercraft.”

Dual garege doors ~ Unfortunately, having a second garage door facing the sireet makes
the structure ineligible as & boathouse, This determination is based on a policy made by
the previous Borough Manager (gee attached). The policy states “Execrmpt boathouses

Page 1 of 2
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shall be designed, constructed and oriented for primary sccess by boats directly to a water
body. Exempt boathouses may not heve more than incidental sccessory access to & street
or driveway and may not be useable as a garage or hebitable structure without significant
alteration.” The Borough has been consistent in application of this policy since it was
estzblishod (August 1993). Based on its large size, the strect-facing gamge door clearly
exceeds what would be considered incidental accessory access.

1, If you are willing to take the steps necessary to make the structure fit within the definition
of a boathouse, and your neighbor agrees to the lot line change, we can discuss lifting
enforcement Order EQ2015-0004) issued on 772272015, However, even if that is the
case, it would be strongly recommended that you cease any further construction as you
are nol guaranteed that the structure can be made legal.

Fleass contact me &8 soon as possible so that we can determine a path going forward. Thank
Yoo

This is a final determination which may be appealed in scoordance with MSB 15.39.140
by filing a written notice of ppeal with the Borough Clerk within 21 days from the date
this determination was issued. If an appeal is not filed as described in the preceding
scotence, the right to appeal is forfeited.

Sincerely,

Alex Strawn
Development Services Manager

Puge I of 2
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MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH

450 East Dahlia Avenue, Palmer, Alaska 99645-6488
and Land Use Department
Code Compliance Division (907) 745-9865
FAX (907) T45-9876

MEMORANDUM
DATE: August 25, 1993
TO: John Duffy, Planning numfv

FROM:  Ken Hudson, Chief of Code Compliance 2=
SURJECT: Administrative Definition of Boathouss

MSB Code 17.55. (Setbacks), establishes minimum structural setbacks from water bodies.
Garages and habitable stractures are subject to the 75 foot setback. Boathouses and aircraft
hangars may be located closer than 75 feet and over the water, provided they are not used for
habitation and do not contain sanitary or petroleum fuel storage facilities. Unfortunately the
terms (boathouss) and (aircraft hangars) are not defined.  Staff has encountered the problem of
defining what exactly is a boathouse when people have stated that the structure they have built
is a boathouse and not a garage or habitable strocture. This is especially true in cases where the
structure does not access the water directly, is oriented directly to strest nse and has evidence
of use as a garage or habitation.

Staff is recommending that definitions be adopted for "boathouse® and "mircraft hangar®. Until
such time as definitions are formally adopted by the assembly and become part of code staff
requests adminisicative directive to utilize the proposed definitions for the purpose of
implementing MSB 17.55. Staff has discussed appropriate definitions of boathouse with the
Alaska Dept. of Fish and Game and ADNB. As a résult of those discussions and an analysis
of issues related to shoreline setbacks under borough code, staff recommends the following
definitions be adopted;

Boathouse means a roofed structure which is used to completely or partially enclose and store
boats and boating accessories. For the purpose of implementing MSB 17.55.020 a boathouss
which is exempt from 2 minimum shoreling sethack for structures shall be a structure built over,
in or immediately adjacent to a water body and used solely for storing boats and boating
accegsories, Exempt boathouses shall be designed, constructed and oriented for primary access

by boats directly to a water body. Exempt boathouses may not have more than incidental
&CCessOry access Lo & sireet or driveway and may not be useable as a garage or habitable
structure without significant alteration.

i 8T



PLANNING COMMISSION DECEMBER 7, 2015 Page 398

Aircraft hangar means a roofed structure which is used to completely or partially enclose and
store aircraft and aircraft accessories. For the purpose of implementing MSB 17.55.020 an
gircraft hangar exempt from minimum shoreline setbacks for structures must be built over, in,
mwmmﬂummmmfwmmmmm
Exempt aircraft hangars must be designed, constructed, and oriented for primary access by
alrplanes directly to a water body., Exempt alrcraft hangars may not have more than incidental
accessory upland access to air strips, streets, or doveways.

ewp B 1\ BI09T
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NON-CODE ORDINANCE By: Borough Manager
Introduced: 01/18/05
Public Hearing: 02/01/05
Adopted: 02/01/05

MATANUSEA-SUSITHNA BOROUGH
ORDINAMCE SERIAL NO. 05-023

AN ORDINANCE OF THE MATANUSKA-SUSITHA BOROUGH ASSEMBLY ADOPTING
VOLUNTARY BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES FOR DEVELOPMENT AROUND WATER
BODIES.

WHEREARS, non-point source pollution (pollution that is
causaed by runoff from land and floocding) is one of the leading
causes of waterbody degradation in areas of rapid development;
and

WHEREAS, the Matanuska-Susitna Borough 1is experiencing
exponential population growth; and

WHEREAS; the current Borough linear waterbody setback for
habitable structures and garages provides limited protection
from the effects of land=-clearing, fertilizers, additional
structures and other polluting activities arcund water bodies;
and

WHEREAS, following bast management practices for
development around water bodies has been shown to significantly
reduce non-point source pollution; and

WHEREAS, property values, riparian habitat, human health
and water gquality will be maintained or enhanced and future
waterbody remediation costs avolded if best management practices

are followed; and

Page 1 of 4 Ordinance Serial Mo. 05=023
IM 05=032
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WHEREAS, the Assembly finds that there is a need for
reducing the impacts from non-point source pollution by
recommending adherence to certain best management practices
around water bodies.

BE IT EHACTED:

Section 1. Clasgification. This is a non-code ordinance.

Section 2. Establishment of voluntary best management

practices. The intent of the proposed best management practices

is to reduce non-point source pollution by minimizing:

p runoff from impervious surfaces;

2. sedimentation from land disturbance;

. nutrient enrichment from septic systems and
fertilizers:

4. loss of shoreline and land riparian values; and

o pollution from gascline or oil, or other substances

harmful to water bodies.

The Matanuska-Susitna Borough Assembly hereby adopts the
following veoluntary best management practices to be followed
when developing around water bodies to read as follows:

1. To the extent feasible and practical, maintain the
natural shoreline or riparian habitat.

a. Preserve a minimum 75 foot wide buffer of
continuous, undisturbed native vegetation along at laast

50 percent of the parcel’s shoreline or streambank.

Page 2 of 4 Ordinance Serial Wo. 05-023
IM 05-032
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b. Along the remaining 50 percent of shoreline,
limit wvegetation removal to what is necessary to accommodate
paths, docks, or other limited development.

2. To the extent feasible and practical, minimize
impervious surfaces on shoreline lots.

a. Limit impervious surfaces to a maximum of
25 percent of lot area.

b. minimize impervious surfaces as much as possible
within 75 feet of the water’'s edge.

3. Avoid adding sand beaches or adding fill material to
lakeshore, stream banks or wetland areas.

4. Adhere to the state of Alaska regulations that reguire a
100 foot separation of septic systems from water bodies.
Maintain septic systems S0 that nutrients and contaminants stay
out of the water.

5. Use landscaping practices that will reduce degradation
of waterbodies, including:

a. test soils to see if fertilizers are needed and
if needed use sparingly:

b. maintain a small lawn area and plant native species
to reduce fertilizer use; and

c. avold fertilizer use completely within 50 feet of

the water’s edge.

Page 3 of 4 Ordinance Serial Wo. 05=-023
M 05-032



PLANNING COMMISSION DECEMBER 7, 2015 Page 402

6. In addition to maintaining the 75 foot setback for
habitable structures and garages, maintain a minimum 75 foot
distance from the water’'s edge for:

a. additional permanent or accessory buildings;

b. driveways, roads and other impervious surfaces;
Cs livestock or dog quarters or yards;

d. manure or compost piles; and

e. long-term vehicle or egquipment storage.

Reasonable exceptions may include boathouses, floatplane
hangers, marinas, pieras and docks that need to be closer than
75 feet to serve their purpose.

Section 3. Effective date. This ordinance shall take

effect upon adoption by the Matanuska-Susitna Borough Assembly.
ADOPTED by the Matanuska-Susitna Borough Assembly this 1

day of February, 2005.

/8/

TIMOTHY L. ANDERSONM, Borough Mayor

ATTEST:

/8/

MICHELLE M. MCGEHEE, CMC, Borough Clerk (SEAL)

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY: Woods, Allen, Colberg, Kvalheim, Simpson,
Colver, and Vehrs

Page 4 of 4 Ordinance Serial Ho. 05-023
IM 05-032
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HATAHUEER-BUSITHA BOROUGH
FLANNING COMMIESION RESOLUTION BERIAL NIMAELR 04=-39

A RESOLOTION OF THE MATANOSEA=-SOSITHAR 2 BORODGH  PLAMNING
MH!I'EH mm THE mr II.EI'.‘IF'I'
nnl:ll:l.'l.l'iﬂ .I.I:l tha ﬂl:-l.l:l'lﬂlh-
Susitra Borowgh and poesents s conocern for the long tars health
af waterbodigs, shorelines amd Tiparlen aceas; and

WHERERS, nohpadnt sourca  pollutlon stenming from
urbsnization is the graatest source of waterbody degradatios
nmEtiomdide; and

HHEREAS, adhazence ts best management practices will reduce
nompoint soures pollution and prevent leng temm webearbody
degradaticn from nonpoint souroce pollution; and

WHEREAS, axisting Borough ordinances do not adeguataly
address the causes of or impacts dos to nonpolnt soorce
pollutiony and

WHEREAS, proparty values will ba maintained or anhanced and
futurs watarbody remsdiation costs awoided if best managesent
practices are adhaged to.

HOW, THEREPFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Hatanuska-Susitna

Borough Planning Ceamission recomsands the Borough Rasambly

-

adopt woluntary best mansgement practices for development around
waterbodies in ooder to mindmdze:

Ty R A - e - e S

L Runoff from impervicoos surfaces; and

. Ssdinantaticn from land distuchbancer and

. Mutrient  engichment from septic  systems  and
fartilivers: and

L] Loss of shoralins habitst; mnd

BiLrlemnlen o Larel CEeVELEsALAS DdmlstPC ResnilOBLECE ENFden Fama 1 of 3

- e,



cr other substances

Pollution from gasoline or oll;
harmful to waterbodias.

Matanuaka-Susicea

tha

by

Commizsion this [ of _Decemges, 2004
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HOW CAN YOU HELP PROTECT WATER QUALITY?

Voluntary Best Management Practices For Development around Waterbodies

Best Management Practice

Rationale

Maintsin the natural shoreline or riparian habitat.
*  Preserve a minkmum 75 foot wide buffer of
continuous, uesdistarbed native vegelation along &t
least 50% of the parcel’s shoreline or stresm bunk.

=  Along remalning 50% of shoreline, Himit vegetation
removal to what |8 necessary to scoomemsodate paths,

docks, or other limited development.

Protects water quality by reducing nutrient loading in lakes and
minimizing tempersture changes to stream environments.

Provides Nood coatro] end reduces ercidon and sedimentation.

Pratects fish and wildlife habitat by providing cover, nest sites
and spawning arcas.

Minimize impervious surfaces on shoreline lots.
Limit to maximum of 25% of lot area
*  Minbmiee 55 much &3 possible within 75 feet of the
walsr's odipe.

Impervious serfaces such as pavement, reof iops, and
compacied soil allow runoff to enter waterbodies more readily.

Runoff in residential or commercial areas may coatain
phosphonus and other puirients that lead o nxygen deficits and
algal blooms,

Avold sdding sand beaches or adding fill material to
lnkeshore, siresm banks or wetland sreas.

Samd or fill reduoes water clarity, is harmful to aquatic life and
miy contwin phosphorus that enriches waterbodies.

Adhere to the state of Alaska’s 100 foot waterbody

_ separstion
fior septic systems and outhouses, and ketp septic systems in

good working order.

Bacterial contamination from poorty maintaimed or lealcing
soptic systems or outhouses is a human health concem.,

Hutrients from poorly functioning seplic systems or outhouses
ire walerhady pollatamts.

Use landscaping practices that will reduce degradation of
waterbodies, inchuding:
#  Test soils 1o see if fertilizers are nooded and use

sparingly.
#  Design a smaller lawn o neduce fertilizer wse.
¥  Lse mative specics that grow well withoot fertilizer,
*  Avoid fertilizer use complately within 50 fiet of the
waler's edge.

Lawns are often over-fertilized, which leads to barmfiul levels of
nuirients in the waler.

Lawns are not as effective as natoral vegetation for polluticn
fltratican.

Lawns do not provide protective cover for fish and wildlife
populations that are part of the walerbody system,

Muaintain at Hﬂt?&hﬂdﬁlﬂﬂmﬂmhw;hﬁeﬁr
Additional permanent or scoessory buildings.
Diriveways, roads and other impervious surfaces.
Livestock or dog quarters or yards.
Manure or compost piles.

Leong-term vehicls or equipment storage.
hqhqhdﬁhﬂl_ﬁ..mw:mﬂnﬂ
L docks et peed o be closer thep 75 feet fo sovy chelr purpages.

Protects human beslth and water quality by reducing

Land Use af 745-9851

-mwmmmwﬁﬁmmumm can use to protect the quality of our |
lakea, streams end wetlands, For more information, contact the Mataruska-Susitma Borough, Department of Planning and
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Sec. 29.40.040. Land use regulation.
(a) In accordance with a comprehensive plan adopted under AS 29.40.030 and in order to implement

the plan, the assembly by ordinance shall adopt or amend provisions governing the use and occupancy of
land that may include, but are not limited to,

(1) zoning regulations restricting the use of land and improvements by geographic districts;

(2) land use permit requirements designed to encourage or discourage specified uses and
construction of specified structures, or to minimize unfavorable effects of uses and the construction of
structures,

(3) measures to further the goals and objectives of the comprehensive plan.

(b) A variance from a land use regulation adopted under this section may not be granted if

(1) special conditions that require the variance are caused by the person seeking the variance;

(2) the variance will permit a land use in a district in which that use is prohibited; or

(3) the variance is sought solely to relieve pecuniary hardship or inconvenience.
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PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 15-36
&
PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NOQ, 1543
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By: Susan Lee

Introduced: November 2, 2015

Public Hearing: December 7, 2015
Action:

MATANUSEA-SUSITHA BOROUGH
PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 15-36

A  RESOLUTICN OF THE  MATANUSKA-SUSITHA BOROUGH  PLANMING
COMMISSION APPROVING A VARIANCE TO THE WATERBODY AND SIDE YARD
SETBACES FOR A TWO-STORY STRUCTURE CONSTRUCTED IN 2015 ON LOT 3,
CLESTER EXTENSION; PALMER RECORDING DISTRICT.

WHEREAS, an application for a wvariance from the setback

requirements of MSB 17.55.010(B) and 17.55.020{(A) has been
received to allow a newly constructed two-story habitable
structure, measuring 22" x 36" in size, to remain set back 9.1
feet from the west side }ra.rd lot line and 32 feet from the
ordinary high water mark of E-ig_ Lake on Lot 9, Clester
Extension; 16587 W. Tamarack En".ra Drive; within Township 17
North, Range 3 West, Section 2%, Seward Meridian; and

WHEREAS, at its cleosest point the structure is set back 32
feet from the ordinary high water mark of Big Lake and 5.1 feet
from the west side yard lot line, as indicated on the site plan
in the record; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing
on December 7, 2015 on this matter; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission reviewed the application,
associated materials, and the staff report containing findings

of fact and conclusions of law; and

Flanning Commisslon Resolution 15-36 Page 1 of 2

Adopted:
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WHEREAS, the Matanuska-Susitna Borough Planning Commission
hereby finds this application does meet the standards of MSB
17.65.

HOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Matanuska-Susitna
Borough Planning Commission approves the setback variance for
the newly constructed two-story habitable structure on Lot 39,
Clester Extension.

ADOPTED by the Matanuska-Susitna  Borough  Planning

Commission this  day of  , 2015.

JOHN KLAPPERICH, Chair

ATTEST

MARY BRODIGAN, Planning Clerk

(SEAL)

YES:

RO :

Planning Coemisaion Resslution 15-36 Page 2 of 2
Adopled:
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By: Susgan Lee
Introduced: Novembar 2, 2015

Public Hearing: December 7, 2015
Action:

MATANUSEA-SUSITHNA BOROUGH
PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 15-43

A RESCLUTION OF THE MATANUSEA-SUSITHNA BOROUGH  PLANNING
COMMISSION ADOPTING FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW TO
SUPPORT DENIAL OF RESOCLUTION 15-36.

WHEREAS, Resolution No. 15-36 was for approval of a setback

variance to allow a newly constructed two-story habitable
structure, measuring 22' x 36" in size to remain set back 9.1
feet from the west side yard lot line and 32 feet from the
ordinary high water mark of Big Leke on Lot 9, Clester
Extension; 16587 W. Tamarack Cove Drive; within Township 17
North, Range 3 West, Section 29, Seward Meridian; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing
on December 7, 2015 on this matter; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission’s wvote on the motion
failed to garner a majority vote on December 7, 2015.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Matanuska-Susitna
Borough Planning Commission denied the setback variance based on
the following findings of fact and conclusions of law:

38 The subject lot is .20 acres in size.

2. Clester Extension was platted in 1959, which was prior

tc the adoption of borough setback requirements in

1973.

Flanning Comsmission Resolution 15-41 Fage 1 of 10

Rdopted:
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3. The dimensions of Lot 9, Clester Extension are 106
feet long on the west side, 50 feet on the east side,
100 feet wide on the south side (right-of-way) and 78
feet wide on the north (lake side).

4. A habitable structure cannot be constructed on this
lot due to the lot dimensions.

B. The applicant constructed the subject structure.

6. The structure is set back 9.1 feet from the west side
yard lot line and 32 feet from the ordinary high mark
of Big Lake.

7. The applicant was notified by the borough that the
structure was in viclation of setback requirements
when construction of the foundation was initiated.

8. The borough issued an Enforcement Order which required
that all construction activities cease and to provide
the borough with a certified site plan showing the
required setbacks.

9, Construction of the structure continued after the
Enforcement Order was issued.

10. There is an existing one-story cabin on this lot.

11, The construction of this second structure adds a
second habitable structure to the lot.

Planning Commigsion Resolution 1%-43 . Page 2 of 10

Adopted:
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12.

13.

14.

15.

l6.

17.

18.

15.

The applicant has stated that this structure is a
boathouse with guest accommodations on the second
floor of the structure.

The structure is not designed to function as a
boathouse.

The structure is considerad a habitable structure
gsince it will provide guest accommodations.

Habitable structures are not allowed within the 75
foot waterbody sethack.

Structures are not allowed within the 10 foot side
yvard setback.

The 2015 structure measures 22" x 36’ in size and is
two-stories in height.

The 2015 structure is substantially larger than the
one-story cabin on the lot.

There are unusual conditicns or circumstances
applicable to this property as the lot is substandard
in size and was platted prior to the adoption of
borcugh setback requirements, however, the applicant
had reasonable use of the property with the existing
one-story cabin on the lot and the applicant knowingly
constructed this structure in viclation of the setback

requirements (MSB 17.65.020(A) (1)).

Planning Commission Resolution 15-43 Page 3 of 10

Adopted:
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20.

21 .

22.

23

24 .

250

Btaff conducted an analysis of commonly enjoyed uses
in the area. Twenty-six (26) lots in the area were
researched. One of these lots has additional living
guarters in a separate building f£from the primary
regidence. This structure is in compliance with the
setback requirements.

Two habitable structures on a lot is not a commonly
enjoyed use in the area.

Illegally constructed structures should not be
considered a use that is commonly enjoyed by others.
Constructing a structure in wviolation of the setback
requirements does not deprive the applicant of rights
commcnly enjoyed by other properties, as the majority
of other properties in the area are in compliance with
the setback requirementa or are legal nonconforming
structuras.

The strict application of the provisions of this title
would not deprive the applicant of rights commonly
enjoyed by other properties, as the applicant had usge
of the property with the existing cabin on the lot (MSB
17.65.020(A) (2)).

According to MSE Ordinance 05-023, non-point source

pollution (pellution that is caused by runoff from

Planning Commission Resolution 15-43 Page 4 of 10

Adopted:
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26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

3l.

iz,

land and flooding) is one of the leading causes of
waterbody degradation in areas of rapid development.
The 75 foot waterbody sethack assiste in reducing non-
point source pollution.

Through MSB Ordinance 05-023, the Assembly found that
there is a need to further reduce the impacts from
non-point source pollution and adopted woluntary best
management practices for development around
waterbodies.

Adherence to best management practices will reduce
non-point source pollution and prevent long term
waterbody degradation from non-point source pollution.
Development within the 75 foot setback directly
contributes to non-point source pollution and
waterbody degradaticn.

Property values will be maintained or enhanced and
future waterbody remediation costs will be avoided if
best management practices are adhered to.

It is 4dn the public’s best interest to maintain
property values.

The lot is wide enough for the structure to have been
built in compliance with the 10 feoot side yard setback

requirement.

Planning Commission Resolution 15-43 Page 5 of 10

hdopted:
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33.

4.

35.

35.

i7.

The purpose of pgetbacks is to create light, air and
open gpace between properties.

Granting the wvariance will be injurious to nearby
properties, or harmful to the public welfare, because
it will allow additional residential development
within the 75 foot setback requirement, which will
contribute te non-point source pollution. Granting the
variance will decrease the light, air and open space
between properties (MSB 17.65.020(A) (3)).

MSE Chapter 17.85 - Variances, was writtem teo grant
relief to property owner’s whose lots are impacled by
topographic constraints and/or existing land use
regulations thereby making the lot undevelopable.

The proposed setback variance is inconsistent with the
policies and goals of the MSB Comprehensive Plan (2005
Update) as the wvariance will allow inconsistent
development which does not protect the public safety,
health, and welfare of the community which setbacks
are designed to further.

Through MSB Ordinance 05-023, the Assembly found that
there is a need to further reduce the impacts from
non-point source pollution and adopted wvoluntary best
management practices for development around

waterbodies.

Flanning Cosmission Resolution 15-43 Page 6 of 10

Adopted:
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38.

39.

40.

The Big Lake Comprehensive Plan Update (20089)
established development guideline: “Natural
Vegetation/Site Disturbance - Encourage retention of
existing natural wvegetation and replant disturbed
areas. Grading and clear cutting the entire parcel
prior to selling or developing is  strongly
discouraged.”™

The Big Lake Comprehensive Plan Update (2009)
established development guideline: “Protection of
Water Quality - Use of land adjoining waterbodies
ghould be degigned to minimize Impacts on walter
guality. Actions to achieve the goal Iinclude
minimizing removal of natural vegetation aleong the
majority of the edge of lakes, streams or wetlands, to
keep lawn chemicals, silt, and septic effluents out of
the watershed, to inhibit bank erosicon and provide
habitat for wildlife such as ducks and loons, while
providing some screening of development.”

The Big Lake Comprehensive Plan Update (2009)
established development guideline: “Building Setbacks
from Waterbodies (new structures) - reguire at least
the MSE 75’ minimum development setback from streams,
lakes, wetlands and other waterbodies; "development”

isg defined as habitable sEtructures. Non-habitable

Planning Commission Resclutico 15-43 Page 7 of 10

Adopted:
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structures, such as boathouses, sheds, decks or saunas
can be built within 75 of lakes and streams, but
these improvements should be designed to have minimal
environmental and wvisual impact on the adjoining

waterbody."”

41. The proposed variance is inconsistent with the intent
of MSE 17.65, the Matanuska-Susitna Borough
Comprehensive Plan (2005 Update), and the Big Lake
Comprehensive FPlan Update {2009) (MSB
17.65.020(A) (4)).

