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Providing Outstanding Borough Services to the Matanuska-Susitna Community 
 

 

 

The planning team crafted a survey which was sent out to approximately 500 people in an effort 

to solicit property owner opinions on planning issues. The results of the survey were shared at 

the annual meeting for the non-profit organization in July, 2014. Later that afternoon there was a 

workshop attended by over 40 people specifically addressing the plan update and survey results.  

 

Using the input from the survey, comments from the workshop, and the 1998 comprehensive 

plan, team members met throughout the winter to develop goals and strategies and agree on what 

to include in the plan update. Another survey was distributed in May of 2015, to determine if 

property owners agreed with the team’s goals and strategies. As in 2014, the annual meeting of 

the community organization was the best place to disseminate the results of the second survey. A 

follow-up workshop was held later that same afternoon. The public comment period opened at 

this time, and ran until after Labor Day to ensure that people had ample time to submit 

comments.  

 

The planning team met to review the comments and complete the draft plan. The draft plan was 

presented to the non-profit board in January, 2016. After meetings in January and February, the 

Louise Susitna Tyone Lakes Community Organization signed a resolution recommending 

approval of the plan by the Planning Commission and the Assembly. More complete meeting 

information in the plan, which is part of this packet.   

 

Summary 

 

The plan represents the area as it exists now and as people wish it to exist in the future. There has 

been a cooperative attitude with everyone who has worked on this project. At the last meeting, 

both the planning team and the community organization board were united behind the plan 

 

Above all, the people in the area value the lakes as they exist now. Although the survey says 

there is support for a larger lot size, their desire to not incur more government rules and 

intervention currently outweighs everything else. There are issues in the community including 

the channel between Lake Louise and Susitna Lake. It is not a straight channel and you cannot 

see from one lake to another. Some improvements have been made, and the community 

organization is trying to do what they can, but essentially the planning team noted it was an issue 

that did not have a clear resolution. Low water tables exacerbate the conditions.    

 

Another area concern is the sale of state lands. Since Lake Louise is accessible by car, people 

bring their boats on trailers, then require a place large enough to park their vehicles and trailers. 

Although the three lodges in the area do have some space for parking, there are times when it is 

not sufficient. There is a fear that more lots will equal more vehicles, and there will be no place 

to park. While specific action is not called for in the plan, it does recommend the community 

organization monitor the situation.  

 

Recommendation 

 

Staff respectively recommends the Planning Commission approve Resolution 16-17, a resolution 

of the Matanuska-Susitna Borough Planning Commission Recommending Adoption of the 

Louise Susitna Tyone Lakes Comprehensive Plan Update Previously Known as the Lake Louise 

Comprehensive Plan. 
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Attachments: 

1. DRAFT Louise Susitna Tyone Lakes Comprehensive Plan Update 

2. Public Outreach Information 

3. Louise Susitna Tyone Community Association Resolution 16-01 

4. MSB Planning Commission Resolution No. 16-17 
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PREFACE 

PURPOSE OF PLANNING 
Plans exist to provide residents, property owners and other members of the community the ability to 

make effective decisions about the needs and goals for their community. A comprehensive plan is a 

compilation of policy statements, goals, standards, and maps for guiding the physical, social, and 

economic development, both private and public, of a community.  It is necessary for the immediate 

preservation of the public’s peace, health, and safety. 

The comprehensive plan provides the community with a method of analyzing past development and 

influencing the future outlook of their community. Information about a community, its economy, land 

use, public facilities, and transportation facilities are collected and analyzed. Projections of community 

growth and future needs are made. Through citizen participation, community goals and objectives are 

identified. Recommendation for land use, public facilities, and transportation facilities are developed 

based on these goals and objectives. 

Alaska Statutes Title 29.40.030 requires a second-class borough adopt a comprehensive plan by 

ordinance. The Matanuska-Susitna Borough (Borough) was incorporated as a second-class borough in 

1964.  In 1970 the Borough wrote the first Borough-Wide Comprehensive Plan, when the population 

was just 6,509 people. In the late 1990’s the Lake Louise Community undertook writing their own 

comprehensive plan which was adopted in 1998. At that time the estimated population of the Borough 

was 54,153; there are now almost 100,000 people in the Borough. 

Planning should be an ongoing process.  A comprehensive plan is based on information available at a 

particular time. In the future, new developments may occur and the needs of the community may 

change.  The comprehensive plan should therefore be reviewed periodically, and updated as necessary. 

BOROUGH PLANNING PROCESS 
The Planning Commission established a process for developing community based comprehensive plans 

and what shall be included in the plans. Basic elements of a comprehensive plan include: a brief history 

of the area; an inventory of existing conditions, issues and concerns; and goals, objectives and 

recommendation for land use, transportation, public facilities, green infrastructure, watershed/water 

quality protection and any other topic the community requests.  

Under the process, local planning activities may be initiated by request of a community or area. A 

request for local planning assistance is forwarded to the Planning Commission for consideration. Upon 

Planning Commission approval of the request, planning staff advertises for members of a local advisory 

planning “team.”   

The Borough requires that an individual be a resident, property owner, business owner, or agency with 

an interest within the planning area boundaries in order to participate in the planning process. All 

Survey 
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applications for membership on the planning team are reviewed and appointments made by the 

Planning Commission. 

In 2013, the Lake Louise Community Non-Profit Corporation requested staff assistance to update the 

1998 plan. The Mat-Su Borough Code 2.76 establishes community councils to afford citizens an 

opportunity for maximum community involvement and self-determination (MSB 2.76.010). While the 

Louise Susitna Tyone Community Association does not meet the definition of the code, according to 

MSB 2.76, the Borough does recognize the organization as the voice of the community. The Borough 

makes this accommodation for areas with few residents, but many property owners.  

In January, 2014 a Planning Team of interested community members was appointed by the 

Planning Commission, and they began to meet on a monthly basis. At the beginning of 

the process, the Planning Team requested a survey be distributed to property owners 

within the Lake Louise planning area to help ensure community involvement in the 

process. A total of 497 surveys were mailed, and 202 responses were received, for a 41% 

return rate. Throughout the document survey results will be highlighted by the star symbol. 

The Team requested a follow-up survey be sent to property owners seeking input on the goals and 

strategies drafted. The survey was mailed in May 2015 and reviewed at a community meeting in July, 

2015. (Complete process, when complete….) 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION APRIL 4, 2016 Page 159



 

 
Draft Louise, Susitna, Tyone Lakes Comprehensive Plan                                                                                                                       Page 3  
Introduction – Planning Commission Draft 

INTRODUCTION  
Lake Louise, Susitna and Tyone are at the far eastern edge of the Matanuska-Susitna Borough, but they 

consistently attract generations of families to their shores for fishing, recreation, hunting, and just plain 

relaxing from throughout south central Alaska. Land owners are eager to share their passion for the area 

with their children and grandchildren. As a legacy area, folks are eager to protect life as it exists 

currently. In the late 1990’s, the community came together and drafted a comprehensive plan for Lake 

Louise and the surrounding areas. The plan was passed by the Matanuska-Susitna Borough (Borough) 

Assembly in 1998.  

Although the Borough has grown substantially in the intervening years, the population of the lakes has 

stayed constant while the number of full time residents has decreased slightly. The vast majority of the 

property in the area is owned and used as cabins and second homes. Lake lodges are important as they 

provide fuel, propane, boat launches, parking, social gathering spots, and a strong continuity in the area.  

The overall goal of the plan highlights the importance of natural resources and recreation in the area.  

 

“To provide and promote recreational opportunities  

while maintaining and protecting the natural resources  

and the rural character of the area”. 

 

The goal is to strike a balance between 

recreation and protecting the natural 

resources of the area which people find 

so compelling. Overall, most residents 

would like the area to remain as it is, 

but that is highly improbable.   

The topic which generated the most 

robust discussion was about 

infrastructure. The State of Alaska 

intends to offer an additional 74 

parcels for sale around the lakes which 

will impact a number of things, 

including parking, channel operations, 

and increased use of all the resources.  

Some people see the need for additional infrastructure to serve additional landowners and a growing 

visitor population. Others are fearful that an increase in infrastructure will lead to more casual visitors 
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turning the lake experience closer to that of Nancy Lake in Willow, or Big Lake. Comments from the first 

survey say it best: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This comprehensive plan update seeks to find the common ground between these two sentiments.  

“Yes, the state is putting pressure on the 

resource by selling additional lots. I feel 

the response to is not to overreact by 

establishing a comprehensive plan that 

embraces development but instead 

embraces a set of values reflective of 

conservation and a serene life style” 

Survey Comment 

“The existing infrastructure within the 

community is already challenged. We need 

additional public parking, a deep water boat 

launch, mooring and a safe way to access 

those lakes north of Lake Louise.” 

Survey Comment 
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LOUISE, SUSITNA AND TYONE LAKES 
COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING PROCESS TIME LINE 

 

 

Date Activity 

May 2013 
Lake Louise Community Non-Profit Corporation requests assistance to update 
1998 Community Comprehensive Plan 

July 2013 Assembly authorizes planning process through Resolution 13-082 

August 2013 Planning Commission authorizes planning process through Resolution 13-37 

Fall 2013 Notices and mailings sent asking for planning team members 

February 2014 Planning team of 15 members appointed by Planning Commission 

February 2014 First monthly planning team meetings begin; organizational meeting 

March 2014 
 Vision Statement discussion 

 Other plans affecting the area 

 Review of 1998 Introduction and Background 

April 2014 Survey discussion 

May 2014 First survey questions finalized; survey mailed  

June 2014 
 Guest Speakers: Melanie Troust  MSB Water Quality Coordinator 

 Eileen Probasco, MSB Director Planning and Land Use Department  

July 2014 
 Survey results discussed 

 Prepare for Community Meeting 

July 19, 2014 First Community Meeting and Workshop – Lake Louise, AK 

August 2014 
 Guest Speaker: Roy Robertson, AK DEC, Drinking Water Program 

 Community Meeting review 

Sept & Oct 2014 No meetings – hunting season & staff illness 

November 2014 
 Planning Area Boundaries 

 Review Background Section changes  

December 2014 
 Review Background Section changes  

 General goal discussion 

January 2015 
 Great Land Trust Presentation 

 Review 1998 Plan Recommendations and Implementations 

February 2015 Review 1998 Plan Recommendations and Implementations  

March 2015 

Two Meetings 

 Update from MSB Solid Waste Division 

 Land Use Discussion 

 Review Transportation Section 

 Review Land Use Section 
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April 2015 

Two Meetings 

 Review Transportation Section Review Public Facilities 

 Water Review 

 Recreation Review 

 Land Use Review 

 Introduction 

May 2015 

Two Meetings 

 Full Plan Review 

 Survey Question Review 

July  2015 
Review Survey Results 
Prepare for Community Meeting 

July 18, 2015 Community Meeting – Lake Louise, AK  

July – August, 2015 Draft Plan Comment Period 

September 29, 2015 Review Comment Summary 

January 23, 2016 Non-Profit Community  Board Meeting 

February 24, 2016 Planning Team Meeting  

April 4, 2016 Planning Commission Public Hearing.  

 

Vision Statement 

“To provide and promote recreational opportunities  

while maintaining and protecting the natural resources  

and the rural character of the area”. 
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HISTORY 

SUMMARY  
Archaeological studies, conducted to date, indicate possible habitation of the area as early as 10,600 

years ago. Numerous archaeological and historic sites certainly indicate habitation of the region as long 

ago as 3,000 to 4,000 years.  The western Ahtna known as the "Small Timber People” may have been in 

the region around 1500 A.D. and radiated out from camps on the Tyone River.  As the tribe made 

incursions westward into Upper Dena'ina territory, a splinter group became known as the "Mountain 

People" through intermarriage.  Fluent in both languages, they occupied predominantly the Talkeetna 

mountain area.  The western Ahtna, reputedly larger in stature, often intimidated the Dena'ina of Upper 

Cook Inlet. This behavior was observed as recently as the late 19th Century. A network of trails radiated 

in diverse directions from the area, allowing communication and trade between the inhabitants of Lake 

Louise and those of the Upper Cook Inlet, Copper River, Susitna, Nenana, and Tangle Lakes.  Trails were 

also used for long journeys to favorite hunting and fishing sites. 

The most prominent sites are situated on the north and south peninsulas separating Lake Louise and 

Susitna Lake, and on the north shore of Tyone Lake at Tyone Village.  Historical accounts note Russian 

contact with interior natives through their coastal trading posts but do not support Russian penetration 

into the interior other than a disastrous trip taken up the Copper River which ended with the whole 

party being murdered.  It is quite evident by the name of Tyone village, the family name of Secondchief, 

and a child's name of Olga that there was a strong Russian influence.   

Recent history of the region is characterized by a continuance of native occupation in portions of the 

area, as typified by more contemporary structures in Tyone Village, and by increased uses, primarily for 

the purposes of mineral exploration work and outdoor recreational activities such as hunting and 

fishing.  For the most part, the physical remnants of these activities are not detectable. A few 

geophysical exploration trails are still found crossing the countryside but this pattern is indistinct even 

when viewed from the air. 

EXPANDED ARCHAEOLOGY AND EARLY HISTORY  
Lake Louise, Lake Susitna and Lake Tyone, are all located within the Copper-Susitna River lowlands.  

These lowlands once harbored an extensive preglacial lake, Glacial Lake Atha.  As the glaciers retreated, 

the Copper and Susitna Rivers provided outlets for the once extensive glacial lake. Glacial deposits 

became reworked by lake currents or buried by lacustrine sediments. The plateau, therefore, supports 

numerous glacially formed drumlins and eskers, ranging between 2,500 to 3,700 feet high which trend 

north - south. Today the plateau, with an elevation of 2,000 feet, is dotted and carved by numerous 

glacial lakes and streams. While most of the tributaries to the Copper River flow south, the Lake Louise 

chain is drained by the Tyone River which flows north into the Susitna River.  The Susitna River flows 

west through the Talkeetna mountains and south into Cook Inlet. Salmon Berry, Game Trail, Second Hill 

and Crosswind Lakes, located east of Lake Louise, all drain southeasterly into the Copper River which 
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continues south, eventually emptying into Prince William Sound and the Gulf of Alaska (P'ew'e & Reger, 

1983). 

The period following the glacial retreat is often referred to as the Tundra Period.  Areas previously 

locked in ice, opened up as new vegetation took hold along recently formed rivers and streams.  Steppe 

grasslands gave way to shrub tundra, enabling both animals and people greater freedom to search for 

new subsistence resources.  Approximately 10,600 years BP (Before Present) the plateau, supporting 

numerous lakes and rivers, served as a natural corridor for big game. The scattered drumlins and eskers 

probably served as "look-out points" and hunting camps for the earliest inhabitants. Spearheads and 

microblades recovered from area sites indicate a prevalence of hunting camps.  Inhabitants of this era 

probably lived primarily on caribou, moose, bison and possibly fish.  Although the date of 10,600 years 

BP for early hunters in the region has not been totally substantiated, it is probable that the earliest 

occupants were hunting on the plateau by 3,500 BP at least.  It is unknown how these early inhabitants 

relate to succeeding populations of Athabaskans who are known to have reached this area by 500 AD.  

For the last several hundred years, the region around Lake Louise has been winter feeding grounds for 

Nelchina Caribou herds. This provided Athabaskan populations with a fairly predictable meat source 

during long hard winter months (James E. Dixon, 1985 and Ronald Skoog, 1968). 

The Tyone-Susitna Rivers, prior to 1500 A.D., supported one of the largest inland recorded Ahtna village 

sites.  The Western Ahtna expanded westward into the Talkeetna Mountains and northwest into the 

Nenana River drainage.  Known as the Hwtsaay Hwt'aene or "Small Timber People" they probably were 

"Central Based Wanderers" and undertook lengthy trading journeys down river to supplement their 

supplies, often traveling distances of 40-50 miles. Their main fishing sites, permanent winter villages, 

and hunting camps were frequently located in close proximity along lake shores (James Fall, 1981). 

 By the mid-19th Century, the Small Timber People had village camps on Tyone, Susitna, Louise and 

Tazlina Lakes.   When conducting trade with native populations, the Russians would generally seek out 

the recognized chief and deal with them, thus preserving traditional native social systems.  An elaborate 

system of trails between Lake Louise and the Matanuska Valley enabled the Dena'ina and Ahtna to 

travel between Upper Knik Arm to and from the Copper River-Susitna plateau. Wrangell made note of a 

settlement called "Dorf Nuchta" at the head of Knik Arm on his 1839 map (others have referred to the 

village as Niteh). Wrangell noted: "trails lead from Nuchta to Lakes Chtuben (believed to be Lake Louise) 

and Mantilbana (Fall and Kari, 1987). 

After the sale of Russian America to the United States, the Russian Alaska Company (RAC) trading posts 

were bought out by the Alaska Commercial Company (ACC).  When the Ahtna came to trading posts at 

the headwaters of Knik to procure their own goods, tensions ran high between them and the Upper 

Dena'ina.  Used to acting as middlemen in the fur trade, the Dena'ina resented and feared the Western 

Ahtna. This often resulted in the most sought after goods being sold out before the Tyone village people 

would make it to the trading post.  

Lt. Castner, who was leading one of several expeditions under Captain Glenn in search of an "All 

American Route" to the gold fields, believed his party in 1898 was the first Euro-American contact with 

PLANNING COMMISSION APRIL 4, 2016 Page 165



 

 
Draft Louise, Susitna, Tyone Lakes Comprehensive Plan                                                                                                                     Page 9  
History – Community Association Draft 

Matanuska natives.  His expedition was eventually greeted with enthusiasm as they joined the native 

camp. Castner had hoped to hire several natives to help shoulder his load, but was unsuccessful in 

retaining more than one.  For a brightly colored blanket and $2.00 per day he managed to secure a 

Matanuska native willing to carry 60 pounds and guide them to the Tanana (Lt. Castner, 1998).   

After extracting their mules from numerous mud holes, the expedition only traveled 14 miles the 

following day. Arriving on August 6, 1898, after having sustained a very arduous journey to Lake Louise, 

Lt. Castner marveled at its beauty, claiming his party was the first white men to see "the largest lake of 

the Copper plateau region."  Upon encountering the beauty of the lake, Castner named it Lake Adah, 

after a pretty girl of his acquaintance.  This name, however, did not last long, after Captain Glenn 

traversed the region he persuaded Lt. Castner to change the name to Lake Louise after Glenn's own 

"esteemed" wife. Castner declared the region: 

“Well worth a visit by the lover of mountain scenery.  To the east of us, and beyond the 

Copper River, ran that great spur of the St. Elias Alps in which are the mighty glaciated 

peaks Sanford, Tillman, Blackburn, and the great dome-shaped, ice-covered, smoking 

volcano, Mt. Wrangell, 14,000 feet in elevation. 

South of us stretched the snow caps of our old enemies, the Chugach Range, through 

which we had at last broken away.  West of us more glaciated masses, called Talkeetna 

Mountains, trended north of the Alaskan Alps. Highest, most snow covered and 

forbidding of all, these last interposed between us and the Tanana River. We were in a 

tract made rectangular by four great mountain ranges, and from our position almost in 

its center, one obtained a view of mountain scenery unequaled anywhere else on 

earth.” 

Once gold was discovered on Maclaren and Valdez Creeks in 1903, the Tyone village people migrated to 

those locations to participate in the gold rush.  Russian authorities often designated the son of a chief 

"Second Chief" or "hunting chief" (English translation).  It is therefore, interesting to note that a family 

of "Secondchiefs" lived in the village of Tyone at the turn of the 20th Century. Although they continued 

to return to their ancestral home to hunt, they too, participated in the Valdez-Maclaren gold rush.  

Today the descendants of the “Secondchiefs” live in Cantwell (James Fall, 1981 and BLM ANSCA).   

The Tyone village people who continued to live in the lower villages on Susitna and Louise Lakes were 

instrumental in locating gold in the Talkeetna Mountains, which precipitated the 1913 Nelchina rush.  

Although they never staked a claim, they became freighters and haulers for those who joined the rush. 

Later, in 1916 through the 1920's, as coal mines opened up in the Central Matanuska Valley, the 

remaining villagers drifted to the coal mining sites or joined larger villages in Cantwell, Glennallen and 

Copper Center.  The 1918 flu epidemic took its toll on the Small Timber People; many succumbed to it in 

Chickaloon and other regions, which decimated the population. Although few lived on the plateau after 

the 1920's, native populations still returned to their traditional homes to hunt caribou.  It is likely that 

Euro-American hunters and trappers also used the area for harvesting furs and game (Katie Wade). 
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MILITARY PRESENCE 
The US Army built recreational camps in the region in the 1940's, as construction of the AlCan and Glenn 

Highways made inroads into the wilderness. These complexes provided the military with an exclusive 

recreational location, far away from the rigors of war in the Aleutians. In August, 1947, two years after 

the close of World War II, the General of All Armies (allied), General Eisenhower (five star) planned to 

stay one night at the lodge but it appears the peacefulness and beauty of the area persuaded him to 

relax for four full nights before continuing his journey. 

