


Resource Concerns
Undeveloped Special Areas of Interest

Potter Marsh

Anchorage Coastal Wildlife Refuge extends from Point Woronzof southeast to Potter Creek, a
distance of 16 miles, but is best known for Potter Marsh. Potter Marsh is a 564-acre wetland
created in 1917 when the Alaska Railroad built a railroad embankment on the tidal flats between
Rabbit Creek and Potter Creek. Culverts at the north end of the marsh allow saltwater to enter
during high tide and streamflow to exit during low tide.

A combination of abundant emergent and submergent vegetation and open water provides
excellent waterfowl feeding and nesting habitat, allowing the area to support some of the
greatest numbers and diversity of birds in the Anchorage area. Peak bird populations are
viewed during the spring and fall migration. The marsh also provides habitat for wetland wildlife
such as muskrat and beaver, and rearing habitat for salmon fry, stickelbacks, sculpins, and
other fish species. Moose, coyotes, least weasels, snowshoe hares, voles and shrews are some
of the other residents of the refuge. Easy access along the New Seward Highway makes Potter
Marsh the most popular viewing area of wetland wildlife in the Anchorage area.

Figure 11. Special Management Zones Map

Chugach State Park

Beyond the foothills of the Anchorage Bowl lies the third largest state park in the U.S. —
495,204-acres of some of the most accessible hiking skiing, camping, wildlife viewing, rafting,
and climbing in Alaska. About 1.2% of Chugach State Park lands (5,781.6 acres) lie within the
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Municipality boundaries. The park is accessible through numerous trailheads all located along
the east side of Anchorage, or the southern side of Eagle River. Three public campgrounds are
available for use.

Wildlife Conservation

Primary conservation concerns within the region include increased timber harvesting (Chugach
State Park), insect outbreaks (e.g., spruce beetles, Dendroctonus rufipennis), animal and plant
introductions, filling in of wetlands, fire suppression efforts, urbanization, and increases in
recreational activities and tourism. The primary challenges that must be faced to assure the
long-term future of the region’s natural resources are in obtaining long-term commitment from
resource agencies in the region, integrating the national and regional programs that address
species and habitats of concern, and developing cooperative research, monitoring, and
management programs to support conservation.

Alaska’s diverse terrestrial habitats host large breeding populations of landbirds, which
converge from wintering areas across all continents of the globe except Antarctica. State of
Alaska Species of Special Concern (SSC), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Birds of
Conservation Concern (BCC), Alaska Boreal Partners in Flight priority species, Chugach
National Forest Sensitive Species, and Audubon Watchlist 2005 species occur within the Rabbit
Creek watershed boundaries. These species include:

o Trumpeter Swan (Cygnus buccinator),
Olive-sided flycatcher (Contopus cooperi),
Townsend’s warbler (Dendroica townsendi),
Northern goshawk (Accipiter gentilis laingi),
Short-billed dowitcher (Limnodromus griseus),
Arctic Tern (Sterna paradisaea),
Rusty Blackbird (Euphagus carolinus),
Steller’'s Jay (Cyanaocitta stelleri),
Chestnut-backed Chickadee (Poecile rufescens), and
Golden-crowned Sparrow (Zonotrichia atricapilla).

To address the overall state needs for terrestrial wildlife management, in late 1996 ADF&G's
Division of Wildlife Conservation initiated a strategic planning process for the state of Alaska.
The intent was to involve the public in wildlife management decision-making in response to
growing public interest and the increasing social complexity of wildlife management issues. As
part of this effort, in 1999 they published a management planning document titled “Living with
Wildlife in Anchorage: A Cooperative Planning Effort”. Individual management plans for birds, as
well as other mammalian species of interest, such as Brown Bear (Ursus arctos), Black Bear
(Ursus americanus), Caribou (Rangifer tarandus), Moose (Alces alces), and Dall Sheep (Ovis
dalli) were included, as well as habitat and population level issue reviews. Each issue was
addressed by the planning team with input from the public, and resulted in corresponding
strategic goals and objectives for conservation planning.

Focused on coastal and riparian management, beginning in the 1970s, the Municipality initiated
efforts to create an Anchorage Coastal Management Plan (CMP). The original CMP was
approved locally in 1979; changes in Alaska state law required that MOA amend its CMP,
resulting in the most recent 2007 Plan prepared to comply with the Alaska Coastal Management
Act (ACMA) as amended in 2003, and the Alaska Coastal Management Program (ACMP)
regulations adopted in 2004. The CMP is a guidance document that includes all lands and
waters within a zone extending 1,320 feet inland, measured horizontally, from the extent of the
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100-year coastal flood, including the 100-year floodplain or 200 feet from the center (whichever
is greater) of each river and stream intersected by the 1,320-foot zone up to the 1,000-foot
elevation contour. Chapters in the Anchorage CMP are dedicated to discussions of issues of
local concern, including goals and objectives for management, comprehensive resource
inventories and analyses, enforceable policies applicable within the designated areas, and
implementation plans for local, state, and federal agencies.