42. There is reasonable use of thia lot without a
variance, as there is an existing one-story cabin on
the lot.

43. Tha 2015 structure added a second, substantially
larger, habitable structure to the lot.

44. Deviation from this title is not necessary to permit
reasonable wuse of the property, ag there was
reagsonable use of the lot with the existing cabin. The
2015 structure added a second, substantially larger
habitable structure to the lot (MSB 17.65.020(A) (5}).

45. The person seeking the variance constructed the
structure.

46. The applicant chose this particular structure design
at this specific location.

Planning Commission Resolution 15-43 Page 8 of 10

Adopted:
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47. The person seeking the wvariance caused the need for
the wvariance as the applicant constructed the
structure in wvioclation of the setback requirements
(MSB 17.65.030(A) (1)).

48. The wvariance, if granted, will allow an illegally
constructed structure to remain in its current
location (MSB 17.65.030(R)(2)).

49. The request to allow the 2015 structure to remain in
this location is a matter of the applicant's
preference and convenience.

50. The wvariance is being sought solely to relieve
pecuniary hardship or inconvenience as the applicant
chose to build this particular structure at this
specific location in wviolation of the setbhack
requirements. The request to allow this structure to
remain in thie lecation is a matter of the applicant’s
preference and convenience (MSB 17.65.030(A)(3)).

/

/

/

/

/

/

Planning Commission Resoluticon 15-43 Fage % of 10

Adopted:
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ADOPTED by the Matanuska-Susitna Borough Planning

Commission this  day of __ , 2015.

JOHN KLAPPERICH, Chair

ATTEST

MARY BRODIGAN, Planning Clerk

(SEAL)

YES:

HO:

Planning Commission Resolution 15-43 Page 10 of 10
hdopted:



PLANNING COMMISSION DECEMBER 7, 2015 Page 423

MEASURED BANK
™, EDGE OF BIG LAKE

g 0 20°  SCALE: 1"=20 FEET
AS-BUILT DRAWING OF: DATE: 9/28/2015
LOT 9 of the Extension of ™ :"'E 15-00. Cliur Ssbudiviskn
FROPERTY ADDRESS: W, TRABRALH
Clester Subdivision LEGAL DOSC: LOT & 1!::1!'-“. PRD. aTrmmprmﬁ:;

ALL POINTE NORTH — PO BOX 4207. PALMER, AK 99645 TEL: 807-T46-4185
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PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 15-44
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By: Susan Lee

Introduced: Movember 2, 2015

Public Hearing: December 7, 2015
Action:

MATANUSKEA-SUSITHA BOROUGH
PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 15-44

A RESOLUTION OF THE MATANUSEA-SUSITHA 2 BOROUGH  PLAMNING
COMMISSION APPROVING A VARIANCE TO TEE WATERBODY, RIGHT-OF-WAY
AND SIDE YARD SETBACKES FOR A OME-STORY CABIN ON LOT 5, CLESTER
EXTENSION, PALMER RECORDING DISTRICT.

WHEREAS, an application for & wvariance £from the sethack

requirements of MSB 17.55.010(B) and 17.55.020(A) has been
recaeived to allow an existing one-story cabin to remain setback
legs than 10 feet from the east side yard lot line, less than 25
feet from the Tamarack Cove Drive right-of-way and less than 75
feet from the ordinary high water mark on Big Lake on Lot 9,
Clester Extension (Platf W-68); 16587 W. Tamarack Cove Drive;
within Teownship 17 North, Range 3 West, Section 29, Seward
Meridian; and

WHEREAS, at its closest point the structure is set back 7.6
feet from the east side vyard lot line, 14.3 feet from the
Tamarack Cove Drive right-of-way, and 55 feet from the ordinary
high water mark of Big Lake, as indicated on the site plan in
the record; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission reviewed this application,
associated materials, and the staff report with respect to

standards set forth in MSB 17.65.020 and 17.65.030; and

Planning Commigsion Resolutlon 15-44 Fage 1 of B

Adopted:
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WHEREAS, the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing
on December 7, 2015 cn this matter; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission finds this applicatien
does meet the standards for approval in MSB 17.65.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESCLVED, that the Matanuska-Susitna
Borough Planning Commission approves the setback variance based
on the fellowing findings of fact and conclusions of law:

s B The subject lot is .20 acres in size.

2. Clester Extension was platted in 1959, which was prior

to the adoption of borough  setback requirements in
1973,

3, The dimensicns of Lot 9, Clester Extension are 106
feet on the west side, 90 feet on the east side, 100
feet wide on the scuth side (right-of-way) and 78 feet
wide on the north side (lake side).

4. A habitable structure cannot be constructed on this
lot due to the lot dimensions.

5. There are unusual conditions or circumstances
applicable to this property as the lot is substandard
in size and was platted prior to the adoption of
borough setback requirements. A habitable structure
cannot be constructed on this lot without a setback

variance ([(MSB 17.65.020(A&) (1}).

Planning Commission Resolution 15-44 Fage 2 of ©
Adopted,
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10.

11.

The one-story cabin is not out of character with the
residential development in the area, as the majority
of other propertiea in the area are developed with
only one habitable structure.

The strict application of the provisions of this title
would deprive the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed
by other properties, as tha lot is substandard in
gize, a habitable structure cannot be constructed on
this lot without a setback wvariance, and the majority
of the surrounding properties are developed with only
one single-family residence (MSB 17.65.020(A) (2)).
Eased on the evidence submitted, the subject structure
would not be harmful to the public, nor would it be
injurious to nearby properties.

The one-gstery cabin has been at this location since
1960 and there have not been any complaints filed
regarding the cabin and the subsecuent additions to
the cabin.

Pre-existing legal mnonconforming status (grandfather
rights) had not been previcusly applied for or
approved for the one-story cabin.

The cabin was eligible for pre-existing legal

nonconforming status (grandfather rights) wuntil the

Flanning Commisslon Regolutlion 15-44 Page 31 of #

Adopted:
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12,

13,

14.

15.

1s.

subsequent additions were constructed which enlarged
the nonconforming structure.

The original cabin measured 20’ x 22° in size and was
enlarged with anm 11* x 18.5" addition in 1981.
Sometime between 2008 and 2012 a deck was added, and
the cabin was raised to add a foundation/crawlspace.
Granting the variance will not be injurious to nearby
property, nor harmful to the public welfare as the
cabin has been at this location since 1%0 and was
enlarged with a small addition and deck (MSB
17.65.020(A) (2)).

MSB Chapter 17.65 - Variances, was written to grant
relief to property owners whose lots are impacted by
topographic constraints and/or existing land wuse
regqulations thereby making the lot undevelopable.

The one-story cabin is similar to other residential
structures in the area.

The Big Lake Comprehensive Plan Update (2009)
established development guideline: "Building Setbacks
from Waterbodies (existing non-compliance structures)
- for buildings developed after the date (1987) of the
setback ordinance (Chapter 17.55 of the Borough Code
of Ordinances) and prior to the adoption of the

Borough’s dand use permit (2007} , spacial

Flanning Commission Resolution 15-44 Page 4 of 8

Adopted:
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17.

18.

consideration should be given, in keeping with state
statutes, to approving setback vieclation appeals
caused by inadeguate information and communication of
that information to the property owners.” This is not
advocating blanket approvals of setback wviclations but
rather that leeway be given to approving violations
that have no adverse impact on surrounding properties
and waterbodies, and which occurred as honest mistakes
and not as overt violations of the criteria by people
who knew or should have known better. The plan
recommernds these approvals contain restrictions on
expanding the encroachment or rebuillding a destroyed
structure.” However, all requests for variances must
be considered in accordance with Alaska Statute
29.40.040(B)."

The Big Lake Comprehensive Plan Update (2009) does not
directly address the expansion of structures built
legally at the time of constructicon. The plan does
take a position of promoting the protection of water
quality and minimizing impacts to waterbodies, natural
vegetation and the environment.

The wvariance request is consistent with the Big Lake

Comprehensive Plan Update (2009) as the original

Fl_at:..-:LnE Commission Resclution 15-44 Page 5 of B

Adopted:
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portion of the cabin was constructed prior to adoption

of borough setback requirements.

1%, Two of the land use goals of the Matanuska-Susitna
Borough Comprehensive Plan (2005 Update) state:

Goal (LU-1): Protect and enhance the public safety,
health, and welfare of Borough residences.

Policy LU-1: Provide for consistent, compatible,
effective, and efficient development within the
Borough.

Goal (LU-2): Protect residential neighborhoods and
agsociated property values.

Policy LU2-1: Develop and implement regulations that
procect residencial development by separating
incompatible uses, while encouraging uses that support
such residential uses including office, commercial and
other mixed-use developments that are shown to have
positive MIatiw impacts to the neighborhood.

20. The proposed wvariance does meet the intent of MSB
17.65 and does meet Alaska Statute 29.40.040(B) for
approval and is consistent with the goals of the Big
Lake Comprehensive Plan Update (200%) and the goals
and policies of the Matanuska-Susitna Borough-Wide
Comprehensive Flan (2005 Update) {MSB
17.65.020(A) (4)) .

Planning Commission Resclution 15-44 Page 6 of 8

Adeprted:
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21.

22.

23,

24.

25.

26.

Deviation from this title is no more than necessary to
permit a reascnable use of the property as a habitable
structure cannot be constructed on the lot without a
setback variance and the one-story cabin is in
character with the surrounding residential development
(MSB 17.65.020(a) (5)).

The person seeking the variance did not construct the
original structure or the subsecquent additions.

The applicant did not create the substandard lot size.
The special conditions that reguire the variance were
not caused by the applicant as the applicant did not
create the substandard lot size or construct the cabin
and subsequent additions (MSE 17.65.030(A)(1)).

The wvariance, if granted, will not pemmit a land use
in a district in which that wuse is prohibited, as
residential structures are permitted on this site. The
variance, if granted, will allow an existing one-story
cabin to remain in its current location (MSE
17.65.030(A) (2)).

The wvariance is not being sought solely to relieve
pecuniary hardship or inconvenience as the current
owners did not construct the structure and a habitable
structure cannot be constructed on the lot without a

setback variance (MSB 17.65.030({A) (3)).

Planning

Adopted:

Commission Resolution 15-44 Page 7 of A
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ADOPTED by the Matanuska-Susitna Borough Plamming

Commission this day of ; 2015.

JOHN KLAPPERICH, Chair

ATTEST

MARY ERODIGAN, Planning Clerk

{SEAT}

YES:

NGO -

Flanning Commissicn Resclution 15-44 Page B of H
Adopted:
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PUBLIC HEARING
LEGISLATIVE

Resolution No. 15-41

Appending the Big Lake Comp Plan to include the
Big Lake Corridor Impact Assessment
And

[dentifying Route 3A as the Preferred Route

(Page 437 - 534)
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SUBJECT: AN ORDINANCE OF THE MATANUSEA-SUSITRA BOROUGH ASSEMBLY
APPENDING THE BIG LAKE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MSB 15.24.030(B) (10)
WITH THE BIG LAKE CORRIDOR IMPACT ABSESSMENT, MARCH 2014, AND
IDENTIFYING ROUTE 3A AS THE SELECTED ROUTE BY THE BIG LAKE
COMMUNITY COUNCIL.

AGENDA OF: October 20, 2015
Assenbly Action:

MANAGER RECOMMENDATION: Refer to Planning Commission.

APPROVED [§¥ JOHN MOOSEY, BOROUGH mum
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Big Lake Community Impact Assessment Appendix A -
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SUMMARY STATEMENT:

The 1996 Big Lake Comprehensive Plan was updated in August,
2009. The update was spurred by the changing mnature of the
community as it transforme from a primarily recreation community
to more of a family-oriented, year round community. There are
three priority transportation goals addressing roadways in the
plan. Those are:
¢ Develop a safe and efficient road system to the Parks
Highway;
* Support regional development through improvements in
Borough transportation infrastructure; and
» Expand the existing road system te provide access to
residents currently without access; ensuring public safety
needs are met,

Specific plan strategies include working with the Borough and
DOT&PF to ensure the design and eventual construction of the
road from Port MacKenzie (Port) to Parks Highway, development of
a Big Lake downtown bypass, and establishment of a corridor
preservation program (Strategies 2, 3, and 9).

The update of the comprehensive plan required numerous meetings
with a planning team and the general Big Lake community prior to
itse passage. The Big Lake Community Council developed a
transportation committee to focus sclely on this important
aspect of the plan. After the plan was adopted, the committee
continued to meet and concentrate on transportation improvements
in the Big Lake area. Further, the community was successful in
lobbying the State Legislature for funds to conduct a Corridor
Impact Assessment (CIA), for the Port to Parks Route.

A CIA identifies sociceconomic impacts to a community that could
regult from an improved highway connection. The Big Lake CIA was
a public process which tock place in the community over
approximately 18 months from September, 2012 to March, 2014 when
the report was finalized. The Big Lake CIA identified one-mile
wide corridors that represented general locations for highway
connections, based on  previous transportation studies.
hrdditionally, the project team worked with MSB staff, community
residents and other stakeholders to add additional corridors and
to refine each corridor with the specific alternative to be
gtudied. Two of these corridors were not evaluated for detailed
community impacts due to high costs, wetland impacts and
community sentiment. The remaining five alternatives were
analyzed on land use, mobility and access, economic conditions,
public services, physical, wvisual, safety, displacement and

—e— S S — — —— — — — —
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The CIA was based upon the clear statement of community goals
and attitudes from the Comprehensive Plan. The plan served as
the lens through which all the assessments regarding the routes
were filtered. In addition to the specific transpertation goals,
the three policies of greatest significance to the CIA process
from the plan are:
¢ The desire to develop a land-use “road-map®™ setting out
ganeral intentions for the location and intensity of future
development ;
* The creation of an attractive, walkable and concentrated
Big Lake town center; and

* The desire to protect the natural environment.
Key findings were identified for all five of the corridors and
pregpented to the community. The Assegssment was finalized in
March, 2014.

The goal of the CIA was to perform a thorough Assessment, not to
select one route. Subseguent to the conclusion of the CIA, the
Big Lake Community Council focused on the task of selecting a
preferred route. Three public meetings of the Big Lake Community
Council Transportation Committee were held to discuss the
cptions. On June 10, 2014 the Big Lake Community Council passed
Resolution Serial No. 214-12 in Support of Route 3A.

The Community Council then reguested that the Borough Assembly
nominate Route 3A of the Big Lake Community Impact Assessment to
the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program for funding of
the environmental phase of the Point MacKenzie Road to Parks
Highway Connecticon. The Borough Assembly passed Resclution 14-
087 on September 2, 2014. Purther at the April 14, 2015,
Community Council meeting a motion was unanimously approved to
support the CIA as the formative document to convey the
community’s wishes regarding the Port to Parks highway.

To solidify the Community’s desired route, and incorporate the
information contained within the Big Lake Corridor Impact
Aspessment, the Big Lake Community Council regquests that Route
3n of the Port to Parks Highway Connection be appended to the
Big Lake Community Comprehensive Plan, along with the CIA
document without appendices).

Recommendation: Refer an ordinance to the Planning Commission
for &0 days, appending the Big Lake comprehensive plan MSB
15.24.030(b) (10) with the Big Lake Corridor Impact Assessment,
March 2014,and Appendix A which identifies Route 3A Port to
Parks Route as the gelected route by the Big Lake Community
Council.

—_— e —
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Introduced: June 10, 2014
Member Hearing: June 10, 2014
Adopted by Unanimous Vote: June 10, 2014

Big Lake Community Council

Big Lake Community Impact Assessment
Resolution Serial No. 2014-102 in support of Route 3A

The Big Lake Community Council requests the Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities

to nominate a project into the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program to provide funding for
the environmentsl phase of the Point MacKenzie Road to Parks Highway connection.

* WHEREAS, the Gtate of Alaska legisiature |s proposing to fund construction of tha Knik Arm
Crossing estimated fo bagin In 2016; and

*  WHEREAS, the Port MacKenzie Rall Exiension Is proceeding on schedule with servica to the
Port anticlpatad In 2016; and

« WHEREAS, traffic from both Knik Arm Crossing and the additional Port activity produced by the
Port Mackenzia Rall Extension will ba using the Point MackKanzia Road and Knlk-Goose Bay
Road, the latar of which funnels truck traffic directly Into Wasilla, & high traffic congestion
location; and

* WHEREAS, the Alaska Department of Transportation (ADOT&PF) has designated the Knik Arm
Mﬂh”ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ}mmw:ﬂtﬂﬂuWHm

* WHEREAS, the ADOTEPF has designated Paint MacKenzle Road, Burma Road and South Big
Lake Road as part of the Alaska Highway System for a future connection between the Port and
Parks Highway; and

«  WHEREAS, the Knik Arm Croasing/Port to Parks Highway route will ikely become part of the
National Highway System and ba daveloped with faderal funding: and

« 'WHEREAS, tha Big Lake Community Impact Assessment (ClA) provided publle involvemant,
prefiminary design and reconnaissanca Information an a number of additional routes to move
Knik Arm Crossing and Port MacKenzle traffic to the Parks Highway; and

=  WHEREAS, the originally proposed route through the City center of Big Lake Is not consistent
with the 2009 Blg Lake Comprehensive Plan nor the desires of the community; and

. mmmmmmmm in the CIA and studied the findings
Included in the assassmant, the Big Lake Community endorses routs 3A as most
consistent with the Blg Lake Comprehenshve Plan and the community desires; and

«  WHEREAS, the Big Leke Communily Impact Assessmant was maant o assist declsion makers
as they go through ths fulure process to select a prafermed alignment; and

TMMi9-9%
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= WHEREAS, muﬂmﬂ@mﬂhwmﬂﬂmhmmﬂmwmmh
mmnmwﬁnuﬁmﬁmm

« AND NOW THEREFORE after studying impacts an the community of Big Lake of the Knlk Arm
Crossing and Port MacKenzie Rall Extenslon being completed In the near future, it would be
prudent o request a project into the Statewide Transportation Improvament Program to provide
funding for tha amvironmantal phase of the Big Laks transportation corridor of the Point
MacKenzie Road to Parks Highway connection.

Attested:

ConeLitane.

L)lm Carol G Kane
Sacretary
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Byr: Lauren Driscoll
Introduced: 07/07/14
Public Hearing: 07/21/14
Action: Passed

HMATANUSKA-SUSITHA BOROUGH
PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 14-20

A RESOLUTION OF THE MATANUSKA-SUSITHA 2 BOROUGH  PLANNING
COMMISSION RECOMENDING ASSEMBLY MCMINATION OF ROUTE 3A OF THE
BIG LAKE COMMONITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT TO THE STATEWIDE
TRANSPORTATION IMPFROVEMENT FROGRAM FOR FUNDING OF THE
ENVIROMMENTAL PHASE OF THE POINT MACKENZIE ROAD TO PARES HIGHWAY
CONNECTION

WHEREAS, the State of Alaska legislature is propoaing to

fund construction of the Knik Arm Crossing estimated to begin in
2016; and

WHEREAS, the Port MacKenzie Rail Extension is proceeding on
schedule with service to the Port antiecipated in 2016; and

WHEREAS, traffic from both Xnik Arm Crossing and the
additional Port actlvity produced by the Port MacKenzie Rail
Extension will be using the Point MacKenzie Foad and Knik-Goose
Bay Road, the latter of which funnels truck traffic directly
into Wasilla, a high traffic congestion location; and

WHEREAS, the Alaska Department of Transportation and Public
Facilities has designated Point MacKenzie Road, Burma Road and
South Big Lake Road as part of the Alaska Highway System for a
future connection between the Port and Parks Highway; and

WHERERS, the Enik Arm Crossing/Port to Parks Highway route
will likely become part of the National Highway System and be

developed with federal funding; and

Planning Comripeicon Respclutlon 14-20 Page 1 of 3
Rdopted: July 21, 2014
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WHEREAS, the Big Lake Community Impact Assessment (CIA)
provided public involvemant, preliminary design and
reconnaissance information on a number of additional routes to
move Fnik Arm Crossing and Port MacKenzie traffic to the Parks
Highway; and

WHEREAS, the originally proposed route through the city
center of Big Lake is not consistent with the 2009 RBig Lake
Comprehensive Plan nor the desires of the community; and

WHEREAS, the Big Lake Community Council has participated in
the CIA and studied the findings, and the Big Lake Community
Council endorses route 3A as most consistent with the Big Lake
Comprehensive Plan and the community's desires; and

WHEREAS, the Big Lake Community Impact Assessment was meant
to assist decision makers as they go through the future process
to select a preferred aligmnment; and

WHEREAS, an environmental document is the next step in
choosing which of the routes within the CIA will move forward as
the preferred altermative; and

WHEREAS, the Matanuska-Susitna Borcough Planning Commission,
after studying the near future impacts of the Fnik Arm Crossing
and Port MacKenzie Rail Extensicn on the community of Big Lake,
finds that it would be prudsnt to regquest the inclusion of the
project into the Statewide Transportaticn Improvement Program

(STIP) to provide funding for the envircnmental phase of the Big

ﬁ_mming Comnipeion Eesolution 14-20 Fage 2 of 3
Mopred; July 21, 2014
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Lake transportation eorridor of the Point MacKenzie Road to
Parks Highway connection.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT BE RESOLVED, that the Matanuska-
Susitna Borough Planning Commission hereby recommends Assembly
suppert of the Big Lake Community Council's request to the
Alaska Department Of Transportation And Public Facllities on the
nomination of Route 3a of the Big Lake Community Impact
hpgesement into the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program
to provide funding for the envirommental phase of the Point
Mackenzie Road to Parks Highway Connectiom.

ADOPTED by the  Matanuska-Susitna  Borough  Planning

Commisgion this 21st day of July, 2014.

Chair
ATTEST
;%L:’  Locle J
MARY BRCDIGAM, ing Clerk
{SEAL)

m:m ; \-’# ﬁ'i'?, ﬁjwjb{* m F M;‘ i ﬁ-"lﬁL-—
m-

Planning Commisslion Resslution 14-20 Page 3 of 3
hdopted: July 21, 2014
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Big Leke Community impact Assessment

Executive Summary

The purpose of the Big Lake Community Impact Assessment (CIA) is to identify socioeconomic
impacts to the Blg Lake Community that could result from an improved highway connection
between the Point MacKenzie Road/Ayrshire Road intersection and the Parks Highway, The CIA
is meant to inform the Big Lake Community, the Matanuska Susitna Borough (M5B), and other
decision makers as they go through the future process to select a preferred alignment.

Big Lake Community Coancil

The Big Lake Community Council (BLCC) is located in the western MSB west of the Parks
Highway and east of the Little Susitna River. Blg Lake is the largest of several lakes in the locale
that collectively have supported a growing community provided winter and summer recreation
opportunities for South-central Alaskans for over 60 years. The Big Lake Community has been
transitioning from a weekend and recreation destination to a year-round community as people
retire; choose to raise their families; and transportation improvements have reduced the
commute time to Anchorage for employment to a reasenable time period. Existing and
proposed transportation infrastructure developments have the potential to impact the Big Lake
community. The new Port MacKenzie Rail Extension is located to the west of Big Lake and ties
into the Alaska Railroad mainline near Houston, Activity and development at Port MacKenzie is
increasing. Both Port Mackenzie, and the proposed Knik Arm Crossing when completed, have
the potential to increase traffic in the area dramatically. The BLCC recognized that it could be
impacted by these developments and successfully secured funds from the State Legislature
through the MSB to develop the Big Lake Community impact Assessment.