Spotting Lake Louise as a likely place to have a Rest and Recuperation (R & R) site, the U.S. Air Force 

started construction of cabins and a large comfortable lodge on the southwest shores of Lake Louise in 

the mid 1950's. The armed services continued to use their facilities until the buildings sustained major 

damage from the 1964 earthquake, after that use of the complex ceased.  An environmental restoration 

is underway and the military hopes to have it completed after the 2015 field season, have worked on 

the project since 2009. 

After completion of the Glenn Highway in the mid-1940's, people had greater access to the area, which 

precipitated increased interest in recreational properties. By 1953, the first road into Lake Louise was 

constructed. Mineral exploration and geophysical work also began in the area during this time frame.  
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THE NATURAL SETTING 
The Copper River Basin, where the lakes are located, is bounded on the west by the Talkeetna 

Mountains, to the east by the volcanic Wrangell Mountains, to the south by the Chugach Mountains, 

and to the north by the Alaska Range. Elevation in the basin varies in elevation from 500 feet along the 

Copper River near Chitina to nearly 4,000 feet in the western uplands. 

The upland area consists of hummocky hills and undulating terrain, characteristics of the glacial moraine 

and ice stagnation deposits left by glaciers retreating into the Chugach Mountains during the 

Pleistocene Age.  Drainage of the surrounding basin is by the Copper and Susitna Rivers with the 

planning area sitting primarily west of the drainage divide. 

The area around the lakes is dotted with hundreds of water bodies ranging from ponds to very large 

lakes of twenty or more square miles in surface area.  The largest lakes in the area are Lake Louise 

(16,100 acres), Susitna Lake (9,425 acres), and Tyone Lake (960 acres).  Lake Louise itself is situated in 

the west central uplands at an elevation of about 2,500 feet.  Separated from Lake Louise by an isthmus, 

Susitna Lake makes up the bulk of the remaining water surface in the planning area. Tyone Lake is 

generally narrow, and very weedy and shallow in some spots. There are large submerged boulders 

throughout the lake which can cause navigation challenges in the summer.  The lake is sparsely 

populated with mostly seasonal recreational cabins, which can be accessed in the summer by boat and 

winter by snow machine, however ice thickness can be questionable due to the varying width and depth 

of the lake along with changing currents.  

The Copper River Basin possesses a continental climatic regime; this is modified in the summer by 

marine influence from the Gulf of Alaska.  There is generally a high water table and poor drainage.  Tree 

growth is difficult in such areas and fire can result in retrogression to grass or low shrub communities.  

Even without fires, the areas may not progress to the climax of white spruce, but will develop into 

poorly drained areas with black spruce as the dominant species. 

GEOLOGY, GEOGRAPHY, AND SOILS 

The lakes lie in a natural basin at an altitude of 2,360 feet above sea level.  The drainage is from the 

south end of Lake Louise through Susitna and Tyone Lakes, into the Tyone River and finally into the 

Susitna River.  

The Copper River Basin has been subject to both mountain building and erosion processes, although the 

chronology is not clear. During the Triassic era, seas receded from the area and crustal formations 

resulted, producing the basin's present form. 

Glaciation has been the dominant geologic process during the last million years. The glaciers grew, 

moving along river courses and down the valleys, coalescing and spreading along the fronts of the 

ranges until the entire basin was filled with ice. It has been estimated that the thickness of this ice was 

several thousands of feet. Evidence of this extensive glaciation exists today in the form of glaciers still 
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retreating into the Chugach Mountains (e.g., Tazlina Glacier) and the mantel of glacial debris that is 

found in the lowlands. 

The area related to the plan is situated in a broad lowland floored with glacial silts and gravels. The 

terrain is poorly drained and lake-dotted with a rolling, nearly level surface broken by gravel ridges. 

Kettles, kames, eskers, and other glacial depositional forms are common. A bedrock hill of basaltic green 

stone occurs in the extreme northwest corner of the area south of Tyone Lake. Reaching an elevation of 

nearly 3,100 feet, it is the topographic high point in the area. Agricultural soils are negligible. 

Extreme variations in soil grain sizes, degree of grading, and texture of unconsolidated surface deposits 

are common in the area. As a result, distribution of the deposits can be mapped only generally by 

showing dominant materials likely to be encountered and by describing subordinate types. Finer 

particles generally consist of finely ground glacial rock-flour, silt, or clay.  Coarser particles consist 

primarily of rock types brought by glaciers from outside the area, primarily from the Chugach 

Mountains. Other than the basaltic green stone bedrock previously described, these coarse, 

unconsolidated deposits are the only source of resistant rock material suitable for construction. 

There is a distribution of six associations of unconsolidated surface materials, nearly all of which are 

underlain by permafrost. In the unconsolidated deposits, permafrost is at a shallow depth ranging from 

one to two feet in muskeg with thick sphagnum moss; to two to five feet in lake and glacial deposits 

depending on drainage conditions, vegetative cover, and slope aspect. In some more favorable locations 

such as gravelly outwash plains, river terraces, and ice-stagnation knolls and ridges, permafrost is 

probably deeper than six feet.  Beneath small permanent streams, lakes, and grass or sedge marshes 

that border lakes, permafrost is probably much deeper; perhaps deeper than 20 feet under major rivers 

such as Tyone River. 

During January and February, the most severe winter months, seasonal frost exceeds two feet in all soil 

associations.  Seasonal frost penetration may be retarded in local soils with high levels of dissolved 

minerals or organic solids, or in which decay of plant material produces heat.  In some of the gravelly or 

sandy unsaturated ridges and ice-stagnation knolls, where the water table is low enough to permit 

formation of “a dry frost," particles may not be cemented and winter excavation might be possible.  

Although there are no indications of faulting on any available geologic or soils maps of the area, the 

planning area is found within the area of central Alaska, which is seismically active. 

Insert relief map 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

The entire area is dotted with lakes, a product of recent glaciation.  These lakes range from shallow 

marshy ponds to large lakes like Tazlina Lake to the south of Lake Louise, which covers 60 square miles 

and is as much as 400 feet deep.  Many of the small lakes and ponds are subject to large seasonal and 

annual fluctuation in water level and may change from a marsh to a lake from one year to the next. The 

drainage network is young and poorly developed with interstream areas containing ponds and lakes 
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with no apparent outlets.  Approximately 110 square miles (or 50%) of the area is water surface with the 

principal lakes, Lake Louise, Susitna Lake, and Tyone Lake, accounting for over 40 square miles of surface 

area.  These three lakes serve as headwaters to Tyone River which in turn flows into the Susitna River. 

The water from Lake Louise (2,362 feet 

mean sea level) flows into Susitna Lake 

(2,361 feet mean sea level) through a 

narrow channel at the northwest end of the 

lake. The channel has been straightened 

and deepened by local residents to improve 

boating access between the lakes. The 

terrain tributary to Susitna Lake is drained 

by seven minor unnamed streams. The 

outlet of this hydrologic system is Tyone 

Lake which narrows to Tyone River, a broad 

(80 to 100 feet) deep, slow moving river 

flowing over mud and gravel.  The smaller 

streams in the area are generally less than 

25 feet wide and in most instances are less 

than two feet deep. Stream bottoms are generally composed of sand and gravel or silty sand. 

Susitna Lake has depths which vary from 20' to 120' through the southwestern section of the lake. Lake 

Louise is a cold, clear lake fed by streams emanating from spring-fed lakes to the north and west. The 

lake has two deep holes reaching 132 feet. The central portion of the lake reaches 66 feet in depth with 

most of the islands rising from the 25 to 50 foot level. The shore areas and banks are composed 

primarily of gravel and some sand. The northwestern end of the lake, being exposed to prevailing south-

southeast winds throughout the summer, has developed a considerable expanse of shallow, sandy 

bottom which, in places, is as little as four feet deep 3/8 mile off-shore. The east and west lake shores 

are primarily gravel except for the shallow bays. The deeper inlets on the south and west shores are 

muck-filled with abundant aquatic vegetation.   

Mid-day surface temperatures of Lake Louise range around 60º F during July and August. By way of 

comparison, surface temperatures of Little Lake Louise, just to the west of the larger lake, range around 

70º F, reflecting the differences in relative size and depth of the two lakes.  

Typically the lakes freeze in October and are ice free by the end of May, although this is variable and 

depends on climatic factors such as air temperature, amount of snowfall and surface water 

temperature. Ice thickness on Lake Louise and most other lakes in the immediate vicinity average near 

four feet and can be as deep as five feet during severe winters (1970-71). Local residents have indicated 

that a thin spot develops in the ice at the southerly narrow neck between Susitna and Tyone Lakes when 

the lakes are frozen. Several snow machines and even an automobile have been lost through the ice, 

resulting in three deaths. Although no data is available to explain this phenomena, the weakness may be 
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caused by a current developing in the narrow pass, by organic decomposition of the shallow bottom, gas 

deposits, by warm water seeps on the bottom, or by saline seeps on the bottom.  

VEGETATION 

The vegetation that covers the relatively flat rolling terrain has developed in the severe environmental 

conditions that typify northern latitudes.  The interior forests of Alaska struggle in extremely cold 

winters and very short summer growing seasons. Development towards climax has been interrupted by 

wildfire; in some continually burned areas, the forest has yielded to brush cover. Permafrost and poor 

drainage patterns have brought the water 

table close to the surface in much of the area, 

stunting or preventing tree growth.  In spite of 

these conditions, some areas are covered with 

dense stands of trees, although no commercial 

quantity of timberlands exist. 

Considering the northerly latitude and low 

relief, there is considerable vegetative 

diversity. Five tree species, about 50 shrubs, 

herbs, and several hundred mosses and 

lichens can be found in the vicinity. There are 

six vegetative associations which consist of the 

following:  

 Vegetative Association 1 - High Forest.  This is typically white spruce mixed with black spruce, 

quaking aspen, balsam poplar, white birch, willow, and alder are found on the well-drained 

better soils. 

 Vegetative Association 2 - Low Forest.  Similar to the high forest except that black spruce 

predominate, low forest occurs in areas of poor drainage. 

 Vegetative Association 3 - High Brush.  A transition association typified by white birch, willow, 

and alder, it occupies areas burned 10 to 50 years ago.  Drainage and wildfire determines 

whether forest or brush will develop. 

 Vegetative Association 4 - Low Brush.  The low brush association is characterized by fireweed, 

heath and berry bushes on poorly drained or recently burned sites. 

 Vegetative Association 5 - Muskeg.  Muskeg consists of a dense growth of dwarf birch, willow, 

and heath shrubs with a thick ground cover of mosses, sedges, and grasses growing in inundated 

or wet areas. 

 Vegetative Association 6 - Marshes and Bogs.  Marshes contain pond lilies, rushes, sedges, 

grasses, and other plants up to four feet high growing in a shallow water environment.  Bogs 
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consist of acid-loving, semi-aquatic vegetation in local spongy hummocks and tussocks.  This 

association is a valuable habitat for wildlife and waterfowl. 

FISH AND FOWL 

Some common birds are willow ptarmigan, rock ptarmigan, white-tailed ptarmigan, spruce grouse, 

cormorant and the trumpeter swan. The planning area plateau supports a sizable nesting population of 

many duck species. An estimated fall flight of about 212,000 ducks originates from the area.  The area is 

not considered an important migration resting area or wintering area because of the late spring ice 

break-up and early fall freeze-up. 

The Trumpeter Swan is a fairly uncommon 

species of bird. Studies indicate one-

quarter of the continent's population nests 

in the Copper River region, placing the 

swan high on the list of important species 

to consider when developing the area.  

These huge birds need solitude and 

freedom from human disturbance during 

their nesting period. They are migratory 

and nest in the planning area; and the 

area’s nesting grounds are the key to their 

continued existence.  

Some common fish inhabiting the streams and lakes in the Lake Louise area are arctic grayling, lake 

trout, fresh water lingcod, whitefish, and long-nose suckers. Fishing is governed by the State of Alaska, 

Northern Region, Upper Copper - Upper Susitna Drainage regulations. 

WILDLIFE 

Wildlife resources are abundant in the area. Big game populations including grizzly bear, moose, 

furbearers, and related broken forest species are numerous. The Nelchina caribou herd with upwards of 

40,000 animals migrates through the area each year. A host of smaller species are also plentiful in the 

area.  

 

CLIMATOLOGY 

The climate is controlled primarily by the location and intensity of a semi-permanent low usually 

centered near the Alaska Peninsula or over the Aleutians, a semi-permanent high south-southeast of 

Alaska, topographic influences of surrounding high mountains, and, to a lesser degree, marine 

influences. 

In summer the intensification of the Pacific semi-permanent high, coupled with occasional inland 

thermal low pressures, cause a flow of air from Cook Inlet and Prince William Sound up the Matanuska 

and Copper River Valley into the Copper River Basin. This moist marine air sometimes condenses with 

Source: Alaska State Fish and Game Website 
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the increase in elevation, causing clouds and light rain in the basin, producing most of the precipitation 

that occurs in the area. In winter, high pressure in the inland area and lows in the Gulf of Alaska reverse 

the flow resulting in little precipitation in the basin.  As a result, the summer climate is of a modified 

marine type with a continental climate in the winter. 

At an elevation of 2,300 to 2,800 feet, the area averages about 14 inches of total annual precipitation.  

Snow cover in the area may vary considerably (average maximum accumulation is about 21 inches) with 

the exposed open lakes and high areas blown clear and much accumulation in sheltered, tree covered 

areas.  However, the winds are generally light with gradual snow drifting. 

Temperatures in the Copper River Basin show continental (as opposed to marine) influences with colder 

nights and warmer days.  Average temperatures remain below freezing from October through May in 

nearby Gulkana.  During June through September, temperatures reach above freezing on a regular basis 

and can get as high as 60 degrees in July and August.  

The area is relatively flat, and winds can come up suddenly. Localized weather is often observed by 

property owners; however there is no specific data for the lakes. The nearest weather station is 

Gulkana, which records prevailing winds out of the Copper River Canyon through the Chugach 

Mountains in the summer (southeast) and reverse during the winter (north).  Lake Louise is close to the 

Matanuska River Valley which provides some of the air flow into the area. Winds will rarely exceed 50 

mph. 

Relative humidity should, on the average, be 

above 80% during early morning hours with 

daytime values below 50% during May 

through August, the warmest period. 

Gulkana cloud data indicates that the 

maximum cloud cover occurs during the 

summer rainy season, although the variation 

through the year is relatively small. Storms in 

the Gulf of Alaska do not directly affect the 

Copper River Basin; however, clouds at the 

higher levels of this storm area probably 

contribute significantly to the lack of clouds. During winter, slightly less than one-half of the days are 

usually cloud free or partly cloudy. 

Year-round residents of Lake Louise report that ice fog lays over Lake Louise and other nearby lakes 

frequently during winter months.  The ice fog usually does not extend more than 100 feet above lake 

level.    

Seasonal variation in the length of daylight at the latitude of Lake Louise, 62N, is great enough to 

modify recreational activities to a far greater extent than in mid-latitudes. While 20 hours of daylight 
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may be expected in June at the summer solstice, there is only about six hours of daylight in December at 

the winter solstice. 

Severe storms are uncommon as the mountains generally prevent passage through the area. However, 

very low temperatures, slightly in excess of -65 F, were recorded during the winter of 1970-71 at Lake 

Louise.  Thunderstorms occur with an average frequency of four per year at Gulkana.  These storms may 

have some short intense showers, but hail is rare and usually small and soft.  Winds with these storms 

are normally less than 30 mph.  Unusually high winds of 100 mph occurred in October 1986.   

 

 

THE HUMAN FACTOR 

POPULATION  

Today there are a small number of families living in the area on a year-round basis with many more 

recreational cabins present along the lakes shores. The population of the planning area has been erratic 

over the last 20 years, increasing to a high of 88 residents in 2000 and then decreasing to 46 in 2010 

before rising again to 53 in 2013 (see table 1). The number of recorded housing units suggests a high 

percentage of recreational units around the lakes.                

TABLE 1 
Population Information  

 

1994 2000 2010 2011 2012 2013 

50 88 46 49 50 53 
       Sources:  1994 information from the 1998 Lake Louise Comprehensive Plan; 2000 and 2010 Decennial US Census  
      (Lake Louise Census Tract); 2011-2013 State of Alaska, Dept. of Labor, Research and Analysis Division  

 

HOUSING 

Borough assessment data for 2014 show a total of 493 

buildings, of which 451 or 99.56% are single family units by 

borough standards. Most parcels have seasonal cabins and 

associated outbuildings on them. The 2010 census estimates 

less than one percent of those single family units are 

occupied year round.  

 

The average parcel size in the area is 4.67 acres; with the 

largest parcel at 160 acres and the smallest parcel at .13 

MSB:  
38,298 
Parcels 

(99.05%) 

Lake 
Louise: 

367 
Parcels 
(0.95%) 

Comparision of MSB & Lake Louise  
Residential Parcels 
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acres. Of those, 91% of the parcels are owned by Alaskans and account for just less than one percent of 

all Matanuska-Susitna Borough parcels at .95%. (Source: MSB Assessment Data) 

ECONOMY  

The local economy is based on recreation for visitors and property owners. The primary recreation 

opportunities include hunting, fishing, snow machining, dog mushing, cross country skiing, skijoring and 

boating. Area lodges operate on a seasonal basis. The lodges provide essential services including fuel, 

storage for boats, snowmachines and cars, boat docks, boat launches, as well as offering food and 

beverage. This is the primary economic activity in the area. The community of Glennallen, located about 

35 miles to the southeast is the planning area's commercial center. 

 

ASSESSED VALUATION AND TAXES 

The 2014 assessed valuation for land was $10,030,300, and buildings were $10,540,050 for a total of 

$20,626,400. This is approximately double what the assessed valuation for real property in 1994 was; 

$10,377,800.  Approximately $240,250 of property tax is collected annually.   

Area accommodations also collect a bed tax in the Borough; the current rate is 5%. 
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LAND USE 

EXISTING LAND USE 
Land use patterns are primarily related to cabins and second-home residential use. The 2013 estimated 

number of permanent residents in the area was 53 individuals. Property owners and visitors increase 

the population to more than 500 persons throughout the summer and fall months, when people visit 

the area to fish, hunt or camp. Spring break in March and summer holiday weekends, particularly the 

Fourth of July are crowded on the lake. Winter sports activities attract visitors as well. The present road 

access into the planning area is a paved road, rife with frost heaves, extending from an intersection at 

Mile 159 of the Glenn Highway and running approximately 21 miles north to the southwest end of Lake 

Louise. 

The area is a popular visitor 

destination throughout the year 

for many different recreational 

groups. Visitors to the planning 

area come primarily to enjoy the 

area's recreational opportunities 

which abound throughout the 

year. The exception is during ice 

break-up and freeze up when 

travel on the lakes is minimal.   

The majority of summer visitors 

come to the area to participate in water oriented recreational pursuits which include fishing, boating, 

sightseeing, camping, wildlife observation, limited hiking, and swimming. 

With the opening of the hunting season and the colder nights in late summer, few visitors enter the area 

except to hunt.  Ice usually forms on the larger lakes in mid to late October.  Off-road transportation 

during this period is difficult until a sufficient buildup of ice occurs to permit operation of over-ice 

vehicles and ski planes. Recreational activities in winter months include hunting, ice fishing, cross 

country skiing, dog mushing, and snow machining. The Lake Louise Snow Machine Club, aka the “Wolf 

Pack”, a non-profit organization, groom a network of snow machine trails in the planning area popular 

with property owners and visitors. 

Few hiking trails exist. Motorized use during break-up results in rutted trails which become difficult for 

foot traffic. 
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LAND OWNERSHIP 

Private property in the area was originally obtained from the Federal Bureau of Land Management prior 

to Statehood in 1959, and the State of Alaska after that time. Some land has also been sold from private 

citizen to private citizen.  The State of Alaska plans to sell another 74 remote recreational parcels on the 

three lakes sometime in the future.  

The State of Alaska owns the majority of land in the planning area, which is currently covered by the 

1985 Susitna Area Plan. The Borough’s parcel data is based on assessment data and since the Borough 

does not tax the State of Alaska, the data is incomplete. However some State properties have been 

identified and for illustrative purposes are used in the table below. Private property amounts to 3,406 

acres divided into 558 parcels.  

