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STAFF REPORT Case #: U13-02 and A13-27 
                                                                  Prepared by:     Planning Staff 

                                            Meeting Date:  May 14, 2013                      
 

 
 
 
I.       SUMMARY FACTS: 
 
Applicant: Matanuska Electric Association (MEA) 

Proposal: Construction of new 80-100 feet tall 115 kV double circuit 
transmission lines, with a 100 feet wide right-of-way 
easement, extending from the new Eklutna generation 
station to the Herning substation at S. Denali Street located 
within the Wasilla city limits. 

Location: A corridor extending west from Seward-Meridian Highway on 
the north side of the Parks Highway and then crossing to the 
south side of the Parks Highway behind Creekside Plaza 
shopping center and then across to the north side of the 
Palmer-Wasilla Highway Extension and then west along the 
Palmer-Wasilla Highway Extension to just east of Glenwood 
Avenue and then north to the existing Herning substation 
(see transmission line corridor on attached drawings dated 
December 7, 2012.) 
 

Parcel Size: N/A 
 

Existing Zoning Commercial and R-2, Residential Districts 
 

Comprehensive Plan: Generally Commercial and Business 
 

Surrounding Land Uses: North: 
South:  
East:    
West: 

Commercial 
Commercial 
Commercial 
Commercial 

 
II. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
That the Planning Commission approve Option #1, listed at the end of this staff report, 
that continues the public hearing until there has been a joint meeting(s) with MEA, City of 
Wasilla staff, Matanuska-Susitna Borough staff, the Alaska Railroad, and the Alaska 
Department of Transportation and Public Facilities to identify a route, other than the 
currently proposed route, that minimizes impacts to commercially zoned parcels, scenic 
mountain views, and residents.  
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III. ELEVATION OF PERMIT DECISION 
 
16.12.040 Elevation. 

 
The planner may elevate any use permit decision to the planning 

commission at any time between the acceptance of the application and the close 
of the decision period. The elevation must be based on a written finding that the 
permit decision satisfies one or more of the following criteria: 

 
A.     The proposed use could have significant negative effects on or 

conflict with existing land uses adjoining the site in a manner or to a degree that 
warrants consideration by the commission; 

 
B.     The proposed use could have significant negative impacts on the 

utility system, traffic flow or city-provided services; 
 
C.     The proposed use could conflict with adopted city policies or raises a 

particular issue or set of issues in a manner or to a degree that warrants 
consideration by the commission;  

 
D.     A written request for elevation has been received from an official 

reviewing party. To be valid an objection from a reviewing party must cite 
conflict(s) with city policy or unusual negative impacts from the proposed use; 

 
E.     A request to elevate has been received from two or more members of 

the commission. The planner must determine that the request from the 
commission member satisfies one or more of the criteria above. (Prior code § 
16.43.406) 
 
Staff Finding: Staff is elevating this request to the Planning Commission for their 

review based on Subsections A and C above.   
   
16.16.020 Procedure for elevations. 

 
Once a permit approval has been elevated for review (see Section 

16.12.040), the following procedures apply: 
 

A. Public Notice. If the planners’ approval is elevated the planner shall: 
1. Place the application on the agenda of the next available 

meeting of the commission; 
2. Publish the agenda item in a newspaper of general circulation 

or place a public service announcement on radio or television. The published 
notice must set out the time, date and place of the hearing, the name of the 
applicant the address or general location of the property and subject or nature of 
the action; 

3.  Within five days of elevation issue a public hearing notice; 
4.   Mail or electronically transfer a copy of the public hearing 

notice to the applicant, the commission members, the neighborhood association 
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if the neighborhood has an approved neighborhood plan and to appropriate 
reviewing parties; 

5.   The public hearing notice shall be sent to the owners of 
property, as listed on the Matanuska-Susitna Borough property tax rolls, located 
within a minimum of one thousand two hundred (1,200) feet of the lot lines of the 
development. The public notice shall be posted in city hall and on the site. Staff 
will allow a minimum of ten (10) days (fourteen (14) calendar days) from the date 
of public notice mailing before scheduling a public hearing on the request before 
the planning commission. 

  
B. Decision. The commission shall review the planners draft 

recommendation, and may hear comment(s) from reviewing parties, the applicant 
and the public. The commission shall decide either to deny, approve or approve 
with conditions, or the commission may with concurrence of the applicant return 
the approval to the planner for further review as a new use permit application. 
(Prior code § 16.43.502) 
 
IV. COMPLIANCE WITH WMC 16.16.050 – GENERAL APPROVAL CRITERIA 
 
16.16.050 An administrative approval, use permit, elevated 

administrative approval, elevated use permit or conditional 
use may be granted if the following general approval criteria 
and any applicable specific approval criteria of Section 
16.16.060 are complied with. The burden of proof is on the 
applicant to show that the proposed use meets these criteria 
and applicable specific criteria for approval. An approval shall 
include a written finding that the proposed use can occur 
consistent with the comprehensive plan, harmoniously with 
other activities allowed in the district and will not disrupt the 
character of the neighborhood. Such findings and conditions 
of approval shall be in writing and become part of the record 
and the case file.  

 
16.16.050(1)&(5)  Neighbors/Neighborhoods. Due deference has been given to 

the neighborhood plan or comments and recommendations 
from a neighborhood with an approved neighborhood plan. 

 
Staff Finding: There are no approved neighborhood plans for neighborhoods 

along the proposed transmission line route nor does the route 
propose to go through established neighborhoods.  However, 
comments have been received from affected property owners and 
residents of the City expressing concerns about the proposed 
transmission lines and the impact on the affected property owners, 
the residents, and the City as a whole. 
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16.16.050(2) Plans. The proposal is substantially consistent with the city 
comprehensive plan and other city adopted plans. 

 
Staff Finding: This criterion is not met.  The proposed route is not substantially 

consistent with the City Comprehensive Plan.   
 

The over-arching vision outlined in the Comprehensive Plan is to 
take the necessary steps to ensure the City remains region’s major 
commercial center, generates the sales tax revenue that is required 
to maintain the quality of life for its residents, and enhances the 
visual attractiveness of the community.   
 