Aiternative Identification
The ClA process was Initiated by identifying alternative routes that could be evaluated. The
alternative identification process started with identifying one-mile wide corridors that
represent general locations for a highway connection. Those corridors were based on routes
that had been analyzed as part of previous transportation studies. The project team worked
with MSB staff, Big Lake community resldents, and other stakeholders to add additional
corridors and to refine each corridor into a specific alternative to be studied (see Figure ES-1).
Two corridors were not evaluated for detailed community impacts: Corridor 1 because it had
high costs, trail impacts, and low anticipated usage; and Corridor 4 because of unacceptable
wetland impacts, affects on the Aurora Dog mushing area; and community sentiment. At the
end of the alternative identification process, five alternatives were carried forward into the ClA
phase for additional analysis. Those five alternatives are:

« Alternative 2 = Rail Route (highway would parallel the railroad)

» Alternative 3 = City Center/Existing Hoad Route

# Alternative 3 Bypass - Option A

* Alternative 3 Bypass - Option B

= Alternative 5 - Johnson Road Route

|Page ' March 2014
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BIG LAKE ALTERNATIVES MAP

oY B RIG

Adwreutive 1 Big Leke
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CIA Process

These alternatives were analyzed in accord with the FHWA's publication Community Impoct
Assessment: A Quick Reference for Transportation to identify potential socioeconomic impacts
on Big Lake. The steps in the FHWA process included defining the study area, developing a
community profile, and analyzing Impacts. Topics of impact analysis included:

* land use = Visual

= Mobility and Access = Safety

# Economic Conditions & Displacement

* Public Services * Social and Psychological
s Physical

Connection to Comprehensive Plan

The Big Lake Comprehensive Plan provides a clear statement of community goals and attitudes
on a range of subjects relevant to the CIA including land use, transportation, and economic
development. Understanding the intentions of the 2009 Comprehensive Plan Is an essential
starting point, and ultimately the overarching framework and lens through which any
assessments or planning reports should be prepared for the Big Lake community. This ensures
that any conclusions, recommendations and/or proposed projects accurately capture and are
measured against the goals and interests of the Big Lake community. Through the development
of the Big ClA, the project team worked closely with the community, and more specifically, the
Big Lake Community Council Transportation Committee, to ensure this important objective was
met.

Background to tive Comprelivnsive Flan

From 2008-2009, the community of Big Lake updated and approved its 1996 comprehensive
plan. The need for the update was driven by the significant changes In the community over the
previous decades. In the 1970°s and into the 1990's Big Lake was primarily a location for second
homes, most of which were of modest size and mostly owned by Anchorage residents. During
this time, Big Lake was also a place where people with modest resources could find and
purchase land, usually well back from the core area surrounding the primary water body (Big
Lake), for low prices.

In recent years, more people have chosen to live in Big Lake year round, commuting to jobs in
the southern Mat-5u Borough or in Anchorage. In addition, more people are coming to Big Lake
to retire. Modest cabins are being transformed into larger, costly second homes. in general, the
area is becoming more of a family-oriented, year-round community.

While the area has experienced an influx of relatively wealthy second home owners and
retirees, there are still many people in the community with very medest means. In the words of
one Big Lake planning team member, “there are now two Big Lakes, one relatively wealthy and
one relatively poor.” Through the comprehensive planning process, the community wanted a
plan that would serves the needs of all residents.

vw|Page March 2014
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The natural environment is important to Big Lake's economy, image and way of life. The
community clearly wants to maintain the integrity of the natural environment, and the
predominately forested natural appearance of the community, requiring new strategies as the
community grows.

As the community has grown, there have been a number of surprising side effects, including
growing water quality concerns, traffic and road safety concerns, and a broad desire by the
community to have a greater voice In the future of Big Lake. External pressures with current or
likely future impacts on the community include new employment centers, like the Goose Creek
Correctional Center, the general outward growth of the Mat-Su core, and proposed

transportation projects, Including the north south connector that [s the focus of the Big Lake
ClA.

Planning Process

In light of these changes and challenges, the community rallied behind the need for a
comprehensive plan. Big Lake's residents, landowners and other stakeholders were actively
engaged In the preparation of the comprehensive plan. Specific steps included regular meetings
of a 40-member stakeholder advisory group (“planning team®), public workshops, and the
creation of work groups for key issues that emerged through the process.

Comprehensive Plan “Vision”
As part of the comprehensive planning process, the community laid out a general vision for the
future of Big Lake, which helped guide all the remaining elements of the plan. The main
elements of this vision are listed below; this vision is particularly relevant to this CIA project
because location of the future road could have a major impact on these intentions.
A main street small town; a town with a stronger communfty core.
A recreational community.
A community with the character of a traditional American small town, with expanded
commercial, civic services and employment, and a clearer sense of identity.
= Maintained and improved open spaces, and other recreation and tourism resources;
preservation of trails and good public access to Big Lake and other water bodies.
= A way to manage development to protect the beauty and environment of Big Lake.

Specific Plan Policies Relevant to CIA
The Big Lake Comprehensive Plan recognizes that the community will almost certainly grow and
change in the future. The Plan aims to guide and accommodate growth while holding onto
characteristics that make the Big Lake community a good place to live and visit. Relevant land
use policies include:

» Coordinate the planning of land use and community services and facilities.

= Strengthen the Big Lake Economy — Improve local opportunities for jobs and businesses,

to help Big Lake become a stronger, more stable year round community.
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= Protect the Natural Environment — As the area grows, actions are needed to avold
detrimental effects on well water, quality of surface water, habitat, wetlands and other
natural environmental features.
Provide for Freedom to Enjoy our Properties.
Protect Big Lake for Future Generations — The plan embraces the concept that residents
are not only owners of cur property for a period of time but that we have obligations as
“caretakers” of that property for the banefit of future "owners” and obligations to the
overall health of our natural and social environment.

The Comprehensive Plan presents a number of specific strategies to reach these goals. Three
policies of greatest significance to the ClA process are summarized below:
= Develop aland use "roadmap” setting out general intentions for the location and
intensity of future development, to provide for growth, protect Big Lake's environment
and rural character, encourage concentrated commercial development, and allow for
the efficient provision of community infrastructure (see Figure ES-2).
= Create a Big Lake town center, an attractive, walkable, concentrated center for Big Lake
commercial, civic, recreational and social activities.
= Protect the natural environment, including water quality, air quality, and natural beauty
of the area.

The comprehensive plan sets out a number of transportation policies focused on road system,
and the link between land use and roadways. Three main goals of relevance to this CIA are:
= |mprove Big Lake area roads — Develop a safe and efficient road system that provides
connection to the Parks Highway and access to land in the Big Lake area.
= Support regional development through improvemenits In Borough transportation
infrastructure.
+ Expand existing road system to provide access to residents currently without access
ensuring public safety needs are met.

vii|Page Morch 2014
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CIA Results
This section summarized the socioeconomic impacts for the alternatives studied in the CIA.

Alternative 2

Alternative 2 starts at Point MacKenzie Road/Ayrshire Road and connects to the Parks Highway
at Houston (see Figure ES-3). This corridor parallets the Port MacKenzie Rail Extension (PMRE)
project corridor. The PMRE project was approved by the Surface Transportation Board and Is
currently being constructed.

The key findings for Alternative 2 are:

& & & & & @8

The area near the New Burma Road/Susitna Parkway intersection is likely to develop as
a commercial center

Land use along Burma Road is likely to change

Growth potential in areas adjacent to the alternative is limited from the end of Susitna
Parkway to just south of Houston due to poorly drained soil.

Approximately 912 acres in Big Lake Community Council {and 1,086 acres total) of land
would be converted to transportation use

Mast land needed for right of way is owned by the Alaska Mental Health Trust, followed
by private land, M5B land, and Native corporation land

Consistent with Big Lake Comprehensive Plan as most of route designated “conservation
residential” — low density and/or clustered residential.

Least likely to divert traffic away from the Big Lake Town Center

Traffic on Big Lake Road in the Big Lake Town Center could be close to 11,500 cars per
day at Build Out (almost 5,000 more vehicles per day than 2012 traffic level of 6,510)
Increased traffic on west side of Big Lake Community Council area

Mo anticipated impacts to public facilities such as school, parks, and recreation areas
Substantial impacts to the officially recognized trails in the area

Least likely to change emergency response times

Least impacts on community cohesion as it does not split established nelghborhoods
Least likely to encourage population growth that would alter the size and social
character of the Big Lake community

Would change the quality of life in the areas to the north, west, and south of Big Lake.
Would have the lowest population at Build Out
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Alternative 3

Alternative 3 starts at Point MacKenzie Road/Ayrshire Road and connects Lo the Parks Highway
near Big Lake Road [see Figure E5-4). This corridor generally follows Burma Road, Susitna
Parkway, South Big Lake Road, and Big Lake Road.

The key findings for Alternative 3 are:
Major changes in land use are anticipated in the Big Lake Town Center
The intersection of New Burma Road/Susitna Parkway is likely to develop as a
commercial center
« Has moderate to high growth potential as most land is considered suitable for
development
¢ Much of the corridor already has road access and existing development, Land available
for development along New Burma Road corridor.
s Approximately B02 acres in Big Lake Community Council (and B46 acres total) of land
would be converted to transportation use
* Most land needed for right of way is owned privately or by the M5B
s Substantial changes to the Big Lake Town Center are anticipated including:
o Physically dividing the Town Center into an east and west side which would have
a substantial impact on community cohesion
Substantial pressure to covert the Big Lake Town Center into a commercial strip
May result in the core business area being spread out over a wider area
Town center may become more highway/auto oriented
Greatest increase in traffic volumes on Big Lake Road through the Town Center
Traffic on Big Lake Road in the Big Lake Town Center could be close to 21,500
cars per day at Build Out (substantially greater than the 2012 traffic volume of
6,510 AADT)
o Highest potential for positive and negative direct employment effects in the
town center
o Highest potential for traffic noise to impact noise sensitive land uses in town
center
* [Inconsistent with Big Loke Comprehensive Plon
=  Would potentially upgrade several existing roads to a four-lane highway
* Potential impacts to Fire Station 8-1, library, post office, and Big Lake Elementary
» |mpacts to Fish Creek Park and Jordan Lake Park are anticipated
*  Moderate impacts to the officially recognized trails in the area
= Potential for safety conflicts in town center between through traffic and local traffic
= Generally faster emergency response times are anticipated although congestion in the
Town Center may cause delays during peak periods.
*  Would negatively impact quality of life by having an substantial affect on the small town
feel and recreational quality along the south and east shores of Big Lake
« Would have the second lowest change on population at Build Out
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Alternative 3 Bypass - Option A and Option B

There are two Alternative 3 Bypass options (see Figures ES-5 and ES-6) as there are several
different potential locations for a bypass. Option A was developed to represent a bypass within
0.5 miles of the Big Lake Town Center while Option B was developed to reflect a bypass several
miles outside the Town Center. Alternative 2 Bypass — Option A s similar to Alternative 3,
except that it includes a short bypass around the Blg Lake Town Center to the west {between
Echo Lake Drive and Maplewood Drive). The bypass is approximately one mile east of Big Lake
Road. Alternative 3 Bypass — Option B is the same as Alternative 3 between Port MacKenzie
Road and Echo Lake Drive. At Echo Lake Drive, the alignment continues east to Johnson Road,
staying south of Fish Creek. The alignment follows Jehnson Road north to the Parks Highway.

The Hz\rﬁn:llngs for Alternative 3 Bypass — Option A and B are:
Major changes In land use are anticipated east of the Big Lake Town Center
*  The intersection of New Burma Road/Susitna Parkway is likely to develop as a
commercial center
* The land adjacent to both bypasses is considered to have low to moderate growth
potential. Much of the solls along the bypasses are poorly draining making the land
relatively costly to develop
= Some existing development along the corridor but there is also some vacant land that
can be developed
&« With Option A, approximately 803 acres in Big Lake Community Council (and 885 acres
total) of land would be converted to transportation use. With Option B, approximately
764 acres in Big Lake Community Council (and 931 acres total) of land would be
converted to transportation use
= Most of the land needed for right of way is owned privately or the M5B
& Little pressure on Big Lake Town Center to develop as a commercial strip.
=« Consistent with the Big Loke Comprehensive Plan although the plan identified a bypass
closer to the Town Center (similar to Option A)
= Minor changes to existing traffic pattems are anticipated
= Likely to have moderate impacts to the traffic velume in the Town Center. Option A will
likely remove more traffic from the Town Center than Option B
s Traffic on Big Lake Road in the Big Lake Town Center could be close to 5,300 cars per
day at Build Out with Option A (slightly less than 2012 traffic volume of 6,510} and
17,800 with Option B (substantially higher than 2012 traffic volumes).
Would potentially upgrade several existing roads to a four-lane highway
Would leave the Big Lake Town Center physically intact
Could pull employment away from Town Center and into adjacent areas
Little impact to existing public facilities is anticipated
Will have a moderate Impact on the trail network
Emergency response times are likely to be faster
Is likely to have less effect on residential neighborhoods
Substantial impact on recreational/residential quality of life along Big Lake’s south shore
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Alternative 5

Alternative 5 starts at Point MacKenzie/Ayrshire Road and connects to the Parks Highway east
of Big Lake (see Figure ES-7). This corridor generally follows Port MacKenzie Road, Knik Goose
Bay Road, and Johnson Road.

The key findings for Alternative 5 are;

- ® @ @ ™

® & & &

Commercial/residential development likely along southern Knik-Goose Bay and Johnson
Roads

Moderate growth potential as approximately 20-30% of land along this route is poorly
drained and would be relatively costly to develop

Some land along the route is already developed but there is some vacant land available
for new development

Approximately 10 acres within the Big Lake Community Council {and 914 acres total) of
land would be converted to transportation use

Most of the land needed for right of way is privately owned

Little to no pressure on the Big Lake Town Center to develop into an unplanned
commercial strip

Avoids major conflicts with the Blg Loke Comprehensive Plan

Minor changes to existing traffic pattemns anticipated.

Minimal effect on traffic volumes in the Town Center

Traffic on Big Lake Road in the Big Lake Town Center could be close to 10,300 cars per
day at Build Out which is greater than the 2012 traffic volume of 6,510

Substantial impact to traffic volumes on South Knik Gogse Bay and Johnson Roads.
Potential for park and ride service

Substantial impact to existing roads possible as the alternative could replace portions of
the existing Point MacKenzie and Knik-Goose Bay Roads

Limited impacts to the Big Lake Town Center

Some commercial/business development may move from the Town Center to along Knik
Goose Bay and Johnson Roads

Mo impacts to public facilities within the Big Lake Community Councll are anticipated
Minimal impacts to the trail network

Little change in emergency response times anticipated

Less likely to change the size and social character of the Big Lake community

Highest change in population at Build Out
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Summary

The ClA demonstrates that Alternative 2 and Alternative 5 had the fewest direct impacts 1o the
Big Lake community as they avoid going through the Big Lake Town Center by several miles.
However, Alternative 2 is less desirable because, according to the traffic forecast {Appendix C),
very little traffic (approximately 4,800 AADT) will use this alternative while approximately 9,200
AADT will remain on Big Lake Road near the Town Center. In 2012, this segment of Big Lake
Road had a traffic volume of 6,510 (see Figure ES-7). Alternative 2 mainly serves freight traffic
going between Port MacKenzie and Fairbanks but it does not provide service to traffic as a
whole. Traffic will use other roadways such as Burma/Big Lake Road and Knik Goose Bay Road
creating unacceptable levels of congestion on these routes.

Alternative 3 Bypass — Option B has similar concerns. While this alternative would keep a
highway out of the Town Center, travel forecasting indicates traffic would remain on Big Lake
Road in the Town Center resulting In high traffic volumes (approximately 17,800 AADT) at Bulld
Out and congestion through town.

Alternative 3 Bypass — Option A and Alternative 5 both avoid a highway in the Town Center and
change traffic patterns in a positive way to avoid unacceptable levels of congestion in the Town
Center thereby reducing impacts to the Big Lake community. Both of these alternatives were
carried forward for additional reconnaissance level engineering study in the Big Lake Highway
Reconnaissance Study (see Appendix F).
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Alternative 3 has the greatest impacts to the Big Lake Community Council and Big Lake Town
Center by dividing the community with a controlled access highway. Alternative 3 provides a
baseline for comparing other alternatives (because it was the route previously studied the
Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facllities (DOT&PF) so it was also carried
forward for additional study in the Big Lake Highway Reconnalssance Study.

Conclusion

The Big Lake ClA does not identify a preferred route. Rather, it identifies positive and negative
socioeconomic impacts of each alternative on the Big Lake community and the MSB. The
information contained in this CIA will help the Big Lake community and policy makers such as
the MSB Assembly and DOT&PF make informed decisions as to which route option provides the
greatest benefits with the least impacts. Potential future steps in selecting a preferred
alternative include updating of the Big Lake Comprehensive Plan, the Matanuska Susitna
Borough (MSB) Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP), the M5B Official Streets and Highway
Plan (OSHP), and an environmental impact statement (EIS). The information presented in the
CIA should be a great help to continue the project development process for a future connection
between Port MacKenzie and the Parks Highway.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Screening criteria to identify alternative carried forward into the impact analysis
Appendix B: Maps showing the alternatives carried forward Into the impact analysis
Appendix C: Maps showing forecasted traffic at Build Qut

Appendix D: Summary of Public Outreach activities

Appendix E: Results of the Big Lake CIA Build-out Analysis

Appendix F: Highway Reconnaissance Report

Abbreviations and Acronyms

ALCS American Community Survey

ARRC Alaska Railroad Corporation

BLCC Big Lake Community Council

BL Town Center  Big Lake Town Center

Cla Community Impact Assessment

CDP Census-designated place

DOL&EWD Alaska Department of Labor & Workforce Development
DOTE&PF Alaska Department of Transportation & Public Facilities
FAA Federal Aviation Administration

FHWA Federal Highway Administration

FSA Fire Service Area

KAC Kiniik Arrm Crossing

KGE Knik Goose Bay

LRTP Long-Range Transportation Plan
MASCOT Matanuska-5usitna Community Transit
MEA Matanuska Electric Association

M5B Matanuska-Susitna Borough

MTA Matanuska Telephone Association
PMRE Port MacKenzie Rail Extension

ROW Right of Way

RSA Road Service Area
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1.0 Introduction

The intent of the Big Lake Community Impact Assessment (CIA) is to identify socioeconomic
impacts to the Big Lake Community Council {(BLCC) that could result from an improved highway
connection between the Point MacKenzie Road/Ayrshire Road intersection and the Parks
Highway (see Figure 1-1). This study assumes the completion of the Knik Arm Crossing (KAC)
and assoclated road improvements along Point MacKenzie Road and full development of Port
MacKenzie. When the bridge is completed and the port is bullt out, traffic in the Big Lake
community could increase dramatically, and local stakeholders are concerned about the
potential impacts. The Matanuska-Susitna Borough (MSB) received a State appropriation lo

conduct this ClA to help the local community and decision makers evaluate routes and discuss
the community impacts to Big Lake.
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1.1 What Was The Process Used in the Study?

The Big Lake CIA was developed using an iterative process (shown below) to provide baseline
information where information could be influenced based on anticipated impacts and
stakeholder input. The intent was to integrate the Highway Reconnaissance Study and the CIA
information with public input. Because of desire for a collaborative public process, the first task
was to establish a public involvement strategy (Appendix C) and integrate opportunities for
public input into the process. The team started with a community profile (Chapter 3) and a
corridor identification effort (Appendix A). The intent of this effort was to identify potential
corridors that avoid key areas in the first place rather than trying to mitigate impacts later. Early
efforts were made at determining the size (number of lanes) (See Figure 1-3) of the highway to
realistically identify potential highway corridors that would meet the need of improved highway
access between Port MacKenzie and Parks Highway. Once the corridors were identified, more
detailed reconnaissance engineering and impact analysis was conducted to refine the routes
and associated impacts.
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1.2 What is a Community Impact Assessment?
A Community Impact Assessment (CIA) is a process to evaluate the effects of a transportation
action (such as a road corridor) on a community and its quality of life. A ClA is a recommended
part of road project planning that:
= Shapes outcomes of the project;
* Documents the current and anticipated social environment of a geographic area - with
and without the road corridor; and
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s Looks at mobility, safety, employment, relocation, isolation, and other important
community issues.

1.3 This CIA was developed in accord with the Federal Highway
Administration’s (FHWA) guldelines. Why is a highway connection
needed?

Without a new Parks Highway Connection serving Port MacKenzie and the KAC, traffic to and
from these facilities will have to travel along the Knik Goose Bay Road (KGB) to Vine Road to
access the Parks Highway and then head north to the interior. This routing limits the use of the
KAC and may add significant mileage {depending on route) to traffic trying to access Port
Mackenzie from the Parks Highway. A new Parks Highway connection west of Vine Road would
serve multiple regional transportation needs, including:
= The need to address the projected significant increase in automobile and truck traffic In
the corridor due to new development including the Goose Creek Correctional Center;
Port Mackenzie Industrial District; the KAC; the Alaska Railroad Rall Reserve, and
increasing commercial, residential, and recreational use in the area.
* The need to improve the existing road network, which is not adequate to carry
increased volumes of traffic from the KAC and Port MacKenzie to the Parks Highway.
e The need to move freight north out of Port MacKenzie and freight from the Interior
south to the Port in an efficient and effective manner.
= The need to move residential and commercial traffic between the Parks Highway and
the KAC in an efficient and effective manner.

1.4 What is a Highway Reconnalssance Engineering Study?
The highway reconnaissance engineering study in Appendix F is an engineering analysis to help
determine what routes may be used to connect Port MacKenzie to the Parks Highway through
the Big Lake area. The reconnaissance engineering study considers terrain, physical constraints,
and engineering criteria to evaluate potential alignments. The purposes of the highway
reconnaissance study are to:
¢ Determine what routes may be used to move Port MacKenzie to Parks Highway traffic
through the Big Lake area;
s |mprove the mobility of people and goods between the Port MacKenzie area and the
Parks Highway;
Improve safety for motorized and non-motorized traffic;
Accommodate projected traffic growth related to the KAC, Port MacKenzie, the Goose
Creek Correctional Center, and other commercial and residential development in the
Point MacKenzie area; and
= Provide cost estimates,

1.5 What would the highway look like?

Eventually, the highway will be a high-speed, limited access, four-lane divided roadway with
limited pedestrian facilities with the option for frontage roads. It would be similar to the Parks
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Highway east of Wasilla. As traffic demand is anticipated to be relatively light to start and to
grow over time, the road is expected to be developed in phases os improvements are necded.
For example, sections of the road are likely to be constructed initially as two-lane roads, and as
traffic increases, expanded to four lanes (see Figure 1-). A 400-foot right of way (ROW) corridor,
sufficient to accommodate the final highway, would be acquired before any road construction
begins.

1.5 Why did Big Lake conduct a Community Impact Assessment?

The community of Big Lake lies north of the Port MacKenzie area and would likely receive the
maost benefits and impacts from a new Parks Highway Connection. Looking ahead at the
possibility of a new highway located near or through the Big Lake community, residents want to
identify potential impacts early in the process to be able to make informed decisions about the
future of their community.