Parcel Size Private Land State Land Total Parcels  

Less than 3.5 Acres 197 35% 29 12% 226 29% 

Less than 10 Acres 326 58% 168 72% 494 62% 

Less than 100 Acres 30 5% 21 9% 51 6% 

Over 100 Acres 5 1% 15 6% 20 3% 

Total Parcels 558 
 

233 
 

791 
 

 

When asked whether property owners favored large lots of 3.5 acres or more for future 

development, the response was overwhelmingly in favor, with over 85% of the 

respondents favoring the larger lot size. 

 

FUTURE STATE LAND DISPOSALS  

In 2012, the State of Alaska Department of Natural Resources (DNR) proposed to sell a total of 94 lots in 

the planning area. The sale was challenged by individuals which resulted in the Commissioner’s office 

issuing a Final Finding and Decision in 2012. The decision was appealed but denied in October, 2014. The 

Final Finding and Decision (FFD) decreased the number of lots to be offered from 94 to 74. The 20 lots 

eliminated from the proposed sale (all located on Lake Susitna) will be retained in state ownership in 

light of the issues raised in public comments to the FFD and the observations made by DNR during their 

site visit. 

The sale of the remaining lots will be achieved incrementally with the first offering being in 2015. The 

first sale is limited to eight (8) parcels located on Lake Louise offered at auction. The number of lots 

offered in each phased sale or auction will continue to be limited and these sales may not occur every 

year.  When this sale is completed, it will have transferred into public ownership those lots originally 
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surveyed by BLM and transferred to the state. For a map of the sale parcels, visit  the DNR website, 

Division of Mining, Land & Water and enter “Auction #477” into the search bar, select Copper River 

Valley as the region, and click on “The Lakes”.  

      The survey addressed state land sales in a couple of questions. An overwhelming majority 

– 76% do not support future land sales by the State. However, as described above, the 

state’s mission is to put land in private hands and the intention is to go forward with 

future land sales.  One survey question stated lot sales by the State would have a significant 

impact on existing infrastructure and asked respondents what they would support.  

 

 

Land Use Goals 

Goal 1: Maintain the rural and recreational character of Louise, Susitna and 

Tyone Lakes.  

While difficult to define rural character exactly, property owners suggest it includes a strong connection 

to nature, scenic views, low population density, hunting and fishing, recreational uses and recreational 

uses. 

Strategies to Achieve this Goal 

 Support development that is visually unobtrusive and that addresses the importance of 
protecting the scenic vistas and environment.  
 

 Encourage residential, recreational and commercial areas to develop and/or maintain visual 
buffers. 
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 Monitor State Plans for Recreational Development and offering for state-owned land.   

 

Goal 2: Respect existing private property rights while minimizing impacts to 

neighboring property owners.  

Strategies to Achieve this Goal 

 Encourage a fair and reasonable balance between private property rights and community 

interests. 

 Encourage Louise, Susitna, Tyone Lakes property owners to be active in the planning process 

to ensure their interests and rights are adequately protected. 

 Work with the Borough to ensure land use regulations are consistent with this 

comprehensive plan.  
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PUBLIC FACILITIES 

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES 
Few public facilities and services exist for several reasons.  The small resident population and cabin 

property owners enjoy the rural life style of the area, and require only those facilities and services that 

will continue to protect health, safety, and welfare.   

SCHOOLS 

No schools exist. Students attend school in Glennallen. The Copper River School District claims the 

planning area's students and the State of Alaska Regional Educational Attendance Area pays 100% for 

each student, school, and transportation costs. 

PUBLIC SAFETY 

Police protection is provided by the Alaska State Troopers, with the nearest detachment in Glennallen 

which has three troopers reporting out of that station. The response time is about one hour for police 

assistance to arrive.  Although few problems have occurred in the area, the high vacancy rate of many 

cabins makes them vulnerable to burglary and vandalism. As a way to counter this, residents of the 

Lakes have long used a “Good Neighbor” approach, with property owners keeping an eye on unoccupied 

cabins whenever possible.  Throughout rural Alaska, bear break-ins are a concern.  Bears break into 

cabins, causing much damage to property and danger to people.  However, this has been a rare 

occurrence in the three lakes area for the past several years.   

 

VOLUNTEERS HAVE WORKED HARD FOR THE LAST 15 YEARS 

TRYING TO MAKE THE LAKES BETTER AND SAFER FOR THEIR 

NEIGHBORS BY PROVIDING A VOLUNTEER FIRE 

DEPARTMENT AND EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES.  

 

 

FIRE 

The State of Alaska, Division of Forestry is responsible for wildland fire protection in the area. The lakes 

are not in an organized fire service of the Borough. Because of limited resources and the rural location, 

property owners are encouraged to be fire wise and self-sufficient. 

Throughout the years, volunteers have been crucial in providing assistance around the lake. A volunteer 

fire department was established in 2001 under the auspices of the Louise, Susitna, Tyone Community 

Association (then known as the Lake Louise Community Non-Profit Corporation). Training has been 

ongoing since then, and is critical to the success of the service. Grants and donations were responsible 

for a number of community assets including approximately 20 pumps, 20 fire caches, a fire/rescue boat, 
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a fire truck, and miscellaneous equipment and supplies. Volunteers have worked hard to maintain an 

active force, ready equipment, a dispatch system, and keep current with training. Between 2001 and 

2014, the volunteer fire department responded approximately 10 times to incidents including vehicle, 

wild land, and structure fires.  

EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICE (EMS) 

There is a long history of volunteerism around the lakes. Long time property owners served the needs of 

the community before the Lake Louise Emergency Medical Service (LLEMS) was organized in 1995 to 

serve all three lakes. Volunteers trained to become Emergency Trauma Technicians (ETT) with the 

Copper River EMS service initially, and later with the Borough. Throughout the years, the number of 

trained responders ebbed and flowed (see Appendix One for more statistics).  

An ambulance was donated to the service from the Valdez Creek Mine, via the Borough. Over the years, 

the Borough has provided a patient transportation sled, two new snow machines with a trailer, two GPS 

units, a SAT phone, and equipment and supplies to stage at responder locations necessary for patient 

stabilization. For the first 10 to 12 years of the service, volunteer equipment, fuel, and personal time 

was not compensated. In 2011, the Borough required all responders to become Borough employees for 

insurance purposes and responders now receive some payment for services based on time and level of 

training. Fuel and equipment is still voluntary. 

Lakes Louise, Susitna, and Tyone are supported by the Borough’s paid on-call responders who strive to 

provide quality care in a safe manner as quickly as possible. Trained by Matanuska-Susitna Borough 

personnel adhering to Alaska State Standards, the staff consists of certified medical responders. 

Responders keep up their skills by attending monthly training meetings. Consolidated headquarters for 

all three lakes is located in the Matthews Public Safety Building located approximately 1 mile off Lake 

Louise Road. The area is served by the 911 dispatch system or 9G Base; however, due to the immense 

size and locality, the EMS system is hampered not only by terrain but by distance. 

HEALTH SERVICES 

The nearest medical facility is Cross Road Medical Center in Glennallen. The Clinic offers a family 

practice clinic staffed with a doctor, a nurse practitioner, and three physician assistants as well as a 

pharmacy, laboratory services, counseling, and urgent care. For patients needing advanced care, 

MEDEVAC services to Anchorage are available. The Copper River Native Association also operates a 

health care clinic in Tazlina.  

The nearest hospital is Mat-Su Regional Medical Center in Palmer, which is located approximately 140 

miles away. Additionally, there is a state public health office in Glennallen. It is staffed full-time by a 

clerk, with an itinerant public health nurse based in Wasilla. 
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UTILITIES 
There are no publically owned water, sewer, or energy distribution systems in the Lake Louise area. 

Electrical power is generated by privately owned and maintained systems of generators, solar panels 

and wind turbines. The majority of residences use the lakes as a source of water for at least some 

purposes.  Sewage disposal is handled throughout the area with open pit toilets, seepage pits and DEC 

approved septic systems. There is a public transfer station for solid waste disposal presently located at 

Dinty Bush Services. 

SOLID WASTE 

Solid waste is collected at two dumpsters located at mile 15.5 of Lake Louise Road through a contract 

provider on private land. Some hazardous materials, including waste oil, paint, and batteries are 

accepted. The dumpsters have made a significant difference in the overall cleanliness of the area. Their 

prominence along Lake Louise Road helps to increase usage by visitors. The community desires better 

access to the dumpsters. Currently people lift garbage into the dumpsters, which is problematic with 

heavy containers. 

ELECTRICAL POWER 

There are no electrical utility lines providing power to the area. Electricity used is supplied from private 

generators, solar panels, and some wind turbine generators.  

COMMUNICATIONS 

Cell phone service is available at Lake Louise and satellite internet and phones are available through 

commercial companies. Radio-telephone service is available through Alaska Communications and 

Copper Valley Telephone Co-op. Citizen Band radio and several cellular services provide other 

communication options. Marine VHF radios are also used in the lakes community.  

 

PUBLIC FACILITIES GOALS 
Goal 1: Continue to improve Fire and EMS training, equipment, and response in 

the Louise, Susitna and Tyone Lake area.  

  Strategies to Achieve this Goal 

 Work with the Borough Emergency Medical Service to obtain training for Emergency Trauma 

Technicians or Emergency Medical Technician.  

 Continue to train throughout the year to keep on-call responder responses sharp.  

 Improve communications for emergency purposes.  
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 Seek funding for EMS and Rescue equipment through a variety of funding sources, including the 

Borough’s Capital Improvement Program. 

 Encourage the Community Association to seek funding for firefighting equipment through a 

variety of funding sources. 

 Encourage maintenance of a local dispatch option in conjunction with the Borough’s 911 call 

center and State Troopers.  

 

Goal 2: Improve access to the dumpsters.  

  Strategies to Achieve this Goal 

 Work with the Borough to devise an easier method of putting trash into the dumpster. Ideas 

include stairs next to the empty dumpsters or a ramp for vehicles to pull up parallel to the 

dumpsters, allowing trash to be placed, rather than thrown. 

 Encourage the Borough to effectively and efficiently manage the contract with the solid waste 

provider and prepare for event weekends.  

 

Survey respondents were asked about their wishes for the area in the next 20 years.  

 

 

83.5% 

16.5% 

Government Services 

Borough, State,
Federal support
to remain at a
low level
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TRANSPORTATION  

CURRENT TRANSPORTATION MODES 
 

Transportation in the planning area consists 

of a state maintained road, state maintained 

airport, and lake travel. The State of Alaska 

Department of Transportation and Public 

Facilities own and operate the Lake Louise 

Airport, with the identifier Z55. Runway 13-31 

is a gravel strip 3,000 feet long with a parking 

apron. The state classifies the facility as 

having low levels of activity and minimum 

amounts of maintenance. The airport receives 

little use due to difficulties with 

transportation from the airport to the lakes 

and boats, although it was instrumental in 

fighting the Talbert Lake Fire in 2013.  

LAKE LOUISE ROAD 

The Lake Louise Road is an approximately 21 mile road which connects the community to Mile 159 on 

the Glenn Highway. For many years it was a gravel road; graded in the summer months. The road is  

paved, however it is susceptible to frost heaves making travel at a constant speed impossible. 

Maintenance of the road is intermittent during the summer months due to the remoteness of the area 

and there are very few pull outs along the roadway. This becomes an issue during hunting season when 

people simply pull over and park on the side of the road. There is also a subdivision adjacent to the road 

with no access which presents the same scenario. 

PARKING 

Parking throughout the area is limited. Each of the lodges offers storage and parking, but not enough to 

accommodate all the property owners, day visitors or casual users. Consequently, large vehicles with 

boat trailers and/or campers require additional parking. There is a limited parking area near the Dinty 

Lake Causeway, often creating an overflow where the only option for people is to park on the road, 

making it difficult to maneuver and launch boats. The State of Alaska has announced plans to sell an 

additional 74 lots in the lakes area, which will only compound this problem.  

There is a parcel of State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resource land near the causeway which is 

under the management of the State Department of Transportation and Public Facilities which would 

make a convenient area for parking expansion.  

Photo by Michael Butcher  
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LAKE TRAVEL 

Water transportation has played a key role in the development of the area. In summer months, the 

three interconnected lakes provide boat access to over 100 miles of shoreline. However, weather 

conditions on the main lakes often make small boat operations hazardous. The wind can rise quickly 

resulting in small craft warnings and unsafe conditions. Unmarked gravel bars and rock outcroppings are 

navigational hazards. 

THE CHANNEL 

There is an S shaped, narrow channel that connects Lake Louise to Susitna Lake that presents two blind 

curves with shallow approaches on both lakes. When entering the channel from either side, the 

operator cannot see the other end. The local community has posted a channel traffic schedule at all 

boat ramps. North bound traffic goes through during the first half hour (as an example: 1:00 to 1:30) 

and south bound traffic goes through during the second half hour (as an example: 1:30 to 2:00).   

 

 

As the channel is very shallow, most boats go through it on step; however, there is limited navigational 

space. The Department of Natural Resources Boating Safety has no record of reported accidents at the 

channel, however there have been numerous sightings of boats run aground in the shallow waters. 

Some people walk their boat through and cannot be seen, which produces another hazard. When 

coming from Susitna Lake into Lake Louise during an extreme SE Wind, Lake Louise presents a wall of 

white capped waves that cannot be seen until the last blind corner is rounded. This presents a serious 

issue as rising winds can result in small craft warnings.  
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The survey asked property owners a series of questions regarding the channel; with 84% 

of the respondents noting they use the channel. When asked if channel boat travel was a 

safety concern, folks on the different lakes had slightly different viewpoints; see the table 

below for a breakdown.   

 

 

One possible solution might be a road to Susitna Lake, but respondents were consistently against that 

idea, with 70% of all respondents, 72% of Susitna Lake respondent, and 60% of Tyone Lake respondents 

saying they were not interested in the possibility of a road being constructed.  

 

TYONE WEIR PROJECT 
The 1998 Comprehensive Plan included language on investigating a weir on the Tyone River to help 

balance the water levels between Louise and Susitna Lakes. In 1999, the Borough received a state grant 

to address the difference in water level and channel passage between Lake Louise and Susitna Lake. The 

Borough requested an evaluation by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service of a proposal received from the 

Navy SeeBees to install a control structure for Tyone River and Tyone Lake. The goal of the water control 

structure was to raise lake water levels to facilitate travel through a shallow channel in the lake and dock 

access to adjacent lodges regardless of seasonal changes to water level. This became known as the 

Tyone Weir Project. 

All Repondents Lake Louise Susitna Lake Tyone Lake

64% 60% 
67% 

100% 

Overall Concern for  
Channel Safety 

Channel Safety 

Location # of Responses # of People Concerned % of People Concerned 

Lake Louise 113 68 60% 

Lake Susitna  70 47 67% 

Tyone Lake 5 5 100% 
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At the conclusion of the evaluation in 2008, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service found that further analysis 

and design of the weir was necessary and environmental documents would need to be filed for a variety 

of permits.  

Additionally they determined that other factors had a substantial impact on the channel depth and 

concluded: 

“The control of boat wake is necessary to control sand erosion at the shallow channel. 

Discussions indicated that natural wave action and ice movement creates some of the 

shallow channel conditions and that may not change even with lake elevation increase 

(emphasis added). Boat traffic exacerbates the shallow channel problems and 

alternatives analyzed for permitting should include evaluation of management practices 

that control boat speed and size on the lake system. Evaluation should be part of a lake 

management plan and may be required for any future permit applications (U.S. Fish & 

Wildlife Service, 2008).” 

The Borough returned the state grant and the project did not move forward. 

CONCLUSION 

The planning team did not arrive at a definitive answer for the channel, however everyone agrees that 

safe passage is a goal. In November 2008, the MSB returned the weir project grant funds to the State of 

Alaska and the weir project was cancelled. Currently, there are no pending projects at the Federal, State 

or Borough levels of government to resolve either the channel safety or the water level stabilization 

issues.  The Community Association continues to cut brush around the channel to improve visibility, 

short of implementing any other actions.   

 

TRANSPORTATION GOALS 

Goal 1: Seek a safe, dependable passage between all the lakes  

 Strategies to Achieve this Goal 

 Support and encourage plans for repairs and improvements to the Lake Louise/Susitna Lake 

Channel.  

 Encourage the Community Association to submit a nomination to the Borough’s Capital 

Improvement Program to make repairs to the channel. 

 Encourage the Community Association to work with the Department of Natural Resources to 

make improvements to the channel.  
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Goal 2: Create a parking area for use by property owners and visitors  

Strategies to Achieve this Goal 

 Encourage the Community Association to make a request to the Borough’s Capital Improvement 

Program for development improvements to the boat launch at the Dinty Lake Causeway. 

 Seek additional parking at Army Point. 

 Investigate the potential of working with the Department of Natural Resources and the 

Department of Transportation to utilize the state land near the causeway for parking.  

Goal 3: Improve Lake Louise Road  

Strategies to Achieve this Goal 

 Retain paved road. 

 Work with the Department of Transportation and Public Facilities to create off road parking near 

trailheads and subdivisions with no access. 

 Request more regular maintenance of the road, instead of additional warning signs. 
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WATER RESOURCES 
Healthy fish and wildlife habitats translate into healthy human habitats by supporting a full range of 

ecosystem services, such as water filtration, flood mitigation, and food chain productivity. Lakes are 

important for scenic views, wildlife habitat, recreational opportunities, and an overall enhancement of 

quality of life. As the Borough’s population continues to grow and urbanization increases, so does the 

need for information about our waterbodies.  

WATER SUPPLY 
Local aquifers are unconsolidated sands, gravels, silts and clays yielding water that may be of high 

mineral content at low rates.  Drilling wells is expensive and problematic, although two of the lodges 

have water wells. One person acquainted with the area says that there are some sand-point wells in the 

area, which would be shallow, hand dug wells.  Being very shallow, these wells also extract water from 

the lake, but via locally saturated sand and gravel adjacent to the lake.   

When asked how owners got potable water, 73% replied they transported water, while 

51.3% said they use the lakes. Many respondents indicated their source of water was 

dependent upon the usage - for instance they haul drinking water, but use the lakes for 

dish washing and showering.  

The lack of road access to most properties in the area, permafrost requiring deeper wells, and low 

product aquifers combine to make well development an expensive proposition. This in turn makes use 

of the lake as a water source a popular option. 

Two of the lodges operate Class B water systems with wells. One lodge operates a Class C water system, 

with treated and filtrated water from the lake.  

SANITARY AND WASTEWATER DISPOSAL 

Conventional soil absorption wastewater treatment systems will apparently work in the area although 

the cold climate and soil conditions make it difficult if the system is not in continuous use. By far the 

majority of private properties are serviced by pit privies. The three lodges have on-site septic systems. 

There is no dump station for the use of recreational vehicles.  One would best be located in the State 

campground.   

WATER QUALITY 

The importance of water quality is the number one issue on property owners’ minds according to the 

survey – 87% said water quality is a high priority, although when asked if overall water 

quality was a problem, 47% said no, and another 30% mildly agreed with the statement. 

People are concerned about water quality before it develops into an issue.  When asked 

how people got potable water, 73% replied they transport it, and 51% use the lakes for 
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some of their water needs (many respondents reported they boiled the water first). 

 

Louise, Susitna and Tyone Lakes are all included in 

the Borough’s Volunteer Lake Monitoring Program. 

One of the advantages of the program is the 

creation of baseline water quality data. Years of 

data can demonstrate cycles in the lakes. 

Fortunately for the lakes, data is available from tests 

performed every year (except 2013) since 2002 

thanks to stalwart volunteers. Volunteers use their 

own boats to take measurements at the deepest 

spot of the lakes. Measurements include: 

 

 Secchi disk reading (for water clarity) 

 Observations (weather, wildlife, human activity, aquatic plants, water level) 

 Lake profile (multi-parameter sensor is used to read temperature, conductivity, dissolved 

oxygen and pH at each meter depth) 

 Collecting a water sample for lab analysis of chlorophyll a and phosphorus 

One of the most common and serious health concerns of contaminated water supply is bacteria and 

other microcosms. The Borough’s program does not currently test for hydrocarbons or bacteria which 

are under the purview of the State of Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC). It is a 

possibility that the community could help pay for testing for hydro-carbons and/or bacteria. 

The comprehensive plan update encourages good practices for healthy lakes and healthy shorelines. 

Run off can be tempered by rain gardens or bioswales which help to slow down run off and spread it 

out. More information about rain gardens is on the Borough's website. A natural shoreline landscape 

reduces negative impacts from pollutants, sediment and algae blooms that can lead to loss of recreation 

use and lower fish and wildlife populations (Michigan State Extension). As development of the lakes 

expands, it is important to keep natural shoreline vegetation in place to keep the lakes healthy.   

