
 

 

Municipality of Anchorage 

Geotechnical Advisory Commission 
A G E N D A 

Tuesday, November 26, 2024 
12:00 Noon – 1:30 p.m. 

Regular Meeting  
(Hybrid format) 

In-Person Physical Location 
Planning Conference Room 170 

Planning and Development Center 
4700 Elmore Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 

 via Microsoft Teams 
Join the meeting 

Meeting ID: 265 612 833 853, Passcode: rAKoXB  
Or call in (audio only): +1 907-519-0237 

Conference ID: 385 258 676# 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

A. Establishment of Quorum 

B. Disclosures 

C. Recognizing Staff and Guests 

II. MEETING SUMMARIES  

A. October 22, 2024 Regular Meeting 

III. OLD BUSINESS 

A. GAC Resolution 2024-02: Recommending Minimum On-Site Testing for  
Geotechnical Technical Reports or Guidance on Handout Material to Be Provided 
by the MOA 

B. Update on the Port 

C. Update on Academic Research from University of Colorado and University of  
Notre Dame on Building Code 

IV. NEW BUSINESS 

A. Special Limitations Zoning, Steep Slopes, and Seismic Areas 

B. GAC Recommendations to Local Amendments for the 2024 IBC 

V. PERSONS TO BE HEARD (3-minute limit) 

VI. COMMITTEE REPORTS 

A. Communications Committee 

B. Hazard Mitigation Committee 

C. Seismic Hazard Committee 

VII. OTHER BUSINESS 

VIII. STAFF REPORTS 

IX. ADJOURNMENT 

Next  Regular Meeting – December 17,  2024 

https://teams.microsoft.com/l/meetup-join/19%3ameeting_YTUxOWE5NTMtZjdkZS00MzYwLTgxOWMtZDBiYThiOTk3ZTI3%40thread.v2/0?context=%7b%22Tid%22%3a%22127a78cb-19c5-46ca-b11f-87c33c49a907%22%2c%22Oid%22%3a%222b6df393-8e5d-48b2-8b5c-1008bd551dce%22%7d
https://teams.microsoft.com/l/meetup-join/19%3ameeting_YTUxOWE5NTMtZjdkZS00MzYwLTgxOWMtZDBiYThiOTk3ZTI3%40thread.v2/0?context=%7b%22Tid%22%3a%22127a78cb-19c5-46ca-b11f-87c33c49a907%22%2c%22Oid%22%3a%222b6df393-8e5d-48b2-8b5c-1008bd551dce%22%7d
tel:+19075190237,,309649142#%20
tel:+19075190237,,309649142#%20


Municipality of Anchorage 

Geotechnical Advisory Commission 
Meeting Summary 

Tuesday, October 22, 2024 
12:00 Noon – 1:16pm 

Regular Meeting 
(Hybrid format) 

Commissioners MOA Staff Guests 

• Dennis Berry (excused)
• Kyle Brennan (excused)
• Steven Halcomb, Vice Chair
• Dave Hemstreet
• Cody Kreitel*
• Keri Nutter
• Brian O’Dowd
• Amy Steiner (excused)
• John Thornley, Chair

*Attended via Teams

• Mélisa Babb, Planning Director
• Daniel Mckenna-Foster, Long-Range

Planning
• Ryan Yelle, Long-Range Planning

Manager
• Susan Perry, Long-Range Planning
• Wayne Bolen, Development Services*
• Tim Huntting, Project Management &

Engineering

None 

I. CALL TO ORDER

A. Establishment of Quorum

B. Disclosures

C. Recognizing Staff and Guests

II. MEETING SUMMARIES

A. September 24, 2024 Regular Meeting. Commissioner Nutter moved; Vice
Chair Halcomb seconded. Passed unanimously with no changes.

III. OLD BUSINESS

A. GAC Resolution 2024-02: Recommending Minimum On-Site Testing for
Geotechnical Technical Reports. Extensive discussion: Commissioner
Hemstreet asked for clarification on what MOA staff were looking at. Chair
Thornley explained the genesis of the issue and how developments were
acquiring data or using data that existed from other sources. Discussion of
background and need. Discussion of the quality of a boring and the issues of
using someone else’s data.  Discussion of residential versus commercial.
Mostly residential in zones 4 and 5. Questions about what problem this is

II.A.