The community of Big Lake’s major concern is the potential for a road corridor through the
downtown core and the impacts generated by the additional traffic. A CIA gives the people of
Big Lake a voice in the road corridor development decision-making process. The CIA provides
the community of Big Lake a chance to ensure that community values and concerns receive
proper attention prior to and during project development. The study also provides community
members a forum for input early in the process to help guide decisions. The ClA will help:
= [dentify the location for a highway corridor that can provide an efficient trucking route
to/from Port MacKenzie as well as accommodate commuter traffic from the Knik-Goose
Bay, Meadow Lakes, Big Lake, and Houston areas if the KAC is constructed;
¢ Plan for future community growth and land use decisions;
= Involve the community in the process to minimize community disruption and maximize
community benefits; and
= |dentify and document residents’ concerns about the effects of @ major highway
through neighborhoods and community centers.

This Ci& Is intended to provide a general overview about the types of sociceconomic impacts to
be expected. Detailed impacts about each route will be assessed as part of a future
environmental document such as an Environmental Assessment or Environmental Impact
Statement.
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1.7 How were stakeholders involved in the process?

A very active public invelvermnent and information program was developed to ensure that the
Big Lake community was a partner in developing the ClA. The public involvement activities
included public meetings, committee meetings, newsletters, and a project website. Project
team members conducted interviews with policy makers, the Alaska Department of
Transportation & Public Facilities (DOTEPF), Knik Arm Crossing and Toll Authority (KABATA)
highway users, truckers, local residents, and businesses to ensure they had an opportunity to
provide input to the CIA. Project team members attended several BLCC Transportation Sub-
Committee meetings to receive iImmediate feedback on project issues, corridor alignments, and
impacts. M58 staff was also actively involved and worked hand in hand with the consultant
team and community members to ensure that project information was disseminated regularly
and clearly and local concerns were addressed and incorporated into the CIA.

The following specific meetings and events were conducted:
« September 12, 2012 Big Lake Community Council Meeting
& QOctober 16, 2012 Big Lake Community Council Transportation Committee Meeting
» QOctober23, 2012 Big Lake Community Meeting #1
= December 17, 2012 Big Lake Chamber Meeting: Project Update
* February 5, 2013 Blg Lake Community Council Transportation Committee Meeting
* February 15-17, 2013 Big Lake Winter Fest
= April 1, 2013 Big Lake Chamber Meeting: Project Update
¢  May 23,2013 Big Lake Community Council Transportation Committee Meeting
#  Aupgust 7, 2013 Mat-5u Transportation Fair
* September 19, 2013 Big Lake Community Meeting #2
* November 13, 2013 Big Lake Cormmunity Council Transportation Committee Meeting

A number of groups were contacted and participated at one or both of the two communitywide
meetings and/or at one or more the Big Lake Transportation Committee Meetings. In most
cases, more than one person from each of the major stakeholder groups participated in the
community and/or BLCC Transportation Sub-Committee meetings. The main stakeholder
groups involved in the Big Lake Community Impact Assessment process included (in
alphabetical order):

= Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities

= Aurora Dog Mushers Club

# Big Lake Chamber of Commerce

# Big Lake Community Council

= Big Lake Residents and Property Owners

= CIRI Corporation

# Cook Inlet Regional Inc.

= (City of Houston

KABATA
e Knikatnu lne,
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» Mat-5u Borough Leadership — Mayor and Assembly Members
= Mat-5u Borough Port Commission Members

&  Mat-5u Borough Staff

= State House Representative

Additionally, project team members conducted individual interviews with the following
individuals to get input and obtain perspective on other key projects and development in the
project area.

= Paul DuClos, Port Commission Member, Big Lake Resident

* Andrew Niemiec + Michael Rovito, Knik Arm Bridge Toll Authority

« Joe Perkins, Mat-5u Borough Project Manager, Port Mackenzie Rail Extension (PMRE)

« Alien Kemplen, Alaska Department of Transportation (DOT), Mat-5u

Regional Planner

= Jim Clemenson, Big Lake Resident + Former Chair of Road Service Area

* Jim Simon, Principal, Big Lake Elementary School
For additional information on stakeholder outreach activities, please see Appendix D.

1.8 How will the results of the CIA be used? Where does it fit in the planning
process?
The CIA fits early into a continuum of ongoing transportation planning for the study area (see
Figure 1-4). The intent of the CIA Is to identify and evaluate potential routing options based on
sotio-economic impacts. The decision on which route will be developed (if any) will be made by
elected officials or decision makers through subsequent planning and environmental processes
(e.g. the MSB Long Range Transportation Plan or an environmental process such as an
Environmental Assessment or Environmental Impact Statement).

10 |Page March 2014
Tmi9-\9%
OR\S- 143



Page 483

DECEMBER 7, 2015

PLANNING COMMISSION

FIOE uop aBeqd |11

Lmis-19¢€
QEAS-14}

|.|..|||
b e
wandainy kdn
Lt iy mwlE ¢ S0P +
—— B il |
Py -ru.l.llrh I.—i“..”.-._.:i___ .
: ! Ry MR I LR il
] iy =P -
1 Ikl L ety 2 dom
i ey i & ialniahin i B
RILE BT _ e arjy gty i b iy it pep— SR e G DR | Ay
.“ e i B Py .ﬂ i
T L] L]  mm———
i TR Dimid gl oraddy . Y
ot i el g
- _— o

ANLE BTN RO el b O AT T Ao AL el TRERR D Gvln Pt S48

JWTasTy Podw) Ayunwwey 2307 Bg



PLANNING COMMISSION DECEMBER 7, 2015 Page 484
Big Loke Community Impoct Assessment

2.0 Alternatives

This chapter describes how the alternatives studied as part of the ClA were identified and
evolved throughouwt the process.

2.1 How were the corridors developed?

The KAC and Port MacKenzie have long been regional transportation priorities. A critical
component to these major developments has been an improved connection to the Parks
Highway. Additionally, the M5B’s Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and Big Loke
Community Comprehensive Plan identified various transportation improvements in and around
Big Lake to address growth and development issues,

Error! Reference source not found. depicts the various highway and rail routes considered over
he years. Sources of historical routes include the Matanuska-Susitna Borough (MSB) Long Range
Transportation Plan 2007 Update, the Burma Road Improvements Reconnaissance Engineering
Report (DOT&PF 2011), the South Big Lake Road Realignment Reconnaissance Engineering
Report (DOT&PF 2010), the Port MacKenzie Rail Corridor Study (ARRC 2007), the Matanuska-
Susitna Borough Rail Corridor Study (Tryck Nyman Hayes, 2003), the 2010 BLOC Transportation
Projects Location Map, and the BLCC Comprehensive Plan (Agnew::Beck 2009),

The first step for the project team was to identify the routes with the most potential and any
new routes that should be studied. The team used GIS mapping to identify environmental,
physical, and other constraints such as soils, slopes, lakes, wetlands, parks and refuge lands,
and property ownership. These maps were layered into a constraints map. The historical routes
and the constraints maps were then used together to identify potential highway corridors. Each
corridor was approximately one mile wide and reflected the general location of a potential
connection between Port Mackenzie Road/Ayrshire Road and the Parks Highway.

Based on the results of this analysis, four corridors [and two variants)* were identified as having
potential for further study (see Figure 2-2). These corridors were presented at a BLCC
Transportation Sub-Committee meeting and at an October 2012 public meeting. Based on the
feedback from meeting participants and M5B staff, the locations of the corridors were refined,
It was also decided that all corridors should be retained for further study.

! One varlant was called Corridor 3A because it was the same as Corridor 3 except it bypassed the Big Lake Town
Center. The second variant was called Corridor 38. S5milar to Corridor 3, It followed Burma Road from Port
Mackienzie Road to West Susitna Parkway. From there, Corridor 38, headed west to Comider 2, it then followed
Corridor 2 to the Packs Highway.
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2.2 Initial Alternative Alignments

The next step was to move from the one mile wide corridors to more refined alternative
alignments. To do that, within each corridor, engineered alignments (alternatives) were
developed according to the design criteria for a controlled access highway as depicted in Figure
1-3: Two-Lane and Four-Lane Typical Sections. The design criteria identify many important
elements about the road such as roadway width, allowable grade, curve radius, etc. Different
types of roads have different criteria so an alignment that is acceptable for a 2-lane, 35 mile an
hour collector road may not work for a 4 lane, 70 mile per hour highway. In addition, different
types of transportation modes have different criteria. For example, a railroad has different
curve and grade requirements than a highway so the most suitable location for a highway may
not be the same as the most suitable location for a rail line,

Each highway alignment was studied from an engineering perspective and considered
environmental constraints, preliminary cost estimate, and the ability to meet transportation
needs. At this time, members of the public, elected officials, and MSB staff expressed interested
in a corridor that used Knik-Goose Bay and Johnson Roads. It was concluded that this
alternative should be studied as part of the CIA. They also concluded that alternative alignment
for Corridor 2 should not follow the Port MacKenzie Rail Extension south of West Susitna
Parkway. Instead, it should follow Corridor 3B. The resulting alternatives (400-foot wide
highway alignments) are shown on Figure 2-3, For additional information about the
corridor/alternative development, please see Appendix A: Corridor Screening.
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After consultation with the BLCC Transportation Sub-Committee and MSB staff, it was decided
that Alternative 1° was not reasonable for further study because it crosses extensive wetland
areas and the Little Susitna River, and crosses and/or Is adjacent to State parks and refuges.
Alternative 1 was the longest corridor and had the highest cost estimate. Alternative 1 was also
the farthest west of all the alternatives. Because of its location, it did not connect the Port and
KAC with the population centers in the M58, Traffic would be expected to use Knik Goose Bay
Road and the Burma/Big Lake Road corridors, resulting in unacceptable congestion levels on
these routes’. The impacts of this route to the Big Lake community would be negligible due to
its far westward location with respect to the Big Lake Town Center.

Alternative 4 was considered not reasonable because of the amount of wetlands being crossed
and impacts to the Aurora Dog Mushing trail network.

In addition, as Corridor 2 Bypass was refined and screened, there was much discussion
regarding how downtown Big Lake should be bypassed. There were advantages to having the
bypass within 0.5 miles of downtown Big Lake (spurring economic development and being
accessible to Big Lake residents) as well as advantages of locating the bypass further away
{moving high-speed traffic and noise further away). In the end, it was decided that both Big
Lake Town Center bypass options would be explored in the ClA - one closer in to downtown
(Option A) and one further away (Option B).

All other alternatives (2, 3, 3 Bypass — Option A, 3 Bypass - Option B, and 5) were studied as
part of the CIA (see Figure 2-5). The analyzed alternatives are described in more detail below.
Maps showing each studied alternative in greater detall are located in Appendix B. Additional
information on the screening process can be found in Appendix A

* plternative 1 refers to the highway alignment developed in Corridor 1.

¥ subsequent traffic analysis confirmed that Alternative 1 has low traffic vedumes and unacceptable levels of
congestion on Knik Goose Bay and the Burmia/8ig Lake Road corridor. For results of the traffic forecast, please see
Appendix C.
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z.2.2 Alternative 2 - Rail Route

Alternative 2 starts at Point MacKenzie Road/Ayrshire Road and connects to the Parks Highway
at Houston. This corridor parallels the Port MacKenzie Rail Extension (PMRE) project corridaor.
The PMRE project was approved by the Surface Transportation Board and is currently being
constructed.

2.2.3 Alternative 3 - City Center/Existing Road Route

Alternative 3 starts at Point MacKenzie Road/Ayrshire Road and connects to the Parks Highway
near Rig Lake Road. This corridor generally follows Burma Road, Susitna Parkway, South Big
Lake Road, and Big Lake Road. Portions of this alignment have had reconnaissance reports
completed by DOT&PF including South Big Lake Road (2010) and Burma Road (2011). No
reconnaissance reports were prepared for Big Lake Road including the segment through
downtown,

2.2.4 Alternative 3 Bypass - Option A

Alternative 3 Bypass — Option A |5 similar to Alternative 3, except that it includes a short bypass
around the Big Lake Town Center to the west {between Echo Lake Drive and Maplewood Drive).
The bypass is approximately one mile east of Big Lake Road.

2.2.5 Alternative 3 Bypass - Option B

Alternative 3 Bypass — Option B is the same as Alternative 3 and Alternative 3 Bypass Option A
between Port MacKenzie Road and Echo Lake Drive. At Echo Lake Drive, the alignment
continues east to Johnson Road, staying south of Fish Creek. The alignment follows Johnson
Road north to the Parks Highway.

A.2.6 Alternative 5 - Johnson Road Route

Alternative 5 starts at Point MacKenzie/Ayrshire Road and connects to the Parks Highway east
of Big Lake. This corridor generally follows Port MacKenzie Road, Knik Goose Bay Road, and
Johnson Road.
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2.3 Traffic Analysis

Knowing the traffic volumes and traffic patterns that result from a new roadway can be heipful
in identifying impacts. For example, a new roadway changes traffic patterns and may result in
one area being quieter while another gets noisier or experiences other changes related to
traffic impacts.

A traffic forecast was developed to identify future traffic volumes and patterns that result from
each alternative. The traffic forecast was based on the M3B's Traffic Model. Traffic forecasts
were developed using the 2010 socioeconomic conditions and the 2035 roadway netwerk. In
order to incorporate the M5B build out projections for each alternative, base year traffic
volumes were grown using the growth increase predicted by the M58 build out model to
forecast future traffic volumes.

The traffic forecast showed that Alternative 2 did not attract large volumes of traffic and could
potentially result In congestion on Burma/Big Lake Road and Knik Goose Bay Road. Traffic on
Big Lake Road in the Big Lake Town Center could be close to 11,500 cars per day at Bulld Qut.
This is almost double the 2012 traffic volume of 6,510 (see Figure 2-5). Alternative 3 would
attract high traffic volume. In the Big Lake Town Center, traffic volumes could be close to
21,500 vehicles per day. Alternative 3 Bypass — Option A was similar to Alternative 3 except
traffic in downtown Big Lake was reduced to approximately 5,300 vehicles per day and the
majority of traffic used the highway to bypass the town center. in Alternative 3 Bypass - Option
B, the bypass did not attract as much traffic as Option A resulting in high traffic volumes (17,800
AADT) in downtown Big Lake. Alternative 5 resulted in high traffic volumes along Knik Goose
Bay Road. Traffic in the Big Lake Town Center was approximately 10,300 vehicles per day.

Traffic volumes for 2012 are shown in Figure 2-5. See Appendix C for the traffic forecast.

Flgura 3-5: 2000 Trafis Valuras

Source: DOTEPF, 2012 Traffic Velume Map
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3.0 Big Lake Community Profile

The purpose of the community profile is to describe the existing context of the roadway
corridor, discuss key features to avoid, and serve as a baseline for identifying potential impacts.
The community profile describes the demographics, economics, community values, historical
background, infrastructure, transportation, public services, housing, land use, planned
development, community focal points, and informal meeting places within the BLCC (see Figure
3-1).

The main data sources for the profile are the 2010 U.5. Census, the 2006-2010 American
Community Survey (ACS), the Big Lake Comprehensive Plan Update, the MSE website, the
Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development (DOLEWD), the MSE Regional
Aviation System Plan, the M5B Public Facilities Plan, the Big Lake Water Quality Improvement
documents and website, and public outreach activities such as interviews and public meetings.

3.1 Historical background and context

The Athabascan Dena'ina Alaska Natives who originally inhabited
the area, congregating primarily at the intersections of streams In Jure 1996, the

and lakes, are considered Big Lake's first inhabitants. Big Lake's “Miller's Reach” wildfire
modern history started around 1899, when miners traversed destroyed more than
through the area via dogsled to reach the Talkeetna Mountains. | 37 500 acres in the Big
Starting around 1920, people began homesteading in Big Lake. Lake and Houston area,
By 1959, there were several lodges and children's camps on the including 433 buildings
lake, in addition to many cottages (around 300) that were built and homes.

and owned in the Big Lake area.

In the 1960 and 1970s, lakefront lots became much more accessible and development began
to increase. As the 1970s and 1980s progressed, the Big Lake area was dominated primarily by
maodest cabins that families from Anchorage would use on the weekends and during the
summer, In recent years, a larger share of Big Lake property owners have made Big Lake their
permanent residence. In addition to Big Lake gaining more year-round citizens, it has also seen
the average footprint of its homes increase. Many of the original cabins have been replaced
with larger houses for retirement, year-round living, or continued seasonal use,

3.2 Community values and issues

In 2009, the Big Lake community engaged in a planning process to update the 1996 Dig Lake
Comprehensive Plan. A series of workshops and community meetings led to the identification of
key community values and issues that were considered and addressed.
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Valuing environmental preservation and community development, the community 15 focused
primarily on balancing two broad objectives: to maintain community qualities that initially drew
residents and visitors to thie area, while also supporting Big Lake's transition into a vear-round
community. Big Lake residents want to maintaln the area’s abundant open space, lakes, and
forest, while also promoting the development of adequate services, economic opportunity,
quality neighborhoods, and the sense of community that is promoted by having a lively,
walkable Town Center. To achieve the community’s broad goals in consideration of its values,
Big Lake is addressing the following key issues: changing demographics, natural environment
and recreational oppertunities, water quality, economic development, and how to best guide
the community’s future.

Changing Demographics. Big Lake’s demographics are changing. Many retirees and older
workers are coming to Big Lake on a year-round basis. As a result, land prices are rising, and
expectations about public services and facilities are increasing.

MNatural Environment and Recreational Opportunities. The natural environment is important to
not only Big Lake's economy, but also to its way of life. The community wants to maintain the
natural environment and Is developing strategies that will protect the environment as the
community grows. Providing more recreational opportunities and improved public access to the
lake are also important to community residents.

Water Quality. Meeting water quality standards in a community that is comprised of many
small and substandard lots, and where the use of two-stroke engines and personalized
watercraft is frequent, continues to be a significant challenge. The community Is currently
developing an initiative to work with the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation
and the Environmental Protection Agency to improve Big Lake's water quality.

Economic Development. While Big Lake has experienced an influx of relatively wealthy year-
round residents and retirees, the community remains home to many low-income families. The
community wants to address the needs of all of its residents by ensuring the community has
economic development opportunities and afordable housing to help Big Lake become a
stronger, more stable, year-round community.

Influencing Our Future. There are several large projects that are planned or under
development that have the potential to have a noticeable impact on Big Lake. These Include the
KAC, Port MacKenzie, the PMRE, and the Parks Highway Alternative Corridor. During the recent
Comprehensive Plan Update, the community worked hard to engage a wide range of
stakeholders representing different interests to identify ways to allow future development,
while still protecting the environment and the rural character of Big Lake.
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3.3 Population and demographic characteristics
According to the 2010 U.S. Census, Big Lake® has

2248 -1 begs 3ndln U vl LASE a0

a population of 3,350 people (Table 3-1). This is &l Lakn
an increase of 715 (27.1 percent) from 2000. Year | M58 Big Lake | % of MSB
Approximately 2.8 percent of M5B residents live Population In
in Big Lake. __Big Lake

1950 39,683 1477 a7
Big Lake has an aging population. The median 2000 | 59322 2,968 4.4
age for Big Lake is 42.4, which is higher than the 2010 8,595 3,350 3.8

MSB’s median age of 34.8. Big Lake has 23.6

percent (790) of the population under 18, which

is lower than the overall MSB percentage (28.9 percent). Big Lake also has a higher percentage
(11.2 percent) of residents age 65 and over as compared to the M5B overall (7.9 percent). Big
Lake has a lower percentage of households with children under 18 and a higher percentage of
households with people who are 65 and over, Of the 1,372 households in Big Lake, 399 (29.1
percent) have children under 18 years of age and 284 (20.7 percent) have people who are 65
years and older. Of the 31,824 households in the MSB, 12,294 (38.6 percent) households have
children under 1B years old and 5,287 (16.6 percent) households have people who are 65 years
and owver.

Big Lake has smaller households and families as compared to MSB. The average household size
in Big Lake is 2.4, which is smaller than the MSB's average household size of 2.8.

The population of Big Lake is approximately B6 percent white alone and 14 percent minority.
The largest minority group is American Indian and Alaska Mative. Approximately 3 percent are
Hispanic or Latino. The population of the MSB is also predominantly white, with 84.9 percent of
the people classifying themselves as white alone. Similar to Big Lake, the largest minority group
is American Indian and Alaska Native, and approximately 3.7 percent are Hispanic or Latino.

Big Lake has a slightly higher percentage of males than females. In Big Lake, there are 1,762
males (52.6 percent) and 1,588 females (47.4 percent). This is similar to the distribution of the
MSB overall, which has 46,040 males (51.7 percent) and 42,955 females (48.3 percent).

2.4 Economics

Big Lake, like the rest of the M5B, has a relatively high percentage of residents over the age of
16 who do not participate in the labor force. According to DOLEWD, 1,379 Big Lake residents
aged 16 or older (51.9 percent) were employed in 2011, and total wages were 552,650,489, In
the MSB, approximately 56.9 percent of residents aged 16 and over participated in the labor
force. Most workers in Big Lake are employed by the private sector (83.6 percent) which is
similar to the overall M58 rate (82.4 percent). Many residents are employed outside the BLCC,

* Census Information is reported for the Big Lake Census Designated Place (CDP) as this is the closest census
geography to the BLCC,
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in ather locations in the MSB or in Anchorage. Approximately 66.3 percent of workers in Big
Lake are employed year-round, which Is similar to the M5B level of 69.7 percent.

The top five occupations of Big Lake residents by number of workers are:
« Cashier (60)
# Retall salesperson (51)
« Secondary school teacher, except special and career/technical education (31)
# Construction Laborer [30)
= Carpenter (29)

While the order is different, these occupations are in the top 10 list of occupations held by MSB
workers.

By industry, approximately one guarter (24.5 percent) of all workers in Big Lake are in trade,
transportation, and utilities, The next closest Big Lake industry is construction, at 13.5 percent.
In the M5B overall, trade, transportation, and utilities industry employees make up 21.0
percent of all workers, but the second-highest industry is education and health services with
15.1 percent. Overall, only 10.8 percent of workers in the MSB are in construction.

Big Lake households tend to earn less than other MSB households. The 2006~2010 ACS
estimated that Blg Lake had an average median household Income of $61,250 (with a margin of
error of $17,943) and a per capita income of 525,987 (with a margin of error of 53,529). This is
lower than the MSB's median household income of $67,703 (with 2 margin of error of $1,956)
and per capita income of 527,910 (with a margin of error of $554). According to the ACS,
approximately 13.5 percent of Big Lake residents had incomes below the poverty level, which is
higher than the M5B's poverty rate (9.9 percent).

3.5 Infrastructure

There are no public water, sewer, or storm drain systems in Big Lake. Most of Big Lake uses
individual wells and septic systems. Some residents haul water and use outhouses, The M5B
operates a refuse transfer station (Big Lake Transfer Station). Services provided include solid
waste disposal and battery, oll, and paint collection. Other materials must be brought to the
Central Landfill. Plped natural gas is available in some parts of the BLCC. Big Lake s located in
the Matanuska Electric Association (MEA) service area. MEA is a member-owned cooperative,
The Matanuska Telephone Association {MTA) is a member-owned telecommunications
cooperative that offers telecommunications service to the Big Lake area.

3.6 Transportation

There are no highways within Big Lake, although one of the primary access points to the BLCC is
via Big Lake Road from the Parks Highway. Some of the major roads within BLCC include South
Big Lake Road, West Susitna Parkway, Burma Road, and West Hollywood Road (see Figure 3-2).
Most of the BLCC is located within the Big Lake Road Service Area ([RSA) but portions of the
southeast community council are located in the Knik RSA and a portion on the western edge of
the BLCC is outside an RSA.
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There is no fixed-route public transportation offered within Big Lake. The closest Matanuska-
Susitna Community Transit (MASCOT) stop is at the Spenard Bullders Supply, which is just
outside the BLCC boundaries.