WATERSHEDS 
A watershed, or drainage area, is a geographic area where all rainwater, snowmelt, and any other type 

of precipitation drains into lakes, rivers, or other bodies of water. The boundaries of these areas are 

defined by the movement of water throughout a region. Watersheds provide a number of essential 

services to communities. They are necessary for water supply and filtration, flow regulation, and erosion 

and sedimentation control. Properly functioning watersheds can reduce the need for constructing and 

operating expensive infrastructure systems to provide these services. Healthy watersheds also provide 

PLANNING COMMISSION APRIL 4, 2016 Page 190



 

 
Draft Louise, Susitna, Tyone Lakes Comprehensive Plan                                                                                                                     Page 34  
Water Resources – Planning Commission Draft 

the benefits of water quality, flood damage prevention, habitat protection, biodiversity, agriculture, 

fishing and forestry industries, aesthetic enjoyment, and recreation. The population of the Borough 

relies on surface and ground water for drinking water, magnifying the importance of watershed 

protection. 

The preservation, restoration, and maintenance of a watershed requires communities to establish a 

balance among needs for water supply, water quality, flood control, navigation, hydropower generation, 

fisheries, biodiversity, habitat conservation, and recreation. Watersheds containing higher proportions 

of forest lands, wetlands, vegetation, and other permeable surfaces provide greater capacity for filtering 

pollutants, moderating water flow, and erosion and sedimentation control. Maintaining greater 

proportions of forest land, wetlands, and other vegetated areas provides improved wildlife habitat and 

increased biodiversity. Increased vegetation can also assist in climate stabilization by providing more 

shade. 

 

WATER RESOURCE GOALS 
Goal 1: To protect the water resources of Lake Louise, Susitna and Tyone and 

maintain its quality and quantity.  

 Strategies to Achieve this Goal 

 Continue the water quality testing program on all three lakes to add to the database and 

monitor future conditions.  

 Provide information at specified locations for residents, recreational users and visitors 

concerning: 

o Setbacks and “best management” practices for shoreline development. 

o Dangers and hazards existing in the area. 

o The area’s special features and recreational opportunities. 

o Emergency and safety systems, environmental concerns, sanitary waste locations, etc.  

o Trail maps.  

 Work with the Alaska State Department of Fish and Game to protect environment, wildlife, and 

community.  

 Work with the Borough and the State to develop remote public campsite.  
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Goal 2: Encourage property owners to retain as much natural shoreline as 

possible. 

 Strategies to Achieve this Goal 

 Encourage property owners to curve paths that head down to the water – straight paths down 

slopes channel the water into gullies.  

 Encourage property owners to keep the shoreline vegetated with a minimum of 20 to 25 foot 

wide buffers to decrease erosion along the lakeshores. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

Goal 3: Encourage visitors and boaters to be good stewards of the lakes. 

Strategies to Achieve this Goal 

 Provide educational material about invasive aquatics, particularly elodea, at boat launches. 

 Work with the Community Association to provide educational material about how boats and 

float planes can help avoid transferring invasives in to the lakes by dumping water from other 

areas prior to introduction in the lake system.  

 Raise awareness that ice houses, houseboats, and other uses directly on the lake do not have 

the benefit of natural buffers to help clean material filtering into the lakes and encourage users 

to keep a clean campground. 
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RECREATION 
Louise, Susitna and Tyone Lakes have significant recreational resources, which are important to the 

area’s quality of life, the local economy, and the community’s identity. The community’s lakes, fish and 

wildlife, and mix of opportunities—for both solitude and quiet and for active recreation, and for both 

summer and winter activities—are a primary reason people choose the site for cabins and second 

homes. Outdoor recreation including hunting and fishing are also major draw for visitors to the area.  

 

The lodges play an important role in recreational life at the lakes. In addition to providing lodging for day 

visitors, they offer parking, fuel, information, and a gathering place. The ebb and flow of the local 

economy is mirrored in lodge operations.  

 

Life in the area revolves around the lakes which are ice-free from May to September. Boat launches are 

available at each of the area lodges, and at the end of the road near the state campground. The Division 

of State Parks also operates a summer campground at the old Army Point recreation site.  A boat launch 

also is located at the site.  Parking for vehicles 

and trailers is becoming problematic as more 

people purchase property and visitors increase, 

especially over holiday weekends in the summer 

and hunting season. The need for additional 

parking areas is noted in the transportation 

chapter.  

 

Recreational activities in the summer months 

include fishing, camping and other water 

activities such as sailing and kayaking. Activities 

in the winter months include ice fishing, snow 

machining , cross country skiing, and snowshoeing. In the past there have been dog races, snowmachine 

poker runs, and cross country ski races which attract visitors to the lakes.  

 

 RECREATION GOALS 
Goal 1: To protect the resources of Lake Louise, Susitna and Tyone and 

maintain its quality and quantity.  

Strategies to Achieve this Goal 

 Provide information at specified locations for residents, recreational users and visitors 

concerning: 
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o Dangers and hazards exiting in the area. 

o The area’s special features and recreational opportunities. 

o Emergency and safety systems, environmental concerns, sanitary waste locations, etc.  

o Trail maps.  

 Work with the Borough and the State to develop remote public campsites with a fire ring and 

provision for trash.  

 Encourage recreational uses to support local businesses. 

 

Goal 2: Maintain a healthy fish, game, and bird population.  

Strategy to Achieve this Goal 

 Request Alaska Fish and Game to study the fish resource and release a report.  

 Inform local Fish and Game Advisory Board of lake concerns.  
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Appendix One 
 

Lake Louise Emergency Medical Service 
Calls and Responses 

 

Emergency Trauma Technician Snap Shot 

Year Number of  trained ETT Became Inactive 

1995 - 1997 Seven (7)  

1998 Two (2) - full time residents 5  

1997-2002 Eleven (11) - seven full time residents; 
remainder seasonal 

 

2001 – 2008 Eight to ten (8-10)  

2003 – 2009 Six (6)  

2004  4 

2007  2 

 
Between 2001 and 2008 the LLEMS maintained 8 -  10  active and dependable responders. 

 

Volunteer Responses to EMS Calls March 2001 to May 2013 

Month # of Responses Seasonal Data 

Jan 3 

Winter Months - 23 
Feb 3 

Mar 12 

April 5 

May 3 

Summer Months – 24 Incidents 

June 10 

July 5 

August 2 

September 4 

October 2 

Winter Months - 5 November 1 

December 2 

 
 

Origin of EMS Calls 

Direct 21 

Alaska State Troopers 9 

Wolverine Lodge 5 

9GB (Dispatch) 9 

The Point Lodge 2 

Lake Louise Lodge 6 
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Appendix 1 – Planning Commission Draft 

EMS Response Made to: 

Lake Louise Lodge 9 

Wolverine Lodge 7 

The Point Lodge 1 

Evergreen Lodge 1 

Lake Louise 7 

Tyone Lake 3 

Crosswind Lake 2 

Misc. Locations: Lake Louise 
Road, Island Lake, Dinty Bush, 
Glenallen, etc.  

22 

 

These tables help emphasize the difficulties of terrain and sheer size of response area.
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Appendix 2 – Planning Commission Draft 

Appendix Two 
 

Lake Monitoring Reports 
 

 

The most recent lake monitoring reports are attached.  
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 Lake Louise 2014 MSB Volunteer Lake Monitoring Program page 1 

Matanuska-Susitna Borough Volunteer Lake Monitoring Program  
 

 

Lake Louise 

 2014 Data Summary 

 

Lake Louise Snapshot 

 
Years Monitored:  14 

Total # of Events:  65 

2014 Events:  3 

Total Monitored Hours: 105 

 

Observations 
 

Wildlife Observed:  

Ducks 

Swans 

 

Water Level:  

High 

 

Water Color:  

Light green 

Green 

 

Algae: 

None  

 

Aquatic Plants:  

None to sparse 

 

Additional:  

Water level 12 inches 

higher than last year. Six to 

eleven inches waves while 

taking water samples at 

Eastshore site - could not 

use Quanta probe. Mud bot-

tom at Evergreen Bay site. 

Aquatic plant sample 

brought back to lab, identi-

fied as NOT being Elodea. 
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 Lake Louise 2014 MSB Volunteer Lake Monitoring Program page 2 

Lake Louise Profile Measurements 

Highlighted data does not meet Alaska Water Quality Standards (WQS) 

The Alaska Water Quality Standards do not apply absolutely to lakes without taking multiple factors into account. For more 

information on WQS, please see http://www.dec.state.ak.us/water/wqsar/wqs/.  

Lake Louise               

Cameron Cove

Depth

 (m)

Temperature 

(oC)

Conductivity 

(mS/cm)

Dissolved

Oxygen 

(mg/L)

pH 

standard 

units

Secchi Depth 

mean (m)

Date 9/9/2014 0.0 11.26 0.154 9.56 8.12 5.32

1.0 11.26 0.157 9.23 8.15

Site Depth (m) 13.72 2.0 11.26 0.155 9.20 8.17

3.0 11.26 0.155 9.11 8.19

Phosphorus (µg/L) 7.0 4.0 11.26 0.155 8.96 8.19

5.0 11.26 0.155 8.98 8.20

Chlorophyll a (µg/L) 1.9 6.0 11.26 0.155 8.95 8.20

7.0 11.26 0.156 8.92 8.20

8.0 11.26 0.155 8.92 8.20

9.0 11.26 0.156 8.94 8.20

10.0 11.26 0.156 8.86 8.20

13.0 8.30 0.164 2.58 8.00

ChlA TP Depth T° Cond DO pH Secchi

1.9 7.0 13.72 11.26 0.164 9.56 8.20 5.32 Max

1.9 7.0 8.30 0.154 2.58 8.00 5.32 Min

1.9 7.0 11.26 0.155 8.96 8.20 5.32 Med

1.9 7.0 11.01 0.156 8.52 8.17 5.32 Ave

NA NA 0.85 0.003 1.88 0.06 NA StDev

Lake Louise                          

Evergreen Bay

Depth

 (m)

Temperature 

(oC)

Conductivity 

(mS/cm)

Dissolved

Oxygen 

(mg/L)

pH 

standard 

units

Secchi Depth 

mean (m)

Date 9/9/2014 0.0 11.24 0.161 9.79 8.11 3.80

Site Depth (m) 3.80 1.0 11.25 0.159 9.55 8.17

Phosphorus (µg/L) 8.0 2.0 11.23 0.161 9.52 8.22

Chlorophyll a (µg/L) 0.3 3.0 11.19 0.159 9.51 8.25

ChlA TP Depth T° Cond DO pH Secchi

0.3 8.0 3.80 11.25 0.161 9.79 8.25 3.80 Max

0.3 8.0 11.19 0.159 9.51 8.11 3.80 Min

0.3 8.0 11.24 0.160 9.54 8.20 3.80 Med

0.3 8.0 11.23 0.160 9.59 8.19 3.80 Ave

NA NA 0.03 0.001 0.13 0.06 NA StDev

Lake Louise                                                                      

East Shore

Depth

 (m)

Temperature 

(oC)

Conductivity 

(mS/cm)

Dissolved

Oxygen 

(mg/L)

pH 

standard 

units

Secchi Depth 

mean (m)

Date 9/9/2014             6.92

Site Depth (m) 38.00

Phosphorus (µg/L) 17.0

Chlorophyll a (µg/L) 1.2             

ChlA TP Depth T° Cond DO pH Secchi

1.2 17.0 38.00 NA NA NA NA 6.92 Max

1.2 17.0 NA NA NA NA 6.92 Min

1.2 17.0 NA NA NA NA 6.92 Med

1.2 17.0 NA NA NA NA 6.92 Ave

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA StDev

No Quanta reading, water is too rough to hold the 

anchor.

Bold & Italics: Values based on only one monitoring event 
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No Temperature and Dissolved Oxygen 

Profiles available for the East Shore Site - 

No Quanta reading due to high waves. 
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 Susitna Lake 2014 MSB Volunteer Lake Monitoring Program page 1 

Matanuska-Susitna Borough Volunteer Lake Monitoring Program  
 

 

Susitna Lake 

 2014 Data Summary 

 

 

Susitna Lake Snapshot 

 
Years Monitored:  13 

Total # of Events:  42 

2014 Events:  2 

Total Hours Monitored: 72.2 

 

 

Observations 
 

Wildlife Observed:  

Bald eagle 

Loons 

 

Water Level:  

High 

 

Water Color:  

Light Green 

 

Algae: 

None  

 

Aquatic Plants:  

None  

 

Additional Comments:  

Water level 12 inches 

higher than previous year. 

Muddy bottom at the En-

trance site, hard bottom at 

the West Side site. 
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 Susitna Lake 2014 MSB Volunteer Lake Monitoring Program page 2 

Susitna Lake Profile Measurements 

Highlighted data does not meet Alaska Water Quality Standards (WQS) 

The Alaska Water Quality Standards do not apply absolutely to lakes without taking multiple factors into account. For more 

information on WQS, please see http://www.dec.state.ak.us/water/wqsar/wqs/.  

Susitna Lake            

Entrance

Depth

 (m)

Temperature 

(oC)

Conductivity 

(mS/cm)

Dissolved

Oxygen 

(mg/L)

pH 

standard 

units

Secchi Depth 

mean (m)

Date 9/9/2014 0.0 11.23 0.001 9.81 8.15 7.38

1.0 11.24 0.252 9.53 8.23

Site Depth (m) 9.30 2.0 11.28 0.293 9.33 8.21

3.0 11.24 0.299 9.23 8.22

Phosphorus (µg/L) 2.0 4.0 11.22 0.298 9.13 8.23

5.0 11.20 0.297 9.19 8.23

Chlorophyll a (µg/L) 1.6 6.0 11.18 0.302 9.29 8.24

7.0 11.12 0.298 9.22 8.25

8.0 10.98 0.292 9.39 8.28

9.0 10.94 0.292 9.29 8.27

ChlA TP Depth T° Cond DO pH Secchi

1.6 2.0 9.30 11.28 0.302 9.81 8.28 7.38 Max

1.6 2.0 10.94 0.001 9.13 8.15 7.38 Min

1.6 2.0 11.21 0.295 9.29 8.23 7.38 Med

1.6 2.0 11.16 0.262 9.34 8.23 7.38 Ave

NA NA 0.12 0.093 0.20 0.04 NA StDev

Susitna Lake          

West Side

Depth

 (m)

Temperature 

(oC)

Conductivity 

(mS/cm)

Dissolved

Oxygen 

(mg/L)

pH 

standard 

units

Secchi Depth 

mean (m)

Date 9/9/2014 0.0 10.90 0.000 10.45 7.47 7.68

1.0 11.60 0.314 9.34 8.05

Site Depth (m) 18.80 2.0 11.59 0.312 9.34 8.09

3.0 11.58 0.310 9.23 8.13

Phosphorus (µg/L) 5.0 4.0 11.59 0.310 9.33 8.15

5.0 11.59 0.314 9.38 8.17

Chlorophyll a (µg/L) 1.3 6.0 11.58 0.310 9.31 8.18

7.0 11.58 0.309 9.23 8.20

8.0 11.59 0.310 9.22 8.20

9.0 11.58 0.310 9.17 8.21

10.0 11.57 0.310 9.16 8.20

15.0 11.51 0.312 9.05 8.20

18.0 11.24 0.313 8.44 8.12

18.5 11.07 0.317 8.00 8.04

ChlA TP Depth T° Cond DO pH Secchi

1.3 5.0 18.80 11.60 0.317 10.45 8.21 7.68 Max

1.3 5.0 10.90 0.000 8.00 7.47 7.68 Min

1.3 5.0 11.58 0.310 9.23 8.16 7.68 Med

1.3 5.0 11.47 0.289 9.19 8.10 7.68 Ave

NA NA 0.23 0.083 0.53 0.19 NA StDev
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 Tyone Lake 2014 MSB Volunteer Lake Monitoring Program page 1 

Matanuska-Susitna Borough Volunteer Lake Monitoring Program  
 

 

Tyone Lake 

 2014 Data Summary 

 

 

Tyone Lake Snapshot 

 
Years Monitored:  12 

Total # of Events:  16 

2014 Events:  1 

Total Hours Monitored: 17.5 

 

 

Observations 
 

Wildlife Observed:  

Ducks 

Grebes 

Kingfisher 

 

Water Level:  

High 

 

Water Color:  

Yellow/light tan 

 

Algae: 

None 

 

Aquatic Plants:  

Heavy; submerged plants 

and lily pads; distributed 

throughout the whole lake. 

 

Additional Comments: 

Water level is 12 inches 

higher than the previous 

year. Three different species 

of aquatic plants were taken 

in Ziploc bags back to lab. 
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 Tyone Lake 2014 MSB Volunteer Lake Monitoring Program page 2 

Tyone Lake Profile Measurements 

Tyone
Depth

 (m)

Temperature 

(oC)

Conductivity 

(mS/cm)

Dissolved

Oxygen 

(mg/L)

pH 

standard 

units

Secchi Depth 

mean (m)

Date 9/9/2014 0.0 10.28 0.000 10.51 7.89 1.75

Site Depth (m) 1.75 1.0 10.23 0.332 10.43 8.03

Phosphorus (µg/L) 4.0 1.5 10.22 0.332 10.32 8.18

Chlorophyll a (µg/L) 1.3

ChlA TP Depth T° Cond DO pH Secchi

1.3 4.0 1.75 10.28 0.332 10.51 8.18 1.75 Max

1.3 4.0 10.22 0.000 10.32 7.89 1.75 Min

1.3 4.0 10.23 0.332 10.43 8.03 1.75 Med

1.3 4.0 10.24 0.221 10.42 8.03 1.75 Ave

NA NA 0.03 0.192 0.10 0.15 NA StDev

Bold & Italics: Values based on only one monitoring event  

Belted kingfisher 

Highlighted data does not meet Alaska Water Quality Standards (WQS).  
  

The Alaska Water Quality Standards do 

not apply absolutely to lakes without 

taking multiple factors into account. 

For more information on WQS, please 

see http://www.dec.state.ak.us/water/

wqsar/wqs/.  

Grebes 
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Public Outreach Summary 
 
 
Louise Susitna Tyone Lakes Comprehensive Plan Update 
Sara Jansen, Project Manager, sjansen@matsugov.us 
 
 
This summarizes all the public outreach conducted for this project made by the Borough and its 
planning partners on the above project. This information provides a snapshot of the Borough’s 
work to ensure that stakeholders had an abundant opportunity to learn about the project.  On 
the reverse of this page is a thumbnail description of the required steps either by Borough 
Code, the granting body, or Borough policy and procedure. The Stakeholders of this project are 
the 500 + residents who own property within the planning area boundaries.  
 
 
 

 

 Total Exposure 
5 Community Wide Mailings to 500+ Property Owners 

74 Newspaper Advertisements 
27 Website Articles 
24 Public Meetings 

 
 
 

Activity 
Mailings to 
Community 
Council Area 

Newspaper 
Advertisements Website Meetings 

Solicit Planning Team 1 2 1  
Planning Commission Selects Team  2 1 1 
Planning Team Meetings  57 19 19 
2014 Survey – General Questions 1  1  

Announcing Survey Results & 
Workshop 1 3 1  

2015 Survey - Goal and Strategy  1 1 1  

Announcing  Workshop, Survey 
Results and  Formal Presentation of 
draft plan to community 

1 3 1 1 

Community Organization meetings  5 1 2 
Planning Commission Public Hearings  1 1 1 
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Public Outreach Required 

 
 
Matanuska-Susitna Borough Requirements for Comprehensive Plans 
 
MS 15.24.017 Requires public hearings be advertised in newspaper 15 calendar days prior to 
meeting  with time and place and scope of the subject matter to be heard 
 
Planning Commission Resolution 09-14  

• Planning team solicited by a mailed general notice and advertisement 
• Planning team meetings advertised in local paper and on Borough web-site  
• Workshops scheduled 
• Second general notice mailed and advertised when a draft document is complete 
• Public meeting held to solicit comments 
• Public Hearings held by Planning Commission 
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Resolution 16‐01 
Louise Susitna Tyone Community Association 

 
 

A  Resolution  of  the  Louise  Susitna  Tyone  Community Association  Recommending Matanuska‐Susitna 
Assembly  Approval  to  the  Update  to  the  1998  Lake  Louise  Comprehensive  Plan  Entitled  the  Louise 
Susitna and Tyone Lakes Comprehensive Plan 

 
WHEREAS,  in  May,  2013,  the  Lake  Louise  Community  Non‐Profit  Association  requested 

assistance  from the Matanuska‐Susitna Borough to update the 1998 Lake Louise Comprehensive Plan; 
and 
 

WHEREAS,  Borough  planning  staff  sent  a  mailing  to  all  property  owners  based  on  the  
assessment  records  of  the  Borough  which  notified  owners  of  the  planning  action  and  requested 
applications from people interested in serving on the Planning Team for the area; and  
 

WHEREAS,  fifteen  people  applied  to  be  on  the  planning  team,  and  fifteen  people  were 
appointed to the planning team in February, 2014; and  
 

WHEREAS, the planning team began meeting in February 14, 2014; and 
 

WHEREAS, the planning team developed a survey which was sent to all property owners and put 
on the Borough’s website in May, 2014; and  
 

WHEREAS, a community workshop reviewing the results of the survey with the community was 
held in July, 2014; and  

 
WHEREAS,  over  the  period  of  the  next  11  months,  planning  team  members  reviewed  the 

previous plan, and used the survey as a guide to draft a plan with nine chapters; and  
 
WHEREAS, the planning team developed goals and strategies  in five broad categories  including 

Land Use, Public Facilities, Transportation, Water Resources and Recreation; and  
 
WHEREAS, another area wide  survey was distributed  to determine  if property owners agreed 

with the goals and strategies developed; and  
 
WHEREAS, a community workshop was held in July, 2015 immediately following the association 

meeting; and  
 
WHEREAS, a call for comments was made and the comments submitted were reviewed by the 

planning team in the fall of 2015; and  
 
WHEREAS, the planning team presented the community association with a draft plan in January 

2016; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Board of Directors of the community association are empowered to take action 

for the association; and 
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 By: Sara Jansen 
 Introduced: March 21, 2016 
 Public Hearing: April 4, 2016 
 Action:  

 
MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH 

PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 16-17 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH PLANNING 
COMMISSION RECOMMENDING ADOPTION OF THE LOUISE SUSITNA TYONE 
LAKES COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE PREVIOUSLY KNOWN AS THE LAKE 
LOUISE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN. 