The proposed centerline of the transmission line is within the right-
of-way of two of the main commercial corridors within the City – the 
Parks Highway and the Palmer-Wasilla Highway Extension.  
Additionally, this area has the most potential for additional 
commercial development since there are several large 
commercially zoned properties.  
 
The Parks Highway and Palmer-Wasilla Highway Extension 
commercial corridors contain some of the largest sales tax 
generators within the City.  Since the City’s entire budget is based 
on the collection of sales tax, existing and future sales tax dollars 
are essential for the City to improve the quality of life, safety, and 
welfare of its citizens.  
 
The 100-foot easement that will be required for the transmission 
lines will consume a large square footage of valuable commercial 
real estate along these commercial corridors.  This will discourage 
further commercial development in these areas, which is 
inconsistent with the following goals, objectives, and/or actions 
within the Comprehensive Plan (copies of the applicable sections 
are included in the packet): 
 

 Encourage development opportunities that support the City’s 
role as a regional commercial center. (Land Use, Goal 2).   

 Encourage expansion of the City’s major commercial areas 
to accommodate regional demands. (Land Use, Goal 2, 
Objective 2.1).  

 Continue to promote and enhance the City’s future as the 
region’s major center for commerce, services, visitor 
hospitality, culture and arts, transportation and industry. 
(Economic vitality, Goal 1). 

 Adopt policies and programs that will ensure that the City 
remains the preferred place in the Valley for shopping, 
services, employment, arts, entertainment, sports, and 
culture. (Economic vitality, Goal 1, Objective 1.1) 
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 Encourage the development of new anchor developments, 
facilities, and attractions that generate economic activity. 
(Economic vitality, Goal 1, Objective 1.3) 

 
The 80-foot towers supporting the transmission lines and the 
requirement that the easement for the transmission lines be cleared 
of vegetation, including required landscaping for commercial 
development, will seriously degrade the visual attractiveness of the 
Parks Highway and Palmer-Wasilla Highway Extension commercial 
corridors, which is inconsistent with the following goals, objectives, 
and/or actions within the Comprehensive Plan (copies of the 
applicable sections are included in the packet):   
 

 Preserve and enhance the City’s unique community assets 
(Community Assets, Goal 4). 

 Enhance the City’s visual appearance and identity. 
(Community Assets, Goal 4, Objective 4.2). 

 Work to tap community pride and owners’ self interest in 
enhancing properties along the Parks Highway by partnering 
with the Chamber of Commerce and other organizations on 
community beatification and cleanup efforts. (Community 
Assets, Goal 4, Action 4.2.2). 

 Collaborate with ADOT&PF to identify ways to preserve 
landscaping along state roadways and minimize dust 
pollution from winter maintenance. (Community Assets, Goal 
4, Action 4.2.3). 

 
16.16.050(3) Special Uses. The proposal is substantially consistent with the 

specific approval criteria of Section 16.16.060. 
 
Staff Finding:  This criterion is not applicable since there are no specific approval 

criteria for utility facilities.  
  
16.16.050(4) Reviewing Parties. Due deference has been given to the 

comments and recommendations of reviewing parties. 
 
Staff Finding: The City mailed 568 notices to neighboring property owners within 

a 1200’ radius from the proposed centerline of the transmission 
lines and 25 review agencies.  In response to the notices, City staff 
received comments in opposition to the proposed transmission 
lines from business owners and City residents.  The comments in 
support of the project were received from residents in the Fairview 
Loop area, which is directly affected by the Cottle substation route 
that was presented by MEA as another optional route.  Copies of all 
comments are included in this packet.  Any comments received 
after the compilation of the packet will be provided at the public 
hearing and can be addressed at that time. 
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16.16.050(6) Fire Safety and Emergency Access. The proposal shall not 
pose a fire danger as determined by the State Fire Marshal or 
the fire chief of the district in which the proposed use is 
located. Adequate access for emergency and police vehicles 
must be provided. 

 
Staff Finding: This criterion is met since no comments were received from the 

Borough Fire Chief expressing concerns about a potential fire 
danger for the proposed transmission lines. 

  
16.16.050(7) Traffic. The proposed use shall not overload the street system 

with traffic or result in unsafe streets or dangers to 
pedestrians… 

 
Staff Finding: This criterion is not applicable since the proposed transmission 

lines will not generate any additional traffic on the City’s street 
system. 

     
16.16.050(8) Dimensional Standards. The dimensional requirements of 

Section 16.24.010 are met. 
 
Staff Finding:  This criterion is not met.  The only dimensional requirement that 

applies to this request is a 75 feet required setback from the mean 
high-water mark of a water course or water body, including lakes, 
streams, and rivers.  The code prohibits any building or footings 
within this setback area.  The proposed route crosses over 
Cottonwood Creek but the applicant did not provide any information 
regarding whether any transmission line poles would be installed 
within the setback area.   NOTE:  Although the Code does not 
identify a maximum height for utility facilities, buildings in the 
Commercial zoning district may not exceed 35 feet in height without 
conditional use approval by the Planning Commission and signs 
cannot exceed 25 feet in height without approval of a variance by 
the Planning Commission.  These height restrictions show that the 
City recognized the potential negative impacts caused by taller 
buildings and structures.  

.   
16.24.050(9)  Parking.  The parking, loading areas, and snow storage sites 

for the proposed development shall be adequate, safe and 
properly designed.  The developer may be required to install 
acceptable lighting at pedestrian or vehicular access points.   

 
Staff Finding: This criterion is not applicable since parking is not required for utility 

facilities.    
  
16.16.050(10) Utilities. The proposed use shall be adequately served by 

water, sewer, electricity, on-site water or sewer systems and 
other utilities. 
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Staff Finding:  This criterion is not applicable since the proposed use is a utility 

facility. 
  