The Big Lake Airport is owned by the DOTEPF. It has a 2,435-foot by 70-foot gravel airstrip and
is used primarily for general aviation purposes. Adjacent to the airport, the M5B owns a
floatplane pull-out ramp on the Fish Creek canal. Float planes operate on Blg Lake and other
lakes In the area. Many of these lakes are not registered with the Federal Aviation
Administration [FAA) as seaplane bases. There are also several seaplane bases and landing
strips that are privately owned and are for private use.

There are also several boat launches and a marina to support recreational watercraft (see
Figure 3-2).

There is no rail in Big Lake. However, the Alaska Railroad Corporation (ARRC) and MSB are
currently developing the PMRE, a rail extension from Houston to Port MackKenzie that will cross
through the Big Lake Community Council (see Figure 3-2).

3.7 Public services

Big Lake is located in the Matanuska-Susitna Borough School District. The only school in Blg
Lake is the Big Lake Elementary School (see Figure 3-2). it teaches preschool through grade 5. In
the 2011-2012 school year, Big Lake Elementary had 431 students and 25 teachers. Maost
students in grades 6 to 12 attend Houston Middle S5chool or Houston High School. Students in
Big Lake also use correspondence study programs.

There are no hospitals in the Big Lake community. The closest major medical facility is the Mat-
Su Regional Medical Center near Wasilla.
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Big Lake has a volunteer fire

department and two fire stations = _ &
{Stations 8-1 and 8-2). Station B-1 s i "
the Edward Beech Public Safety

Building, and Station 8-2 is the Jack

Helms Public Safety Building and

Training Grounds (Figure 3-2). The
eastern portion of BLCC is located in
the West Lakes Fire Service Area.
Other than a small portion of the
community council near the Goose
Bay State Game Refuge, the rest of the community council Is outside a fire service area.

One of the seven libraries in the Matanuska-Susitna Library Network is located in Blg Lake
(Figure 3-2). Currently, it is open Monday through Saturday and is closed on Sundays and
haolidays. It is a 6,940-square-foot facility and has paid staff and a public meeting space.

Big Lake has an extensive trail system, but most trails are not surveyed, mapped, or secured in
public ownership easements (Figure 3-1).The community is working actively to document trail
routes and to reserve easements and ROW for trails that cross private lands so that the trails
can continue to be used. The trails are used maost intensively In the winter.

Big Lake and other water
bodies are important
recreational resources In
the study area and are used
for boating and swimming.
Maintaining legal and
physical access to the lake
is an angoing challenge.

g Lalee Pubils Lk

The State of Alaska has
three recreation areas with
facilities in the vicinity of
Big Lake: the Big Lake North State Recreation Site, the Big Lake South State Recreation Site, and
the Rocky Lake State Recreation Site (Figure 3-2). These sites are important resources to the
community and visitors to the area. The community wants to see these areas, as well as the
M5B boat launch site (located at the southern end of South Big Lake Road), supported,
strengthened, and expanded to accommodate year-round recreation opportunities.

A small portion of the Susitna Flats State Game Refuge is located near the southwest corner of
the community council (Figure 3-1). The game refuge was created in 1976 to protect fish and
wildlife populations and for the public use of fish and wildlife and their habitat. Popular
recreation activities in the refuge Include wildlife viewing, photography, hunting, and fishing.
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The Little Susitna River (Figure 3-1), located near the western edge of the community council, is
another popular recreation area. Commaon recreation activities on or along the river include
fishing, camping, wildlife viewing, photography, hunting, and boating.

Big Lake has several other small but well-used parks, including the M58-owned Fish Creek Day
Park that is maintained by the local Airmen’s Association (Figure 3-2).

3.8 Housing

The number of housing units in Big Lake is increasing. In 2010, there were an estimated 2,780
housing units in Big Lake, which made up 7 percent of the MSB's housing stock. Since 2000,
average annual growth of Big Lake housing stock has been approximately 3 percent per year.
This growth rate is higher than the growth rate during the previous decade, but Is still below
the growth rate in the M5B (Table 3-2).

Tamie 5 & Hevsin, Unkes o die kaSE and 3l wake

Housing Estimates M5B Big Lake

1990 2000 2010 | 1990 | 2000 | 2010
Taotal Housing Unfts 20,853 | 27,325 | 41329 | 1,933 | 2122 | 2,780
Average Annual Percent Change nfa E % nfa 1% E

Source: US Censwes 100% data (1990, 2000, 2010)

Homes in Big Lake range substantially, from small cabins with no indoor plumbing to large
lakeside retreats. Despite a wide range of sizes and amenities, housing in Blg Lake Is comprised
predominately of single-family homes. Similar to 2000, as of 2010, approximately 87 percent of
the Big Lake housing stock was single-family.

In Big Lake, seasonal homes make up a substantial share of the overall housing stock (45
percent as of 2010,
compared to 18 percent in Flpars 3-5; Sexgrnal e ban-ragonal Hongdve tinls, 2010
the MS8; Figure 3-3). :

However, there are
indicators that this trend is o
changing. In 2000, a higher ]
share of the housing units g
(48 percent) was seasonal, . -
in recent years, many
homes an or near Big Lake
have been substantially
rehabilitated and expanded
upon, facilitating their Somrce: LS Cantay
transition to year-round

residences.
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Home values in Big Lake are rising. Valda 2-32 hiadlan Hema Valus

According to the ACS, the median home Location 2000 2010 | Average
value in 2010 was $185,000 (Table 3-3). A Annual
recent survey of 63 multiple listing service Growth
homes for sale indicates a median list price Anchorage | 5161,000 | $270,000 | 6.8%
of 5220,000 in Big Lake. The current list of MSE $126,000 | 5212000 | 6.8%
hll:;ll':es for sale ranges from $33,000to 51.2 Big Lake $108,000 | 5185,000 | 7.1%
milikan.

Source: WS Cengas, ACS

Big Lake is currently experiencing low

housing vacancy rates. Data from the 2006~2010 ACS measured the homeowner vacancy rate
at 2.4 percent and the rental vacancy rate at 6.1 percent. A typical vacancy rate in a housing
market is 5 percent, with a 2.4 percent rental vacancy rate. For the M5B, the homeowner
vacancy rate was measured at 1.6 percent, while the rental vacancy rate was 5.9 percent. Asa
result, those looking to purchase a home or move to Big Lake, like elsewhere In the MSB, may
not have many options.

One notable characteristic of the Big Lake housing market is the size of its lots, both those with
existing homes and those that are vacant. A 2009 analysis of parcels from the MSB Tax Assessor
indicated that at least half of the lots in Big Lake are smaller than 40,000 sguare feet. This lot
footprint is smaller than the square foot minimum currently required by M5B code for parcels
relying on on-site wells and wastewater systems. This is a result of the fact that many of Big
Lake's lots were subdivided before minimum lot size regulations were applied or enforced,
These smaller lots with onsite wells and septic systems can have health and water quality
impacts that are challenging for homeowners and the community to address.

3.9 Land use and ownership

The total area of the Big Lake Community Council is 87,371 acres. The current land use
designations reflect the private development patterns areund Big Lake and the surrounding
lake system. The majority of development is comprised of single-family residential units.
Commercial development is concentrated primarily along Big Lake Road from the Parks
Highway to the Big Lake airport. Many undeveloped tracts of land are held by the State of
Alaska, the Alaska Mental Health Trust, the M5B, and Alaska Native corporations (Figure 3-4).
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Tadia 5= Land Qurndrghip, 2820

More than a third of the land in the BLCC
area Is State or MSB land (Table 2-4). As

Land Owner Acres % Total the State and the MSB plan for the use of
those lands, the community has the
M2 20350 2% opportunity to identify properties for
Cooperutive 47 - recreation, habitat, and watershed
Federal & % purposes, as well as to identify specific
Mertal Health Trust B 827 10% areas for new development.
Mative Corporation 4,369 5%
b o T i oibigibrditot it
an ate, a map to re land use
TR 1,955 £ decisions was developed (Figure 3-5). Uses
s 750 1 identified in the roadmapmap include a
HA B.736 0% Town Center area (described below) and a
Mo Data 7,479 9% range of other uses, which are summarized
Total 87,371 100 in Section 3,10, Planned Development.
Source: 2010 M5B GIS parcel data
Flgnrg 3-5: Me Lale Qo prehenshe Flan Poadne:
. S . : : :-'_I-:h-l T i
L e o
r T o € llea
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Town Center. A Town Center Is defined
as the location where commercial
development should be concentrated
within a one-quarter mile radius. A Town
Center should, in addition to being
concentrated at its center, be walkable
and include a mix of uses. The Big Lake
Town Center (BL Town Center) was
determined by the community to be
located at the comer of Hollywood
Boulevard and Big Lake Road (Figure
3-6).

Residential Uses. The roadmap (Figure
3-5) calls for providing a range of
residential uses, Including higher
densities close to the BL Town Center
and more dispersed residential uses
throughout the community.

The roadmap (Figure 3-5) also identifies

key areas where land should be

protected for watersheds, recreational

opportunities, public facilities, and the need to develop a gateway commercial and a highway-
oriented commercial corridor.

3.10 Planned development

The planned development in the Big Lake area includes both private development and public
improvements and facilities. There are four categories that describe the different types of
development accurring now or poassibly in the future: small subdivisions, larger subdivisions,
possible future subdivisions, and upsizing current homes.

Small Subdivisions. According to the M5B Platting Division, the M5B processes approximately
five small subdivisions per year In the Big Lake area. Typlcally in Big Lake, small subdivisions are
the result of landowners who subdivide a lot Into two or three lots, which are then sold to
those interested in building housing.

Larger Subdivisions. Currently, the MSB [s processing one eight-lot subdivision off South Big
Lake Road, between Jade Lake and Big Lake. According to the M5B Platting Division, larger
subdivisions similar to this one are rare.

Possible Future Subdivisions. With the availability of large tracts of vacant land owned by
public, private, or institutional land owners (Alaska Mental Health Trust, the State, the MSB,
Alaska Native corporations, and individual private owners), there is the possibility for the
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development of larger subdivisions in and around Big Lake. Additionally, future development on
larger tracts of vacant land will be informed by the Big Loke Comprehensive Plan and the
development regulations in place to implement the Plan’s policies.

2.11 Community focal points and informal meeting places
Like people in many low-density rural commiunities, most Big Lake residents and visitors enjoy

their privacy and the chance to get away from the hustle of more urbanized areas. At the same
time, community members enjoy the chance to interact with friends and neighbors.

Current community focal points and gathering areas where Big Lake residents connect with
their family, friends, and neighbors are listed below. The majority of these locations are located
in “downtown” Big Lake (Figure 3-2).
* Post Office
= Big Lake Elementary School
Library
« Several local grocery stores and restaurants, such as the Big Lake Super Store (Tesoro
Station), Steve's Food Boy, and Big Lake Family Restaurant
¢ Churches, including Faith Bible Fellowship Center and Our Lady of the Lake Catholic
Church
¢« Outdoor gathering places, including Jordan Lake Park and Fish Creek Park, North and
South State Recreation Sites, and the community trail system
= Big Lake Lion's Club
» Burkeshore Marina and Big Lake Powersports/South Port Marina
# Fire Station

As in all communities, much of the socializing in Big Lake occurs in private homes. Also
important are the still-private, but more visible, docks and yards that front on local lakes.

The Big Lake Comprehensive Flan outlines goals and strategies to improve opportunities for
“public life.” These include improving the BL Town Center, adding a new community center, and
developing a better, more extensive, and pedestrian-friendly system of Town Center roads and
sidewalks.
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4.0 Big Lake Impact Assessment

4.1 Introduction

This chapter presents an analysis of the potential
highway alternative for the community of Big Lake in
accord with the FHWA's publication Community Impact
Assessment: A Quick Reference for Transportation”. The
analysis examines the relationship between the
proposed National Highway System connections and
community life in Big Lake.

Only the Alternatives 2, 3, 3 Bypass Option A, 3 Bypass
Option B, and 5 are studied in detall in the CIA (see
Figure 4-1). For the purposes of this analysis, Alternative
3 represents the baseline because it is the route that
DOTA&PF had originally proposed. The following general
considerations guided the analysis:

# Recognizing both positive and negative impacts;

* Considering short-term and long-term impacts;

= [dentifying secondary and cumulative effects;

The following topics have been
studied for this analysis.

® @ @& & ® ® ® ¥ ® @&

Land use

Maobility and Access
Economic Conditions
Public Services

Physical

Visual

Safety

Displacement

Social and Psychological
Build Out Analysis

* |dentifying impacts relative to community goals as expressed in the Big Laoke

Comprehensive Plan;

* Incorporating public concerns and issues identified through our public outreach;

#= Focusing on primary issues or topics of potential controversy; and

= Recognizing that the big drivers of change in the community will be the incremental
growth of the MSB as a whole, and the construction of the Knik Arm Crossing. More
direct access to Anchorage and 3 percent annual population growth will make Big Lake a
very different place. The specific corridor chosen Is an important but secondary change.

* a section on the M5B Bulld Out Analysls was added by request from the community,
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4.2 Land Use

This section evaluates and compares the expected land use impacts of the five alternatives. It
considers the land to be used for the highway connection as well as the development potential
for adjacent areas. Conclusions about the impacts of the road on land use reflect consideration
of several factors: the physical characteristics of the land, current iand ownership and land
uses, and broader trends in the reglonal and statewide economy.

As discussed In more detail below, the five alternatives are likely to have quite different effects

on land use.

= Alternative 2, on the west side of Big Lake, crosses through land with physical
constraints, including poorly drained soils and a planned adjoining railroad line. While
this route provides road access to previously inaccessible areas, the amount of
development Is expected to be limited.

* Alternative 3 crosses the BL Town Center, and would bring increased mobility and traffic
into and through the existing community. This would accelerate growth and change in

the area.

= Alternative 3 Bypass Options A and B would avoid the disruption to the BL Town Center,
while still bringing better access and commercial opportunities to the area.
= Alternative 5 would have relatively limited impacts on Big Lake, as it passes to the east
of the BLCC boundary.
Table 4-1 summarizes the potential land use impacts

Tazie 4-L:wand Uze Irnpacts Tumdcan
Impact Category Alternative
2 3 3 Bypass (ARE) 5
Expected changes in | » Minor, mostly # Major changes in 8L | = Major changes east | # Intensification
land use? along New Burma Town Center, of BL Town Center, of commercial/
Rd. # Intersectlon at New | = Intersection at New residential
= Intersection at Buwrma/ Susitna Burma/ Susitna uses along
Mew Burma/ Piwy develops as a Fiowy develops as a southern Knik-
Susitna Plowy commercial center. commercial center. Goose Bay and
develops as a lohnsan roads.
commarcial = Moderate
certer, effects on
® Railroad is a northern Knfk-
barrier to change Falrwiew
to the west. Commiunity.
» Moderate effects
ion Houston Town
iCenter.
How will growth & Limited grewth * Moderate to high # Low to maderate = Moderate
slong the corridor potentlal since growth potential growth potential growth
be affected by land T0% of land since less than 5% of | since S0% of potential sinee
quality? adjoining this land along this route |  adjoining land along 20-30% of land
route is poorly is poorly drained; the bypass routes is adjoining this
drained and Is portlans have poorly drained and route s poory
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Impact Category Alternative
] E | 3 Bypass [ARRB) 5
relatively costhy ta topographic Is relathwely costly to drained and i
develop. lirnitaticns devalop, relativaly
increasing costly to
development costs. develop,
Vacant land = Large majarity of Much ef this = Large majority of = Large makarity
avaitable for land along this corridor already has land slong east-west of land along
development? route is vacant road access and portion [s vacant; Bast-west
and undeveloped existing nerthern portion portion i3
and Is located developmant; land already has road vacant;
both east and available slong New #ccess and is 50- narthem
west of railroad. Burma Road 60% developed, portian
Development [s corridor. already has
limit by sofl road access
conditions and and b 50-60%
wetlands, developed.
Further
northern
developmant
liemited by
wetlands and
soils,
Likelihood to s Least likely to Substantial pressure | = Little pressure on BL | = Pressune on BL
develop into dhvert traffic from on BL Town Center, Town Center, Town Center
unplanned BL Town Center, Could become & Should develop avalded.
commendal strip? Traffic through comemercial strip more like Eagle # Growth
deventown could with frontage roads. River. pressure will
create shift east.
commercial
pressure,
= Increased traffic
im Houston may
lead to Increased
préssure,
Conskstent with = Consistent. Most Arterial through BL | » Consistent. Mastof | » Avolds major
Land Use Policles in of route Tewn Center is route designated coniflicts with
the Big Lake designated Inconsistent with “dispersad Plan by
Comprehensive “conservation Plan's Town Canter resicential” or running abong
Plani residential” — low goaks. “clase In" the east edge
density and/or Route serves area resldential, of the BLCE,
elusterad designated for a
residential. comblnation of
commercial and
residential uses,
Effects on the Big # This afternative The Plan identifies | » The Planidentifies | » Little effect on
Loke opens up the the need to reserve the need to resenve planned roads
Comprehensive Plan appartunity for a a corridor that & corridar that in Blg Lake,
vislon for road? new road on the travels slighthy east swings slightly east
west and narth of downtown Big of downtown Big
side of Big Lake, Lake, not through Lake (simitar to
a3 recommended downtown as shown | Option A), not 4-5
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Impact Category Alternative
2 3 3 Bypass (ALB) 5
by the Plan, In this alvermnative. miles east of
donwnbown as shown |
_I In Elp't.ll;ln B, ]

The key findings are:
« Alternative 3 is expected to have the most impact on land use in the BL Town Center,

and Alternative 2 will have the least impact.

# Alternative 3 has the most potential for development, as land along this corridor s
better suited for construction, but it also has the most existing development.
= Alternative 3 is the least consistent with the Big Loke Comprehensive Plan.

Bringing a major highway into the Big Lake area would lead to several types of land use
changes, including direct impact to areas dedicated to road construction. Table 4-2 shows the
amount of land converted to transportation use and distinguishes between land in the BLCC
area and the total area affected by any given route. As the table shows, the five routes convert
guite different amounts of land. Alternative 2 converts the largest number of acres of land
within the BLCC (912 acres), followed by Alternatives 3 (801.7 acres) and 3 Bypass (763.8 acres).
Alternative 5 is located mostly south and east of Big Lake and conwverts only 10 acres within the

BLCC boundaries.

Tabde &2 Laes Lae widhin e EUOG Coneerisd o Trngzaradon, RO Leg (Rares)
Land Use Alternative
Category 2 3 3 5

Option A Option B
BLCC | Total | BLCC | Total | BLCC | Total | BLCC | Total | BLCC | Total

Residential B2.7 82,7 |132.0)140.0 | 167.5 | 175.0 | 137.4 | 2185 | 1.0 | 2163
Transient 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.5 00 | 00 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0
Lodging
Mobile Home 26 29 20 34 33 3.7 18 9.4 0.0 | 112
Residential/ 0.0 0.0 0.8 08 | 0.0 | 0O 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Commercial
Commercial 0.0 0.0 22.3 | 2.5 6.3 E.5 2.5 6.0 0.0 L
Industrial 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Manufacturing 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 .0 0.0 0.0
Agricultural 34 34 1.4 314 1.4 314 314 1.4 0.0 2.0
Churches 0.0 0.0 1.7 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.6
Communications | 0.0 0.0 0.2 0z | 0.0 0.0 00 | GO0 | 0.0 0.0
Education 0.0 0.0 8.5 g5 | 00 | DO 00 | 0.0 | 0.0 0.0
MNA 0.0 1.5 1.8 2.0 3.0 3.1 14 18 0.0 2.1
Public 0.0 0.0 0.9 09 00 | 00 0.0 00 | 0.0 3.2
Administration
Recreation® 0.0 0.0 11 1.1 0.0 0.0 Q.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
ROW/Vacant 24.6 32.4 409 | 40.9 0.0 0.0 35.2 | 41.7 0.3 167.2
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Land Use Alternative
Category 2 3 3 5
Option A Option B
BLCC |[Total | BLCC | Total | BLCC | Total | BLEC | Total | BLCC | Total
Transportation 0.0 0.0 29 | 29 | oo | oo [ 00 | 00 | 0.0 | 0O
Vacant 798.7 | 952.6 | 5818 616.7 | 619.8 | 673.1 | 5813 | 650.6 | 88 | 505.7 |
Total 912.0 | 1,085.6 | B01.7 | B46.3 | B03.2 | 864.7 | 763.8 | 9314 | 10.1 | 913.9 |

Note- Based on a 400-foot corridor, Totals may not match due to rounding,
*This information reflects the land use categories listed In the M3 GES data, Land mary be used for more than cne purpose. For
examphe, transportation corridars wsing undevaloped groand are often wsed for recreational iralls, hunting, ste.

4.2 Mobility and Access

The new highway connection will change traffic patterns in Big Lake because it provides a new
route for drivers to use. Changes in traffic patterns will largely depend on the proximity of
residents to the alternative. Alternative 2 is more likely to change traffic patterns for residents
located to the west of the PMRE by giving them a new route to access the Parks Highway and
West Susitna Parkway. Alternative 2 will have a lesser change on traffic patterns for residents
east of the alternative because of the limited number of crossings of the PMRE. Alternatives 3,
3 Bypass Options A or B, and 5 will have minor changes in traffic patterns because they are
largely following existing roadways. Alternative 3 and 2 Bypass Options A and B is likely to have
the biggest impact on those living near South Big Lake Road and the BL Town Center.
Alternative 5 will have a bigger Impact on traffic patterns for those living on the eastern edge of
the BLCC boundary.

Due to the higher speeds and lack of stop lights, the highway is expected to attract traffic away
from other roads which may result in traffic volumes decreasing on other roadways. Changes in

traffic patterns will also depend on the type and amount of develapment located along the
road. Areas with new development, especially commercial/retail development, are likely to
cause people’s travel patterns to change as they start to access new destinations. Tahle 4-3
summarizes mobility and access by alternative.

faote f-2r Wekiiey and focsss
impact Category AMernative
2 3 3 Bypass [ARB) 5
» Port (o Parks = Least changes as * Minor changes 24 | = Minor changes as
Highway through alternative mostly |  alternatives alternative mosthy
traffic will be rmosthy follows masthy follow follows existing
wast of BL Town established roads; existing roads; roads east of Big
Centir, controlied access controlled acoeis Lake; contralled
Traffic | * A certaln level of will eliminate will eliminate wocess will
h.‘“' traffic will still tend some existing some connecthons eliminate some
to use Big Lake Rd, connections to bo exdsting routes. connections to
with congestion In existing routes. existing routes.
the BL Town Centar. Unfikely to son
= Moderate increase sharp Inoresse on
ta Houstan Town lmcal Big Lake
Center, roads.
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Impact Category Alternative
! 3 3 Bypass (ARE) 5

# Moderate effect. ® Greatest Increase | « Moderste & Minimal effect to
Traffic will still tend In traffic because because of their Bl Town Center.
16 use Big Lake Rd. it bisects the BL dose proafimity to | » Lkely to have a
with added Towm Center BL Town Center, substantial affect
congestion In BL Bypass options to South Knik

Change To Traffic Town Center, will tend to Goose Bay and
In Town Center ¢ Additional moderate the Johnson roads.
commiercial traffic effect downtown. | « Will remove Port
and possible = Option A wil traffic from BL
congestion In rrake & bigger Tiorwn Center
Housbon Town difference than
Center. OptionB.
= Unlilkghy to Increase |« Unfikehy to = Unlikely to & Would provide
transit service, substantially substantially the mest direct

increase tranmsit increase transit raute from
SErvice a3 It does service given it population
not provide & does not provide eenters in M5B to

Public Transk direct route a direct route Anchorage via
betereen Wasilla between Wasilla KAC.
and Anchorage. and Anchorage. ¢ Potential for park

= Potentlal for park | » Potentlal for park and ride service,

and ride service. and ride service,

Pedestrianand | FO%Csde trail may |« Roadside trail may | » Roadside trail may | « Rosdside trail may

; result in slight result in slight result in slight result In slight

G I provement, improvement. irnpravement. improvernent.