WHEREAS, in May, 2013, the Lake Louise Community Non-Profit 

Association requested assistance from the Matanuska-Susitna 

Borough to update the 1998 Lake Louise Comprehensive Plan; and 

WHEREAS, Borough planning staff, in accordance with 

Planning Commission Resolution 09-14(AM), sent a mailing to all 

property owners based on the  assessment records of the Borough 

which notified owners of the planning action and requested 

applications from people interested in serving on the Planning 

Team for the area; and  

WHEREAS, fifteen people applied to be on the planning team, 

and fifteen people were appointed to the planning team in 

February, 2014; and  

WHEREAS, the planning team began meeting in February, 2014; 

and 

WHEREAS, the planning team developed a survey which was 

sent to all property owners and put on the Borough’s website in 

May, 2014; and  
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WHEREAS, a community workshop reviewing the results of the 

survey with the community was held in July, 2014; and  

WHEREAS, over the period of the next 10 months, planning 

team members reviewed the previous plan, and used the survey as 

a guide to draft a plan with nine chapters; and  

WHEREAS, the planning team developed in compliance with 

Alaska state statute Sec.29.40.030.Comprehensive Plan, goals and 

strategies in five broad categories including Land Use, Public 

Facilities, Transportation, Water Resources, and Recreation; and  

WHEREAS, another area wide survey was distributed to 

determine if property owners agreed with the goals and 

strategies developed by the Planning Team; and  

WHEREAS, a community workshop was held in July, 2015 

immediately following the association meeting; and  

WHEREAS, a call for comments was made and the comments 

submitted were reviewed by the planning team in the fall of 

2015; and  

WHEREAS, the planning team presented the community 

association with a draft plan in January 2016; and  

WHEREAS, the Board of Directors of the community 

association are responsible for the business affairs of the 

organization; and  
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WHEREAS, the Board of Directors reviewed the plan and were 

able to discuss the contents with the planning team in January 

and February of 2016; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Directors approved and signed 

Resolution 16-01 of the Louise Susitna Tyone Community 

Association resolution on March 2, 2016 recommending approval of 

the draft plan and asking it be forwarded to the Planning 

Commission and the Borough Assembly.  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Matanuska-Susitna 

Borough Planning Commission hereby recommend assembly adoption 

of the Louise Susitna Tyone Lakes Comprehensive Plan Update.  

ADOPTED by the Matanuska-Susitna Borough Planning 

Commission this ___ day of ___, 2016. 

 

 JOHN KLAPPERICH, Chair 

ATTEST  

  

MARY BRODIGAN, Planning Clerk  

(SEAL) 

 
 
 
 
 
YES:  

NO:  
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1 

Chapter 1: Purpose & Executive Summary 
This Metropolitan Planning Organization Self-Assessment is an effort to explore 

the potential of core area of the Matanuska-Susitna Borough of Alaska reaching 

federal status that requires establishment of a Metropolitan Planning Organiza-

tion (or MPO) after the 2020 Census.  

Growth in the MSB has continued since the 2010 Census. According to esti-

mates, the population of the Borough has grown from 88,995 to 97,882 in 

2014 estimates. This is a growth rate of 10% while, by comparison, the 

state of Alaska’s population has grown by 3% during that same time period. 

The Mat-Su Borough’s growth in these four years comprises 33% of the 

state’s overall growth. These estimates indicate the City of Wasilla has 

grown 13.0% since 2010 and Palmer has grown 9.7% (see Exhibit 1-1). Es-

timates for growth in the Knik-Fairview and Lakes Census Designated Plac-

es (CDP) are not available for 2014.  

In the 2010 Census, the core area of the Matanuska-Susitna Borough (MSB 

or Borough) was defined as an “urban cluster” with a population of more 

than 44,000 people. This urban cluster comprised the cities of Wasilla and 

Palmer as well as the Lakes area and Knik-Fairview (Exhibit 1-2, next 

page).  

Federal legislation passed in the early 1970s requires that any Urbanized 

Area (UZA) with a population greater than 50,000 have a Metropolitan Plan-

ning Organization. The definition of “urban” is defined by development den-

sity within or outside of municipal limits, meaning that unincorporated areas 

surrounding municipalities are also defined as part of an urbanized area, 

just as areas outside the cities of Wasilla and Palmer as shown in Exhibit 1-2 

are part of the urban cluster. Anchorage and Fairbanks each have MPOs be-

cause they meet the 50,000 population threshold. 

Urban Clusters, like the one designated in the MSB are defined as Urbanized 

Areas once this population threshold of 50,000 is met. Given the growth since 

2010 and continued prospects for growth in the core area of the MSB, it is high-

ly likely that the 2020 Census will result in the existing urban cluster becoming 

an urbanized area, thus requiring an MPO. 

The Borough’s interest in conducting this self-assessment is to help identify the 

context in which an MPO would operate, the requirements of an MPO if one is 

established, the financial ramifications on existing staff and project resources, 

and the pros/cons of having an MPO.  

What is an MPO? 

Area 2010 Census 2014 Estimate Increase % Increase 

State of Alaska 710,249 736,732 26,483 3.7% 

Mat-Su Borough 88,995 97,882 8,887 10.0% 

MSB Urban Cluster 44,236 n/a   

Palmer 5,937 6,515 578 9.7% 

Wasilla 7,831 8,849 1,018 13.0% 

Knik-Fairview CDP 14,923 N/A   

Lakes CDP 8,364 N/A   

Exhibit 1-1: Population Growth—2010 Census vs. 2014 Estimates 

A Metropolitan Planning  

Organization is a transportation  

decision-making and planning body 

with representatives of local, state & 

federal government and transportation 

authorities. It is mandated by the federal 

government for urban areas with a pop-

ulation greater than 50,000.  

 
Finding:  

 The Mat-Su Borough Urban Cluster 
is likely to exceed 50,000 in  
population following the 2020  
Census, requiring formation of an 
MPO.  
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Discussions have occurred between Borough staff and Alaska Department of 

Transportation and Public Facilities (ADOT&PF, or DOT) on how an MPO would 

be established. In January 2015 the Borough’s Transportation Advisory Board 

(TAB) passed a resolution advising the Borough to fund and form a Regional 

Transportation Planning Organization (RTPO).  

Based on the results of this self-assessment, it is not advisable to proceed with 

forming an RTPO within the Borough as many of the duties carried out by an 

RTPO are already in place or in progress. There are no existing RTPOs or law 

related to forming an RTPO in the State of Alaska. DOT could still designate an 

RTPO without legislation. Without this, it appears that an RTPO would add 

more complexity and cost than currently necessary to continue with existing 

best practices employed by the Borough. Given there is no formal structure for 

an RTPO within state law or DOT policies, nothing ensures that an RTPO’s sta-

tus as a regional planning entity is on par with other MPOs or would have a 

greater positive impact on planning at this time.  

It is advised that the Borough continue current planning practices and methodi-

cally prepare for MPO status. Several recommendations contained in the TAB’s 

resolution are good starting points to begin thinking about how an MPO would 

operate and who would be involved. The TAB is serving in a role similar for Bor-

ough-wide interests to what a Citizens Advisory Committee would serve within 

an MPO or RTPO.  Therefore, the TAB would not be dissolved or re-purposed 

under an MPO since MPO committees focus on initiatives within the MPO 

boundary, and the TAB would maintain a Borough-wide focus.  

Method 
The consultant retained by the Borough for this self-assessment organized the 

following efforts to help the MSB address these interests. This report is a compi-

lation of the results of that effort, which included:  

 Defining the MPO framework, via research and documentation of existing 

laws and MPO practices in the United States;  

 Assessing current MSB practices related to transportation services, 

projects and planning, including review of existing plans, programs and 

This assessment includes  

 Defining the MPO framework in the US, 

 Assessing current MSB practices and plans, 

 Peer review of 7 MPOs in Western US, 

 Discussions with Anchorage & Fairbanks MPOs, 

 Suggestions for preparing for MPO status, 

 Defining roles and responsibilities, and 

 Identifying next steps. 
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committees, as well as interviews with MSB staff, elected officials, commit-

tee members and local transit services.  

 Conducting a peer region review of 7 MPOs in the western United 

States, based on population and governance models as similar to the 

MSB as possible;  

 Summarizing MPOs in the Alaska context, via interviews with the 

Anchorage (AMATS) and Fairbanks (FMATS) MPOs as well as discus-

sion with Alaska DOT representatives;  

 Preparing for MPO status, with recommended steps MSB can take 

between now and the 2020 Census to continue best practices in trans-

portation planning that align with MPO duties;  

 Defining roles and responsibilities, including hypothetical committee 

structures and who major partners and committee members might be; 

and 

 Recommending next steps, which allow the MSB continue on a path-

way that continues positioning the agency for likely MPO status and 

integrating best practices into existing and planned efforts, such corri-

dor plans, long-range transportation plans and capital improvement 

plans.  

The effort included two visits to the MSB to meet with key stakeholders and 

present preliminary report findings. It also included phone interviews with 

seven different MPO officials in Idaho, Montana, Washington, Wyoming, 

Utah and Arizona in addition to in-person meetings with the Alaska DOT 

staff, Anchorage MPO (AMATS), and the Fairbanks MPO (FMATS).  

The project consultant was Kostelec Planning, based in North Carolina, 

which has worked with more than a dozen MPOs across the United States 

on a variety of plans and projects.  

Current Transportation Framework in the MSB 
The growing pains being experienced by the Mat-Su Borough, its officials, 

staff and citizens, are not uncommon to many growing areas of the United 

States. Formerly rural areas that are rapidly transitioning to urban or subur-

ban development patterns are stressed in terms of providing adequate 

transportation facilities and other public facilities. There is always a constant 

tension between how to address capacity needs, manage existing system 

needs and address growing maintenance backlogs.  

The self-assessment process revealed the Borough is undertaking a lot of 

best practices to better manage expectations that come with rapid growth. 

Growth is never without some level of controversy and need for regional 

discussion to attempt to best distribute resources and not alienate rural 

populations in favor of urban population needs.  

The Capital Improvement Program for the Borough as well as the effort to 

update the Long Range Transportation Plan are impressive for an agency 

of its size. The vision to organize a Corridor Planning Partnership in the 

wake of lessons learned on the Knik-Goose Bay Road project is admirable 

to help stakeholders better convene in a regional forum to turn these lessons 

learned into constructive actions on future projects. The recent hiring of a trans-

Metropolitan Transportation Plan 

(MTP):  A Long-Range Transportation 
Plan for within the MPO boundary. 

20 to 25 years horizon, updated at 

least once every 4 years.   

Transportation Improvement  
Program (TIP): A Capital Improvement 

Plan and Transit funding program for 

transportation investments within the 
MPO boundary.  

4 to 5 years time horizon, typically 

updated every 2 years with amend-

ments as needed.   

Unified Planning Work Program 

(UPWP):  An task-based budget for the 
MPO, which serves as a management 

tool that identifies the nature, timeline, 

staffing needs, cost, and funding sources 
of all planning and programming  

activities.  

Typically updated every 1—2 years.   

Public Participation Plan (PPP): A 
plan for robust public participation and 

education on how the MPO will engage 

citizens and stakeholders to develop the 
MTP, TIP, UPWP and other tasks.  

Updated as necessary.   

Policy Committee (the MPO Board): 

A group of elected officials or their  
designee from the Borough and  

municipalities from within the MPO 

boundary. May include other state  
agencies. Responsible for approving MTP, 

TIP, UPWP and other MPO actions.  

Membership defined by MPO bylaws.   

Technical Committee: Advisory to the 
Policy Committee; comprised of staff of 

the Borough and municipalities from 
within the MPO boundary, as well as 

state agencies, transit services, and  

others as selected by the MPO.   

 Membership defined by MPO bylaws 

MPO Terminology 
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Role/Duty Current Practice MPO Practice 
Long-Range  

Transportation Plan 
(Update) 

Long Range Transportation Plan Update is 

under development, to be completed in 
early 2016. The Plan will have similar char-

acteristics to an MPO’s long-range trans-
portation plan (i.e., Metropolitan Transpor-

tation Plan). 

The federally-mandated Metropolitan Trans-

portation Plan (MTP) would focus on the ge-
ographic area designated as the MPO. Pro-

jects, policies and fiscal constraints are 
based on what is planned to occur within 

those boundaries over a 20-year period of 

time. Non-MPO areas of the MSB would still 
need a separate long-range plan to continue 

the MSB’s existing practice, but the two ef-
forts can (and should) be coordinated. 

Capital  

Improvement  
Program 

MSB Capital Improvement Program (2017-

2022) includes projects related to transpor-
tation, emergency services, public facilities, 

parks and recreation, the port, water re-
sources and school district. Includes some 

projects planned by Alaska DOT. 

The federally-mandated Transportation Im-

provement Program will include all transpor-
tation projects (e.g. highways, bridges, 

ports, railroads, sidewalks) funded through 
federal sources, including any Alaska DOT 

projects within the MPO boundary. Other 

projects defined as “regionally significant” 
will also be included. 

Transportation  

Advisory Board 

The appointed Advisory Board serves as a 

sounding board for a variety of Borough-
wide transportation policies. It reports to 

the Planning Commission and makes rec-
ommendations on the annual transporta-

tion program, methods of funding trans-

portation, the location and development of 
transportation systems and other policy 

issues. 

Many MPOs have Citizens Advisory Commit-

tees (CAC) to provide an advisory role to the 
Technical Committee or MPO Board. The ex-

isting TAB would represent Borough-wide 
interests and areas outside the MPO while a 

CAC would represent interests inside the 

MPO boundaries. 

Transportation  

Planner 

The Borough is funding a new transporta-

tion planner to better coordinate transpor-
tation interests and guide future plans and 

projects. 

An MPO Director, and at least one staff per-

son, would comprise the future MPO staff 
with funding distributed to the MPO via the 

federal government/DOT to manage the 
MPO. It is possible that duties for transporta-

tion planning outside the MPO boundaries 

can be combined with the MPO duties since 
the outreach and planning efforts are similar. 

However, MPO funds may not be used for 
non-MPO functions, meaning funding would 

have to come from local sources. 

Corridor Planning 

Framework 

The Borough is developing a corridor plan-

ning framework to better define roles, re-
sponsibilities and expectations for a specific 

corridor plan in concert with DOT. 

The framework could serve as a model for 

how the Borough and DOT will align interests 
and coordinate long-range planning if an 

MPO is formed. Other stakeholders such as 
Tribal Corporations, the Alaska Railroad and 

Road Service Areas within the MPO bounda-

ries. 

Public Transit Existing public transit services are self-

managed and provide for different geo-
graphic or trip functions. 

Under an MPO, some additional transit fund-

ing for urbanized areas will be made availa-
ble and must be reflected on the TIP and 

planned for, in a general sense, in the MTP. 

Regional  

Coordination 

Discussions with the Anchorage MPO 

(AMATS) and other Anchorage areas inter-
ests includes informal coordination meet-

ings focused on specific projects or initia-
tives. Limited coordination occurs on long-

range planning and project coordination. 

It is advisable that a future MPO for the Bor-

ough would conduct more focused regional 
planning discussions with AMATS on corridor 

planning and other regional planning needs, 
perhaps through a subcommittee or other 

formalized process. 

Exhibit 1-3: Current Mat-Su Borough Transportation Planning vs. Common MPO Practice 
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portation planner only strengthens these practices and creates a foundation for 

continued advancement in this realm.  

Exhibit 1-3 is a summary of existing practices undertaken by the Borough as 

they relate to required duties or common practices of MPOs across the United 

States. Some are very similar and will change little if an MPO is designated for 

the Borough; others will require more thought to determine how to best balance 

input and interests of areas within the MPO boundary and areas outside that 

boundary.  

Key Assessment Findings 
Below is a summary of key findings from this self-assessment. They reflect the 

big picture practices and possible strategies to better prepare the MSB for 

MPO designation following the 2020 Census. They are intended to help MSB 

align existing transportation efforts with future MPO duties while being mindful 

of available resources of both staff and financing. They will also help reduce 

the long-range burden place on the MSB by the MPO and make it run more 

smoothly. More details on these findings are contained in Chapter 5.  

 Continue Existing Practices: The Long-Range Transportation Plan slated 

to be complete in 2016 will resemble a Metropolitan Transportation Plan 

(MTP) like those developed by established MPOs. The 2020 update should 

be conducted under the established rules for developing a long range 

transportation plan for an MPO. While not as well-aligned with Transporta-

tion Improvement Programs (TIP) required of MPOs, the Borough’s Capital 

Improvement Plan establishes a foundation for development of a TIP within 

the MSB.  

 RTPO designation is duplicative: Currently, there is no evident benefit to 

the Borough pursuing RTPO status since the Borough is already invested 

in its planning staff, a transportation planner,  long- and mid-range trans-

portation planning efforts and a Transportation Advisory Board. The TAB is 

already acting as a regional advisory board on transportation issues. As 

noted above, the Transportation Advisory Board (TAB) functions very much 

like a Citizens Advisory Committee of an MPO.  

MPOs address transportation planning beyond roadways, including... 

 Public transit, aviation, bicycling, walking, freight and ports, and 

coordination with other regions and transportation agencies.  
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 Evaluate MPO Committee Structures: MPOs have a Board or Policy 

Committee comprised of elected officials or their designees, and a Tech-

nical Committee comprised of staff from member agencies and other relat-

ed agencies, such as tribal corporations, who have an interest in MPO du-

ties. MSB can use its Corridor Planning Partnership as an early test of likely 

committee structure. This report recommends that partnership include a 

committee consisting of elected officials that provide big picture direc-

tion along with a technical committee of Borough, municipal and agency 

staff to provide more detailed direction.  

 Establish priorities and parameters with Alaska DOT&PF pre-MPO: 

A key finding from the peer MPO outreach component of this self-
assessment is a recommendation that the MSB establish a set of priori-

ties and MPO set-up parameters with Alaska DOT prior to official for-

mation of the MPO. If the recommendations listed above are success-

ful, MSB and Alaska DOT will both be in a good position to formalize 

these arrangements.  

 Track reauthorization status: The Borough staff should continue to 

track what is occurring at the federal level regarding transportation poli-

cies as they relate to both funding and rules regarding MPOs. Under 

normal circumstances there would be two more major federal reauthori-

zation bills passed before 2022.  

 What else? Change is occurring rapidly in the Mat-Su Borough. That 

was clearly evident during development of this self-assessment. These 

steps will help the Borough continue to grow its capacity for transporta-

tion planning.  

 Participate in the Association of MPOs Annual Conference, 

webinars and other information exchange efforts.  

 Develop an “MPO 101” presentation stemming from this report. 

There are several available online to use as examples in addi-

tion to presentations generated for this Self Assessment.  

 Organize a Travel Demand Management Coordinating Committee.  

Currently, 4 transit services operated in the MSB with varying mis-

sions and they are in need of a coordinating effort to assist in com-

munication and funding pursuits. This committee could help with 

establishing appropriate planning tools for Coordinated Transit and 

Transit Development Planning that help the area access state and 

federal transit funds.  