16.16.050(11) Drainage. The proposed use shall provide for the control of 

runoff during and after construction. All roads and parking 
areas shall be designed to alleviate runoff into public streets, 
adjoining lots and protect rivers lakes and streams from 
pollution. Uses may be required to provide for the 
conservation of natural features such as drainage basins and 
watersheds, and land stability. 

 
Staff Finding: This criterion is not met.  The applicant did not provide any 

information regarding methods to control runoff during construction, 
including potential impacts to Cottonwood Creek.    

  
 Although MEA provided a map showing the flood zone areas, they 

did not address the code prohibition of clearing native vegetation 
within 75 feet of the water’s edge.  

 
16.16.050(12) Large Developments. Residential development of more than 

four units or non-residential development of more than ten 
thousand (10,000) square feet gross floor area may be required 
to provide a site plan showing measures to be taken for the 
preservation of open space, sensitive areas and other natural 
features; provision of common signage; provision for 
landscaping and provisions for safe and effective circulation 
of vehicles, pedestrians and bicycles.  Nonresidential large 
developments must be located with frontage on one of the 
following class of streets:  interstate, minor arterial, major 
collector or commercial. 

 
Staff Finding:   This criterion is not applicable since this is not a large lot 

development.   
  
16.16.050(13) Peak Use. The proposed use shall not result in significantly 

different peak use characteristics than surrounding uses or 
other uses allowed in the district. 

 
Staff Finding:  This criterion is not applicable.   
 
16.16.050(14) Off-Site Impacts. The proposal shall not significantly impact 

surrounding properties with excessive noise, fumes or odors, 
glare, smoke, light, vibration, dust, litter, or interference in any 
radio or television receivers off the premises, or cause 
significant line voltage fluctuation off the premises. Radio 
transmitters and any electronic communications equipment 
regulated by the Federal Communications Commission is 
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specifically excluded from regulation by this section. Welding, 
operation of electrical appliances or power tools, or similar 
activities that cause off site impacts as described above are 
specifically regulated by this subsection. Buffering may be 
required to ameliorate impacts between residential and 
nonresidential uses. The owner of the property upon which the 
buffer is constructed is responsible for the maintenance of the 
buffer in a condition that will meet the intent of these criteria. 

 
Staff Finding:  This criterion is met since the proposed transmission lines will not 

create excessive noise, fumes or odors, glare, smoke, light, 
vibration, dust, litter, interference with radio or television receivers, 
or cause significant line voltage fluctuation off the premises. 

   
16.16.050(15) Landscaping.  The proposed use shall be designed in a 

manner that minimizes the removal of trees and vegetative 
cover, and shall conform to the standards in this title 
concerning the provision and maintenance of landscaping, 
and any landscaping plan that is required for the proposed use 
under this title.  The approval authority also may condition 
approval on the provision of the following: 

  
a. A fenced storage area for common use, adequate to 
store boats, trailers, snowmobiles, recreational vehicles and 
similar items. 

 b. Adequately sized, located and screened trash 
receptacles and areas.   

 
Staff Finding:    This criterion is not met.  MEA’s requirement for a 100 feet wide 

right-of-way easement that is cleared of vegetation, shrubs, 
landscaping features, or trees is inconsistent with this criterion.  It is 
also inconsistent with the purpose of the landscaping standards, 
which is to “…enhance the community’s environment and visual 
character, provide attractive and functional separation and 
screening between uses, and to attract visitors and tourists to the 
city for the economic benefit of everyone in the community.”  The 
code also states that only 70 percent of a lot may be cleared of 
vegetation.  Any vegetation that MEA clears that is located on 
private property will count toward the maximum amount that be 
cleared for development.  Also, removal of vegetation or 
landscaping on currently developed properties may cause them to 
be out of compliance with the City’s landscape regulations. 

 
In MEA’s response to this criterion, they stated that “MEA will 
construct and maintain the project in compliance with WMC 
16.33.030(F) and 16.33.030(I).  However, their utility easement 
policy prohibits landscaping within the easement and these 
sections encourage landscaping within the easements provided 
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that it does not interfere with the installation, maintenance or repair 
of the utility (see MEA’s clearing brochure and vegetation rules and 
regulation in the Supplemental Information section of this packet.)  
This is inconsistent with the landscaping regulations in WMC 16.33 
and 16.24.040(D)(4).    

      
16.16.050(16) Walkways, Sidewalks and Bike Paths.  Pedestrian walkways or 

bicycle paths may be required where necessary to provide 
reasonable circulation or access to schools, playgrounds, 
shopping areas, transportation or other community facilities. 
Improvements must be constructed to standards adopted by 
the engineer. 

 
Staff Finding:  This criterion is not applicable to a utility facility. 
 
16.16.050(17) Water, Sewage and Drainage Systems. If a proposed use is 

within five hundred (500) feet of an existing, adequate public 
water system, the developer may be required to construct a 
distribution system and the connection to the public system. A 
developer may be required to increase the size of existing 
public water, sewer or drainage lines or to install a distribution 
system within the development. The commission may require 
any or all parts of such installation to be oversized. The 
developer must submit to the engineer an acceptable plan that 
shows that if within ten (10) years an increase in capacity will 
be required to serve other areas how these needs will be met 
by oversized facilities. When installation of oversized facilities 
is required, the developer shall install such facilities at their 
own expense. The developer shall be reimbursed the amount 
determined by the engineer to be the difference in cost 
between the installed cost of the oversized utility lines and the 
installed cost of the utility lines adequate to serve both the 
development concerned and all other land to be served by the 
lines which is owned or under the control of the developer, 
provided the developer may not be required to install facilities 
unless funds for such oversizing have been appropriated for 
the purpose by the city and there is a sufficient unencumbered 
balance in the balance in the appropriation. No reimbursement 
may be made unless the developer has entered into such 
agreement with the city, including conveyances of personal 
property including lines, lift stations and valves and 
conveyances of land or rights in land, as the city determines 
may be necessary to ensure complete control by the city of its 
sewer, drainage and water lines when they are extended to 
serve the property of the developer.  Notwithstanding the 
requirement that the developer construct improvements to 
existing systems, the commission may elect to accomplish the 
design or construction, or both, of improvements to be made 
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to existing public systems.  In such a case, the commission 
may require advance payment to the city of the estimated cost 
of work to be accomplished by the city. The developer shall 
reimburse the city for all expenses of such design or 
construction not paid in advance.  A public system is adequate 
if, in the judgment of the engineer, it is feasible for the 
developer to make improvements to the public system which 
will provide the increased capacity necessary to serve the 
existing users and the new development at the same level as 
is being provided to the existing users.  Prior to approval of a 
use for which a community water system is required, the 
developer must submit evidence showing that there is 
available a satisfactory source of water.  A source of water is 
satisfactory only if it can be shown that the proposed source 
will produce water sufficient in quality and quantity to supply 
the development. The water system and the connection 
between such distribution systems and the source must be 
sized and constructed to meet fire flow and hydrant 
requirements for fire protection and that the developer has 
obtained or can obtain a water appropriation permit or 
certificate for the water from the state. The system must be 
built to city specifications available from the engineer. 