Geotechnical Advisory Commission 
Action Summary of October 22, 2024 
Page 2 
 
 

trying to solve.  The Commission agreed to hold a work session on 
October 29, 2024. Chair Thornley offered to bring materials from other 
cities.  

B. Update on the Port. No updates. 

C. Update on Academic Research from University of Colorado and 
University of Notre Dame on Building Code (Daniel King). No updates.  

IV. NEW BUSINESS 

 None. 

V. PERSONS TO BE HEARD (3-minute limit) 

 None. 

VI. COMMITTEE REPORTS 

A. Communications Committee. Nothing to report. 

B. Hazard Mitigation Committee. Nothing to report. 

C. Seismic Hazard Committee. Chair Thornley informed the Commission 
that he will be  presenting at UAA on liquefaction and thawing soils. 

VII. OTHER BUSINESS 

VIII. STAFF REPORTS 

A. Thankful for GAC: Do you want to have the meeting during Thanksgiving 
Week? The Commission decided to discuss at work session on Tuesday. 

B. Seismic Hazard Mapping RFP: Staff reported on progress of the RFP. 

C. Wayne Bolen proposed a standing item for the GAC to work with staff on 
updating  IBC’s Chapter 18. Grant Gephardt will be leading.   

IX. ADJOURNMENT. Commissioner Nutter moved; Vice Chair Halcomb seconded.  
Adjourned at 1:16 pm. 



MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE 
GEOTECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 2024-02 

A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING MINIMUM ON-SITE EXPLORATION FOR 
REQUIRED GEOTECHNICAL REPORTS. 

(GAC Case No. 2024-02) 

WHEREAS, the Municipality of Anchorage (MOA) Geotechnical Advisory Commission (GAC) 1 
is established in the Anchorage Municipal Code (AMC) to act in an advisory capacity to the 2 
Assembly, the Mayor, boards, commissions, and heads of municipal departments and agencies on 3 
geotechnical engineering issues and natural hazards risk mitigation (AMC 21.02.080); and 4 

5 
WHEREAS, the Anchorage area has a complex geological setting; and 6 

7 
WHEREAS, decades of development and demolition in the Anchorage area with minimal and 8 
inconsistent oversight have allowed for conditions where past dumping, poor quality fill, and other 9 
site issues that are not readily observable from the surface; and 10 

11 
WHEREAS, site-specific geotechnical exploration provides a higher level of awareness of the 12 
possibility for risks due to subsurface conditions; and 13 

14 
WHEREAS, geotechnical reports are required for residential construction in seismic zones 4 and 15 
5 per AMC 23.85.401.4 and International Building Code (IBC) section 1803; and 16 

17 
WHEREAS, historical geotechnical data can be used to provide context on subsurface conditions; 18 
and 19 

20 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Geotechnical Advisory Commission: 21 

22 
A. Makes the following findings of fact:23 

24 
1. Historical data should not be solely relied upon, and further site-25 

specific exploration is required to support design recommendations.26 
Verification language- EXPAND FINDING27 

28 
2. 29 

30 
B. Recommends that the Municipality update its policy to require site-specific31 

geotechnical exploration where geotechnical reports are required.32 
33 

1.34 

III.A.

Lamothe, Karlie D.
Discussion of project- vs site-specific exploration throughout reso



Geotechnical Advisory Commission 
Resolution No. 2024-02 
Page 2 

PASSED AND APPROVED unanimously by the Geotechnical Advisory Commission on this __th 1 
day of November 2024. 2 

3 
4 
5 

___________________________________ ___________________________________ 
Mélisa R. K. Babb John D. Thornley, Ph.D., P.E., BC.GE 
Secretary Chair 

6 
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Municipality of Anchorage 

Planning Department 

Memorandum 

Date:10

�
�� 

From: Da • 
_ 

,-¥e;,;a,Foster, Senior Planner, Long Range Planning

Through: M • abb, Planning Director

To: Geotechnical Advisory Commission

Subject: Special limitations zoning and environmental hazards

Context 

The Assembly recently introduced AO 2024-99, "an ordinance of the Anchorage Municipal

Assembly amending Anchorage Municipal Code Section 21. 03. 160 to prohibit the application for 

or recommendation of special limitations in approving an amendment to the zoning map." At the
10/22/2024 Geotechnical Advisory (GAC) Meeting, staff asked the GAC if they would be willing to
comment on the concept of special limitations (Sls) and their use as a tool for mitigating or
preventing risks from environmental hazards such as steep slopes or seismic activity. This memo
provides additional information on the technical expertise requested.