 Work with Alaska DOT to identify pre-MPO study needs as DOTs 

have access to funding to help with MPO establishment efforts. 

MSB can begin working with Alaska DOT to determine how and 

when to make this request.  

 Continue to improve transportation planning and decision-making. 

Efforts related to land use planning, freight, tourism development, 

community or small area planning, food systems planning and dis-

aster preparedness should have an integrated transportation com-

ponent.  

MPO Prep: Helpful Hints 

 Start small and get it right from 

the start: Focus first on the basic 

MPO requirements—MTP, TIP, UPWP 
and PPP—before branching out or 

leading complex studies.   

 Be specific in the formation of 

bylaw and committees: This helps 

establish a proper role for all those 
involved and makes the MPO more 

efficient. 

 Use the MPO as a forum for  

regional projects & coordina-

tion: Cities and the Borough have a 
formal seat at the table with DOT on 

project selection once an MPO is  

established. Use this opportunity to 
optimize coordination roles and de-

fine common expectations.  

 Be a sounding board for DOT: 

DOTs can help promote better public 

and stakeholder involvement, thus 
reducing project delays and  

controversy, when engaging the 
MPO and its member agencies.  
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Chapter 2: Transportation Framework 
The existing transportation framework in the Borough is comprised of projects 

led by the Borough’s Capital Projects division and planning directed by the 

agency’s Planning Department. This is pretty typical for such agencies. The 

Borough’s second class borough status complicates efforts given the Borough 

does not have road powers. The existing road service areas provide a source of 

revenue for transportation facility expansion and maintenance. The Mat-Su Bor-

ough remains a strategically critical area for Alaska DOT&PF as two of the 

state’s major highways—the Glenn Highway and Parks Highway—bisect the 

Borough. The Glenn Highway provides the only linkage to the interior of Alaska 

from Anchorage and the Borough is one of the only areas of the state that is 

growing at a rapid pace.  

Emerging Themes in the Mat-Su Borough 
As noted previously, the Borough is already undertaking a series of steps to 

better organize transportation planning and coordinate project development in a 

more collaborative way among diverse stakeholders. Growth pressures com-

bined with sound planning and financial practices have led to a great degree of 

worthwhile planning for the area. The Borough is in the process of updating its 

long-range transportation plan, which is very similar in context and content to 

what is required of an MPO.  

The 2017-2022 Capital Improvement Program stems from Borough code and 

provides a list of projects for transportation, schools, the port, trails, parks and 

recreation and others. A variety of funding mechanisms are utilized to fund pro-

jects within the program. These include federal funds, state grants, general obli-

gation bonds, and local funds. There are 10 priority projects identified along 

roadways on the National Highway System. Transit, community transportation 

and other maintenance projects are identified in the CIP. Not all projects are 

fully-funded and others are listed in anticipation of future funding pursuits.  

Beyond the universal issues of funding shortfalls for infrastructure, a major 

emerging issue for transportation in the Borough is in the realm of public transit, 

particularly for Valley Mover and MASCOT. The financial challenges of operat-

ing these services combined with the complexity in accessing federal transit 

funds, has stressed these systems and third party discussions are underway on 

how to potentially merge those service agencies. 

All of these emerging topics necessitating the hiring of a transportation planner 

to help coordinate these and other efforts and serve as a technical resource for 

the Borough Assembly, Planning Board and Transportation Advisory Board.   

MPO 101 
An MPO has authority and responsibility for transportation policy-making in met-

ropolitan planning areas. MPO boundaries are defined by the urbanized area 

determined by the Census plus any area that is expected to become urbanized 

over the next 20 years. MPOs ensure that existing and future expenditures for 

transportation projects and programs are based on a continuing, cooperative 

and comprehensive planning process. This is known as the 3-C process. MPOs 

also cooperate with State and public transportation operators to set spending 

levels for Federal funds that are meant for transportation projects.  

Note that some MPOs are found within agencies such as Regional Planning 

The Capital Improvement  

Program is one of many ways the  

Borough is addressing transportation 

needs. The CIP has many similarities 

to the Transportation Improvement 

Program the MPO would develop.  

This chapter contains excerpts from the 

Federal Highway Administration’s The 

Transportation Planning Process Briefing 

Book (2015 update).  

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/

publications/briefing_book/index.cfm   
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Organizations (RPOs), Councils of Governments (COGs), and others. The An-

chorage MPO, AMATS, is housed within the Municipality while the Fairbanks 

MPO, FMATS, is housed within the City of Fairbanks and includes geographic 

areas of the Cities of North Pole, Fairbanks, and urbanized portions of the Fair-

banks North Star Borough. 

MPOs serve an overall coordination and consensus-building role in plan-

ning and programming funds for projects and operations. Because MPOs 

typically neither own nor operate the transportation systems they serve, 

most MPOs will not be involved in implementing the transportation project 

priorities they establish. That role remains with the state DOT or other im-

plementing agencies, such as a county or city road/streets department. The 

MPO must involve local transportation providers in the planning process by 

including transit agencies, State and local highway departments, airport 

authorities, maritime operators, rail-freight operators, port operators, private 

providers of public transportation, tribes, and others within the MPO region.  

MPOs have to… 
By law (23 CFR 450), an MPO is defined as a policy board comprised of 

local elected officials. Representatives from local governments and trans-

portation agencies serve on MPOs and perform the six core functions that 

follow:  

1. Establish a setting for effective decision making: Establish and 

manage a fair and impartial setting for effective regional decision mak-

ing in the metropolitan area.  

2. Identify and evaluate transportation improvement options: Develop 

transportation improvement options and use data and planning meth-

ods to evaluate whether those options support criteria and system per-

formance targets. Planning studies and evaluations are included in the 

Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP).  

3. Prepare and maintain a Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP): 

Develop and update an MTP for the metropolitan area covering a plan-

ning horizon of at least 20 years. MPOs prepare MTPs using perfor-

mance measures and targets. These are the planning factors that 

MPOs and departments of transportation consider to guide their plan-

ning processes: 

 Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by 

enabling global competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency.  
 Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and 

non-motorized users.  
 Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and 

non-motorized users.  
 Increase accessibility and mobility for people and freight.  
 Protect and enhance the environment.  
 Promote energy conservation.  
 Improve quality of life for the community.  
 Promote consistency between transportation improvements and 

planned State and local growth and economic development patterns.  
 Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system 

MPO 101 

A Metropolitan Planning  

Organization is a transportation  

decision-making and planning 

body1 with representatives of local, 

state & federal government and trans-

portation authorities. It is mandated by 

the federal government for urban areas 

with a population greater than 50,000.  

 Federal law requires MPOs in Census

-designated Urbanized Areas2 of 

50,000+ population. Mat-Su Core 

Area was 44,236 in 2010.  

 Ensures federal spending on trans-

portation occurs through a  

comprehensive, cooperative, 

and continuing process through 

requirements for a Metropolitan 

Transportation Plan &  

Transportation Improvement  

Program. 

 MPO functions within its defined 

boundaries & actions of the MPO 

are governed by a decision-

making body different from the 

Borough Assembly.  

 There is a guaranteed allocation of 

federal planning funds for MPO-

related duties. 

(1)Association of Metropolitan Planning Organiza-

tions (ampo.org) 

(2)U.S. Census Definition of Urbanized Areas = Popu-

lation of 50,000 + Population Density of 500 per-

sons per square mile. 
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for all modes.  
 Promote efficient system management and operation.  
 Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system.  

4. Develop a Transportation Improvement Program (TIP): Develop a short-
range, four-year program of priority transportation 

improvements drawn from the long-range transporta-

tion plan. The MPO creates the TIP with spending, 

regulating, operating, management, and financial 

tools. The TIP represents immediate priority actions to 

achieve the area’s goals and associated system per-

formance targets.  

5. Identify performance measure targets and monitor 

whether implemented projects are achieving tar-

gets: MPOs coordinate with State and public trans-

portation operators to establish performance targets 

that address performance measures, as set forth in 

Federal law, related to surface transportation and 

public transportation. MPOs prepare plans that in-

clude performance targets addressing performance 

measures and standards. When updating the plan, MPOs also prepare a Sys-

tem Performance Report that tracks progress in meeting performance targets. 

In addition to federally required performance measures, MPOs may identify 

additional, locally significant performance indicators that support decision mak-

ing.  

6. Involve the public: Involve the general public and other affected constituen-

cies related to the essential decision making elements listed above. 

In accordance with Federal requirements, MPOs must cooperate with the State 

and providers of public transportation to create metropolitan transportation plans. 

The MPO approves the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP), while the gover-

nor and the MPO approve the TIP. 

Committees 
Every MPO has a Policy Committee (or Board) comprised largely of elected offi-

cials or appointees of elected officials in the case of agencies such as DOT. The 

Policy Committee is tasked with the authority to approve the Metropolitan Trans-

portation, Transportation Improvement Program, Unified Planning Work Program 

(budget) and other required MPO duties. They are, by law, an independent deci-

sion-making body that is not subject to oversight by other elected bodies or boards. 

This does not mean they are a threat to elected bodies such as a city council or 

Borough assembly. They are simply tasked with the authority to manage the 

MPO’s interests. It is common for an MPO to have a Technical Advisory Committee 

and Citizens Advisory Committee, and to have subcommittees on specific issues 

such as system performance, environmental justice, bicycle issues, and travel de-

mand modeling. 

There is no required structure for the advisory bodies and staff that provide plan-

ning and analysis to MPOs. Technical and Citizens Advisory Committees and a 

staff of planners led by a director also support the metropolitan transportation plan-

ning process.  The MPO’s Technical Committee is typically comprised of local 

agency planning and transportation staff as well as representatives of ports, rail-

roads, DOT, tribes, and others.  

Typical MPO Structure 

http://www.flagstaff.az.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/6470 
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The metropolitan transportation planning process must engage the public and stakeholders on an ongoing basis in all 

facets of planning, to spur dialogue on critical issues facing regions and provide opportunities for the public to contribute 

ideas. This is especially important in the early and middle stages of the process, when the plan and the TIP are devel-

oped. Special attention should be paid to groups that are underrepresented in the transportation planning decision mak-

ing process or have been underserved in terms of the expenditure of transportation dollars. A Citizens Advisory Commit-

tee may be appointed to serve the Policy Committee and Technical Committees and provide strategic direction on how 

to involve the public in MPO efforts.  

A technical advisory committee may then recommend specific strategies or projects to the MPO policy board. An adviso-

ry committee may also provide technical analysis, specialized knowledge, and citizen input on specific issues.  

MPO staff assists the Policy Committee and other committees by preparing documents, fostering interagency coordina-

tion, facilitating public input and feedback, and managing the planning process. MPO staff may also provide committees 

with technical assessments and evaluations of proposed transportation initiatives, and the MPO staff may engage con-

sultants to produce data.  

MPO & RTPO: What’s the Difference? 
An MPO is a federally-designated entity tasked with carrying out specific duties for transportation planning in urbanized 

areas (population greater than 50,000). They have federally-stipulated duties and their decisions are enforceable as it 

relates to transportation project identification and funding. Since MPO duties are granted by the federal government, 

they have special authority over transportation project identification and funding.  

A Regional Transportation Planning Organization (RTPO) is a voluntary group of nonmetropolitan area local officials and 

transportation system operators that States may assemble to assist in the Statewide and nonmetropolitan transportation 

planning process. RTPOs emphasize nonmetropolitan areas of the State. An RTPO may have additional representatives 

from the State, private businesses, transportation service providers, economic development practitioners, and the public. 

The authorities of an RTPO are granted solely by the state and have no official federal standing. See Exhibit 2-1.  

RTPO MPO Topic 

 No official federal government authority, 

but referenced in MAP-21 and FAST Act. 

 Voluntary, as designated or assigned by 

a state. 

 Mandated by federal government once ur-

banized area population is 50,000  

 Specific planning and program duties as-

signed by federal government  

 Other authorities as designated or requested 

by a state  

Statutory  
Authority 

 Non-urbanized areas  

 May exist in same county/jurisdiction as 

MPO to serve areas outside the MPO 

 Urbanized areas with population greater than 

50,000, as defined by federal  

government, plus a self-determined 20-year 
planning area 

Geographic 
Coverage 

 Only as defined by a state 

 Generally similar to LRTP and TIP in 

states with RTPOs, but plans have no 
recognized authority in federal law 

 

 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (or MTP; 

fiscally-constrained)  

 Transportation Improvement program (TIP)  

 Unified Planning Work Program (task-based 

budget)  

 Public Participation Plan (PPP) 

 Others, as determined by state or member 

agencies  

Required  
Planning 

Exhibit 2-1: Comparing Duties and Authorities of RTPOs and MPOs 
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Chapter 3: MPOs: A Peer Review 
A key element of this self-assessment is a review of similar MPOs in the west-

ern United States that have population, geographic and political frameworks 

that represent commons themes in the Mat-Su Borough. The purpose of this 

outreach to similar MPOs was to define common themes, interests and con-

cerns for establishing an MPO in the Mat-Su Borough.  

Small MPOs do not receive much attention or study across the country as the 

research emphasis tends to be focused on major metropolitan areas. Therefore, 

there is no definitive guidebook on small or new MPOs.  

Through work with Borough staff, the consultant identified characteristics for 

outreach to MPOs. These general characteristics were:  

 Urbanized area population between 50,000 and 100,000;  

 Western United States context, primarily the area known as the Intermoun-

tain West consisting of Montana, Wyoming, Idaho and Utah;  

 MPOs that formed within these areas in the past decade; and 

 Diverse organizational frameworks (e.g. county-led vs. central city-led 

MPOs).  

The goal of this study was to reach out to eight such MPOs with hopes of inter-

viewing at least five of them. The MPOs were very responsive which resulted in 

Exhibit 3-1: Peer MPOs Interviewed for the Self Assessment 
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interviews with seven MPOs. They are shown in Exhibit 3-1 below.  

They are:  

 Bannock Transportation Planning Organization – Pocatello, Idaho (pop. 

73,000) 

 Casper Area MPO – Casper, Wyoming (pop. 71,000) 

 Cheyenne MPO – Cheyenne, Wyoming (pop. 81,000) 

 Dixie MPO – St. George, Utah (pop. 105,000) 

 Great Falls MPO – Great Falls, Montana (pop. 69,000) 

 Skagit MPO – Skagit County, Washington (pop. 117,000) 

 Sun Corridor MPO – Casa Grande, Arizona (pop. 108,000) 

Additionally, the Anchorage and Fairbanks MPO were interviewed or researched as 

part of this effort to gain a better understanding of how MPOs function in the Alaska 

context and how they are similar and different from other MPOs interviewed for this 

study.  

MPOs in the Western United States 
The unique part of the outreach to other MPOs is that it allowed the direc-

tors of those MPOs to consider how they would do things if they had a 

chance to re-start or re-form the organization. While MPOs are a federally-
designated entity, they have evolved in different ways and are subject to 

unique policy and agency structures within their state. The approaches em-

ployed by state DOTs to support and provide oversight, in some instances, 

for MPOs also varies greatly. This section contains a summary of key is-

sues identified through this outreach. Detailed reports for each MPO inter-

viewed for this self-assessment are contained in the Appendix.  

Some keys findings of the MPO outreach are:  

 Small MPOs have a small staff and this makes it a challenge to focus on priorities 

beyond the MPO-required duties.  

 Be very specific in MPO bylaws regarding committee structure, roles, responsibili-

ties and processes. Establish bylaws and don’t rely strictly on the operating 

agreement.  

 Take advantage of the additional financial resources the MPO provides for plan-

ning, but don’t do planning for the sake of planning. Focus on what needs to be 

done.  

 Use the MPO as a forum for regional projects and agency coordination.  

 Relationships with the state DOT should be strong. The lack of a strong relation-

ship with the DOT can be the missing link between planning and project imple-

mentation. This requires DOTs communicating regularly with the MPO and the 

MPO should have an understanding of DOT project development.  

 If MPO is housed within a larger agency or city, establish the MPO as its own divi-

sion or department so it can focus on transportation planning work and build its 

own identity.  

Exhibit 3-2 summarizes characteristics of these MPOs and individual advice from their 

directors.  

MPO & DOT Coordination 

Relationships with the state DOT should 

be strong. The lack of a strong  
relationship with the DOT can be the 

missing link between planning and  
project implementation. This requires 

DOTs communicating regularly with the 

MPO and the MPO should have an  
understanding of DOT project  

PLANNING COMMISSION APRIL 4, 2016 Page 239



14 14 

Matanuska-Susitna Borough: MPO Self Assessment                January 2016 

MPO MPO Area 
Population 

Annual 
Budget 

Special  
Committees Advice 

Bannock TPO, 
Pocatello, ID 
 
Independent MPO 

73,000 $485,000 
($90,000 
local) 

Signal Coordination; Inter-
agency Consultation; Hu-
man Services. 

Don’t start by doing too much. 
Start with a small area, work 
together and avoid standalone 
relationships. 

Casper Area 
MPO,  
Casper, WY 
  
City is host agency 

71,000 $830,000 
($80,000 
local) 

Citizens Committee with 15 
from geographic areas and 
5 from specialty areas 
(transit, freight, aviation, 
etc) 

Be a standalone MPO as 
much as possible to conduct 
MPO business, not city or 
county business.  Create clear 
separation of powers. Be ex-
tremely aggressive in creating 
your initial bylaws. 

Cheyenne MPO, 
Cheyenne, WY 
  
Independent MPO 

81,000 $809,000 
($77,000 
local) 

Safety Committee being 
organized; works with city’s 
Greenway and School 
Traffic Safety committees 

Hire staff who can talk, who 
can convince, and get stake-
holders actively involved. 

Dixie MPO,  
St. George, UT 
  
Association of 
Governments is 
host agency 

105,000 $468,000 
($40,000 
local) 

Active Transportation; 
Transit; Air Quality; Freight. 

Facilitating discussions in the 
best way requires state and 
local input and you need a 
planning organization struc-
ture to accomplish that. 

Great Falls MPO,  
Great Falls, MT 
  
City is host agency 

69,000 $875,000 
($315,000 
local) 

Evaluating Non-Motorized 
Transportation Committee 

As MPO, establish your value 
to the local governments from 
the beginning. 

Skagit MPO,  
Mt. Vernon, WA 
  
Council of  
Governments is 
host agency 

117,000 $700,000 
($60,000 
local) 

Active Transportation, Citi-
zens Advisory (have tribal 
representative on technical 
committee 

Members need to see the ben-
efit of collaborate and have 
workable agreement on struc-
ture of the MPO. 

Sun Corridor 
MPO,  
Casa Grande, AZ 
  
Independent MPO 

108,000 $250,000 
($130,000 
local) 

New MPO, forming Eco-
nomic, Land Use and De-
velopment Committee 

You have to be clear when 
explaining the benefits of an 
MPO and make politicians 
aware of why this is happen-
ing. 

Exhibit 3-2: Peer MPO Summary Findings 

PLANNING COMMISSION APRIL 4, 2016 Page 240



15 

Matanuska-Susitna Borough: MPO Self Assessment                January 2016 

15 

MPOs in the Alaska Context 
The two MPOs in Alaska are very different in terms of administrative arrangement and duties 

given their population and context. Both can serve as an example of best practices for a future 

Mat-Su Borough MPO and a peer within the state that can provide a forum for information ex-

change.  

FMATS was established more recently than AMATS, with its designation occurring in 2003 

following the 2000 Census.  AMATS was established in 1968. FMATS has more recent institu-

tional arrangements that are a model for the Borough.  

Some other organizational characteristics are:  

 Both AMATS and FMATS have an  DOT&PF Area 

Planner assigned to the MPO area. Those planners 

are housed at Central and Northern Region, respec-

tively. They do not work for the MPO; they work for 

and are funded  by DOT& PF. Some MPO planning 

funds (called PL) are used to assist in funding a posi-

tion at DOT&PF.  

 FMATS employs a director, 1 planner and a 1/2 time 

administrative assistant. FMATS is housed at the City 

of Fairbanks (a local municipality within the Fairbanks 

North Star Borough).   

 Fairbanks North Star Borough receives funding to em-

ploy a full-time transportation planner from the MPO’s federal PL funds, but this staff per-

son has duties for all Borough transportation issues. FMATS also funds a portion of a 

transportation planner position at the FNSB.  

 AMATS has a director and 4 planners on staff and is housed at the Municipality of Anchor-

age (a unified Borough). 

FMATS. The Fairbanks Metropolitan Area Transportation System (FMATS) is more likely than 

Anchorage to be a peer model for the Mat-Su Borough due to population and governance ar-

rangement. The Fairbanks North Star Borough, like the Mat-Su, is a second class borough 

(without road powers, which creates some complexities with the matching of federal funds). 