 
Staff Finding:  This criterion is not applicable since water, sewage, and drainage 

systems are not required for utility facilities.   
 
16.16.050(18) Historic Resources. The proposed use shall not adversely 

impact any historic resource prior to the assessment of that 
resource by the city. 

 
Staff Finding:  The MSB Cultural Resources Office did not submit any comments.  

However, MEA should contact them prior to any clearing or 
construction.    

    
16.16.050(19)   Appearance. The proposed use may be required to blend in 

with the general neighborhood appearance and architecture. 
Building spacing, setbacks, lot coverage, and height must be 
designed to provide adequate provisions for natural light and 
air. 

 
Staff Finding:  This criterion is not met.  The proposed 80-100 feet tall 

transmission lines with the 100 feet wide right-of-way easement 
cleared of vegetation will cause significant visual impact on the 
scenic mountain views along the proposed route and will decrease 
the attractiveness of the community and this gateway corridor if the 
vegetation is removed within the required utility right-of-way 
easements. Also, the requirement to clear all landscaping within the 
100 feet wide right-of-way causes the proposed transmission lines 
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to be more visible since there will be no vegetative buffer to soften 
or screen the appearance or a vegetated background to minimize 
the starkness and massive size of the structures. 

 
 Currently, there are no above ground transmission lines located 

along the right-of-way for the Parks Highway, Palmer-Wasilla 
Highway Extension, and abutting frontage roads, with the exception 
of a short section on the north side of the Parks Highway on the 
southern property line of the Target shopping center.  This is 
consistent with the majority of the commercial businesses or 
shopping centers within the City.  This includes Wal-Mart, Home 
Depot, Lowe’s, Ford, Sportsman’s Warehouse, Fred Meyer, The 
Valley Cinema, Sears, Creekside Plaza shopping center, and 
others. This shows a clear desire on the part of business owners 
within the City to have underground utilities, even though they 
typically pay the cost to bury them.   

 
 MEA’s response to this criterion is that, “A transmission line is 

typically compatible with commercial development along a major 
transportation corridor…”  However, as indicated above, the 
businesses within the city limits have chosen to have a more 
attractive “curb appeal” by placing the utilities underground or 
accessing utilities from the rear of the property.  Also, the proposed 
transmission lines will be 45 feet taller than any building/structure 
permitted within the city limits. 

 
16.16.050(20) Open Space and Facilities. The applicant may be required to 

dedicate land for open space drainage, utilities, access, parks 
or playgrounds. Any dedication required by the city must be 
based on a written finding that the area is necessary for public 
use or safety and the dedication is in compliance with adopted 
municipal plans and policy. The city finding shall conclude 
that a direct connection exists between the development and 
the need for the provision of the dedication… 

 
Staff Finding: This criterion is not applicable for a utility facility.   
 
 16.16.050(21) Winter Hassles. The proposed use shall not significantly 

increase the impact on the surrounding area from glaciation or 
drifting snow. 

 
Staff Finding: This criterion is met since the proposed use will not significantly 

increase the impact on the surrounding area from glaciations or 
drifting snow.   
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V. FINDINGS 
 
Process Findings:  
 
Application: Planning staff has determined that the application along with 

supporting data is complete and submission requirements were met 
in a timely manner. 

 
Public Notice:   All public noticing requirements of WMC 16.16.040(B) have been 

met.  Public notices were mailed on April 25, 2013 with additional 
email notices sent on April 29, 2013, allowing for the proper number 
of days in which to comment in accordance with 16.16.040, and an 
advertisement for the hearing ran in the April 21, April 28, May 5, 
and May 1, 2013 editions of the Frontiersman. 

 
Comment Period:   The written comment period was appropriately given and 

comments received by mail have been included in the packet.  Any 
comments received after distribution of the May 14, 2013 packet 
will be provided at the meeting.  

 
Public Hearing:   The public hearing is scheduled in compliance with the 

requirements of WMC 16.16.040(D). 
 
Decision:   Draft Findings of Fact are included as Exhibit A in the attached 

Planning Commission Resolution Serial No. 13-06 supporting the 
Commission’s decision in compliance with WMC 16.16.040(6). 

 
VI. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL: 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Based on the information in the staff report above, public comments, and other 
information included in the public hearing packet, staff finds that the proposed 80-100 
feet tall transmission lines with a 100 feet right-of-way easement cleared of vegetation is 
not consistent with the vision for the City, which is included in the policies, goals, 
objectives, statements, and actions in the City’s Comprehensive Plan, Land 
Development Code, Mission Statement, and the City Council Goals and Initiatives.  As 
proposed, the transmission lines will have a detrimental effect on the visual appearance 
and scenic resources along the proposed route and will negatively impact existing and 
future commercial development/re-development on commercially-zoned properties due 
to the reduction in developable square footage from the 100 feet wide right-of-way 
easement and the visual impact of the tall transmission lines along these corridors. 
 