& Minimal as mostly | # Substantial as it & Substantial as & Substantial as it
fallows new upgrades and st of the route reguires the
slignment. rvedilies existing would upgrade reconstruction of

» Upgrades and Burma and Blg existing roads existing Johnson/
raodifies Burma Lakes roads, except for Enlk Goose

Change to Aoad. converting them portions through Bayroads and
Existingf Planned | = Croates new Marks i highway thee Bl Town ather rosds.
Roads Highway = Mew Interchange Center. Bypass = Johnson Road
interchange at at the southemn will tend to extension would
Houston Town end of Houston at |  moderate the be required.
Center. the Big Lake effect downtown
Road Parks Hwy
terLaEton.
The key findings are:

* Alternative 3 will have the biggest impact on traffic in the BL Town Center.

= None of the alternatives are likely to have a substantial impact on public transit and
pedestrian and bike access.

s Alternative 2 is likely to have the least impact on the existing road system due to the
route being a new roadway through wetlands where development has not occurred.
Alternative 2 added a new highway which expands the roadway network compared to
other alternatives which may replace some existing roads with the highway. Congestion
on some roadways in the area is possible.
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The project will change existing or planned roads because of the need to develop a supporting
road network that allows people to get to/from the proposed project. The degree of impact on
existing/planned roads will depend on the final configuration and use of existing roadways.
Some existing roadways may be upgraded as a part of the new road corridor. Others may act as

frontage roads to new construction. The final configuration will not be decided until a later
date. Existing or planned roads likely to be impacted are summarized in Table 4-4.

Vakls 4-2; Efec s on Bdeliag of Fleaned fascs

Change Alternatrve
2 E | BypassARD 5
= W. Susitna = 5. Burma Road * 5 Burma Road # Port MacKenzie
Plowy west of betwean Port between Part Road
& Purinton MacKenzle Road MacKenzie Read and = Knlk Goose Bay
= W, Millers and 5. Purinton 5, Purinton Aoad
Reach Aoad = 5 Purinton = & Purinton between 5. | » Johnson Road
between the between 5. Burma | Burma and W. Susitna
new highway and W. Suslina Plowy
Ukely to need and the Parks Plowry = W, Susitna Plwy
upgrade or major Highwray = W, Susltng Plowy bBetwesn 5. Purinton
madifleation bebween 5. and 5. Big Lake
Purinton and 5. & 5. Big Lake Road
Big Lake & Hughes Homestead
= 5. Big Lake Road Road
& Sunser Ave
» Johnson Road
beteeen Sunset e
and Parks Highway
= Brocker Lake
Roadway so & Clay Chapenan
longer conmected ® Sunget
= Noa Name

in all alternatives, there will be some roads that no longer allow through traffic. At the highway,
the road will either be changed into a dead-end road or connected to a frontage road with
ultimate access at a highway interchange. For example, on Altermnative 5, traffic will not be able
to directly connect to Johnson Road from Sunset Avenue. When the project is built, traffic will
only be able to use interchanges and will have to use a frontage road or other road to access

connecting streets.
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4.4 Economic Conditions

Al five corridors have the potential to increase economic activity. Economic activity and
employment is likely to develop along each alternative although the type and quantity of
activity will vary depending on land use. Economic impacts are summarized in Table 4-5.

TEahe £-F Econamie Dondilons Surmman

Impact Ahernative
Category 2 T 3 Bypass (A&E) 5
w Limited/meutral ¢ Substantial impacts | » Would divert # Limited business
business Impacts to to the BL Town development from Impacts to the BL
the BL Town Center. Will bisect, the BL Tewn Center Towm Center,
Center. redocate, and spread | but would leave the Businesses will likeky
¢ Businesses will out the core core ntact, develop along
likaly develop at business district = Potential for Johnson Road north/
the New Burma making it more increased business south corridor and 5.
Road/Susitna Pkwy |  highway/ auto- development along Enik Goose Bay Road.
Business [unction, oriented. the east/west There may be some
Impacts » Potential Increase | » Businesses will likely | eorridor running to business
in business develop at the Mew the lehnson Road development pulled
gcthvities in Burma Road)/Susitna nerthfsouth away from BL Town
Houstan. Plwy junction. corrdor, Center. Commereial
Development may develppment may
be limited by poor occur near the Rig
solls, Loke Road and
Hollywioand
Intersection.
» Concentrated = Highest potential for | = Comidor could pull | » Lowest direct
along Burma Road direct employment employment from empioyrment
and Susitna Plwy effects (both the BL Town Center potential fer BL and
with a mbnor positive and while loaving the highest for south
potentiai for negative) for the BL | physically intact. and west Knik-
diversion away Town Center, = Highest direct Falrvlew Community
from the BL Town e Road development employment effects Cound, Blg Lake
Center. Houston would divide the BL would be felt at the employment would
could tea Town Center and Intersaction with [Pty e limited to
additional could lead to sprawd | Johnson Road, along |  the Burma/Ayrshire
Employment employment at style strip Burrma Road, and at road |unction. The
Impacts nrtham development. the along the wiit end of
intersection with s Moderate increase Johnson [South Hollywood i likely to
the Parks Highway. to southern Houstan | Knik-Goose Bay develop
= Potential Increase in the Big Lake roads. commercially and
in service sector Road/ Paris may provide a second
jobs In Houston. Highweany gateway to the BL
Intersection area. Town Center. Knik
area employment
could be spread
along the road
corridar.
Big Lake Tax » Big Lake lacks # Big Lake facks direct | = Simitar to Corridor 2 | » Corridor 5 would
Rans direet taxing taxing authority. with less direct likefy have lmited
authoriby. Limited increased effect on the BL direct effect on Big
43|Page March 2014
LTMNMIS-1%

ORNS -1U3



PLANNING COMMISSION DECEMBER 7, 2015 Page 516

Big Loke Community Impoct Assessment

Impact Ahlernathve
Category F 3 3 Bypass (ALB) ¥
potential M5B development within Tewn Center and Lake's future tax
property tax base the BLCC could miere development base. Future tax base
Increases at road Increase Big Lake tax towards the eastern ocould develop to the
termani and base over time. edge of the BL CC. east.
| Jjunctions.

The key differences between the alternatives are:

= Alternative 3 would bisect the BL Town Center, while the other alternatives would keep
it intact.

= Alternative 3 is likely to focus employment in the BL Town Center area, while the other
alternatives are likely to result in employment dispersed along the corridor.

4.5 Public Services
Table 4-6 summarizes impacts to public services by alternative.

Teda d-57 Pulbile Sarvions

Impact Category Corridor
i 3 3 Bypass (ALE) 5
= No edsting public | = Potential effects & Mo existing # o ldentlfied public
Public Facility facilities identified |  toFire Station 8-1, | public facilities facilities affected in
Relocathons or along corrldar. Library and Post idertifled along BLCC. Corridor is
Impacted (within Crffice, Each of the corridar, adjacent/near to
(.25 milaj® these facilities is propased Knik
within 025 mile, school campus.
= Noimpact = Impact to Big Lake | » Mo Impact = May provide more
Elementary direct sccess io the
St rpacty School, Knik schoal
Campus.
& Impacts to FAsh
it PO Creek Park and
Jordan Lake Park
Big Lake Trail = Substantial (9 trall | = Moderate [4trall | » Moderate (A has | = Minlmal [0 trall
impacts® cressings) crossings) 6 trail crossings crossings)
and B has 5}
Total Trail = Substantial s Moderate o Moderate (A has | = Minkmal (2 trall
Crossings® = (10 trall erossings) | = (4 trad crossings) 6 trall erossings crossings)
and B has 5]

Apublic Facility generally refers to a bullding er structure used for gowermment of eivic purposes such as podt affices, police
sations, lraries, post offices, etc.
*Onky officaly recognized tralls were dnslyied. Trals my be crodsed multiple tes.

Key findings include:
# Alternative 3 is the only alternative likely to impact existing public facilitates.
= Alternative 3 is the only alternative to impact the Big Lake Elementary School.
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=  While all alternatives are likely to impact lakes, open spaces and other areas used for
recreational purposes, only Alternative 3 will impact official parks (Fish Creek and Jordan
Lake parks)

» Alternative 2 has the highest number {10} of trail crossings iImpacted, while Alternative 5
has the fewest (2).

4.6 Physical

Traffic related noise is likely to increase near each of the alternatives. Traffic noise may be more
noticeable in areas that are currently undeveloped or have very few noise sources. The level of
traffic noise that occurs will vary depending on the amount of traffic, type of vehicles on the
roadway, and the level of ambient noise. The project has a 400 foot ROW meaning property
boundaries will be approximately 150 feet away feet away from the highway (in areas with a
frontage road, the distance between the road edge and the property boundary is approximately
B0 feet). These separations act as a2 noise buffer to help reduce noise on nearby properties.
Traffic noise is usually a concern for noise-sensitive land uses within 500 feet of the roadway

edge.

Table 4-7 summarizes the physical conditions Impacts, including noise, walls or barriers, and
dust and/or odors, for each alternative.

Taaie <71 Flvesicad Conditions
Impact Category Alternative
2 3 3 Bypass [A&B) 5
® Least effect as it | « Traffic related # Increase intrafiic | » Increase In traffic
has the mast noise will increase related noise in related nolse
undeveloped and has the highest | residential areas. expected to
land. PMRE potentia to impact Bypass lessens increase d along
embankment molse sensitive land affect in BL Town lohnson/ Knik
fakse will halp shiekd uses concentrabed Centur. Goose Bay roads
noise, in BL Town Center. | = Will affect and asit
» Some effectto | = Will affect residential areas | = passes by proposed
Houston Town residential areas south of Big Lake. Knik school
Cinpiler soisth and east of CRfTIpLUS,
Big Lake.
= PMAE = Fancing is likely = Fancing is likely = Fencing is likely
embankment (4 through developed threugh through devaloped
& barrier to areas; simillar tao developed aress areas: similar ta
being able to Sevward Highway in simillar to Seward Seward Highway in
Presence of walls cross the Anchorage if nose Highweay in Anchorage if nolse
or other barriers corrdor except Impact criteria are Anchorage if noise | impact criteria are
at limited exceeded and irmpact criteria are exceeded and
designated rmieets noise poticy excesded and mizets naolse policy
Intersections., requirements, ks nolse policy requirements.
regquirements,
# Least impact Increased dust = Increased dust Increased dust
due to lack af from winter from winter from wintes
Dust/Odioe adjacent sandingand truck | sandingand truck | sanding and truck
development. traffic especially on | traffic will affect traffic will affect
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s Limited Impacts | the south and east people on the people slong
to Houston sides of the lake south side of Blg lehinson/ Knlk
during and BL Town Lake, Goose Bay roads.
eonstruction, Center # Minor Impact in Big
Lake.
Key findings include:

» All alternatives will be similar in that sections will be fenced for safety reasons or noise
mitigation. The PMRE will be an additional barrier in Alternative 2.

& Al alternatives will result in an increase in traffic noise. The increase in noise will have
more of an Impact in areas with residential development.

» Al alternatives are similar in that dust will increase due to winter sanding. The impact
will depend on the amount of adjacent development.

4.7 Visual

Visual impacts of the road will vary depending on the width of the road, the presence or
absence of frontage roads, and the uses that may develop along the road.

As described above, the corridor to be established will be 400 feet wide, allowing for four travel
lanes {two in each direction), and frontage roads on each side of the highway. Initially this
highway may be limited to two lanes, and only grow to four lanes or four lanes with frontage
roads, at a later date as traffic demands.

Large portions of the four alternatives pass through land that is currently undeveloped, or areas
designated by the community plan for low density residential uses. If the new road eventually
triggers substantial development along adjoining frontage roads, particularly commercial
development, changes in the visual environment will be significant. Where the highway In Big
Lake has limited access and no adjoining development, visual impact will be reduced.

Another key factor affecting visual impacts is the nature of the terrain. In areas that are fairly
flat and lack many trees [e.g., the northern half of Alternative 2}, the road and accompanying
development would be more visible than in rolling, tree-covered terrain where topography
and/for vegetation would limit visibility. Conversely, construction of a major highway in hilly
terrain requires more terrain-altering cuts and fills.

Finally, visual impacts are noticeable to the degree there are already people and activities in the
area. For example, there is little development (but significant winter recreation use) in the
vicinity of Alternative 2. In contrast, many people live and recreate in the vicinity of Alternative
3.

Table 4-8 summarizes the visual impacts of the four alternatives.

Marck 2014

1MiS- 0%
OR\S -\

46 |Page



PLANNING COMMISSION DECEMBER 7, 2015 Page 519

Big Lake Community Impact Assessment

Tania -0 Visual Cooutd

o
1 Ty

[A]

Impact Category Corridor
2 3 3 Bypass (ALB) 5
® Land mosthy s ‘Would signiflcantly | = Similar impacts as | » Much of this route
vagnt and change the visual Alt 3. The bypass already has road
undeveloped character alongthe | eastofB.L I8 access, and existing
fewer people to entire route from currently mosthy developrment,
sea the new Ayrshire to Parks vacant and Eupansion of the
road. Highway undeveloped, but highway along
How will the * May + Changes would be & new road [n this existing KGB rogd
routes sffect Big substantially eas gignificant area would would create less
Laka's visual affect visual along the B_L. Road substantially significant visual
" - character at commercial change the visual impacts than along
trall crossings. cofridor near the character. undeveloped
& May Parks Hwy. sections of the
substantfally » Highway through Johnson Road
impact Houston | downtown would segment of this
Town Center, substariially and compared o
change the visual the other
character. alternatives.

Key findings include:
» Alternative 2 is likely to be seen by the fewest number of people but passes through the
most undeveloped natural areas. It is adjacent to the PMRE.
¢ Alternative 5 is likely to have the least visual impacts since much of this alignment
follows existing roads.

4.B Safety

Traffic safety is likely to change as a result of the project. As the project will increase the
amount of traffic in the area, the number of traffic accidents in Big Lake is likely to increase.
However, divided highways tend to be safer than other roadway types because of the lack of
turning traffic and the reduced potential for head-on collisions. Alternative 5 is largely outside
the BLCC and is not expected to result in a substantial change to traffic safety in Big Lake.

Table 4-9 summarizes impacts on traffic safety, pedestrian and bicycle safety, crime, and
emergency response times,
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Vakie 4-8: Savad Sumanai;

Impact Category Ahernative
2 3 3 Bypass (ALB) 5
= Controdled access | = Controlled access | » Controlled sccess | = Controlled sccess
improves safety improves safety imgroves safety, Improves safety.
by reduting by reducing Big Lake residents | » This afternative
conflict podnts. confilct points, would be the serves the greatest
This route will Big Lake residents |  maln users of this population density
Fkely have lower would be the raute. Traffic meaning most
trafilc volumes. maln users of this bypasses benefit to the
Traffic will still raute. downitionwn, less traveling public.
use and increase Increased traffic safety conflicts
Traifetniaty slong Big Lake through BL Town there with a
Road increasing Center may bypass.
traffic/safety increase safety
conflicts in the conflicts in BL
Bl Town Center. Town Center.
= hore likely to
hawve wildlife
redated traffic
incidents.
® Least lkely to be Pedestrisn and » With bypass, mest | » Little affect on
ised by bioycle crossings impacts to the BL pedestriand of
pedestrians and and related Town Center are bicycles in BLOC
bicyclists as a facilities will be averted. since development
trarsportation incorporated into | « Option A may octurs along its
route because the final deslgn to have potential eastern boundary.
these Is less address BL Town imgacts In the
Pedestrian and potential for Center needs. southern Houston
Bleyche Safety mEarky Potential impacts area,
development, in the southern # Qption B has no
= Potential impact Houston area, impacts 1o
to more Housion since the
developed areas highway tics into
of Houston. Johnson Road well
east of Houston's
city limits.
Crime s Unlikely to Unlikely to change | # Unlikely to change | = Unlikely to change
change
# Least change in Generally faster | » Faster response = Little change to
response time, response thmes to times to and from response times In
iOut of the way and from BL Town BL Town Center. the BLCC. Potential
nature makes it Center though Improverment
less useful for Increased elsewhere,
EmThu core populatlon congestion In the Connects into
! areas, Towam Center may highest population
= May reguire cause somae delays canters,
additional during peak
facilities in haurs.
Houstan,
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Key findings include:
= Alternative 3 is likely to have the biggest change on pedestrian and bicycle safety
because of its proximity to the BL Town Center.
All alternatives are unlikely to change crime.
« Al alternatives increase access and should improve emergency response times.
Alternative 2 is likely to see the smallest reduction in response time, while Alternative 3
is likely to result in the biggest reduction in response time.

4.9 Displacement

For each alternative, a 400 foot ROW® would be acquired by DOTEPF. While less ROW could be
acquired for the initial two-lane highway, acquiring enough ROW for the ultimate four-lane
divided highway is preferred because it ensures the ROW is available when it Is needed, and
helps reduce the possibility of incompatible development occurring. It would also reduce the
ROW cost in the long-term as land prices typically increase over time. ROW for each alternative
will need to be acquired from multiple land owners before the project can be built. Figure
3-4shows @ map of land ownership. Table 4-10 summarizes land acquisition by ownership.

The amount of land acquired from any given parcel is typically not known until the final design
has been developed. For example, roadway designs often shift to avoid taking property from
both sides of a roadway, to acquire land from undeveloped parcels, publically owned land, etc.

gida =10 ROV Lane Ownershis in e 500

e Corridor
2 3 3 Bypas 5
Option A Optlon B

BLCC Total BLCC | Total BLCC | Total | BLOC | Totad | BLCC | Total
Private 2421 279.7 4127 | 4562 | 4488 | 4923 | 4131 | 5535 1. 5883
MEE 2052 2052 1437 | 1437 | 1845 | 1545 | 1Bl4 @0 | 13 215
State of 136 236 3559 358 42.2 LF 3.5 3.1 Q.0 5.2
Alaska
Mental Health | 327.6 N 0.0 0.0 0 a i L L] L] ek
Trust
Federal 0.0 0.0 i8] 0.0 0o i) 0.0 L] a0 o
City 0.0 0. oo 0.0 0 i ] 0o L 0.0 oo
Cooperathe 0.0 0.0 12 1.2 o o 0.0 1L .o 1.7
Public 0.0 0.0 45 46 355 | 355 | 270 | 270 | o0 | 462
Unbeersity
Mathee 68,2 1889 iio A L | 3.1 533 56.2 oz 440
Corporation
Unknown 419 SE.G 1726 | 1726 B0l 108.1 B65.1 832 0.3 195.5
Total 9135 | 10856 | B0LY | 8463 | BOD3.2 | BR4.7 | TR3E | D314 | 101 | 9140

* Property will be acguired in accordance with the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Apguisitions Polloy Act on 1970, as amended. This would ensure that Impacts to property owners are mindmized
and that just compensation of all properties is paid vo owners and tenants of the impacts property.
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Key findings include:
= Alternative 2 would require the most ROW, while Alternative 3 would require the least.

= Alternatives 2, 3, 3 Bypass, and 5 would involve acquiring a substantial amount of land
from private owners.

* Alternative 2 would acquire substantial amounts of land that is owned by the M5B and
the Alaska Mental Health Trust.

» Most of the land needed for Alternative 3 or Alternative 3 Bypass Option Aand B Is
within the BLCC.

* Most of the land (98.9 percent) needed for Alternative 5 is outside the BLCC.

The land along Alternative 2 is largely undeveloped and will likely not require many, if any,
business relocations. This corridor is along the PMRE. If the rail extension creates new
development, the amount of business relocations is likely to Increase. Thie most likely area for
business relocations is where the highway connects to the Parks Highway.

Alternative 3 is likely to have the most business relocations as there are concentrations of
businesses in the BL Town Center and along Big Lake Road.

The number of business relocations may be minimized by refining the location of the highway
and by Implementing access management policies that prevent new development from
occurring along the alternative.

4.10 5ocial and Psychological

Big Lake is currently a small community with many of the social features often found in small
towns. The majority of people living in the community share strong ties, in particular, a
connection to outdoor recreation and open space. The combination of the community's small
size and the commeon bend to the outdoors means people tend to share social values and know
many of their neighbors.

Table 4-11 summarizes the potential impacts to the social characteristics of the community and
the community’s overall quality of life.
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Bazhe 4.1 doddel and Prochologhs! Suaumar,
Impact Category Alternatove
2 3 3 Bypass (ARE] _ 5
= Relatheely little | = A route through Avaids splitting BL | = Relatheely lttle
Impact on the heart of Terwn Center, impact within the
cohesion; does downtown would Creates a barrier BLCC.
nat split be a substantial with areas east of
estabiished barrier affecting the BL Tewn
neighborhoods residentlal and Center,
commencial Easterly wersion of
cohesian the bypass avolds
Hewr will the ggnificant
rowtes affect positive ar
"downtown” Big negative effects
Lake? on the BL Town
Center's small
town feel,
Location called
for in the Plan
would creates
maore of 3 barrier
Bt the easterm
edge of town.
» Leastilkelyto |+ Substantial effects | » Awoidsthe heart |+ Largely outside of
ENCOUTage through the center | of the BL Town Big Lake, Less likeky
popuiation of the BL Town Center, to lead to growth
How willl the growth due to Center, encouraging in Big Lake that
routes alter the Its westerty = Would physically growth east of would change fts
size and social location. divide the the cormmunity character, Likely to
character of Blg community; more but with less shift growth east
Lake? centered around disruption to of Big Lake
autes and less downtown affecting social
around character, character and
pedestrians. growth to the east.
& Minar. Majority | = Substantial. A Similar affects a5 | # Minor effects on
af land |5 vacant major highway on Altermative 3, Big Lake
and this alignment Bypass area Is nelghborhoods. A
How will the urideveloped, would divide the currently mostly miajor highway on
s allict Section of road residential wacant and this route would
idential nizar Fapoose nieighborhoods undeveloped, impact the
ighborhoods? Lakes would along this corridor, having less effect western and
separata these o southern Knlk-
areas from nelghborhoods. Fairview
points east. Community
Council area,
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impact Categony Alternative
2 3 3 Bypass (A&8) 5
# Would alter the | » Substantial affect |« Easterly version of | « Largely avoids
character of on the BL Town the bypass avoids affects on Big Lake,
areas north, Center, Wiouwld major posithne or only impacting Its
west, and south aFect the small negative effocts #astern boundary,
of Big Lake That town feel, on BL Tewn = Will affect
How will the ang important Substantial effect Center's small cannectivity of and
routes affect for trails and on recreational/ town feal, cohesion between
quality of [fe? make a large residential guality Substantial effect Big Lake and Knik-
contribution to of life along the on recreational/ Fairview,
the experience south and east residential quality | » Avolds aress of
and quality of shores of Big Lake of [ife along the concentrabed tradl
Hfe in the niear the corridor. sourth shore of Big e,
community. Lake,

Summary of key findings include:
* Alternatives 2 and 5 are least likely to change the character of the Big Lake Town Center.
= Alternative 3 would work against the community's goal of creating an active, walkable,
mixed use “main street” environment.
¢ Alternative 2 is least llkely to encourage population growth.
» Alternative 3 is most likely to change Big Lake’s small town feel.