The cities of Fairbanks and North Pole are member agencies of the MPO. The Borough, cities, 

DOT and DEC are the members of the Policy Board. Other local organizations such as the 

airport, a tribal corporation, the trucking industry and Alaska Railroad serve on the technical 

committee.  

MPO 
MPO Area 

Population 

Annual  

Budget  
(PL funds) 

Notable Features 
Special  

Committees 

FMATS, 

Fairbanks, AK 
  

  

67,000 $368,000 Technical committee members 

include 2 Cities, Borough, 
DOT&PF, DEC Air Quality, Fort 

Wainright, University, Railroad 
and Tanana Chiefs Conference 

Seasonal Mobility 

Task Force; new 
Freight Advisory Com-

mittee (2016).  

AMATS, 

Anchorage, AK 

289,000 $1.262 million Policy Board/Committee is com-

prised of only 5 voting mem-
bers (Mayor, 2 Assembly Mem-

bers, DOT, Air Quality) 

Citizen’s Advisory 

Committee; Air Quali-
ty; Freight; Bicycle/

Pedestrian; 

Exhibit 3-3: FMATS and AMATA Summary 

FMATS Organizational Structure  
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In 2007 FMATS completed an Organizational Study to determine how the agency should 

be organized and managed. Like this self-assessment, the Organizational Study reached 

out to eight MPOs to get a sense of how they are staffed and how they function.  

 Public Participation. One of the strengths of FMATS that sets it apart from other 

MPOs interviewed is the extensive lengths staff goes to involve the general public in 

the planning process. Where other MPOs have not updated their Public Participation 

Plans in several years, FMATS continually reviews and updates their based on feed-

back, technology and participation trends. Beyond getting word out and soliciting 

opinions, the MPO has several opportunities for the public to participate including 

committees and open meetings such as ongoing corridor studies and the continual 

Seasonal Mobility Task Force. 

 Multifaceted Efforts. FMATS is engaged in a variety of planning efforts beyond their 

required duties. FMATS adopted a Complete Streets Policy in 2015 (and cities 

passed resolutions supporting it). They have conducted corridor plans and bicycle 

and pedestrian plans, funded multiuse facilities for non

-motorized users, and have been a key participant in 

transit projects throughout the region. The MPO led a 

committee to determine enhancements to a downtown 

green space area along with a corresponding inclusion 

of public art and historical signage.  

 DOT Relationship. One of the most striking issues 

unearthed with the interview is the sometimes frac-

tured and contentious nature of the relationship with 

Alaska DOT&PF. In recent years there has been con-

tinued disagreement over process, involvement, and 

even oversight. The challenges seem to come down to 

a loss of historical knowledge in working with MPOs. 

The key to this for future consideration of MPO status 

in Alaska is to get off to a clear and agreeable founda-

tion.  

AMATS. Anchorage Metropolitan Area Transportation Solutions (AMATS) is housed with-

in the Municipality of Anchorage. The boundaries of the MPO are wholly contained within 

the Municipality of Anchorage, which means there are no other cities or boroughs with 

elected officials operating within the MPO other than Anchorage. With a population of 

289,000, AMATS has additional requirements for an MPO as a Transportation Manage-

ment Area (or TMA). This also gives AMATS more access and more direct control of fed-

eral funding in order to manage transportation congestion more systematically. The popu-

lation base, governance structure, applicability of Alaska laws to AMATS and status as a 

TMA make it very different from how a Mat-Su Borough MPO would be organized. Addi-

tionally, AMATS does not develop its own TIP; DOT&PF does it for them. 

What is applicable is how AMATS functions and how it performs its required duties. 

Based on a review of its products and knowledge of its staff, it is a very well-managed 

MPO and delivers a lot of the MPO-required elements via in-house staff management. It 

should be a model for the Mat-Su in terms of its products and initiatives, recognizing that 

the resources available in the Mat-Su will be less than what AMATS has to work with.  

AMATS Organizational Structure  
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Chapter 4: Mat-Su MPO: What would it look like?  
The Mat-Su Borough would be a unique MPO within the United States if designated 

after the 2020 Census. Most MPOs have a central city that constitutes the majority of 

the population base of the MPO. Fairbanks, for example, has an MPO population of 

67,000 with the City of Fairbanks population at 32,000 (roughly 48% of the total MPO 

population). The Mat-Su MPO would likely have the majority of its population living in 

unincorporated areas surrounding Wasilla and Palmer, as is the case with the current 

Urbanized Cluster in the Core Area.  

Given this likely scenario, along with the Mat-Su Borough government model being 

more conducive to managing the MPO’s functions, it is advised that the Borough be 

the host agency for the MPO rather than one of the cities. Based on current Urban 

Cluster boundaries, the cities of Wasilla and Palmer would be member agencies with 

seats on the MPO Policy Committee. MPOs are asked to consider a 20-year plan-

ning horizon when defining the boundaries of the MPO, which could bring Houston 

into the boundaries (but this is not assured and those boundaries can be smoothed 

based on a variety of factors).  

Operating Agreement 
An operating agreement is signed at the onset of establishing an MPO. The governor 

of Alaska must designate the MPO and agencies such as the Mat-Su Borough, mu-

nicipalities and Alaska DOT&PF are parties to the agreement. The agreement out-

lines the duties of the MPO pertaining to  MTP, TIP and UPWP, as well as any other 

requirements. It also sets forth parameters for amendments to these planning efforts 

and reporting requirements to the state and federal government.  

The operating agreement sets forth the roles and responsibilities of the MPO as they 

pertain to federal law. The agreement also establishes the membership of the policy 

committee (or Board). The membership on the technical committee is not as pre-

scriptive as the sections of the agreement related to the policy committee, thus allow-

ing the technical committee to evolve and add members as necessary.  

The peer MPOs revealed that many MPO directors felt the bylaws stemming from the 

operating agreement, as well as mutually-agreed upon roles and responsibilities for 

DOT and the MPO, were critical to get right before the MPO is designated. As noted 

previously, the ongoing actions by the Borough on various transportation planning 

efforts sets a great example for how this may proceed if an MPO is designated.  

Staffing & Organization  
Based on feedback from other MPOs, it is advised that the Mat-Su Borough, at mini-

mum, make the MPO its own department within the Borough framework and consider 

the prospects of making it an independent agency.  

While many said an independent MPO is likely to be more successful, that does not 

appear to be as feasible in the short-term. Currently, there are few special purpose or 

independent public agencies in Alaska, which makes the prospects for a fully inde-

pendent MPO more difficult to consider and hard for elected officials and the public to 

understand. An independent MPO should remain an option to consider as MPO des-

ignation nears and more is known about staff arrangements, committee structure and 

MPO funding. Based on growth pressures and emerging challenges for transit ser-

vices, there appears to be the need for the Borough to evaluate a more comprehen-

sive transportation governance structure to address a variety of transportation chal-

lenges.  

Given existing governance  

arrangements, the Borough is 

the logical host agency for a 

future MPO. The operating 

agreement and bylaws should 

be coordinated by Borough 

staff with coordination from 

DOT and cooperation from  

municipalities.  
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An important element to consider is that the MPO Director answers to the Policy Committee of the MPO, not necessarily 

the Borough Assembly, which can make the arrangement as a Borough department potentially confusing to those in-

volved. Outlining the roles and responsibilities of the MPO director early in the process can help address these likely 

conflicts. This is key to preventing issues with who the MPO reports to. Borough functions such as platting and local 

planning approval are not federal functions required by an MPO.  

Based on funding formulas, the MPO should have resources available to hire at least one additional staff member to 

help the MPO perform its functions and serve the committees. In an organizational arrangement where the MPO is its 

own department, a staff person could be tasked with dual roles of serving the existing Borough-wide advisory commit-

tees, such as the TAB. This should not be construed as using MPO funds to do non-MPO planning outside the MPO 

boundaries; rather it’s a statement of likelihood that employment duties may overlap in terms of technical expertise of 

MPO staff.  

Committees  
Based on existing arrangements with policy and technical committees in Fairbanks and Anchorage, Exhibit 4-1 outlines 

what a Mat-Su Borough MPO committee structure could be given the current boundaries of the Urban Cluster and exist-

ing government agencies and stakeholders.  

AMATS created Exhibit 4-2 to show how the MPO committee structure fits within the Borough Assembly structure given 

the Assembly does not have direct authority over the actions of the MPO. AMATS asks the Municipal Assembly to 

Committee FMATS AMATS MSB Equivalent 

Policy  Fairbanks North Star Borough 

Mayor 

 Fairbanks North Star Borough 

Assembly Member 
 City of Fairbanks Council Member 

 City of Fairbanks Mayor 

 City of North Pole Mayor 

 ADOT&PF Northern Region Di-

rector 
 DEC – Division of Air Quality 

 Municipality of Anchorage 

Mayor 

 Municipal Assembly Member 

 Municipal Assembly Member 

 ADOT&PF Commissioner  

(or designee) 

 DEC Commissioner  

(or designee) 
 Non-Voting Member: 

Municipal Assembly Member 

Alternate 

 Mat-Su Borough Mayor 

 Mat-Su Borough Assembly 

Member (x2) 

 City of Palmer Mayor 

 City of Wasilla Mayor 

 ADOT&PF Central Region 

Director (or designee) 

  

Technical Local Members 

 City of Fairbanks  Engineer 

 City of Fairbanks PW Director 

 City of North Pole PW Director 

 Borough Planning Director 

 Borough Transit Director 

 Borough Planning Commission 

 Fort Wainwright 

 UAF 

 Fairbanks Airport 

 Freight Carriers 

 Tanana Chiefs Conference 

  
State Members 

 Alaska Railroad 

 DOT&PF Planning Manager 

 DEC Air Quality 

  

  

Local Members 

 Health & Human Services 

 Public Transportation 

 Community Development 

 Project Management & Engi-

neering 

 Traffic Division 

 Port of Anchorage 

 Air Quality Advisory Com-

mittee 
  

State Members 

 ADOT&PF Central Region 

Planning 
 ADOT&PF Regional Pre-

Construction 

 DEC 

 Alaska Railroad 

Local Members 

 Mat-Su Borough Chief of 

Planning 
 Mat-Su Borough Capital 

Projects Director 

 Palmer City Planner 

 Wasilla City Planner 

 MASCOT Director 

 Valley Mover Director 

 Port Mackenzie Director 

  

State Members 

 ADOT&PF Central Region 

Planning 
 ADOT&PF Regional Pre-

Construction 

 DEC 

 Alaska Railroad 

Exhibit 4-1: Potential Committee Structure for a future Mat-Su Borough MPO * 

* This table is for comparison purposes only and does not represent a recommendations on committee structure for a MSB MPO. It is 

intended show the equivalent committee members from FMATS and AMATS; MSB MPO committees are determined by future bylaws. 
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adopt the Metropolitan Transportation and TIP via ordinance as the official transpor-

tation plan for the Borough. This would differ in the Mat-Su Borough given the long-
range plan and capital improvement plan identify projects for the entire Borough. An 

easy solution would be to combine the Borough-wide plans with MPO plans to com-

prise a comprehensive sets of plans for the entire Borough.  

Any special committees in the Mat-Su MPO should be coordinated with existing ad-

visory committees for Borough-wide interests in the interest of minimizing the 

amount of resources needed to support these committees. Likely special commit-

tees for a Mat-Su Borough MPO would be:  

 Citizens Advisory Committee (coordinated with existing TAB);  

 Active Transportation and Trails Advisory Committee (coordinated with Borough

-wide committee);  and 

 Freight Advisory Committee (coordinated with any port committees).  

It is advisable to have an odd number of members on committees.  

Exhibit 4-2: AMATS Illustrations Show How the Assembly Fits in the MPO Structure 

PLANNING COMMISSION APRIL 4, 2016 Page 245



20 20 

Matanuska-Susitna Borough: MPO Self Assessment                January 2016 

Chapter 5: What’s next?  
The Introduction & Executive Summary included a synthesis of the major rec-

ommendations to the Mat-Su Borough to continue to build its transportation 

planning and governance capacity leading up to the eventual designation of an 

MPO. This chapter includes more details on those recommendations, including 

possible timelines and stakeholders who are critical to the success of each rec-

ommendation.  

These are not intended to be prescriptive recommendations as policies, funding 

and other circumstances will change between 2015 and 2022. The Borough can 

continue to work toward these goals and adjust them as necessary.  

This chapter concludes with a Give-Gain Grid to identify partnership roles in 

achieving these recommendations based on what each partner stands to give 

and gain.  

Build Upon Existing Planning Practices 
The Long-Range Transportation Plan slated to be complete in 2016 will resem-

ble a Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) like those developed by exist-

ing MPOs. The Long-Range Transportation Plan will be slated for an up-

date around 2020, roughly two years before MPO designation could occur. 

The 2020 update should be organized under the established rules for devel-

oping a Metropolitan Transportation Plan for an MPO. It should identify 

which projects are planned within the Urban Cluster boundary and those 

that are outside this boundary as a way to begin illustrating how planning 

occurs in those two geographic areas. It should also include transit agen-

cies. 

MTP development is a very time-consuming process for an MPO. Aligning 

the next long range plan update approach with MPO requirements provides 

MSB with a compliant long range plan at the time of MPO designation, 

which allows the newly-formed MPO to focus its time and efforts on other re-

quired MPO duties. Alaska DOT&PF should be a part of this process to prepare 

the agency for future coordination with the MPO. The MSB Capital Improvement 

Plan is similar in nature to the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) re-

quirements of an MPO, which is to develop a short-term four-year program of 

priority transportation improvements. While not as well-aligned with Transporta-

tion Improvement Programs (TIP) required of MPOs, the CIP does establish a 

foundation for development of a TIP within the MSB. A formal TIP will have to 

be coordinated with Alaska DOT as their projects are required to be included.  

Pursuing RTPO designation is duplicative 
Currently, there is no evident benefit to the Borough pursuing RPO status at this 

time since the Borough is already invested in its planning staff, a transportation 

planner, current planning efforts and a Transportation Advisory Board. The TAB 

already serves as a representative body of the Borough for transportation plan-

ning. The TAB is already acting as a regional advisory board on transportation 

issues. As noted above, the Transportation Advisory Board (TAB) functions very 

The Metropolitan Transportation  Plan 

MTP development is a very time-
consuming process for an MPO. Aligning 

the next long range plan update ap-

proach with MPO requirements provides 

MSB with a compliant long range plan at 

the time of MPO designation, which al-

lows the newly-formed MPO to focus its 

time and efforts on other required MPO 
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much like a Citizens Advisory Committee of an MPO. In fact, it probably pro-

vides a greater, more formalized voice than similar committees.  

Some states, such as Washington and North Carolina, have established 

RTPOs as a way to align rural and small non-MPO urban areas planning efforts 

with the methods employed by MPOs. In those states the goal is to put these 

non-MPO areas on a more level playing field. MAP-21—the latest transporta-

tion reauthorization bill of record—includes language about RTPOs as a best 

practice, but they are not required and have no official federal status that would 

be beneficial to the Mat-Su Borough. RTPOs remain voluntary organizations 

and some states have formalized their roles to keep the organizations con-

sistent across the state.  

Further, Alaska has no statute that addresses RTPOs, their makeup and the 

role they would play within the DOT’s programming and planning efforts. The 

DOT has the right to designate RTPOs but has not taken that step. Without 

that, any attempt to organize an RTPO would add an additional layer of effort 

or even bureaucracy to what is already an effectiveset of planning practices in 

the Borough. The Borough is encouraged to continue to collaborate with DOT 

and improve methods for corridor planning and project development. The long-
term goal should remain preparing for MPO status.  

 

 

 

Evaluate MPO Committee Structures  
The committee structure of an MPO is important to properly consider so 

committees reflect the needs of the municipalities and other transportation 

services/organizations within the MPO’s boundaries. This should be the 

primary purpose of the Committees since their input and feedback into the 

MPO’s practices, as well as DOT efforts that must be collaboratively 

merged into the MPO’s plans and programs, is critical to representing the 

diverse transportation interests in the region.  

All MPOs have a Board or Policy Committee comprised of elected officials 

or their designees, state officials, and a Technical Committee comprised of 

staff from member agencies and other related agencies, such as tribal cor-

porations, who have an interest in MPO duties. MSB can use its Corridor 

Planning Partnership as an early test of likely committee structure and this 

report recommends that partnership include a committee consisting of 

elected officials that provide big picture direction along with a technical 

committee of Borough, municipal and agency staff to provide more detailed 

direction. Any lessons learned through this effort will assist in formation of MPO 

committees.  

The current MSB Assembly is comprised of elected officials that lead the Bor-

ough. The Transportation Advisory Board is comprised of Borough-wide repre-

sentatives. Under an MPO framework, the Policy Board will, at minimum, likely 

include the Borough Mayor, a Borough Assembly Member, the Mayors of cities 

within the MPO boundaries, and a representative of the state DOT.  

The Technical Committee would include planning staff of the Borough and cit-

ies, as well as representatives from transit services operating within the MPO 

Committee Structure 

Under an MPO framework, the Policy 

Committee will, at minimum, likely  
include the Borough Mayor, a Borough 

Assembly Member, the Mayors of cities 

within the MPO boundaries, and a  
representative of the state DOT and 

DEC.  The Technical Committee would 

include planning staff of the Borough 

and cities, as well as representatives 

from transit services operating within the 

MPO boundaries, a Port representatives, 

tribal corporations within the MPO 

boundaries, the Alaska Railroad, Alaska 

DOT and other state agencies, as nec-

essary.  
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boundaries, a Port representatives, tribal corporations within the MPO bounda-

ries, the Alaska Railroad, Alaska DOT and other state agencies, as necessary.  

The MPO equivalent to the current MSB Transportation Advisory Board would 

be a Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) comprised of various representatives 

from communities and non-governmental organizations within the MPO bounda-

ry. Under an MPO, the TAB would still existing to represent non-MPO areas of 

the Borough and could serve a dual role to represent MPO areas or have desig-

nated member(s) from within the MPO boundary. As the Borough pursues this 

in greater detail, it may need to make adjustments made to the TAB to align 

with these boundaries.  

Establish the bylaws at the start, as FMATS as done, and do no rely on the op-

erational agreement as the bylaws. AMATS also recommended establishing the 

CAC at start of MPO duties to better allocated staff resources, as they are 

tasked with supporting the various committees and adding it later can upset 

existing work tasks.  

 

 

 

Establish priorities and parameters  

with DOT pre-MPO  
A key finding from the peer MPO outreach component of this self-
assessment is a recommendation that the MSB establish a set of priorities 

and MPO set-up parameters with Alaska DOT prior to official formation of 

the MPO.  

If the recommendations listed above are successful, MSB and Alaska DOT 

will both be in a good position to formalize these arrangements and have more 

collaborative planning outcomes. There is not a consistent setup for MPOs in 

Alaska at present given the stark differences in the governance framework of 

FMATS and AMATS. The MSB will present the state with another unique frame-

work given that the Borough will likely be the lead planning agency.  

The most important outcome in establishing priorities and parameters with the 

DOT pre-MPO is to minimize the effort and burden placed upon MSB in estab-

lishing and managing the MPO. It is best that the MPO is allowed to proceed 

with its required MPO duties to develop approaches that are mutually-agreed to 

by the Borough and DOT. This includes establishing parameters by which pro-

jects are identified in the MTP and how they are then programmed into the TIP. 

Identification of projects for the TIP within the MPO boundary should be a col-

laborative process and not a top-down identification of projects based solely on 

DOT identification methods. MSB should have just as strong a role in determi-

nation of these parameters as DOT in order to avoid future conflicts while en-

suring that the MPO’s first duty is to serve the Borough and member agencies 

within its boundaries. Since MSB does not have road powers, the issues of 

match should also be considered before designation.  

 

 

Working with DOT 

The most important outcome in  
establishing priorities and parameters 

with the DOT pre-MPO is to minimize 

the effort and burden placed upon MSB 

in establishing and managing the MPO. 

It is best that the MPO is allowed to pro-

ceed with its required MPO duties to  
develop approaches that are mutually-
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Track reauthorization status  
The Borough staff should continue to track what is occurring at the federal level 

regarding transportation policies as they relate to both funding and rules regard-

ing MPOs. Under normal circumstances there would be two more major federal 

reauthorization bills passed before 2022. However, nothing has been normal in 

recent years when it comes to transportation policy.  

The federal transportation bill is always a hotly debated topic in the world of 

transportation planning. The primary outcome of the bill is a set of funding pro-

grams that determines how federal gas tax revenues are distributed. The bill 

also establishes new policies and programs that impact MPOs. The current bill 

has undergone a series of continuing resolutions and few mainstream govern-

ance changes have occurred in recent bills as they related to MPOs.  