Therefore, staff has prepared the following options for the Planning Commission to 
consider and recommends that the Commission agree with Option 1:   
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OPTION 1:  
 
Continue the public hearing to allow time for a joint meeting(s) with MEA, City of Wasilla 
staff, Matanuska-Susitna Borough staff, the Alaska Railroad, and the Alaska 
Department of Transportation and Public Facilities to identify additional routes that are 
consistent with City’s Comprehensive Plan and other applicable policies and codes and 
that minimize impacts to residents and business owners.   
 
The meeting continuation will also provide the applicant time to gather any additional 
meeting that the Planning Commission needs in order to thoroughly review the request.   
 
OPTION 2:  
 
Approve Version 1 of Resolution Serial No. 13-06, which approves construction of the 
proposed transmission lines along the route shown on the map attached to the 
resolution as Exhibit B.  This route was selected by staff since it is consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan and meets all of the approval criteria.  Note:  The resolution would 
need to include which types of transmission structures are permitted along the route 
(see the proposed transmission pole types requested by MEA contained in the packet.) 
 
OPTION 3:  
 
Approve Version 2 of Resolution Serial No. 13-06, which approves the request 
submitted by MEA in AA13-27 and U13-02 with the following conditions: 
 

1. The lines must be installed underground; and 
2. The underground utilities must be installed within the corridor shown 

on the drawings dated December 7, 2012. 
 
Note:  The resolution would need to include which types of transmission structures are 
permitted along the route (see the proposed transmission pole types requested by MEA 
contained in the packet.) 
 
OPTION 4: 
 
Approve Version 3 of Resolution Serial No. 13-06, which approves the request 
submitted by MEA in AA13-27 and U13-02.  Note:  The resolution would need to include 
which types of transmission structures are permitted along the route (see the proposed 
transmission pole types requested by MEA contained in the packet.) 
 
OPTION 5: 
 
Approve Version 4 of Resolution Serial No. 13-06, which denies the request submitted 
by MEA in AA 13-27 and U 13-02.  Note:  The resolution would need to include which 
types of transmission structures are permitted along the route (see the proposed 
transmission pole types requested by MEA contained in the packet.) 
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Listed below are City Staff’s comments and questions regarding the information 
submitted by the Applicant in the permit application cover letter, responses to the 
general approval criteria, and the two reports that contain the analysis of the 
proposed routes for the transmission lines for Administrative Approval Permit 
#A13-27 and Use Permit #U13-01: 
 
CITY STAFF’S GENERAL COMMENTS: 
 
 Allowing MEA to construct 80-100 feet tall structures with four levels of transmission 

lines will create a visual blight on the City of Wasilla. If constructed along the 
proposed route, these transmission lines will have a permanent, long-term impact on 
residents and businesses in the area.   
 

 According to MEA’s application materials, construction of the proposed transmission 
lines is not necessary to bring the new Eklutna power plant online.  The purpose of 
the new transmission lines is to add redundant circuits into the Herning substation 
and reduce the potential for power outages.  Also, According to testimony given by 
Joe Griffith to the RCA on March 13, 2013, power will still be transmitted to the 
Valley from the new power plant and provide a looped transmission system even if 
the proposed transmission line is not built. He stated that,  

 
“We can still feed through the existing line right here, and we also in our 
long-range plan will build from this area to Douglas Substation. So that 
will, in effect, give us a looped transmission system in the Valley and 
that’s what’s long been needed up there.” 

 
 MEA did not involve the public or solicit input until AFTER the studies identified the 

preferred routes.  They should have solicited input earlier from all of the affected 
parties before identifying routes to consider.   
 

 MEA has always intended to utilize the Parks Highway/Palmer Highway Extension 
route.  The studies completed for MEA last year identified this route as the preferred 
route and MEA has included this route at each of the open house and public 
hearings.  Joe Griffith made it perfectly clear that MEA intends to push forward with 
this route as indicated in his testimony below given to the RCA on March 13: 

  
“…the next step is to go to the courts and have that argument in the 
courts. I have a right to be in that right-of-way along the highway.”  

 
 The MSB Planning Commission recently adopted a resolution requesting that MEA 

work with the borough’s Planning Commission and planning staff, City of Wasilla, 
Alaska Department of Transportation, and Alaska Railroad to create a route that will 
minimize public concerns and create the best possible route (a copy of Reso. 13-17 
is included in the packet.) 
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 There are other routes available for the transmission lines that are consistent with 
the City’s Comprehensive Plan and minimize impacts to residents and businesses.  
The City provided comments to MEA during the public hearing required by the MSB 
and also met with MEA on at least two separate occasions to discuss alternative 
routes.  However, when MEA submitted the permits to the City, both in the fall of last 
year and spring of this year, the route was basically the same route as the preferred 
route shown at the open house in October 2012.  Even though MEA conducted two 
additional open house meetings and a public hearing, the only new route proposed 
was the route near Fairview Loop, which impacted numerous homes and received 
serious opposition by the residents in that area.     

 
 The Parks Highway and the Palmer-Wasilla Highway Extension are two of the City’s 

primary commercial corridors – they have Commercial zoning and Commercial 
future land use designations. 

 
 There are currently no transmission lines along the Parks Highway beginning at 

Seward-Meridian and extending west into the city limits until New Maney Drive 
where they cross the Parks Highway from the north side to the south side.  Then 
they begin again at east property line of Target and extend to the west property line 
of Target.  There is also a short stretch of transmission lines on the south side of the 
Parks Highway directly in front of Bailey Furniture and Auto Zone.  The remainder of 
the Parks highway from Palmer-Wasilla Highway west to Main Street does not have 
any transmission lines along the highway except for a short stretch on the south side 
that extends through the gravel pit area.  There are no overhead transmission lines 
along the Palmer-Wasilla Highway Extension within the proposed transmission line 
route.   

 
 The majority of the large commercial businesses or shopping centers within the City 

do not have above-ground utilities on their site or in the right-of-way abutting their 
property lines.  This includes Wal-Mart, Home Depot, Lowe’s, Ford, Sportsman’s 
Warehouse, Fred Meyer, The Valley Cinema, Sears, Creekside Plaza shopping 
center, and others. 