4.11 Build Out Analysis

The community of Big Lake requested that the CIA be compared to the M58's 50 year Build Out
Analysis, prepared for the MSE by demographer Shannon Bingham. The build out analysis
projects the amount and generalized locations of future development. It assumes a 3.09
percent annual growth rate and current land use patterns. The build out analysis assumes
construction of the KAC, which leads to steady expansion of development of the land north of
the proposed bridge. For Big Lake, the build out analysis shows the population growing from
3,300 to 15,000 people by 2060.

The amount of additional population growth in the M5B projected in the build out analysis is
unaffected by the location of the proposed highway corridor. Rather, the locotion of population
growth is affected by the location of the road corridor, as described in other sections of this
report. Three illustrations of the way the assumptions in the build out analysis are integrated
with this report are presented below:

Commercial Development: A primary assumption driving the location of growth in the bulld out
analysis is the location of major road intersections. Three of the four highway alternatives
would create an important commercial node at the intersection of the “new Burma Road" and
the West Susitna Parkway. Expectations for growth at this location are the same in the build out
analysis and the assessment in this report.

Residential Development: As discussed in previous sections, Alternative 2, the westernmost of
the four corridors, 1 likely to spur less development along its boundaries than the other options
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because of physical constraints and its distance from centers of employment, services and
facilities, and population. More growth is associated with the three more easterly alternatives.
As noted above, the build out analysis assumes a fixed amount of residential growth, and the
effect of the alternative road corridors would be moving that growth to different locations.

Density of Residential Development: The density of development depends on the water and
sewer infrastructure serving an area, For example, on-site septic systems typically need one
acre of land to meet applicable environmental standards. This limits the amount of
development that can occur. Switching to public water and sewer can allow densities to
increase substantially.

Table 4-12 summarizes the population increases that could potentially occur depending on the
type of Infrastructure (septic or public sewer).

Tzble a-131 2060 LT Bulld Ju o salation Pradictdors
Impact Category Alternative
2 I 3 [ _38ypassjage) | 5
2060 BLCC Bukld Out on Assuming KAC and New Parks Highway Connection with
Bage Eulltim 15,114 J..'j:l:lll 15,114 15,114
Rowte impact 1.BTS 4 E61 5,741/5 625 ]
Total Popadation 17,993 19,775 20,855/20,739 21,287
2060 BLCC Build Qut Population Assuming KAC and New Parks Highway Connection with Public Sewer
Base Population 15,114 15,144 15,114 15,114
Route Impact 5,984 10,439 11.951/11 B35 12,815
Total Population 20,498 25,553 27,065/26,9439 27,924
The key findings are:

+ The further east the alternative is, the more the future population shifts in that
direction, Alternative 5 has the biggest shift in population while Alternative 2 has the
smallest.

= The type of water and sewer infrastructure influences the amount of population
change. Public water and sewer can support higher population densities than on site

well and septic systems.

For additional information about the build out analysis, please see Appendix E.
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5.0 Alternatives to be Carried Forward into Reconnaissance Engineering

In conclusion, all of the alternatives identified have positive and negative impacts on the Big
Lake community and the MSB. The CIA demonstrates that Alternative 2 and Alternative 5 had
the fewest impacts to the Big Lake community as these avoid going through the Big Lake Town
Center by severa! miles. However, Alternative 2 is less desirable because, according to the
traffic forecast, very little traffic will use this alternative. This route mainly serves freight traffic
going between Port MacKenzie and Fairbanks but it does not provide service to trafficas a
whole. Traffic will use other roadways such as Burma/Big Lake Road and Knik Goose Bay Road
creating unacceptable levels on congestion on these routes. Alternative 3 Bypass — Option B has
similar concerns. While the bypass would keep a highway out of the Town Center, traffic
forecasting indicates traffic would remain on Big Lake Road in the Town Center resulting in high
traffic volumes and congestion. While Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 Bypass — Option B avoid
direct impacts to the Big Lake Town Center, they would result in negatlve impacts associated
with traffic and congestion. Alternative 3 Bypass — Option A and Alternative 5 both avoid a
highway in the Town Center and change traffic patterns in a way that avoids unacceptable
levels of congestion in the Town Center thereby reducing impacts to the Big Lake community.
Both of these alternatives were carried forward for additional study in the Big Lake Highway
Reconnaissance Study (see Appendix F).

Alternative 3 appears to have the most impacts to the Big Lake community and Big Lake Town
Center by dividing the community with a controlled access highway. Alternative 3 provides a
baseline for comparing other alternatives because it was the route proposed by DOT&PF so it
was also be carried forward for additional study in the Big Lake Highway Reconnaissance Study.

The Highway Reconnalssance Study refined the location and cost estimate of these three
alternatives. The cost estimates for a four-lane highway range from approximately 5572.8
million for Alternative 3 to 5668.5 million for Alternative 3 Bypass = Option A. These costs should
be considered a reconnaissance level estimate and will need to be refined as work on the
project advances. One of the most expensive components of the cost estimate is ROW cost.
Consequently, balancing ROW cost against other costs and impacts is an important
consideration if the project moves forward.

The reconnaissance study concluded that additional analysis of ROW impacts and costs of
maintaining access along existing roadways is needed to further refine estimates of costs and
impacts. The current alternatives follow existing roadways for much of their length. Many of
the parcels along each alternative have already been developed increasing the cost of this land
and making access or purchasing access is an important consideration. Shifting the alternative
to use more undeveloped land may reduce the ROW cost and reduce some of the impacts
associated with a new highway. Additional engineering and environmental analysis, and
coordination with stakeholders is required to balance engineering considerations, cost, and
community CoOncems.
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Big Lake Community Impact Assessment

6.0 Conclusion

In conclusion, all of the alternatives ldentified have posiive and negative impacts on the Big
Lake community and the MSE.

The key findings for Alternative 2 are:

The area near the New Burma Road/5usitna Parkway intersection is likely to develop as
a commercial center

Land use along Burma Road is likely to change

Growth potential in areas adjacent to the alternative is limited from the end of Susitna
Parkway to just south of Houston due to poorly drained soil.

Approximately 912 acres in Big Lake Community Council (and 1,086 acres total) of land
would be converted to transportation use

Most land needed for right of way is owned by the Alaska Mental Health Trust, followed
by private land, MSB land, and Native corporation land

Consistent with Big Lake Comprehensive Plan as most of route designated “conservation
residential’ - low density and/or clustered residential.

Least likely to divert traffic away from the Big Lake Town Center

Traffic on Big Lake Road in the Big Lake Town Center could be close to 11,500 cars per
day at Build Out {almost 5,000 more vehicles per day than 2012 traffic level of 6,510)
Increased traffic on west side of Big Lake Community Council area

No anticipated impacts to public facilities such as school, parks, and recreation areas
Substantial impacts to the officially recognized trails in the area

Least likely to change emergency response times

Least impacts on community cohesion as it does not split established neighborhoods
Least likely to encourage population growth that would alter the size and soclal
character of the Big Lake community

Would change the quality of life in the areas to the north, west, and south of Big Lake.
Would have the lowest population at Build Dut

The key findings for Alternative 3 are:

w

Major changes in land use are anticipated in the Big Lake Town Center

The Intersection of Mew Burma Road/Susitna Parkway is likely to develop as a
commercial center

Has moderate to high growth potential as most land is considered suitable for
development

Much of the corridor already has road access and existing development. Land available
for development along New Burma Road corridor.

Approximately 802 acres In Big Lake Community Council (and B46 acres total) of land
would be converted to transportation use

Most land needed for right of way is owned privately or by the MSB

Substantial changes to the Big Lake Town Center are anticipated including:

55 |Page March 2014

ITrmis-1¥A%
DRIS - U3y



PLANNING COMMISSION DECEMBER 7, 2015 Page 528
Big Loke Community Impoct Assessment

o

Physically dividing the Town Center into an east and west side which would have
a substantial impact on community cohesion
Substantial pressure to covert the Big Lake Town Center into a commercial strip
May result in the core business area being spread out over a wider area
Town center may become more highway/auto oriented
Greatest increase in traffic volumes on Big Lake Road through the Town Center
Traffic on Big Lake Road in the Big Lake Town Center could be close to 21,500
cars per day at Bulld Out (substantially greater than the 2012 traffic volume of
6,510 AADT)
o Highest potential for positive and negative direct employment effects in the
town center
o Highest potential for traffic noise to impact noise sensitive land uses in town
center
# |nconsistent with Blg Lake Comprehensive Plon
* Would potentially upgrade several existing roads to a four-lane highway
= Potential impacts to Fire Station 8-1, library, post office, and Big Lake Elementary
¢ Impacts to Fish Creek Park and Jordan Lake Park are anticipated
* Moderate impacts to the officially recognized trails in the area
= Potential for safety conflicts in town center between through traffic and local traffic
* Generally faster emergency response times are anticipated although congestion in the
Town Center may cause delays during peak periods.
= ‘Would negatively impact quality of life by having an substantial affect on the small town
feel and recreational quality along the south and east shores of Big Lake
=  Would have the second lowest change on population at Build Out

o D T

The key findings for Alternative 3 Bypass — Option A and B are:

s« Major changes in land use are anticipated east of the Big Lake Town Center

* The intersection of New Burma Road/Susitna Parkway is likely to develop as a
commercial center

# The land adjacent to both bypasses is considered to have low to moderate growth
potential. Much of the soils along the bypasses are poorly draining making the land
relatively costly to develop

= Spme existing development along the corridor but there is also some vacant land that
can be developed

= With Dption A, approximately 803 acres in Big Lake Community Council [and 865 acres
total) of land would be converted to transportation use. With Option B, approximately
764 acres in Big Lake Community Council {and 931 acres total) of land would be
converted to transportation use

+ Most of the land needed for right of way is owned privately or the MSB

s Little pressure on Big Lake Town Center to develop as a commercial strip.

= Consistent with the Big Loke Comprehensive Plan although the plan identified a bypass
closer to the Town Center (similar to Option A)

# Minor changes to existing traffic patterns are anticipated
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# Likely to have moderate Impacts to the traffic volume in the Town Center. Option A will
likely remove more traffic from the Town Center than Option B

» Traffic on Big Lake Road in the Big Lake Town Center could be close to 5,300 cars per
day at Bulld Out with Option A (slightly less than 2012 traffic volume of 6,510) and
17,800 with Option B (substantially higher than 2012 traffic volumes).

*  Would potentially upgrade several existing roads to a four-lane highway

*  Would leave the Big Lake Town Center physically intact

Could pull employment away from Town Center and Into adjacent areas

Little impact to existing public facilities is anticipated

Will have a moderate impact on the trail network

Emergency response times are likely to be faster

Is likely to have less effect on residential neighborhoods

Substantial impact on recreational/residential quality of life along Big Lake’s south shore

The key findings for Alternative 5 are:

# Commercial/residential development likely along southern Knik-Goose Bay and Johnson
Roads

* Moderate growth potential as approximately 20-30% of land along this route Is poorly
drained and would be relatively costly to develop

+ Some land along the route is already developed but there is some vacant land available
for new development

« Approximately 10 acres within the Big Lake Community Council (and 914 acres total) of
land would be converted to transportation use

¢  Most of the land needed for right of way s privately owned

+ Little to no pressure on the Big Lake Town Center to develop into an unplanned
commercial strip

# Avoids major conflicts with the Big Loke Comprehensive Plan

* Minor changes to existing traffic patterns anticipated.

¢ Minimal effect on traffic volumes in the Town Center

« Traffic on Big Lake Road in the Big Lake Town Center could be close to 10,300 cars per
day at Build Out which is greater than the 2012 traffic volume of 6,510

# Substantial impact to traffic volumes on South Knik Goose Bay and Johnson Roads.

+ Potential for park and ride service

# Substantial impact to existing roads possible as the alternative could replace portions of
the existing Point MacKenzie and Knik-Goose Bay Roads

# Limited impacts to the Big Lake Town Center

+ Some commercial/business development may move from the Town Center to along Knik
Goose Bay and Johnson Roads

* Noimpacts to public facilities within the Big Lake Community Council are anticipated

= Minimal impacts to the trail network

» Little change in emergency response times anticipated

# Less likely to change the size and soclal character of the Big Lake community
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Big Loke Communify lmpact Assessment

s Highest change in population at Build Out

The Big Lake CIA does not select a preferred alternative. The information contained in the CIA
will help the Big Lake residents and policy makers such as the M5B Assembly and DOT&PF make
informed decisions as to which alternatives have potential and should be explored further as
part of future planning efforts such as the Long Range Transportation Plan and the Big Lake
Comprehensive Plan. Additional analysis and study will help decision makers identify which
alternative for a future connection between Port MacKenzie and the Parks Highway

and balances community goals with benefits to the regional transportation system.
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Appendix A - October 2015

Since the completion of the Community Impact Assessment {CIA) in March of 2014, three
subsequent actions were taken by the Big Lake Community and the Matanuska-5usitna Borough.

1. The Big Lake Community Council passed Resolution 2014-102 in Support of Route 2A
on June 10, 2014

At the conclusion of the CLA, the community council continued to meet and assess each of the
routes identified in the CIA. In June, 2014 the Big Lake Community Council passed a resolution in
support of Route 34, noting the original route proposed by the State of Alaska Department of
Transportation and Public Facilities was not consistent with the 2009 Big Lake Comprehensive
Flan. The resplution states the "Big Loke Community Council endorses route 34 os most
consistent with the Big Loke Comprehensive Plan and the community desires”,

Resolution 2014-102 noted it would be prudent to request a project into the Statewide
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) to provide funding for the environmental phase of
the Big Lake transportation corridor of the Point MacKenzie Road to the Parks Highway
Connection,

2. The Matanuska-5usitna Borough Assembly passed Resolution 14-D87 to Nominate
Route 3A to the STIP for the Environmental Phase of the Project on September 2,
2014,

The Matanuska-5Susitna Borough Assembly passed a resolution acknowledging receipt of the Big
Lake Community Councll Resolution 2014-102, and nominated to the Alaska State Department
of Public Transportation and Public Facilities’ Statewide Transportation Improvement funding
for the environmental phase (EIS) of the Point MacKenzie Road to Parks Highway Connection.

3. The Big Lake Community Council voted to support the CIA as the formative document
for the Point MacKenzie Road to Parks Highway Connection on April 14, 2015.

The Big Lake Community Council (BLCC) passed a motion confirming the BLCC's desire to use the
ClA as a formative document informing Borough decision makers of the community’s wishes
regarding the “Ports to Park Highway” through the community. A subsequent request was made
to the Borough to have the Big Lake Community Impact Assessment and the BLCC Resolution
Serial No. 2014-102 in support of route 3A included in the Big Lake Comprehensive Plan,

Route 3A is the community’s choice of the road corridor.
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CODE ORDINANCE Sponsored by: Assembly Member Mayfield
Introduced:

Public Hearing:

Action:

MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH
ORDINANCE SERIAL No. 15- |45

AN ORDIMANCE OF THE MATANUSKA-SUSITHA BOROUGH ASSEMELY AFFPENDING
THE BIG LAKE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MSBE 15.24.030(B) (10) WITH THE
BIG LAKE CORRIDOR IMPACT ASSESSMENT, MARCH 2014, AND RECOGNIZING
ROUTE 3A AS THE GSELECTED ROUTE BY THE BIG LAKE COMMUNITY
COUNCIL.

— — —— = = = — = — ——

BE IT ENHACTED:

Section 1. Classification. Section 2 of this ordinance is

of a general and permanent nature and shall become a part of the
Borough Code. All other sections are non-code.

Section 2. Amendment of paragraph MSB 15.24.030(B) (10}is

hereby amended as follows:
(10} Big Lake Community Council Area, Comprehensive FPlan

(ord. 09-060 dated August 4, 2009) as appended on . 2015 by

Ordinance 15- ]

Section 3. Big Lake Corridor Impact Assesgsment. The

Matanuska Susitna Borough Assembly recognizes that the Big Lake
Community Council has selected Route 3A as the Big Lake
Community Council’s preferred alternative for the Port to Parks
road corridor by appending the entire Corridor Impact Assessment

to the Big Lake comprehensive Plan, with that recognition.

Page 1 of 2 Qrdinance Serial No. 15- |43
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Saection 4. Effective date. This ordinance shall take affect

upon adoption.
ADOPTED by the Matanuska-Susitna Borough Assembly this

day of , 2015.

—

LARRY DeVILBISS, Borough Mayor

ATTEST:

LOMNIE E. McEECHNIE, CMC, Borough Clerk

{SEAL)

Page 2 of 2 Ordinance Serial No. 18- \L%
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PUBLIC HEARING
LEGISLATIVE

Resolution No. 15-39

Moratorium on Acceptance and Processing of Applications
To Dispose of Fee Simple Interests
Of Previously Disposed Borough Agricultural Property

{Page 535 - 556)
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E MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH

Community Development Department

Land and Resources Management Division
350 East Dahlia Avenue * Palmer, AK 99645
Phone (907) 861-7869 * Fax (907) 861-9635

Email: Imbimmatsugov.us

LAND AND RESOURCES MANAGEMENT DIVISION STAFF REPORT

Request: Planning Commussion Resolution | 3-39

Assembly Ordinance 15-039 introduced on 3/17/2015 and
referred to the Agnculture Advisory Board and Planning
Commuission on 5/27/15

Location: All Matanuska-Susitna  Borough agriculture restricted
property.

Public Hearing: December 7, 2015

Planning Commission Action: The planning commission shall conduct a public hearing

and render a recommendation to the Borough Assembly on
a moratorium on the acceptance and processing of
applications to dispose of fee simple interest on preciously

disposed agricultural property.
Reviewed By: Eric Phillips, Community Development Manager f(.i
Staff: Glenda Smith, SR/WA ?2:
Staff Recommendation: Recommend moratorium 1

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Borough has previously disposed of agricultural property under Title 15, Title 13, and Title
23. The sales have disposed of different property rights and imposed covenants, conditions, and
restrictions that are different under each Title.

The borough has previously accepted applications with regard to the disposal of development
rights = 5 acres in size for the purpose of placement of a home site and a combination of the Ag
rights and development rights. The combination of property rights convey fee simple title to
allow agricultural owners to obtain loans for such needs as building a house or improvements to
the farm. Applications to purchase retained rights have been submitted in recent years to allow
conversion of the classification. There are no clear policies for this type of application, all such
applications to date have been denied; however, the Assembly has proposed a moratorium on
accepting applications while the Agriculture Advisory Board reviews potential policies for use
by the Assembly.

Page | of 4
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REVIEW QOF APPLICABRLE CRITERIA

FUBLIC NOTIFICATION

Ordinance Serial Mo, 15-03% was soginally sponsored by Assemblymember Sykes and was
rublic noticed on the websile and in the pewspaper agsociated with introduction and the public
heanng at the Assembly meeting. The Agnculture Advisory Board {AAB} resclution 15-02 was
mublic noticed in comrelation with the AAB meeting  Members af the public were present and
spoke at the Agpricvlione Advisery Board meeling on October 14.

DISCUSSION

Az with other land uses, withoul zoning or agricoltucal districts, the suvounding land use is
mixed and many sgricvlumml paccels would be vseful far material extraction or residential use.
However, only 5% of Alaska cesidents 32 Billion food bedpet being 15 satished with borough
prxducts compared 1o borowugh focus is agrieoltucal use fest on apptopriate propetties. This has
presenied 8 challenge paficularly in areas where parcels were sold with a mixed use, Lc.
approximalely half of the acreage as a material site and approximately half as agnenlmoral rghts.

Boerough comprehensive plans do not guide agnsulivral properly use.

Existing Agricultural Sale Programs:

Title 15 was the first program under which the borough sold land with an agnculhral
tlassilicaiton. The properties were appraised twice, once for an unencumbered far markel valoe
and once for a fait market value based on 2 deed restniction for agncultural use only, The deed
restnclion follows the iand in perpeluily.  Larpe parcels were sold with the thought that lacpe
acreage, > 300 acres, was necessary for a seccessful fanm,  These farm umits were later
subdivided into propeorty no less than 490 acres in size and the sales that ocoumed wene ot always
of land suitable for ficld crops. Subsequemt sales also did net always state the property had a
porpetual deed restmiction for Ag use only.

Title 13 was the second program under which the borowph sold [Bnd with an agnesitural
glassihcatron. The most barcugh apmeelture propedy sold was under Tille 13, Tille 13 sales
wete patterned afler sizte Ap sales programs and the plan at Lhe time was to provide
agricubturally classified land with a price thal would appeal equally to beginning farmers and
farmers with more cxperience by selling only the agneultural nghts

"Ag nghts,” Title 13 provided for Agricultural Land Sales, but MEB 13.30.120 (B required that
the sales “shall mot be sald ar granted except for agricuitural wse™ This was accomplished, in
par, by the use of the term “Agricnfieral Righis ™ as the interest conveyed to the farm unit buyer.
Agricultural rghts were determined to be 10% of the “bundle of sticks™ of ownership and the
agricubtural rights weve sold for 109 of the fair markel value. The horguzh retained the other
4% of the "bundle of sticks™ or the “development rights" as the borough titled them. Title 13
alsg established that other steps bad o cccur bo oblmn a "foe simplc™ title to a S-acre home site
by this provisicn in M3B 13.30.120(GX3} " The dssembly may graar o refease from the terms af
the sale ar amount of fund :gﬂ?cﬁenl‘far a faret rexidence andlor farm refared focifities, provided
tal the land is siruated 30 as o comform 1o ell plenning, plaiting, subdivivign and other
regulalions of the Borough, Such land shall then be said and granred (o the purchaser in fee
simple ai current Kalf and true value for cash paid at the time of safa. "
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The MSB retained (by not conveying) the “Development Rights” defined in Title 13 as "rhe
rights to subdivide or use the surface of the land for resideniial, commercial, or industrial uses
which are not a pari of the farming enterprize conducted on the land. ™,

Several farm unit owners were allowed to subdivide and purchase the fee simple 5-acres:
however, there was no restriction on ownership, i.e. the Assembly did not require the farm unit
remain intact. Thus, the farm unil owner could have originally purchased an 80-acre farm unit,
subdivided a 5-acre home site and purchased the fee simple property rights, retained ownership
of the 5-acre fee simple parcel, and sold the Ag rights only property to a qualified applicant with
the approval of the manager. Some Ag rights only properties were transferred without borough
approval and this has created difficulty with several Ag rights only properties where the
purchaser was interested in a non-Ag use and applications have been made to remove the Ag
covenants. Some information at the borough has stated that would require Assembly approval
and the payment of the fair market value of the development rights. That, however, is not what
the Assembly actually said in MSB 13.30,1200G)3); stating such land as required for a farm
residence and farm-related facilities would be sold and granted to the purchaser in fee simple “at
current full and true value for cash paid at the time of sale.”

Title 23 agricultural property sales have been conveyed fee simple with covenants, conditions,
and restrictions that the property be used for agricultural purposes in perpetuity

Resolution 15-02, “A resolution of the Matanuska Susitna Borough Agricultural Advisory Board
recommending the Assembly place a moratorium on the acceptance and processing of
applications to dispose of fee simple interests of previously disposed borough agricultural
property” passed with no objection.