What are Special Limitations? 

Per 21.03.160G, Sls are a set of conditions that can be applied to a rezone that may include
provisions for one or more of the following purposes:

a. To prohibit structures, or uses of land or structures, that would adversely affect the

surrounding neighborhood or conflict with the comprehensive plan. 

b. To conform the zoning map amendment to the comprehensive plan, or to further the

goals and policies of the comprehensive plan.

c. To conform development under the zoning map amendment to existing patterns of

development in the surrounding neighborhood.

d. To mitigate the adverse effects of development under the zoning map amendment on

the natural environment, the surrounding neighborhood, and on public facilities and

services.

Types of limitations may include restrictions that:

IV.A.
1st part



• Limit residential density; or prohibit structures, or uses of land or structures, otherwise

permitted in a zoning district.

• Require compliance with design standards for structures and other site features.

• Require compliance with a site plan approved under this title.

• Require the construction and installation of improvements, including public

improvements.

• Impose time limits for taking subsequent development actions.

Special Limitations in areas with steep slopes or high seismic risks 

Anchorage has a about 9,221 parcels with special limitations zoning, with much of that acreage 

located in sloped areas of Eagle River or South Anchorage. Many of the Sls in these areas which 

were established before 2012 include provisions for limiting lot size, restricting uses, or requiring 

additional stream setbacks, buffering, or erosion control. Although it is not always explicitly 

mentioned in the ordinances which created them, the intent of many of these Sls seems to have 

been attempting to mitigate risks from slopes and negative impacts to waterways. Between 2012-

2014, the Municipality of Anchorage made significant changes to both the content and 

organization of its zoning code, including reorganizing, consolidating, and strengthening sections 

regulating slope, hillside development, water pollution control, and stream setbacks into the new 

section of 21.07.020 Natural Resource protection.1 The new standards also include additional 

mentions that development of properties with slopes over 30% consider avalanche risk. 

Preliminary discussions with staff in MOA Development Services and MOA Private Development 

indicate that while building codes have not changed significantly over the same period, the 

building codes adopted today do still provide an appropriate procedure for ensuring safe 

development in steep or seismically-unstable areas. 

Request for the GAC 

Staff requests that the GAC review the special limitations code section mentioned above, their 

own practical experience, and the example provided in the table below to answer the following: 

• Is the existing code language in Title 21 and Title 23 sufficient to address any slope or

seismic risks that may have been initially regulated under special limitations in

individual zoning districts? If SLs were removed, would that allow for any potentially

dangerous or unregulated conditions?

• Is there a role for a required site plan review in specific zoning language for certain

high-slope zones in Anchorage or Eagle River? 2 

1 For reference in "Old" Title 21: see 21.85.180 Erosion and Sedimentation Control, 21.80.370 Design 

Standards R-10 District. 21.80.360 Design Standards- Hillside lots (based on platting authority and slope 

chart), 21.67 water pollution control, and 21.4521 O stream protection setback. 
2 For reference, Table 21.04-3 in 21004 Zoning Districts currently prescribes minimum lot area, width, maximum lot 

coverage, and impervious surface coverage for development in R-10 based on average lot slope. 



The information the GAC provides will help inform recommendations the Department makes on 

any legislative action on special limitations. The table below provides an example for which the 

public record provides a significant amount of background information. A full print out of this AO 

will be attached to this memo. 

Area of the MOA Zone Ordinance Excerpt 

Hillside R-6SL

2. Dlatrlct-Spaclflc Standards 
a. Lot and Site Requirements 

AO 2011-82 "A. The following uses are allowed: 

1. Permitted principal uses and structures.

a. Single family home per lot."