 
 The tallest structures within the City limits along the Parks Highway and the Palmer-

Wasilla Highway Extension are the street lights that are approximately 34 feet tall.  
Additionally, within the city limits, signs are not allowed to exceed 25 feet tall and 
buildings must be 35 feet tall or less unless approved by the Planning Commission.   
The tallest sign within the city limits is the Mug Shot Saloon sign, which is 
approximately 35 feet tall and is a legal non-conforming sign.  Also, there are only a 
few cell towers within the city limits and most are approximately 100-120 tall and 
each cell tower is required to submit an individual permit application, which is 
elevated to the Planning Commission to determine if the tower is consistent with the 
City’s Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Code and are compatible with 
the surrounding area.   

 

398 of 1057



Q&A – A13-27 & UP 13-01 
Page 3 of 12 

 Although MEA is requesting permit approval and not a variance, the Planning 
Commission should not accept the argument of “pecuniary hardship or 
inconvenience” as the reason for approving the request.  The negative impact to the 
visual aesthetics and scenic mountain vistas along the proposed route is enormous.  
Additionally, the requirement for 100 feet wide right-of-way easements and large 80-
100 feet tall transmission lines along the property lines of large vacant commercial 
tracts within the City will negatively impact the ability to attract commercial 
businesses to this area.  In addition to the visual blight and blocking of scenic vistas 
(especially from the P-W Hwy. Ext.), the proposed 50 feet wide right-of-way 
easement on private commercial property will take away the use of valuable 
commercial real estate.  

 
 

  

399 of 1057



Q&A – A13-27 & UP 13-01 
Page 4 of 12 

CITY STAFF’S ISSUES, CONCERNS, AND QUESTIONS REGARDING 
THE PROJECT: 

1. Why is a 100 feet wide right-of-way easement required with no vegetation other 
than grass?   
 
STAFF RESPONSE:  MEA needs to provide any justification for the 100 feet 
wide easement.   
 
Other transmission line easements in Alaska (e.g. Chugiak and Knik-Goose Bay 
Road area) and throughout the United States only have a 40-50 feet total right-
of-way width cleared of vegetation (see examples in packet.)   
 

2. How were the right-of-way acquisition costs calculated that are shown in MEA’s 
analysis reports? 
 
STAFF RESPONSE:  MEA needs to provide this information. 
 

3. If the Parks Highway/Palmer-Wasilla Highway Extension route is chosen, why 
are additional easements needed from property owners?  Can’t maintenance of 
the transmission lines occur within the existing highway rights-of-way versus 
privately-owned commercial properties? 
 
STAFF RESPONSE:  MEA needs to provide this information. 
 

4. Why should vegetation/trees be prohibited and/or removed from the private 
property easements? 
 
STAFF RESPONSE:  MEA did not provide any justification for the need to restrict 
all vegetation, except grass, from the entire 100 feet wide right-of-way width.  
According to MEA, the electrical code only requires a 20’ wide area clear to 
prevent contact with the power lines. 
Staff found numerous photos from other communities, including Anchorage, that 
have landscaping (including trees, boulders, shrubs, flowers, etc.) directly 
underneath and next to the transmission lines (see photos and information in 
packet.)   
 

5. Other than costs, why not bury the transmission lines?  Although there is a higher 
initial cost, maintenance should be less, especially since the high winds won’t 
affect the lines. 
 
STAFF RESPONSE:  MEA needs to provide this information.  New technology 
exists for underground utilities that increases efficiency and is easier to maintain.  
 

6. What is the cost to run the transmission line underground within the portion of the 
route within the City limits (approximately three miles)?  Also, what is the cost if 
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MEA utilized the route identified by the City, which would only propose one-half 
mile of buried lines? 
 
STAFF RESPONSE:  MEA needs to provide this information to the City.   
 

7. Why not run transmission lines behind large commercial parcels on the Parks 
Highway and the Palmer-Wasilla Highway Extension?   
 
STAFF RESPONSE:  MEA needs to provide this information. 
 
The City met with MEA after the Public Hearing (required by the Borough) and 
proposed numerous additional routes that would have less impact on the visual 
corridor and prevent loss of use of valuable commercial real estate along the 
roadways.  However, MEA chose to submit the permit applications showing the 
Parks Highway Route Option that was presented at the Open House last fall.  
The only change to the route was to relocate the transmission lines from the 
southern right-of-way to the northern right-of-way of the Palmer-Wasilla Highway 
Extension.  
 

8. What is MEA’s current policy regarding vegetation within the utility right-of-way 
easement? 
 
STAFF RESPONSE:  MEA currently requires all vegetation and obstructions to 
be kept out of the transmission line right-of-way easements (see brochure and 
MEA website information included in packet.)  This includes shrubs, flower, 
decorative rocks and fencing, and trees, regardless of height. 
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CITY STAFF’S QUESTIONS/COMMENTS REGARDING MEA’S COVER 
LETTER & SITE PLAN WAIVER REQUEST FOR PERMIT APPLICATION 
#A13-27 AND #U13-01: 

 
1. MEA requests that the Planning Commission only consider and approve a 

transmission line corridor plan without reviewing the proposed design.  They 
suggested that it is appropriate for this level of review and approval to be done by 
the City Public Works Director. 
 
STAFF RESPONSE:  This request is inconsistent with the City’s Mission 
Statement, Comprehensive Plan, and Land Development Code.   
 
These City policies and codes promote and encourage maximum citizen 
awareness and involvement in the planning processes and government for the 
City.  This includes permit approvals by the Planning Commission. MEA’s 
proposal to have the design review completed after the Planning Commission 
public hearing and that the review and approval only be completed by the Public 
Works Director takes away the Planning Commission’s authority to make land 
use decisions for developments within the City limits and also the public’s right to 
participate in the decision-making process. 
 

2. MEA proposes a 100 feet wide ROW easement (50 feet on each side of 
centerline) which includes a 20 feet clear zone for electrical safety from 
centerline of transmission lines. 
 