Water Quality and Quantity

Several Water Resource policies were included in the Anchorage 2020 plan that deals
specifically with water quality and quantity goals for the Municipality. These include:

e Policy 13 — New rural residential subdivisions shall be designed to protect, maintain, or
avoid sensitive environmental areas (wetlands, steep slopes, drainageways, unsuitable
soils, geohazards.)

o Policy 68 — Water resources and land use planning shall be integrated through the
development of watershed plans for Anchorage streams.

e Policy 70 — The ecological and drainage functions of Anchorage’s aquatic resources
shall be protected and, where appropriate, restored.

e Policy 71 —Utilize wetlands to manage drainage and improve water quality, where
appropriate.

Additionally, the Municipality has focused resources on the monitoring and control of fecal
coliform levels and sedimentation levels in local streams, and erodibility of soils along riparian
setback buffer areas. Continued water quality and quantity analysis will also be necessary as
buildout of open areas occurs, which could introduce additional nutrients (e.qg., lawn fertilizers,
pesticide usage) to community waterways.
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Census and Social Data

Current Conditions
Anchorage’s population has more than tripled since statehood, from 83,000 in 1960 to more

than 275,000 today. The Municipality accounted for nearly half of the State’s population growth
in the 1990s, and 42 percent of the State’s population now lives here. Currently, the Anchorage

Municipality has an estimated total population of 278,700. Median household income for the
entire Municipality is just over $55,000 yearly, about 30% higher than the national average of
$41,994. Seventy-four percent of the population 16 years and over is active in the workforce;
approximately 7.3% of the residents in the Municipality are below the national poverty level.

Cook Inlet

Rabbit Creek Watershed

Population per Acre
0
0-3
3-8

8-13 \
] 13-511 Figure 12. Population Density Map \

Land use within the Rabbit Creek watershed area was previously discussed in the Ownership /
Land Use Section, with current zoning designations and lot density restrictions shown in Figures
4 and 5. The largest percentage of the Rabbit Creek watershed area is zoned for single family

residential lots, which, depending on what type of single family zoning is assigned (there are
seven), can result in 0.13 to 7.5 acres per lot.

There are no commercial farm or ranch lands within the watershed boundaries.
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Expectations for Growth

Projections presented in Anchorage 2020 show continued growth for the Municipality reaching
over 325,000 in estimated population by the year 2020. Further, the plan allocates 13 to 20
percent of this growth to the Hillside District area, leading to a projection of up to 5,030
additional dwelling units in the Hillside under existing zoning conditions (see Figure 4).

Natural features of the Hillside and Chugach foothill areas create challenges and influence
development in the Hillside District. The Municipality recognized these physical restraints,
summarizing the potential implications for development in a Development Suitability map
(Figure 13). As shown, areas have been divided into three categories: 1) lands generally
suitable for development (High), 2) marginally suitable lands, and 3) lands generally unsuitable
for development (Low). Significant environmental constraints of categories 2 and 3 include
combinations of moderate and high avalanche hazard areas, slopes greater than 25 percent,
Class B and C wetlands, and high levels of seismic activity.

Development Suitability

1 High
2

s o

Figure 13. Development Suitability Map

The Rabbit Creek watershed area of the Hillside District includes large swatches of
undeveloped areas that are designated as generally suitable for development, which could
make these areas desirable for developers.

More information regarding Anchorage population growth estimates and demographic specific
expectations can be found in Anchorage 2020, while more information specific to Hillside District
growth estimates and drafted planning proposals can be found in the Hillside District Plan
Alternatives.
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Development Concerns & Goals

The following section is intended only as an overview of general concerns and development
goals related to each of the following resource categories. The information was assembled
during the Hillside District Plan (HDP) process, and includes information collected during public
meetings and workshops. A more thorough discussion of the first five resource concerns for the
larger HDP area can be found in the MOA publication, Hillside District Plan Alternatives: A
Framework for Public Discussion (HDPA). The final two resource categories were added to
account for concerns related to Potter Marsh and other non-private natural lands within the
Rabbit Creek watershed boundaries, and to incorporate a discussion of reductions in water
quality and quantity in the Municipality.