From PZC findings: "The site has a number 

of sensitive features such as steep ridges, 

wetlands, bedrock, high winds and road 

access issues that make lower density 

more environmentally appropriate. The site 

is not necessarily developable at the 

minimum lot size of the R-6 zone, but the 

subdivision platting process will ascertain 

the adequate lot size to accommodate on-

site services as the project moves ahead" 

Table 21.04-3 provides the lot and site requirements for the R-10 district. This 
table applies in addition to the dimensional standards stated In table 21.06-1. 

TABLE 21 04-3· 
LOT AND SITE REQUIREMENTS FOR R-10 DISTRICT 

Average Slope Minimum Lot Minimum Lot M�x1mum Lot 

ot Lot Area Width Coverage of All 

(percent) (acres) (feet) Buildings 
(perrnnt) 

Moro lhan 30 00 7.50 300 3 
2S.01-3D.OO 5.00 300 5 

20.01--25.00 2.50 180 8 

20.00 or less 1.25 100 10 

Average i;tope I� calculated by the following formula: 

S = e..L • 0.0023 

Where; 
S = Average slope of lot or tract In percent 
I = Contour interval (20 feet or less) 
L = Sum of length of aR contours on lot or tr&cl In feel 
A = Area of the lot or tract in acres 

b. Bedrock 

Cov<>ragc 
Impervious 

Surfaces 
[perrnnt) 

8 
10 

14 

20 

When one-third or more of requited soils borings reveal bedrock at a depth of less 
than 16 feet on the lot or tract, lot and site requirements shaU be determined as if 
the average slope were in the next steeper percentage range shown on the table 
in this subsection. Any required soil boring that does not extend to a depth of at 
least 16 feet shall be deemed for the purposes of this subsection to have 
encountered bedrock. 

Figure 1: Existing district-specific standards for R-1 O in Title 21 
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Figure 2: Zones with Special Limitations in the Eagle River Area 
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Figure 3: Zones with Special Limitations in the Hillside Area 
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For AO 2011-82 related to the 10/29/2024 memo: “Special 
limitations zoning and environmental hazards” please 

follow the link below: 

https://www.muni.org/Departments/OCPD/Planning/SiteAssets/Pages/GeotechnicalAdvisoryCom
mission/AO%202011-082%20OCR.pdf 

https://www.muni.org/Departments/OCPD/Planning/SiteAssets/Pages/GeotechnicalAdvisoryCommission/AO%202011-082%20OCR.pdf
https://www.muni.org/Departments/OCPD/Planning/SiteAssets/Pages/GeotechnicalAdvisoryCommission/AO%202011-082%20OCR.pdf


Municipality of Anchorage 
     Planning Department 

     Memorandum 

Date: November 26, 2024 

To: Geotechnical Advisory Commission 

Subject: Special Limitations— Planning and Zoning Commission’s 11/18/2024 
PowerPoint Presentation 

A PowerPoint presentation was made at the Planning and Zoning Commission public 
hearing on Monday, November 18, on PZC Case No. 2024-0124 regarding Special 
Limitations.  It is included here at the end of the GAC packet. 

If interested, other information from the Planning and Zoning Commission case, which 
includes the staff report, can be found on the MOA’s Municipal Meetings site or on the 
Planning Department’s Planning Cases Online portal. 

IV.A.
2nd part

https://meetings.muni.org/AgendaOnline/Documents/ViewDocument/2024-0124%20STAFF%20REPORT.PDF.pdf?meetingId=5875&documentType=Agenda&itemId=77174&publishId=72146&isSection=false
https://meetings.muni.org/AgendaOnline/Meetings/ViewMeeting?id=5875&doctype=1
https://www.muni.org/CityViewPortal/Planning/Status?planningId=18099


Special Limitations Zoning
11/18/2024 PZC Meeting 

Case  No. 2024-0124



Note: Planning and Zoning Commission review was waived by the Assembly 
when this item was introduced at the October 22, 2024 Assembly Regular 
meeting (AO No. 2024-99).