STAFF RESPONSE:  MEA need to clarify the difference between the 20 feet 
clear zone and the additional 30 feet that makes up the 50 feet right-of-way 
easement for each side of the centerline of the proposed transmission lines. 
 
Many utility easements throughout the lower 48 and Alaska have much smaller 
easements cleared of vegetation – 70-80 feet total easements are common (see 
examples in packet).  Also, many other easements, even in Anchorage, have 
landscaping and trees within the easements (see vegetation brochure from the 
Omaha Public Power District in Omaha, Nebraska and Northeast Utilities in 
Connecticut and Massachusetts.   
 

3. MEA stated that “The City of Wasilla code does not require renderings as part of 
the application process.  For that reason EMA has not provided renderings to 
avoid misrepresenting of what will ultimately be designed once the route is 
determined. 
 
STAFF RESPONSE:  It is vital that the Planning Commission, the residents, and 
property owners know the full extent of the impact of the proposed transmission 
lines on the scenic vistas and the visual appearance along these corridors (Parks 
Hwy. & P-W Hwy. Ext.) along with the impacts to the commercial properties from 
the easements that MEA wants to acquire along the proposed route.  To help 
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visualize the impact, staff requested that MEA provide either street-level 
photographs or a video of the route with the transmission lines superimposed on 
them. We have asked cell tower companies to provide this to us with their permit 
applications and they have readily provided the information.  NOTE:  Since MEA 
would not initially provide photo-simulations, City staff prepared several 
photographs that are included in this packet.  MEA submitted one photo-
simulation to staff the first week of May. 
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CITY STAFF’S QUESTIONS/COMMENTS REGARDING MEA’S ROUTE 
ANALYSIS REPORTS SUBMITTED WITH #A13-27 AND #U13-01: 
 
ANALYSIS OF FIVE ROUTING OPTIONS AND SELECTION OF PREFERRED 
ROUTE – DATED JULY 2012 

 
1. Only five routes were analyzed as part of the MEA study.  (Pg. 1, Paragraph 2)  

Note:  During the second open house/public hearing process, MEA included one 
new route near Fairview Loop that connects to the Cottle substation. 
 
STAFF RESPONSE:  MEA needs to provide information on why additional routes 
were not considered.  City staff and several Borough and City residents provided 
suggestions for alternative routes during the MEA Open House and/or Public 
Hearing comment period.  The alternative routes had less visual impact along the 
roadways and were a shorter distance than the Alaska Railroad Route Option 
and the Southern Route Option in the study.  Also, the study did not analyze the 
option for underground transmission lines.     
   

2. The rating criteria includes: (1) Cost, (2) Ability to strengthen MEA’s transmission 
grid, (3) Minimize public controversy, and (4) Schedule to energize (Pg. 1, 
Paragraph 3) 
 
STAFF RESPONSE:  Criterion 3 lists one of the route selection criteria as, 
“…minimizing public controversy.”  However, the proposed Parks Highway Route 
Option has caused significant controversy among the residents and property 
owners along this route.  At the first MEA public hearing, the majority of the 
individuals who provided comments were in opposition to the proposed route.  
Also, all of the comments received in response to the public notice for MEA’s 
request for City permits are opposed the route or expressed concerns. 
 

3. This study states that after analyzing the five routes, MEA met with several 
review agencies, including the City of Wasilla, and that the City of Wasilla 
supported the Parks Highway Route Option. (Pg. 1, Paragraph 5 & Pg. 18) 
 
STAFF RESPONSE:  It is unclear whether MEA is indicating that the review 
agencies agreed that the Parks Highway Route Option was superior to the other 
options or if MEA made this determination based on the results of the meetings 
of the review agencies and the study analysis.  The City of Wasilla did not 
provide any written or formal comments to MEA regarding the proposed routes.  
A City staff member had one informal conversation with MEA last summer but 
was only provided a brief overview of the project that did not include specific 
design information (e.g. structure type/design, right-of-way vegetation clearing, 
etc.)  
 

4. The Parks Highway Route Option is identified in this study as the recommended 
routing option. (Pg. 1, Paragraph 5) 

404 of 1057



Q&A – A13-27 & UP 13-01 
Page 9 of 12 

 
STAFF RESPONSE:  The study was completed in July 2012, which is prior to 
MEA’s September 27, 2012 Open House and the October 11, 2012 Public 
Hearing required by the Matanuska-Susitna Borough for the portion of the route 
within the Borough.  Based on the language in the study, MEA already had a 
route chosen before seeking public input for the Borough process AND before 
submitting an application to the City of Wasilla. 
 

5. There are numerous references throughout this study regarding meetings 
between MEA and the Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities 
(ADOT/PF) regarding the five routes.  It also states that ADOT/PF prefers the 
Parks Highway routing option. (Pgs. 4, 5, 7, 8, 18, and 19)            

 
STAFF RESPONSE:  MEA did not provide any documentation from the 
ADOT/PF indicating that they preferred the Parks Highway option.  Additionally, 
MEA has not obtained right-of-way permits from ADOT/PF for the proposed 
corridor route.    
 

6. The Southern Route Option extends significantly south of the Parks Highway and 
MEA states that the route is difficult since it crosses the Palmer Hay Flats State 
Game Refuge, the Ranch Subdivision, and wetlands/flood zone areas. (Pgs. 11-
12) 
 
STAFF RESPONSE:  MEA should have considered a southern route that did not 
extend so far to the south.  The southern route could have been a combination of 
the Southern Route, the Alaska Railroad Route, and other portions following 
existing transmission or section line easements, which would have less impact 
on the Hay Flats and other wetland areas. 
 