Overall, the HDPA has identified two primary objectives related to development in the Hillside
area — (1) to retain the qualities most enjoyed by residents and visitors, including quality
residential neighborhoods with “elbow room”, natural vegetation, views, trails, and access to
open space, while (2) accommodating the Hillside District’'s share of Anchorage’s forecasted
growth.

Land Use

Land use concerns and goals relate to finding the best way to manage development, while
maintaining the quality and diversity of the Hillside District. Specifically, a range of housing types
and values need to be provided within the District that is compatible with the characteristics of
individual neighborhoods, and consistent with the Anchorage 2020 plan. Evaluating the merits
of and managing development of potential new neighborhood commercial projects, assessing
current subdivision standards, and improving development review processes are a few of the
challenges addressed in the HDP. One option, a “built/green infrastructure” design approach is
outlined in the HDP document as an alternative that could support future development while
retaining an integrated system of open space for drainage, wildlife, stream protection and trails.

Transportation

Transportation concerns for the Hillside District area are divided into two categories — roadways
and pedestrian trail networks. In terms of roads, the Hillside District contains a patchwork of
road ownership and responsibilities for road maintenance. Substandard roads, multiple homes
on “private” driveways and roads that are poorly maintained and, in some cases, poorly signed
create serious problems for emergency vehicle access. Since wildfire safety is a concern,
access becomes a major issue for those areas isolated from well planned roadway alternatives.
In addition, new development can create changes in traffic patterns, presenting the need for a
more clear hierarchy of primary and secondary road networking. For trails, roadside pedestrian
pathways are lacking in most parts of the District. Many traditional trails located away from the
road system cross vacant private land, and may be lost as development occurs. Mechanisms
are currently not in place to provide funding to build, maintain and manage a trail network to
serve the overall Hillside District.
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Drainage

A number of areas within the Hillside District have been identified where runoff is causing
problems including icing, flooding, erosion, and degradation of water quality and aquatic habitat
(Figure 14). Development causes increased runoff and has caused an associated increase in
drainage-related problems. In addition, drainage conveyance systems are currently planned in
a piecemeal fashion lacking connectivity, and some natural drainage ways and wetlands have
already been damaged or diverted by past land development. Additionally, roadside drainage
maintenance is conducted by numerous entities in the Hillside District resulting in inefficient use
of funds. Finally, overall existing regulations and drainage design criteria do not adequately
address the unique conditions of the Hillside and are not always adequately enforced. A variety
of alternatives are addressed in the HDP; the primary one proposes formation of a new unified
service area or district utility to manage drainage across the Hillside community.

Existing Problems
@ Claciation
® Floading

Erosion

@ Diversion
@ Future Controis Detention
Areas of Potential Development Concerns
- Continual High Ground Water
| Intermittent High Ground Water

_I Low Permeability Soil
- Groundwater Discharge Zone

Figure 14. Development Concerns Map

Water and Wastewater

The HDPA determined that the most important water and wastewater issue in the Hillside area
is the challenge of continuing to protect public health while relying on onsite wastewater
systems lying above the natural groundwater system that provide drinking water to residents.
Currently, more than 80 percent of Hillside District residences produce wastewater treated by
onsite wastewater systems. Public comments received in the planning process, as well as a
community survey effort, made it clear that the majority of residents were satisfied with their
onsite systems and strongly preferred the continuation of this process. In order to support the
status quo wastewater process, the HDPA suggests a groundwater protection program be
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initiated to ensure the continued protection of Hillside drinking water, and more specifically,
address a gradual upward trend within some localized areas in nitrate levels recorded from well-
sampling data.

Infrastructure Management

The Hillside developed slowly as homesteads and these large lots were subdivided and sold.
Road standards were not institutionalized or met, which was perfectly acceptable to residents
who were satisfied with slower speeds and non-paved roads to access their homes from the
state-maintained arterials and collectors. In most cases, maintenance on these residential roads
was limited to grading, sanding, and plowing. These responsibilities were assigned to Limited
Road Service Areas (LRSAS) or were left unassigned and taken up by ad hoc groups or
homeowner’s associations.

The approach to managing drainage on the Hillside was even less structured, with no formal
means to manage storm water runoff. Where LRSAs exist, these issues became an unofficial
addition to their road maintenance responsibilities, resulting in large portions of budgets being
spent each year ripping ice off roads and maintaining roadside drainage ditches.