This appears as a case but the Assembly sponsors are not petitioning the 
Planning and Zoning Commission, were not expecting to appear, and were 
not asked to appear before the Commission this evening.

This information is presented by staff to give the Commission an 
opportunity to ask questions or take action if desired. 



Special limitations can do one or more of the following: 

a. Limit residential density; or prohibit structures, or uses of land or 
structures, otherwise permitted in a zoning district.

b. Require compliance with design standards for structures and other site 
features.

c. Require compliance with a site plan approved under this title.

d. Require the construction and installation of improvements, including 
public improvements. 

e. Impose time limits for taking subsequent development actions.



Many types of SLs have now been incorporated into Title 21: 

• Public meetings/site plan reviews: now regulated by 21.03 & 21.05

• Access requirements: now regulated through site plan reviews and agency
comments (21.07).

• Design standards/density requirements: now part of R-3A and R-4A zones
(21.04).



Eagle River Slopes & SLs



South Anchorage Slopes & SLs

Referred to 
Geotechnical 
Advisory 
Commission for 
discussion at their 
11/26/2024 meeting



Muldoon Area: access & uses

2017

1984

1993

2018

2001



Hillside Area: slopes, general restrictions

?

1997

2011

1984

1986



Midtown Area: reviews & uses

2001

2001

1991 1984

1986

1997



Eagle River Area: slopes & vegetation

1997

1993

1984

1990

1999



AO 2021-20

2021



AO 2021-20

21.04.020: R-4A (2022)

21.07.060: Transportation & Connectivity

21.04.020: R-4A (2022)

Parking requirements no longer apply (2022)

See site access standards (2023)



Issues: 

• Transparency:
• It’s hard for people to find SLs
• SLs often don’t show up in a title search.
• SLs might apply in irregular ways

• Consistency: Some SLs apply to sections of code which are long out of date.

• Fairness: Some SLs limit housing for reasons that may not be related to
health, safety, and welfare.



SLs & Split Lot Zoning AO 1983-224

This is one lot

This is another 
lot



SLs & Split Lot Zoning AO 1986-217

This is one lot



Special Zone of 12,006 SF: AO 1991-150



AO ???

?



AO ???

?



CE-RO SL AO 1995-198

?

?



R3 SL AO 1997-101



R3 SL AO 1983-301

2,991 sf lot



R3 SL AO 2006-95(S)



RO SL AO 1980-138



R3 SL AO 2014-130



R4 SL AO 2017-32



R3 SL AO 1991-84



Case 2015-0093



Case 2015-0093



Case 2015-0093





Thank you



Public Comment #1

“Special limitations have value to buffer different land uses, protect the 
environmental features and to create conformity to comprehensive plans. I fail 
to see how a blanket prohibition is beneficial.”



Public Comment #1

“Special limitations have value to buffer different land uses, protect the 
environmental features and to create conformity to comprehensive plans. I 
fail to see how a blanket prohibition is beneficial.”

Response: 

• Other land use tools are already in place to 
address buffering, environmental features, 
and conformity.

• Having rezones that align with 2040 LUP 
categories ensures conformity to the 
Comprehensive Plan



AO 2021-20

21.04.020: R-4A (2022)

21.07.060: Transportation & Connectivity

21.04.020: R-4A (2022)

Parking requirements no longer apply (2022)

See site access standards (2023)



Public Comment #2

#1  “It is often a context relevant feature of the parcel that an SL can address that allows 
the rezone to be approved in line with the comprehensive plan and the surrounding 
neighborhood. Without the rezone, the parcel would typically have less ability to 
develop. Without the SL, there would be no rezone. It's important to keep sight of the 
starting point. The initial zoning is logically more restrictive than the new zoning even with 
the SL. With this perspective, it is hard to see a rezone from R-1 to R-3SL as more 
restrictive. The SL should be seen as allowing a change to more intense development.

Since a property owner could reject a rezone, if an SL decreased the use of a property 
from its original zoning, it’s hard to imagine a property owner who would accept the 
rezone. The purposes for SLs show in 21.03.160.G.1 and 2 support their continued use. 
These show the usefulness of SLs where those purposes include ‘conforming to the 
comprehensive plan, further the goals of the comprehensive plan, mitigate adverse 
effects …’ These point to the importance of SLs in creating an opportunity to rezone to a 
higher intensity district.”



