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Rogers Park Community Council 
(Including Anchor Park, College Village, Woodside East and Rogers Park) 

Scott McMurren, President 

zoom907@grnail.com 

Date: September 11, 2023 

To: Anchorage Assembly Members 

CC: Dave Bronson, Mayor of Anchorage 

Anchorage Municipal Clerk 

Federation of Community Councils 

Whereas: 

PUBLIC EXHIBIT

1)11 /IJ:> ev'/ltJ� 
Jill Klein, Vice-President .:2 () :-l$/ -tfl16h 
Cassandra Raun, Secretary 

Sara Dykstra, Treasurer 

Pete Mjos, Past President 

Linda Chase, FCC Representative 

RPCC Resolution 2023-2 

1. One of the proposals in the "HOME Initiative" is a zoning change to allow two-family dwellings (duplexes) in R-1

zones throughout the Anchorage bowl.

2. The "HOME Initiative" states that it "directly implements" the 2040 Land Use Plan (LUP), but in fact that is false:

the 2040 LUP specifically states that it "does not recommend a Bowl-wide rezoning" (p. 75), and it says that it's

"single family and two-family" areas are to have R-1 areas with single-family dwellings, at a density of 3 to 5

housing units per gross acre (p. 37), as well as R-2 areas.

3. Most of Rogers Park Community Council (RPCC) area is zoned R-1. The Rogers Park subdivision has an

approximate density of 4 units/gross acre. That number of units per acre would be larger if ADUs are counted,

but Title 21 states that ADUs do not contribute to density.

4. Title 21 specifies maximum building heights and lot coverages, and typical homes in RPCC do not reach those

maximums. The proposed changes would incentivize construction of new, larger buildings that do reach those

maximums. Also, an ADU would be allowed to be constructed on the same lot as a duplex.

5. Due to the cost of construction and other factors, the proposed changes in the RPCC area are unlikely to

significantly increase Anchorage's supply of housing, especially not affordable housing.

6. But any such new large structures are likely to significantly adversely affect adjacent neighbor's solar access and

privacy, as well as neighborhood character, changing what have been neighborhoods with many long-term

residents to more transient rental areas. Without ordinance changes to limit short-term rentals this initiative will

likely incentivize construction of buildings that are used as non-owner-occupied short-term rentals.
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May 1, 2024 

Tom Davis 
Senior Planner 
Pkanning Department 
Municipality of Anchorage 

RE:  Comments on Proposed Revised HOME Ini�a�ve (Sponsors’ Dra�), dated 1-12-2024 

Tom,   

Below are my comments on the proposed Revised H.O.M.E. Ini�a�ve (Sponsors’ Dra�), dated 1-12-2024.  
If you have ques�ons about the comments, please let me know and I would be happy to meet to discuss.  
Please note that my comments come from the perspec�ve of a residen�al mul�family housing 
developer.  So, my comments are specific to how to incen�vize the construc�on of more desperately 
needed mul�family housing in the Anchorage Bowl.   

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

1. Zoning District Abbrevia�ons (Pg 7 - 21.04.010.A.2):  I suggest that you consider changing the
abbrevia�ons for the five new residen�al districts (STFR, CMRL, CMRM, URH, and LLR) to the
following:

Single Family and Two Family Residen�al:  R-1 
Compact Mixed Residen�al Low:  R-2 
Compact Mixed Residen�al Medium:  R-3 
Urban Residen�al High:  R-4 
Large Lot Residen�al:  R-5 

The abbrevia�ons for the five new residen�al districts (STFR, CMRL, CMRM, URH, and LLR) are a litle 
confusing and not intui�ve. 

2. District-Specific Standards (Pgs. 8-30):  I really appreciate that the District-Specific Standards that
pertain to residen�al have been deleted.  These standards are not needed, add cost and complexity
to residen�al projects, and ul�mately lead to less housing.  In par�cular, the Mixed-Use
Development Standards actually incen�vize non mixed-use developments because the mixed-use
development standards are so onerous that no one will choose that path.  The dele�on of District-
Specific Standards is a good thing.

3. Density Ques�on (Pg. 20 – 21.04.010.E):  It is unclear to me if the density of 49+ dwelling units per
acre was a requirement.  For example, can a development with a density of 25 dwelling units per
acre develop in the URH zoning district?  If the answer is no, then I would suggest that this be
changed so that there is no minimum.

4. Height Limits (Pg. 45 – Table 21.06-1):  I highly recommend that for CMRM, the allowable height for
this district be increased to 55 feet.  Modern construc�on has greater floor to floor heights and the
current code does not allow for this.  An increase to 55� will allow for four stories of housing.  The
current height of 40� in some cases doesn’t allow for three stories of housing.  Upda�ng height
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limita�ons to match current construc�on standards is important.  The current goal for the CMRM 
zoning district is 50 dwelling units per acre.  The density goal of 50dua is not achievable with the 
current height restric�ons.     

5. Height Limits (Pg. 46 – Table 21.06-1):  Similar to above, I highly recommend that for URH, the
allowable height be 65�, instead of 60�, to accommodate for modern construc�on standards.

6. FAR Maximum (Pg. 53 – 21.06.030.E):  I recommend that maximum FAR’s be deleted.  Anchorage
doesn’t have a problem with too high of FAR’s.  We have the opposite problem of projects not having
a high enough FAR.  A FAR maximum requirement is not needed.

7. Private Open Space (Pg. 55 – 21.-7.030):  I’m sure this is already known, but this sec�on needs to be
updated to match the recently updated and passed ordinance pertaining to private open space
(2024-16).  The reduc�on in private open space is needed to make projects more efficient.

8. Bonus Provisions (Pg.56 – 21.07.070.E):  I recommend dele�ng this sec�on.  As men�oned above,
Anchorage needs to become denser.  Many projects that are being constructed are low density.
Bonus provisions that make density harder to achieve defeat the intended desire.

9. Landscaping (Pg.61 – Table 21.07-2):  I recommend substan�vely reducing the landscaping setbacks
found in L1, L2 and L3.  I addi�onally recommend providing greater exemp�ons from the setback.

10. Residen�al Design Standards (Pg. 63 – 21.07.110):  I recommend dele�ng this sec�on in its en�rety.
Housing is the only part of Title 21 that has design standards, commercial uses don’t have design
standards.  The current design standards are costly, not needed and lead to less housing
development.

11. Table of Allowable Uses (Pg. 72 – 21.05-1):  I recommend making “Dwelling, Townhomes” a “P” in
the CMRL and CMRM zoning districts.  They are currently showing as “S”.

Sincerely, 

Shaun Debenham 
Debenham LLC 
President 
P:  (907) 562-9330 
E:  shaun@debenham.com 
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