Growth on Hillside is now straining this system. New, higher-density subdivisions have been
developed, along with new schools, higher densities of population, and increasing numbers of
cars using a road network that was developed for low-use, non through-traffic routing. Storm
water runoff continues to increase, and icing problems are worsening, particularly as
development marches into upper elevations with steeper slopes and shallow soils. Continued
growth in the Hillside areas will only increase the magnitude of the challenge, triggering the
need for area-wide improvements, along with mechanisms to plan, pay for, maintain and
upgrade road, drainage, and trail infrastructure.
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Assessment Matrix

Conservation Practices Goals

Table 3. Conservation Practices Goals — Assessment Matrix

Conservation Practice (CP)

Standard CP Code

CP Physical Effects (CPPE):
Goals/Concerns Addressed

Type(s) of Area Considered
for CP Installation

Total Areq]
Available for
CP Installation

EXpected Y% of

Area to include CP|

Installation

CP Installation
Area

Critical Area Planting 342

- Soil Erosion: Wind

- Soil Erosion: Water

- Soil Condition: Soil Compaction
- Soil Contamination

- Excess Water Quantity: Flooding
- Water Quality: Excess Nutrients
- Animal Habitat: Water

new development only

8 foot buffer]
either side of
estimated ne
roads (56,000
feet),

100%

20.6 acres

Lined Waterway or Outlet 468

no info available in CPPE

new development only

(2x) 56,000 feet}

100%

112,000 feet

Roof Runoff Management 558

- Soil Erosion: Water

- Excess Water Quantity: Flooding
- Water Quality: Excess Nutrients
- Animal Mgmt: Animal Health

new development & existing
areas

3,404 acres on
existing + 3,559
acres on open
lots

80% of new devel +

10% of existing

3,079 acres

Recreation Trail & Walkway 568

- Soil Erosion: Roadbanks

10 ft buffer along existing trails
that are not within existing road
Right-of-Ways

25 acres|

10%

2.5 acres

Stream Channel Stabilization 584

- Soil Erosion: Water

- Soil Erosion: Wind

- Soil Deposition

- Excess Water Quantity: Flooding
- Water Quality: Excess Nutrients

10 ft buffer along all natural
waterways

144 acres|

2%

3 acres

Pest Management 595

- Soil Erosion: Wind

- Soil Erosion: Water

- Plant Mgmt & Condition

- Soil Contamination: Pesticides

- Water Quality: Aquatic Habitat Suitability
- Water Quality: Pesticides

- Animal Habitat: Water

- Animal Mgmt: Animal Health

Existing roads (36 - 56 ft total
buffer depending on type of
road) + trespass trails (10 ft
total width)

553 acres

10%

55.3 acres

W etland Enhancement 659

- Soil Erosion: Water

- Soil Erosion: Wind

- Plant Mgmt & Condition

- Soil Deposition

- Excess Water Quantity: Flooding
- Water Quality: Excess Nutrients
- Animal Habitat: Water

- Animal Mgmt: Animal Health

A, B, C Classified wetlands

834 acres

2%

17 acres
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Acronyms

ACMA — Alaska Coastal Management Act

ACMP — Alaska Coastal Management Program

ADEC - Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation
ADF&G — Alaska Department of Fish & Game

BCC — USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern

BMP — Best Management Practice

CMP — Coastal Management Plan

CP — Conservation Practice

CPPE — Conservation Practice Physical Effects

CWA — Clean Water Act

CRA — Common Resource Area

El — Erodibility Index

EPA — Environmental Protection Agency

FOTG - Field Office Technical Guide

HDP — Hillside District Plan

HDPA — Hillside District Plan Alternatives — draft document
HEL — Highly Erodible Land

HSG — Hydrologic Soil Group

HUC — Hydrologic Unit Code

LRSA — Limited Road Service Area

MOA — Municipality of Anchorage

MOS — Margin of Safety

MS4 — Municipal Separate Storm Sewer (NPDES Permit)
NPDES - National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NRCS — Natural Resources Conservation Service

RC — Rabbit Creek

RWA — Rapid Watershed Assessment

SSC - State of Alaska Species of Special Concern

T — soil loss tolerance

TMDL — Total Maximum Daily Load

TMU — Terrain Mapping Unit

USDA - United States Department of Agriculture
USFWS — United States Fish and Wildlife Service

WQS — Water Quality Standards
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Geographic Information System (GIS) Source Data

Alaska Department of Natural Resources

Chugach State Park Proposed Trail Heads: Access points from the ADNR Chugach
State Park Inventory Study. Source: Carol Fries, ADNR. November 28, 2007.
(hdr_hdp_transp_v01.gdb/Proposed CSP_trailheads)