Food Security, Availability, and the Economy: Only an estimated 5-10% of Alaska's food
is from in-state agriculture, although as recently as 1955, 55% of food consumed in-state was
grown in  Alaska. (http://redoubtreporter.wordpress.com/2012/ 10724/ homegrown-
revolution-gardeners-expand-to-tackle-alaskas-food-insecurity/)

Additionally, meals for a family of four can cost 2.5 times more in Alaska than in Portland,
Oregon, and anecdotal evidence indicates that some food prices can reach 600-1000% the cost in
the Lower 48, (K. T. Stevenson, H. B. Rader, L. Alessa, A. D. Kliskey, A. Pantoja, M. Clark,
and J. Smeenk, “Sustainable Agriculiure for Alaska and the Circumpolar North: Part 1L
Environmental, Geophysical, Biologial and Socioceconomic Challenges,” Arctic 67, no. 3; 296~
319.)

Additionally, when Alaska is in the rollercoaster grip of oil and gas decline, it is difficult not to
look at the economic potential in agriculture. The food industry is a significant part of the
economy, generating more than 55 billion in sales each year. In fact, the combined sectors of
food manufacturing, grocery stores, and dining employ 12 times more people than the oil and gas
sector, and supply more than twice the payroll. Although Alaska doesn't currently own many
major titles in agricultural production for human consumption {it has the smallest agricultural
industry despite being the largest state in the Union), it does best the rest of the United States in
terms of the percentage of farm cash receipts that are sold directly from farmers to consumers
(i.e., 3.8%, or 13 times the national average).

hitps://akfoodpolicyeouncil.files.wordpress.comy/20 1. 3/07/14-009-
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The Agriculture Advisory Board will be analyzing borough code, Land and Resource
Managemen! Thyvision policics and procedurcs for aoriculture sales and leases, and will provide
recommendations o the Assembly for improved agriculture programs in the Borough, local food

availability, food secunty, and ceonomically beneficial indusmy through fresh agriculharal and
valuc-added products.

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

SafT recounmends a moratorium on the acceplancs and processing of applications 1o dispose of

fee simple interest on preciovsly disposed agnculiural propedy and recommends the Planning
Comenizsion forward that recommendatica ta the Borough Assembly.
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DOCUMENT TRACKING REPORT

DOCUMENT An Ordinance Placing A Moratorium On The Acceptance And
Processing Of Applications To Dispose Of Fee Simple Interests Of Previously Disposed
Agricultural Property. (Sponsored by Assemblymember Sykes)
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MATANUSKA-SUSITHA BOROUGH INFORMATION MEMORANDUM IM No. 15-073
SUBJECT: AN ORDINANCE OF THE MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH ASSEMBLY
PLACING A MORATORIUM ON THE ACCEFTANCE AND FROCESSING OF

APPLICATIONS TO DISPOSE OF FEE SIMFLE INTERESTS OF PREVIOUSLY
DISPOSED BOROUGH AGRICULTURAL PROPERTY

AGEMDA OF: March 17, 2015

||aam1.! ACTION:

MAHAGER RECOMMENDATION: Introduce and set for

Originator

Community Development
Director

n“&ugh Elerk

ATTACHMENT (8) : Fiscal Note: NO X = YES
Ordinance Serial Ho. 15-_{]_53} (3 pp)

SUMMARY STATEMENT: The purpose of this ordinance i1is to
provide the ad hoc agricultural advisorsy committes sufficient
time Lo corsider instituting ar Agriculture BAdviascory Board, and
for such Board to work towards a recommendatlion to provide the
Assenbly guidance on Borough processes relating te agricultural
propeszty, before the Assembly considers additional applications
to dispose of any remaining interest it has in properties for
whizh the agricultural =ights have already been disposed.

The crdinance itself iz slmply desigraed to stop the Borough from
procasaing any applications for the release of the BHorough's
rights oz the disposal of Itz development =zights and fao
interest In previously disposed agricultural properties until
March 10, 2316, That should provide the Barocuah sufficfent time
to put a policy in place that the Assembly can consider in
evaluating a proposal after tha March 10, 2016 data.

RECOMMENDATION OF ADMINISTRATION: Administration respactfully
requests approval.

Fage  of 1 IM Ho. 15-073
Drdinance Serial Mo, I!--ﬂa-'-'
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PENDING MOTION: Asscmblymember Halter moved to refer this ordinance to the Agricultural
Advisory Board and the Planning Commission for 120 days.

NON-CODE ORDIMANCE Sponsored By: Assemblymember Svkes
Introduced:
Public Hearing:
Adopted:

MATANUSFA=-SUSITHA BOROUGH
ORDINANCE SERIAL NO. 15-039

AN ORDINANCE OF THE MATANUSKA-SUSITHA BOROUGH ASSEMBLY PLACING A
MORATORIUM ON THE ACCEPTANCE AND PROCESSING OF APPLICATIONS TO
DISPOSE OF FEE SIMPLE INTERESTS OF PREVIOUSLY DISPOSED BOROUGH
AGRICULTURAL PROPERTY

WHEREAS, M5B Ticles 15, 13, and 23 have governed the
dispecsals of Borough-owned real property or any interests in real
property by the Borough over time;

WHERERS, one of these titles govern the disposal of the
Borough'’s remaining property interests in those properties where
the agricultural rights have already been dispoged of at lower
than the falr market value, and the remaining righte are retained
in Borough ownership;

WHEREAS, the Assembly currently acts upon an application
from the agricultural rights owner for such disposal without a
policy;

WHEREAS, it appears there is a heightened interest from the
publie requesting the Borough to release all of its rights and/
or dispose of the development rights and provide clear fee simple
interests of its agriculture land;

WHEREAS, on September 2, 2014 the Assembly passed IM NHo. 15-
019 establishing an ad hoc agricultural advisory committon to

analyze whether or not tha Boroughs should institure an

Pugr 1 of 2 ' Crdinance Serial Mo, 15-019
IM Mo, 15-073



PLANNING COMMISSION DECEMBER 7, 2015 Page 546

Agricultural Advisory Board to consider issues relating to the
disposal of Borough agricultural land, among other issues; and

WHEREAS, the ad hoc agricultural advisory committee is still
working toward a recommendation to the Assembly;

BE IT EWACTED:

Section 1. Classification. This Ordinance is a non-code
ordinance.

Section 2. Moratorium. Notwithstanding any other provisiona
of Borough code, the Matanuska-Susitna Borough Asgsembly
institutes a moratorium on the Borough accepting and proceasing
new applications under Title 15, 13 or 23 received after March
10, 2015 for the release of the Borough's rights andfor the
disposal of the development rights owned by the Borough in
previously disposed agricultural properties until March 10, 2016.

Section 3. Effective Date. This ordinance shall take

effect upon adoption.

RDOPTELD by the Matanuska-Svaitna Borough Assembly this

___day of ¢ 2015,

Pags 2 of 3 Cidinanca Sorial No. 15-038
IM No. 15-073
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LARRY DeVILBISS, Borough Mayor

ATTEST:

LONNIE R. McKECHNIE, CMC, Borough Clerk

[SEARL)

Fage 3 of 3 - Ordinance Serial No. 15-039
IM Ho. 15-073
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MATANUSKA-SUSITHNA BOROUGH
AGRICULTURAL ADVISORY BOARD
RESOLUTION MO 15-02

A PBESOLUTION OF THE MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH AGRICULTURAL
ADVISORY BOARRD RECOMMENDING ASSEMELY PLACE A MORATORIUM ON THE
ACCEPTANCE AND PROCESSING OF APPLICATIONS TO DISPOSE OF FEE
SIMPLE INTERESTS OF PREVIOUSLY DISPOSED BOROUGH AGRICULTURAL
PROPERTY.

WHEREAS, the purpose of the agricultural board is to

provide advice to the assembly and manager on agricultural
issues; and

WHEREAS, Matanuska-Susitna Borough titles 15, 13, and 23
have governed the disposals of Borough-owned real property or
any interests in real property by the Borough over time; and

WHEREAS, these titles govern the disposal of the Borough's
remaining property interest in those properties where the
agricultural rights have already been disposed of at lower than
the fair market value, and the remaining rights are retained in
Borough ownership: and

WHEREAS, the Assembly currently acts upon an application
from the agricultural rights owner for such dispesal without a
policy:; and

WHEREARS, it appears there is a heightened interest from the
public requesting the Borough to sell all of its rights and/or
dispose of the development rights and provide clear fee simple

interests of its agriculture land; and

AAB Reso 15-02 ' 16/14/15
Page 1 of 2
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WHERERS, the Assembly reguests the Agricultural Advisory
Board to work towards a recommendation to provide the Assembly
guidance on Borough processes relating to agricultural property
before the Assembly considers additional applications to dispose
of any remaining interest it has in propertiea for which the
agricultural rights have already been disposed.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Matanuska-Susitna
Borough Real Agricultural Advisory Board recommends the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough Assembly place a moratorium on the
acceptance and processing of applications to dispose of
development rights of previously disposed borough agricultural
rights only property.

ADOPTED by the Matanuska-Susitna Borough Agricultural

Advisory Board this 1l4th day of October 2015.

Morman Harris, Chairman

ATTEST:
Elizdbeth Weiant,
Department Administrative Specialist

ARR Reso 15-02 10,1415
Page 2 af 2
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By: Glenda Smith

Introduced: November 2, 2015

Public Hearing: December 7, 2015
Action:

MATANUSKEA-SUSITHNA BOROUGH
PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTICM NO. 15-39

A RESOLUTION OF THE MATANUSKA-SUSITHNA  BOROUGH  PLANNIRG
COMMISSION RECOMMENDING THE ASSEMBLY PLACE A MORATORIUM ON THE
ACCEPTANCE AND PROCESSING OF APPLICATIONS TO DISPOSE OF FEE
SIMPLE INTERESTS OF PREVIOUSLY DISPOSED BOROUGH AGRICULTURAL
PROPERTY.

WHERERS, the purpose of the agricultural board is to

provide advice to the aspembly and manager on agricultural
issues; and

WHEREAS, Matanuska-Susitnma Borough titles 15, 13, and 23
have govermned the disposals of Borough-owned real property or
any interests in real property by the Borough over time; and

WHEREAS, these titles govern the disposal of the Borough's
remaining property dinterest din those properties where the
agricultural rights have already been dispocsed of at lower than
the fair market value, and the remaining rights are retained in
Borough ownership; and

WHEREAS, the Assembly currently acts upon an application
from the agricultural rights owner for such dispesal without a
policy; and

WHEREAS, it appears there is a heightened interest from the

public requesting the Borough teo sell all of its rights and/or

Planning Commission Hesclution 15-39 Page 1 of 3

Adopted:
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dispose of the development rights and provide clear £fee simple
interests of its agriculture land; and

WHEREAS, on October 14, 2015, the Agricultural Advisory
Board adopted Resoclution 15-02 recommending a moratorium on the
acceptance and processing of applications to dispose of fee
simple interests of previously disposed borough agricultural
property; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing
on December 7, 2015, and heard public testimony on the proposed
moratorium on the acceptance and processing of applications to
dispose of development rights of previously disposed borough
agricultural rights only property.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Matanuska-Susitna
Borough Planning ~Commission recommends the Matanuska-Susitna
Borough Assembly place a moratorium on the acceptance and
processing of applications to dispose of development rights of
previously disposed borough agricultural rights enly property.

/

L S e

f

Pilanning Commission Resocluticon 15-39 Page 2 of 1

Adopted:
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ADOPTED by the Matanuska-Susitna Borough Flanning

Commission this day of . 2015.

JOHN ELAPPERICH, Chair

ATTEST

MARY BRODIGAN, Planning Clerk

{SEAL)

NO:

Planning Commission Resclution 15-39 Page 3 of 3
Adopted:
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NEW BUSINESS

2016 Planning Commission Meeting Schedule

Draft PC Policies and Procedures Manual Discussion

(Page 537 — 562)

NEW BUSINESS
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MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH PLANNING COMMISSION
Regular Meeting Schedule for 2016

Planning Commission Regular Meetings

Planning Commilssion
Mepting Date

Agenda Items Due
Cut-Off Date 5 F.M.

Packet ems Due
Cut-Cff Date & PUM.

Monday, lanuary 04, 2016

Monday, December 14, 2015*

Wednesday, Decamber 16, 2015"

Monday, January 18, 2016

Monday, January (4, 2016

Wednesday, January 06, 2016

Monday, February 01, 2016

Monday, lanuary 1E, 2016

Wednesday, January 20, 2016

Monday, March 07, 2016

Monday, Febroacy 22, 3016

Wednesday, February 24, 2016

Monday, March 21, 2016

Monday, March 07, 2016

Wednesday, March 09, 2016

Monday, April 04, 2016

Monday, Warch 21, 2016

Wednesday, March 23, 2016

Monday, April 18, 2016

Monday, fpril 04, 2016

Wednesday, Aprl 06, 2016

Monday, May 02, 2016

Monday, &pril 18, 2016

Wednesday, April 20, 2016

Menday, May 16, 2016

Monday, May 02, 2016

Wednesday, May D4, 2016

Monday, June 06, 2016

Monday, May 23, 2016

Wednesday, May 25, 2016

Monday, lune 20, 2016

Monday, fJune 06, 2016

Wednesday, June OF, 2016

Muanday, July 18, 2016

Monday, June 27, 2016%*

Wednesday, June 29, 2015**

Monday, AuEust Ol1, 2018

Maonday, Juky 18, 2016

Wednesday, July 20, 2016

Monday, ﬁ.ugust 15, 2018

Monday, Auguask 01, 2016

Wednesday, August 03, 20146

Monday, September 19, 2016

Friday, September 2, 2016%**

Wednesday, septamber 07, 2016

Monday, October 03, 2016

Monday, September 19, 2016

wWednesday, September 21, 2016

Monday, October 17, 2016

Monday, Dctober 03, 2016

Wednesday, October 05, 2016

Monday, Movernber 07, 2016

hMonday, Oetober 24, 2016

Wednesday, October 26, 2016

Menday, December 05, 2016

Monday, Novamber 13, 2016544

Wednesday, Movember 156, 2016****

Monday, December 19, 2016

tMonday, December 05, 2016

Wednesday, December 07, 2016

Maonday, lanyary 16, 2017

Fricay, December 30, J015¥F* =

Wadnesday, January 4, 2017+%***

*Due to Christrnas Hotrday 2015

**0uve to independence Doy Hofiday {/4/16)
***Due to Lpbor Day Holiday {9/5/2016)

*4REDue to Thanksgiving 2016
FEREYOLE Fo New Years 2017

Juint A.lsemhlnylinni_ng Commiszlon Meelings

'ﬂ-smnbhffPFanning Commission
Heeﬂng Daxte

Flpamoe
Cut-OfF Date & P.M.

Tuesday, March 22, 2018

Agenda
Cut-0ff Date 5 PN,

Wednesday, March 09, 2016

Friday, March 11, 2018

Tuesday, Ocober 25, 2016

Wednewday, Ocrober 12, 2016

Friday, Oetgber 14, 2016
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Please see
“Introduction for Public
Hearing - Planning
Commission Resolution
15-30” for the New
Business Agenda Item,
page 183 through 288.
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This Page Intentionally Left Blank
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COMMISSION BUSINESS
Upcoming PC Agenda Items

(Page 563 - 570)

COMMISSION BUSINESS
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MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH

Planning and Land Use Department

350 East Dahlia Avenue * Palmer, AK 99645

Phone (907) 861-7833 « Fax (907) 861-7876
Email: planning@matsugov.us

MEMORANDUM

DATE: November 20, 2015

TO: Planning Commissioners

FROM: Eileen Probasco, Director of Planning and Land Use

SUBJECT: Items tentatively scheduled for future PC Meetings or Administrative Actions and
Updates on PC items sent to the Assembly

December 21, 2015 (MSB Assembly Chambers)

Introduction for Public Hearing Quasi-Judicial

(None)
Introduction for Public Hearing Legislative
(None)
Agency/Staff Reports
(None)
Land Use Classifications
(None)
Public Hearing Quasi-Judicial
(None)
Public Hearing Legislative
. Resolution 15-42, A resolution recommending Assembly adoption of the Seldon
Road Extension Corridor Access Management Plan: (Staff: Mike Campfield)
. Resolution 15-30, A resolution adopting an update to the Planning Commission

Policies and Procedures Manual. Public Hearing: (Staff: Lauren Driscoll)

Unfinished Business
(None)

New Business
(None)
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Commission Business
(None)

January 4, 2016 (MSB Assembly Chambers)

Introduction for Public Hearing Quasi-Judicial
o Resolution 16-02, A request for a variance to allow an existing single-family
residence to remain set back 14.6 feet from a section line easement on the west
side of the lot. The structure is located on Block 2, lot 9, End Of The Rainbow
Subdivision; 420 S. Robin Circle; within Township 17 North, Range 2 West,
Section 9, Seward Meridian. (Applicant: Neal and Brenda Bullock, Staff: Susan
Lee)

Introduction for Public Hearing Legislative
. Resolution 16-01, A resolution recommending Assembly approval of an
Ordinance amending MSB 17.60, to include permit requirements and standards
for marijuana related facilities. (Staff: Mark Whisenhunt)

Agency/Staff Reports
(None)

Land Use Classifications
(None)

Public Hearing Quasi-Judicial
(None)

Public Hearing Legislative
(None)

Unfinished Business
(None)

New Business
(None)

Commission Business
. Planning Commission Election of Chair and Vice Chair

January 18, 2016 (MSB Assembly Chambers)

Introduction for Public Hearing Quasi-Judicial
(None)

Introduction for Public Hearing Legislative
(None)

Agency/Staff Reports
(None)
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Land Use Classifications
(None)

Public Hearing Quasi-Judicial
. Resolution 16-02, A request for a variance to allow an existing single-family
residence to remain set back 14.6 feet from a section line easement on the west
side of the lot. The structure is located on Block 2, lot 9, End Of The Rainbow
Subdivision; 420 S. Robin Circle; within Township 17 North, Range 2 West,
Section 9, Seward Meridian. (Applicant: Neal and Brenda Bullock, Staff: Susan
Lee)

Public Hearing Legislative
o Resolution 16-01, A resolution recommending Assembly approval of an
Ordinance amending MSB 17.60, to include permit requirements and standards
for marijuana related facilities. (Staff: Mark Whisenhunt)

Unfinished Business
(None)

New Business
(None)

Commission Business
(None)

Upcoming PC Actions

Quasi-Judicial
. Victor Damyan junkyard CUP, 17N02W27B006. (Staff: Susan Lee)
. Rocky Lake Setback Variance. (Applicant: Michael Solmonson, Staff: Mark
Whisenhunt)
. Earth Materials Extraction CUP, 18N02W27D009. (Applicant: T&J Gravel, Staff:
Susan Lee)
o Todd Basilone, Talkeetna SpUD CUP. (Staff: Susan Lee)

Legislative
. Sign Ordinance: adopting 17.53 Sign Standards (Staff: Alex Strawn)

. Denali State Park SpUD. (Staff: Eileen Probasco)

. Noise and Sound Code Update (Throughout MSB Code): Amendments will make
noise and sound requirements more consistent, enforceable, and reasonable.
(Staff: Mark Whisenhunt)

. Denali Hwy, MP 99, IMD, T19N, R2W. Section 10 & 15, FM. (Applicant:
AKDOT, Staff: Susan Lee)

o Alsop East IMD, 6822000T00A. (Applicant: MSB Land Management, Staff:
Susan Lee)

. Happy Heairet IMD, 17N04W25B019. (Staff: Mark Whisenhunt)

. Central Landfill Earth Materials Extraction IMD. (Staff: TBD)
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Other Upcomlng Administrative Actions (Not going to the PC)
Nash/Chijuk Creek NRMU Timber Transportation Permit. (Staff: Susan Lee)
. MEA Eklutna Generation Station Public Participation Plan, Segment 2. (Staff:

Susan Lee)

o MEA Lazelle Substation into Herning Substation Public Participation Plan. (Staff:
Susan Lee)

. Winding Brook Multi-family Permit. (Staff: Susan Lee)

. Davis Legal Nonconforming Status Determination for a structure. (Staff: Susan
Lee)

o Potter Place Phase 2, Legal Nonconforming Status Determination for a Structure.
(Staff: Susan Lee)

o US Survey 3488 Pre-existing Legal Nonconforming Status Determination for a
Structure. (Staff: Mark Whisenhunt)

. Trudell, Pre-existing Legal Nonconforming Status Determination for a Structure.
(Staff: Susan Lee)

o Williwaw # 2, Legal Nonconforming Status Determination for a Structure. (Staff:
TBD)

. Big Lake Heights #1, Legal Nonconforming Status Determination for a Structure.

(Staff: Susan Lee)

PC Decisions Currently Under Appeal
o Resolution 15-01, a resolution adopting findings of fact and conclusions of law to
support the Planning Commissions failure to approve Resolution 14-33. (CMS
appeal of BOAA decision to Superior Court on March 31, 2015)

Updates/Presentations/Work Sessions
. Planning Commission Powers (Staff: Lauren Driscoll, Alex Strawn, and Assistant
Borough Attorney)
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Updates on PC items going to the Assembly (Pending)

Planning Commission Assembly
Reso ORD/Reso # IM
Resolution 15-20, A resolution recommending | ORD # 15- IM#15-

Assembly approval of an Interim Materials District
(IMD) in accordance with MSB 17.28 — Interim
Materials District, for the extraction of 1,000,000
cubic yards of earth material from a 22-acre site
within a 60-acre parcel, located at 22347 S.
Watkins Road, Trapper Creek, within Township 26
North, Range 5 West, Section 20, Tax Parcel BO08
(26N05WBO008), Seward Meridian. (Applicant:
Trapper Creek Gravel, Staff Mark Whisenhunt)

Actions: 06/01/15 - PC Introduction

06/15/15 — PC Public Hearing — Amended/Approved
12/01/15 — Assembly Introduction

12/15/15 — Assembly Public Hearing

Planning Commission Assembly
Reso ORD/Reso # IM
Resolution 15-29, a resolution recommending | ORD # 15- IM#15-

Assembly adoption of the FY2017-2022 Capital
Improvement Program. (Staff: Sara Jansen)

Actions: 08/03/15 - PC Introduction

08/18/15 — PC Public Hearing — Approved
12/01/15 — Assembly Introduction
12/15/15 — Assembly Public Hearing
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Planning Commission Assembly
Reso ORD/Reso # IM
Resolution 15-35, A resolution recommending | ORD # 15- IM#15-_

Assembly approval of an Interim Materials District
(IMD) in accordance with MSB 17.28 - Interim
Materials District, for the extraction of 540,000 cubic
yards of earth material from 38.9-acre site within a
120-acre parcel, located within Township 18 North,
Range 2 West, Section 24, Tax Parcel D1 (Tax ID
18N02W24D0001), Seward Meridian. (Staff: Mark
Whisenhunt, Applicant: B&E Construction)

Actions: 09/21/15 - PC Introduction

10/19/15 — PC Public Hearing — Amended/Failed

11/02/15 — Unfinished Business — Reso 15-40 Supporting Denial
12/01/15 — Assembly Introduction

12/15/15 — Assembly Public Hearing

Planning Commission Assembly

Reso ORD/Reso # IM

Resolution 15-38, A resolution recommending the | Reso # 15-103 IM # 15-224
Assembly amend the Platting Procedures Pamphlet
concerning the Platting Board public hearing time.
(Staff: Eileen Probasco)

Actions: 10/19/15 - PC Introduction
11/02/15 - PC Public Hearing — Approved
11/03/15 — Assembly Consent Agenda — Postponed until 12/01/15