The primaries duties of MPOs (MTP and TIP) are well-established and likely to 

remain in place with minor adjustments as federal laws change and new plan-

ning requirements emerge. There is always talk of major changes to MPOs, but 

so far Congress has been unwilling to tackle these issues as the stability of the 

highway trust fund remains the top priority in political circles. By tracking 

reauthorization and communicating with other MPOs in the state and else-

where, MSB can continue to evolve its approach to transportation planning 

and preparation for MPO designation. Communication and coordination 

with FMATS and AMATS on this topic will be beneficial to the Borough as 

they are regularly in receipt of the latest information on federal transporta-

tion legislation.  

 

 

What else?  
Change is occurring rapidly in the Mat-Su Borough. That was clearly evi-

dent during development of this self-assessment. Growth places pressure upon 

public services and the transportation system. Currently the Borough has no 

formal transportation governance structure to manage roads and transit sys-

tems due to its status as a Second Class Borough. The recent hire of a trans-

portation planner within the Borough’s Planning Department is a commendable 

and timely act to help better coordinate several transportation efforts and align 

somewhat disparate transportation interests that are in place today.  

Some items to consider in the coming years for the MSB related to transporta-

tion policy, governance and information dissemination that will serve the Bor-

ough well as it moves toward MPO designation include: 

 Participate in the Association of MPOs Annual Conference, webinars 

and other information exchange efforts: The national association repre-

senting MPOs tracks the latest in federal policy changes and coordinates 

the annual conference. Sending a representative to this conference every 

two years or so will help keep MSB in communication with others who are 

Travel Demand Management 

Organizing a Travel Demand Manage-

ment Coordinating Committee with exist-

ing MSB resources will allow the discus-

sions on regional transit, vanpool, 

rideshare, and other area services to 

have a hub for dialogue. An MPO will 

bring additional opportunities for urban-

ized area transit funding and help build 

the regional  dialogue about multi-modal 

mobility needs.   
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addressing the same challenges. AMPO also has forums for elected officials and it may ben-

efit the Borough Manager, the Borough Mayor, Assembly member and municipal elected offi-

cials to participate in webinars for elected officials. AMATS pays for a statewide MPO mem-

bership, which means the Borough can coordinate with them on AMPO events and dissemi-

nation of MPO-related information.  

 Organize a Transit Coordinating Committee: Four different transit services operated in the 

MSB with varying missions. From commuter services to rural transit to demand response, 

these services could benefit from regular discussions amongst one another with the MSB 

organizing the effort. It is a common practice in the United States that county-wide or county-
like agencies coordinate these efforts; some providing more robust funding and management 

support.  

 Work with Alaska DOT to identify pre-MPO study needs: Per FHWA, DOTs have access 

to funding to help with MPO establishment efforts. MSB can begin working with Alaska DOT 

to determine how and when to make this request. One potential early-stage effort would be a 

legal review of applicable state and federal statutes related to MPOs, Borough duties and 

other planning and transportation functions. This legal review would establish some side-

boards for MPO organizational features and policies.  

 Continue to improve transportation planning and decision-making: Transportation sys-

tems and services touch on all aspects of economic and community development in the Bor-

ough. Any efforts related to land use planning, freight, tourism development, community or 

small area planning, food systems planning and disaster preparedness should have an inte-

grated transportation component. The results of these efforts can easily be merged into the 

future MTP for the Borough. 

 Establish a regional coordination framework for transportation and planning with 

AMATS & Anchorage: The MSB and Anchorage area have reliance upon one another and 

should engage in more frequent staff-level regional planning discussions. Until an MPO is 

established, this could be a semi-annual meeting among key planning and municipal staff to 

discuss emerging issues and topics relevant to both regions. It could also lay the groundwork 

for a more formal series of discussions among policymakers. In the future, if each has an 

MPO, a more established method of coordination could be formed via subcommittees of 

each MPO’s policy and technical committees that is tasked with discussing mutual interests.  

Give-Gain Grid 
The Give-Gain Grid identifies partnership roles and responsibilities. The basic premise of a part-

nership is realizing that true partnerships rely on a complex set of influences that each party in-

volved both contributes to (“gives”) and receives benefits (“gains”) from that partnership. The Mat

-Su Borough may use this as it moves forward with various transportation planning efforts as the 

roles are not exclusive to preparing for MPO designation.  

Some “gives” are tangible and come in the form of financial support, staff support, dedication of 

land, or dedication of products and services. Some are simply writing letters of support or pro-

moting an action item. The “gains” can also be tangible in the form of more stable business cli-

mate, a better community image, visitor attraction, and a safer community.  

The partners listed in Exhibit 5-1 represent the “here and now” in terms of who would most likely 

to be involved in organizing and contributing to an MPO.  
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Partner Gives Gains 

Matanuska-Susitna  

Borough 

 Leadership & support 

 Update plans and related policies with an 
eye  toward future MPO requirements 

 Secure Funding and seek grants 

 Work with DOT and other public agen-
cies to collaborate on planning and pro-
jects 

 Staff time to work with other agencies 
and businesses to continue to gather 
support 

 

 Transportation governance and planning  
capacity with financial support from FHWA 

 Predictability in transportation decision-
making 

 Improve conditions for residents and busi-
nesses 

 Improved quality of life 

 Safer and coordinated transportation sys-
tems 

 Improved economic development 

 Transportation funding goes farther and 
impacts more of the region 

Municipalities  Leadership & support of Borough’s goals 
and efforts 

 Assist in seeking funding and policy 
changes, where applicable 

 Public support for MPO-related planning 
efforts 

 Staff time to work with the Borough and  
others on committees and plans  

 Predictability in transportation decision-
making 

 Alignment of transportation planning with 
land use policies 

 Improve conditions for residents and busi-
nesses 

 Improved quality of life 

 Safer and coordinated transportation sys-
tems 

 Improved economic development 

 Increased funding for regionally beneficial 
transportation infrastructure 

Alaska DOT&PF  Leadership & support of Borough’s goals 
and efforts 

 Help pursue/obtain seed money for MPO 
preparation 

 Technical assistance when requested 

 Conduit for communication with FHWA 

 Be a partner in planning 

 Work to incorporate design and project  
recommendations  

 Predictability in transportation decision-
making 

 Alignment of state transportation planning 
with local transportation planning 

 Accomplish mission to “keep Alaska moving 
through service and infrastructure.” 

 More efficient utilization of resources 

Transit Services  Support Borough initiatives 

 Attend coordination meetings and partici-
pate on committees 

 Be involved in all transportation planning 
effort to promote transit needs 

 Organize and mobilize riders to provide 
public input on transportation planning 

 Greater stability in service and financial  
resources 

 A coordinated voice for transportation and 
transit needs 

 Improved customer service 

 Opportunities for growth  

Transportation  

Advisory Board,  

Planning  

Commission &  

Aviation  

Advisory Board 

 Provide input to various Borough plan-
ning efforts 

 Continue to serve as the citizens’ voice in 
transportation and as borough repre-
sentative to the public 

 Participate in special committees and 
public meetings 

 Help gather and promote public input 

 Improved advisory capacity 

 Predictability in transportation systems 

 Improved communities 

Exhibit 5-1: Give-Gain Grid for MPO Stakeholders & Parnters 
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The following organizations and individuals were interviewed as part of the MPO Self Assessment.  
 MSB Assistant Borough Manager, 
 MSB Planning Staff, 
 MSB Capital Projects Staff, 
 MASCOT,  
 Valley Mover,  
 MSB Assembly Members Colligan and Doty,  
 Chickaloon Transit, 
 Sunshine Transit 
 AMATS staff 
 FMATS staff 
 ADOT&PF Planning staff, including Mat-Su Area Planners 
 
The following organizations were presented the draft findings of the MPO Self Assessment:  
 MSB Mayor and Assembly Members, 
 MSB Planning Board, 
 MSB Transportation Advisory Board, 
 Houston, Palmer and Wasilla Mayor and Council Members via an October 2015 joint meeting.  
 

Appendix A: Outreach & Involvement 
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 FHWA Transportation Planning Process Briefing Book:  

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/publications/briefing_book/fhwahep15048.pdf 

 23 CFR 450 Federal Highway Administration—Planning and Research (MPO law) 

http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?tpl=/ecfrbrowse/Title23/23cfr450_main_02.tpl 

 MPO 101: Introduction to the Purpose & Function of a Metropolitan Planning Organization:  

http://www.flagstaff.az.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/6470 

 Hillsborough (FL) The Joy of Looking Ahead to 2025, Recipes for Transportation Planning Success:  

http://www.planhillsborough.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/08/Joy-of-Looking-Ahead-to-2035-Citizens-

Guide-to-Transportation-Plan.pdf 

 FMATS Public Participation Plan (2013) 

http://fmats.us/wp-content/uploads/2012/08/Public-Participation-Plan-Final-10.16.13.pdf 

 Alaska Stat. § 35.30.010 Review and Approval by Local Planning Authorities 

http://codes.lp.findlaw.com/akstatutes/35/35.30./35.30.010. 

Appendix B: References 
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The following individuals were responsible for  leading the MPO Self Assessment, including researching 

state and federal laws, compiling the report, and reaching out to stakeholders, agencies and other 

MPOs.  

Don Kostelec, AICP—Kostelec Planning, LLC, Asheville, NC 

Kostelec Planning is an urban planning and policy consulting firm that specializes in transportation 

planning and healthy community planning. Kostelec Planning’s clients include Metropolitan Planning 

Organizations (MPOs), state DOTs, regional/rural planning organizations (RPOs/RTPOs), 

county and municipal governments, advocacy groups, health agencies, federal government 

agencies and non-profits.  

Don Kostelec is a veteran of more than 13 years of working directly with MPOs and RTPOs. During his pri-

vate sector career (2008 to 2015), Don has led or supported projects with 12 MPOs in Washington, Idaho, 

Tennessee, New Jersey and North Carolina. 

Prior to his consulting work, Don served for six years on the Boise area MPO’s (COMPASS) Technical Advi-

sory Committee and was chair of that committee for two years. He also served on  Idaho’s statewide MPO 

balancing committee, which was a consortium of the MPOs and state DOT to ensure full obligation of federal 

Surface Transportation Funds allocated to urban and urbanized areas of the state.  

Chris Danley—Vitruvian Planning, Boise, ID 

Mr. Danley is principal of Vitruvian Planning in Boise, Idaho. He has 10 years of transportation plan-

ning experience with an emphasis on  active transportation, project development and impact assess-

ment. His projects have focused on transportation efforts in many facets: Bicycle and pedestrian plans; 

transit plans; financial performance analyses; technology integration projects; and land use inte-

gration.   

He has worked with state DOTs, MPOs and municipalities on several local and regional efforts. 

Projects have included Safe Routes to School efforts, Health Impact Assessments associated 

with bicycle, pedestrian and greenway plans, and Complete Street policy assessments. Achievements in-

clude: Certified Safe Routes to School instructor; League of American Bicyclists Certified Instructor; 

NACCHO Certification in Health Impact Assessments; and launching a new course, “Community Health and 

the Built Environment,” through Boise State University.  

Jessica Smith—Mat-Su Borough Transportation Planner, Palmer, AK 

Jessica is a transportation planner merging planning, design, public policy and communication. With an edu-

cation firmly rooted in transportation systems and more than 7 years of A/E/C industry experience, Jessica 

combines the roles of technical expert with public policy awareness in a niche skill set at the Matanuska-
Susitna Borough. At the Borough she works in tandem with the long-range planning, capital projects, 

and public works departments to coordinate transportation planning efforts for the Mat-Su Borough.  

Prior to joining the Borough in 2015, Jessica was a communications and public involvement coordinator 

for CRW Engineering Group in Anchorage. She also worked in Fairbanks for the Fairbanks Metropoli-

tan Area Transportation System (FMATS) where she assisted with day-to-day operations of the Coor-

dinator's Office. Projects included facilitation of citizen's advisory groups, project-specific committees, 

and both the FMATS Technical and Policy Committees. Other duties included project management of 

planning efforts such as the College Road Corridor Study, Historical Plaques Placement Project, and 

the Downtown Greenspace Public Art project. Ms. Smith spearheaded FMATS public involvement 

efforts to better inform the Fairbanks area community such as the development of the new FMATS 

website, participation in the ADOT&PF Super Open House 2013, and the City of Fairbanks Open House in 

Spring 2013.  

Appendix B: Personnel  
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Bannock Transportation Planning Organization, Pocatello, Idaho 

Appendix D: MPO Peer Region Profiles/Summaries 
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Bannock Transportation Planning Organization, Pocatello, Idaho 
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Casper MPO, Casper, Wyoming 
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Casper MPO, Casper, Wyoming 
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Dixie MPO, St. George, Utah 
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Dixie MPO, St. George, Utah 
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Skagit MPO/COG, Mt. Vernon, Washington 
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Skagit MPO/COG, Mt. Vernon, Washington 

PLANNING COMMISSION APRIL 4, 2016 Page 263



38 38 

Matanuska-Susitna Borough: MPO Self Assessment                January 2016 

Sun Corridor MPO, Casa Grande, Arizona 
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Sun Corridor MPO, Casa Grande, Arizona 
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Great Falls MPO, Great Falls, Montana 
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Great Falls MPO, Great Falls, Montana 
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Cheyenne MPO, Cheyenne, Wyoming 
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Cheyenne MPO, Cheyenne, Wyoming 
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October 2015 Presentation to MSB Assembly, Planning Board, TAB  

and MSB/Houston/Palmer/Wasilla Joint Meeting 

Appendix E. October 2015 Self Assessment Presentation 
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 By: Jessica Smith 
 Introduced: March 21, 2016 
 Public Hearing: April 4, 2016 
 Action:  

 
MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH 

PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 16-14 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH PLANNING 
COMMISSION RECOMMEND THE MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH ASSEMBLY 
AMEND MSB 15.24.030 ADOPTING THE MATANUSKA-SUSISTNA BOROUGH 
METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION (MPO) SELF-ASSESSMENT. 

WHEREAS, in the 2011 Federal Register the US Department of 

Commerce Census Bureau recorded the Urban Cluster (UC) of Lakes-

Knik-Fairview-Wasilla, Alaska at a population of 44,236 based on 

the 2010 decennial census data (Vol. 76 No. 164); and 

WHEREAS, the Matanuska Susitna Borough is Alaska’s fastest 

growing Borough with an average annual growth rate of 4% from 

2000 – 2010; and 

WHEREAS, the current designated Lakes-Knik-Fairview-Wasilla 

Urban Cluster is likely to be designated as an Urbanized Area 

(UZA) following the 2020 Decennial Census; and 

WHEREAS, federal transportation legislation requires that a 

Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) be designated for each 

Urbanized Area (UZA) with a population of more than 50,000 

people in order to carry out the metropolitan transportation 

planning process, as a condition of Federal aid (49 USC 5303-

5306 and 23 USC 134); and 
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WHEREAS, to proactively prepare for this federal mandate, 

the Borough has actively engaged in research of MPO policy and 

interviews with regional transportation stakeholders; and 

WHEREAS, the MSB MPO Self-Assessment is a brief, action-

oriented document tailored specifically for the anticipated MSB 

Urbanized Area’s transportation system and its stakeholders; and 

WHEREAS, by adopting this study, the Borough can move 

forward with implementation of the recommendations to ensure 

preparedness for the anticipated 2020 MPO designation. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Matanuska-Susitna 

Borough Planning Commission hereby recommends The Matanuska-

Susitna Borough Assembly Amend MSB 15.24.030 Adopting The 

Matanuska-Susitna Borough Metropolitan Planning Organization 

(MPO) Self-Assessment. 

ADOPTED by the Matanuska-Susitna Borough Planning 

Commission this ___ day of ___, 2016. 

 

 JOHN KLAPPERICH, Chair 
ATTEST  
 
 

 

MARY BRODIGAN, Planning Clerk  
(SEAL) 

 
 
YES:  

NO:  
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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:  March 25, 2016 

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 

 
 
April 18, 2016 (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 
• Resolution 16-15, requesting a setback variance to allow the handicap access ramp/deck 

at the Trapper Creek Inn to remain setback 15.9 feet from the Parks Highway right-of-
way; located at 23471 S. Parks Highway; MSB Tax Account # 26N05W29D007; within 
Township 26 North, Range 5 West, Section 29, Seward Meridian. (Staff: Susan Lee, 
Applicant: Trapper Creek Inn) 

 
Public Hearing Legislative 

 (None) 
 
Unfinished Business 

 (None) 
 
New Business 

 (None) 
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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) 
• Tews Junkyard CUP, 17N03W09A019. (Staff: TBD) 
• Burnett Variance. (Applicant: Stephen Spence, Staff: Susan Lee) 
• Three Bears Liquor Package Store CUP, Big Lake. (Staff: Susan Lee) 
• Knik Super Store Package Store Expansion CUP. (Staff: Susan Lee) 

 
Legislative 

• 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) 

 
 

Other Upcoming Administrative Actions (Not going to the PC) 
• Nash/Chijuk Creek NRMU Timber Transportation Permit.  (Staff: Susan Lee) 
• MEA Lazelle Substation into Herning Substation Public Participation Plan. (Staff: 

Susan Lee)  
• Davis Legal Nonconforming Status Determination for a structure. (Staff: Susan 

Lee) 
• Trapper Creek Inn, Legal Nonconforming Status Determination for a structure, 

26N05W29D007. (Staff: Susan Lee) 
• Tew’s Earth Materials Extraction Administrative Permit; 17N02W09C004. (Staff: 

Susan Lee) 
• Trapper Creek Bluegrass Festival Special Events Permit. (Staff: Susan Lee) 
• QAP/Sandstrom Earth Materials Extraction Administrative Permit, 

19N04W02B004. (Staff: Mark Whisenhunt) 
• Crystal Shores Nonconformity Determination. (Staff: Mark Whisenhunt) 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 
PC Decisions Currently Under Appeal 

• 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) 

• Resolution 15-43, a resolution adopting findings of fact and conclusions of law to 
support the Planning Commissions failure to approve Resolution 15-36, 
approving a set-back structure for a new building in Clester Extension. BOAA 
Appeal Hearing scheduled for April 25, 2016. (Staff: Susan Lee, Applicant: Ivan 
and Lynne Schuening) 

 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Updates/Presentations/Work Sessions 

• Planning Commission Powers (Staff: Lauren Driscoll, Alex Strawn, and Assistant 
Borough Attorney) 

 
 

Updates on PC items going to the Assembly (Pending) 
 
 

Planning Commission Assembly 
Reso ORD/Reso # IM 

Resolution 16-01, A resolution recommending the 
Assembly approval of Ordinance Serial Number 
16-003 Amending MSB 17.60 to include Permit 
Requirements and Standards for Marijuana Related 
Facilities, and Repealing Inapplicable Definitions. 
Referred to the Planning Commission on December 
15, 2015, for 45 days. (Staff: Alex Strawn) 

ORD # 16-018 IM # 16-029 

Actions: 01/04/16 – PC Introduction 
01/18/16 – PC Public Hearing – Amended/Approved 
02/02/16 – Assembly New Business 
03/01/16 – Assembly Public Hearing – Postponed until 03/15/16 
03/15/16 – Assembly Public Hearing – Postponed until 04/05/16 

 
 

Planning Commission Assembly 
Reso ORD/Reso # IM 

Resolution 16-05, A resolution recommending 
Assembly adoption of the Seldon Road Extension 
Corridor Access Management Plan. (Staff: Mike 
Campfield) 

ORD # 16-__ IM # 16-__ 

Actions: 01/08/16 – PC Introduction 
02/01/16 – PC Public Hearing – Approved 
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Planning Commission Assembly 

Reso ORD/Reso # IM 
Resolution 16-07, A resolution recommending 
Assembly approval of an Interim Materials District 
(IMD), known as Alsop East; located on Tract A, 
Point MacKenzie Phase I Subdivision; within 
Township 15 North, Range 4 West, Section 27, 
Seward Meridian. (Staff: Susan Lee, Applicant: 
MSB Land Management) 

ORD # 16-__ IM # 16-__ 

Actions: 02/01/16 – PC Introduction 
03/07/16 – PC Public Hearing – Amended/Approved 
04/05/16 – Assembly Introduction 
04/19/16 – Assembly Public Hearing 

 
 

Planning Commission Assembly 
Reso ORD/Reso # IM 

Resolution 16-10, a resolution recommending 
Assembly approval to classify lands and approve 
said lands for inclusion in the 2016 Competitive 
Sealed Bid Land Sale (MSB007129). (Staff: Nancy 
Cameron) 

ORD # 16-__ IM # 16-__ 

Actions: 03/07/16 – PC Land Classification – Approved 
04/05/16 – Assembly Introduction 
04/19/16 – Assembly Public Hearing 

 
 
Updates on PC items going to the Assembly (Complete) 
 
(None) 
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