Chugach State Park Trail Heads: Access points from the ADNR Chugach State Park
Inventory Study. Source: Carol Fries, ADNR. 11/28/2007. (Gl_Trails_v01.gdb/Trail_Heads)

Land Design North

HDP Trailheads: Trailheads used in HDP (includes CSP and MOA trailheads). Study
developed by Land Design North Idn@landdesignnorth.com December, 15 2007.
(LDN_Trail_heads.gdb/Primary_Secondary_Trails)

HDP Trails: Trails used in HDP (includes CSP and MOA trails). Study developed by
Land Design North |[dn@Ilanddesignnorth.com December 15, 2007.
(LDN_Trails.gdb/Primary_Secondary_Trails)

Municipality of Anchorage (MOA) Information Technology Department
Aerial Photos 2006: Two (2) feet resolution color aerial imagery for the Anchorage bowl
area. Part of larger MOA area aerial imagery acquired under contract by MOA. 2006.

AMATS planned trails: Proposed trails developed for the 1997 AMATS Areawide Trails
Plan. April 4, 2007. (hdr_hdp_transp_v01.gdb/AMATS_planned_trails)

Development Suitability Index: Vacant residential land development suitability index
developed for the HDP. April 4, 2007.

Hillside drainage study subsurface problems: Aufeis Map was Produced By OTT
ENGINEERS INC. In Association With IMM James M Montgomery Consulting Engineers Inc.
for the Municipality of Anchorage Dept. of Public Works. August 14, 2007.
(Hillside_TU_Mapping_1989.gdb/Problem_Areas_RWA)

Landuse/Parcels: Primary land use for the HDP parcels. April 4, 2007. (MOA-
IT_HillsideDistPlan.gdb/parcels_landuse_from_planning_040207)

Rainfall intensity index: Rainfall intensity contour multipliers based on measured rain
amount at International Airport. Digitized from Department of Public Works Design Criteria
Manual Fig 2-5. 09/01/2001.

Roads: MOA roads. October 2006. (MOA-IT_HillsideDistPlan.gdb/Roadnet)
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Municipality of Anchorage (MOA) Project Management and Engineering — Watershed
Management Services

Drainage Issues: Drainage problem points from Hillside Drainage Study. December
2007. (lan_Moore_work_12 21 2007.mdb/Drainage_Problem_Points)

Future Controls & Mitigation: Future controls distensions from Hillside Drainage Study.
April 2008. (WMS_HGDB_071210.gdb/Problem_Areas)

Streams: MOA WMS Streams and Legacy Stream Data. December 2007.
(WMS_HGDB_071210.gdb/STREAMS & STREAMS_LEGACY)

Terrain Unit Mapping: Terrain Unit Complex. April 4, 2007.
(WMS_TU.gdb/Complx_TU)

Watersheds: MOA WMS Watershed Boundaries. December 2007.
(WMS_HGDB_071210.gdb/WATERSHED)

Wetlands: MOA WMS Wetlands dataset. December 2007.
(WMS_HGDB_071210.gdb/WETLANDS)

State of Alaska, Department of Fish and Game

Anchorage Coastal Wildlife Refuge: This is a representation of the Anchorage Coastal
Wildlife Refuge boundary as established by the State of Alaska in 1988. Much of the area was
previously known as the Potter Point State Game Refuge, established in 1971.
(coastal_refuge.shp)

United States Department of Agriculture — Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS)

Soils: Anchorage soils classified by hydrologic soil group. May 22, 2007.
(ANC_Soils _by HSG.shp)

United State Department of Agriculture — US Forest Service, Chugach National Forest
Chugach National Forest Boundary: Land ownership and CNF boundary. August 12,
2008.

United States Census Bureau
2000 Census Data: Census Tract data. 2000.

United States Geological Survey (USGS)

100 ft Contours: The original source for these elevation grids was obtained from the
USGS National Map Elevation (i.e. NED) seamless distribution site at http://seamless.usgs.gov.
October 11, 2007.

Alaska Coastline: Generalized Alaska coastline developed from USGS 1:63,360
coastline by ESRI in 1998.
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Alaska 90m DEM: National Elevation Dataset. Percent Slope grid was created from this
dataset using ArcGIS Spatial Analyst extension.

Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) Boundary: HUC 8 Anchorage. The data is a seamless
National representation of Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) boundaries at HUC2 to HUC12 levels
compiled from U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) National Hydrography Dataset (NHD) and U.S.
Department of Agricultural (USDA) National Resources Conservation Services (NRCS)
Watershed Boundary Dataset (WBD) sources. 2006.
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