1997

1997

1984

Public Comment #2



Public Comment #2



Public Comment #2

“It is often a context relevant feature of the parcel that an SL can address that allows the rezone to be approved in line with the comprehensive plan and 
the surrounding neighborhood. Without the rezone, the parcel would typically have less ability to develop. Without the SL, there would be no rezone. It's 
important to keep sight of the starting point. The initial zoning is logically more restrictive than the new zoning even with the SL. With this perspective, it is 
hard to see a rezone from R-1 to R-3SL as more restrictive. The SL should be seen as allowing a change to more intense development.

Since a property owner could reject a rezone, if an SL decreased the use of a property from its original zoning, it’s hard to imagine a property owner who 
would accept the rezone. The purposes for SLs show in 21.03.160.G.1 and 2 support their continued use. These show the usefulness of SLs where those 
purposes include ‘conforming to the comprehensive plan, further the goals of the comprehensive plan, mitigate adverse effects …’ These point to the 
importance of SLs in creating an opportunity to rezone to a higher intensity district.”

Response: 

• Most SLs are not to drastically different 
zones.

• The R-3SLs in South Anchorage are in fact 
very complex and may have been better as 
different zones.



Public Comment #3

“The fact that SLs are individually defined in ordinances, not in code, also means they are 
opaque to the property owner, and are often only discovered through a development 
application and review process.’ P.4 This is an odd complaint. Current code specifies ‘A 
zoning district subject to special limitations shall be identified on the zoning map by the suffix 
“SL” and the number of the ordinance applying the special limitations shall be printed on the 
zoning map.’

Anyone buying a piece of property would look at the zoning and can easily find the AO that has 
the special limitation.  Any property with an SL is clearly shown in the zoning. Rather than toss 
a useful tool for allowing more development in Anchorage, figure out what trouble people 
have learning what the SL is and fix that. Our Assessor can add the relevant AO number to the 
public info in CAMA.”
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Public Comment #3

“The fact that SLs are individually defined in ordinances, not in code, also means they are opaque to the property owner, and are often 
only discovered through a development application and review process.’ P.4 This is an odd complaint. Current code specifies ‘A zoning 
district subject to special limitations shall be identified on the zoning map by the suffix “SL” and the number of the ordinance applying 
the special limitations shall be printed on the zoning map.’

Anyone buying a piece of property would look at the zoning and can easily find the AO that has the special limitation. Any property with 
an SL is clearly shown in the zoning. Rather than toss a useful tool for allowing more development in Anchorage, figure out what trouble 
people have learning what the SL is and fix that. Our Assessor can add the relevant AO number to the public info in CAMA.”

Response: 

• Requiring the public to search for AOs 
makes regulations less transparent.

• An AO from 1984 might refer to R-3 
standards that have since changed 
considerably.



Public Comment #4

“Should the context or comprehensive plan change and make an SL no 
longer relevant, changing it through an ordinance is reasonable. Special 
Limitations offer a flexible and collaborative tool to gain more use of 
scarce land in Anchorage. Shortcomings regarding any difficulty in 
determining what the SL can be fixed by following code and using our 
flexible new CAMA system. Without SLs, we would have fewer rezones to 
higher intensity use. SLs should remain a tool in the box.”



Public Comment #4

“Should the context or comprehensive plan change and make an SL no longer relevant, changing it 
through an ordinance is reasonable. Special Limitations offer a flexible and collaborative tool to gain 
more use of scarce land in Anchorage. Shortcomings regarding any difficulty in determining what the 
SL can be fixed by following code and using our flexible new CAMA system. Without SLs, we would 
have fewer rezones to higher intensity use. SLs should remain a tool in the box.”

Response: 

• Most rezones with SLs are to zones that are allowed under 2040 LUP

• If zones are not appropriate, or not implementing the plan, they might
not be a good fit.

• Changing SLs by ordinance can be complicated for the average user.

• Title 21 has other tools to achieve the same ends
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