The analysis of this route implies that permits would be difficult or impossible to 
obtain.  However, MEA did not provide written documentation that permits could 
not be obtained through any or all of these areas – just that it would require 
approval by several agencies.  Also, the study states that the construction 
component is not cost effective based on an assumption that MEA would need to 
acquire expensive easements through the Ranch Subdivision.  However, 
according to the Alaska Railroad website, land acquisition for their South Wasilla 
Rail Line Relocation project to straighten the existing curve by extending the 
railroad through the Ranch and Sweeping Vistas subdivisions would be 
completed in 2012 (copies of Alaska Railroad information is included in packet.)  
Since the Alaska Railroad already has easements through the subdivision, this 
should make the Southern Route Option less expensive and problematic.   Note:  
The concern that the Railroad has not obtained the easements through these 
subdivisions is also included in the Alaska Railroad Route Option on pages 15-
16. 
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7. This study identifies the Parks Highway Route Option as the preferred option and 
states that the ADOT/PF met with MEA on several occasions and supported this 
option.  It further states that the City of Wasilla and the Matanuska-Susitna 
Borough staff supported this option after being “briefed” on the project 
alternatives.  (Pg. 18, Paragraph 4)  
 
STAFF RESPONSE:  MEA did not provide any written documentation from 
AKDOT/PF, the Borough, or the City of Wasilla indicating that this route is their 
preferred option.  The City of Wasilla did not review or give approval of the 
proposed route or the 80 feet tall transmission line structures.  The review for 
Permit #A12-103 and U12-05 is the first opportunity for the City to comment on 
the portion of the proposed route within the City limits.  The only written 
comments from the City to MEA were provided by the City Mayor at the MEA 
Public Hearing on October 11, 2012.  His written comments and testimony both 
expressed opposition to the proposed route and design (copy of letter is included 
in packet.) 
   

8. Dryden & LaRue presented their preliminary findings to MEA on April 16, 2012 
(see page 20 of this study.)  Their findings indicated that the Parks Highway is 
the recommended route option and identified the remaining tasks needed to 
complete the project.  This included: (1) Preparing comprehensive routing plan 
drawings and narrative that will show pole placement, guy anchor placement, 
and property boundaries, (2) Identifying the necessary easements/rights-of-way 
for the route and the required guy anchors, and (3) Identifying all land use and 
environmental permits for the project. 
 
STAFF RESPONSE:  Dryden & LaRue presented their recommended route to 
MEA in April 2012, which was way in advance of the MEA Open House and 
Public Hearing in September/October 2012.  The Borough’s purpose for requiring 
an Open House and Public Hearing is to allow the public to review the proposed 
routes and provide input.  However, based on the information above and other 
places within this study, MEA had already chosen the Parks Highway as the 
preferred route.  Also, Dryden & LaRue indicated that one of the tasks is to 
prepare comprehensive routing plan drawings and narratives.  However, MEA 
did not include them in the permit application for review by the City Planning 
Commission.  NOTE:  Permit approval from the City of Wasilla was not listed as 
a requirement.  City staff advised MEA of this requirement after attending the 
Open House in September 2012. 
      

9. This study includes the Borough’s public involvement process requirements for 
Essential Service Utilities – MSB Code Chapter 17.05. (Pgs. 21-22).   
 
STAFF RESPONSE:  The Borough’s utility ordinance does not apply to 
properties located within the city limits.   
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However, the City does not believe that MEA met the minimum requirements of 
the Borough’s public involvement process.  Specifically, Section 17.05.040(B)(2) 
requires that a minimum of one public meeting and on public hearing be held in 
an area central to the area impacted by the proposed action.  Although the 
Borough process only applies to the portion of the project within the Borough that 
is east of the city limits (the portion between the Eklutna Generation Station and 
Seward-Meridian Highway), MEA held the Open House and Public Hearing at the 
Curtis D. Menard Memorial Sports Center, which is on the western edge of the 
City boundary.  Additionally, MEA was required to provide information on their 
website, mail notifications, and place three ads in the Frontiersman and the 
Anchorage Daily News.  However, MEA did not post information on their website, 
www. MEA.coop – they created a separate website, www. 
Eklutnagenerationstation.com (EGS), that contained the project studies and the 
other information presented at the Open House and Public Hearing.  The 
MEA.coop website did not, and still does not, have a link to the EGS website or 
any information regarding the proposed 80 feet tall transmission line route along 
the Parks Highway and the Palmer-Wasilla Highway Extension.  This information 
was also excluded from the mailed notifications and the Frontierman ads (see 
copies included in packet.)  Additionally, staff was only able to find two ads in the 
Frontiersman for the Open House (9/23 & 25) and Public Hearing (10/7 & 10/9).  
The ads only provided four days’ notice prior to the meetings.   
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ANALYSIS OF PARKS HIGHWAY CORRIDOR OPTION TO DETERMINE OPTIMAL 
ALIGNMENT – DATED AUGUST 2012 
 

1. This study states that the first phase concluded that the Parks Highway corridor 
is the preferred option and that this study is the “…second phase in the route 
analysis…” (Pg. 1) 
 
STAFF RESPONSE:  As stated above, these studies and recommendations 
were made prior to the Open House and Public Hearing required by the Borough 
and prior to the City of Wasilla public hearings for the permit approvals. 
 

2. Staff’s has questions regarding information in this study that were previously 
identified in Staff’s comments/questions throughout this document.    
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C ITY OF WASILLA 

• P l a n n i n g  O f f i c e •  
290 East Herning Avenue • Wasilla • Alaska • 99654∙7091 

• Telephone 907∙373∙9020 •  
 

 
MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE: January 3, 2013 
 
TO:  Wasilla Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Archie Giddings, Public Works Director 

Tina Crawford, AICP, City Planner  
 
RE: MEA Request for Waiver of Site Plan Requirements for          Administrative 

Approval #A12-103 and Use Permit #U12-05          Proposed MEA 
Transmission Lines with the City of Wasilla 

  

 
As part of the application submittal for the permits referenced above, MEA is requesting that the 
Planning Commission waive the site plan requirements in Section 16.08.015.  Pursuant to 
Section 16.08.015(D)(2) of the Wasilla Municipal Code, the Planning Commission may waive the 
site plan requirements for permit applications after considering the recommendations of the 
Public Works Director and the City Planner. 
 
Staff supports that Applicant’s request that the Planning Commission to waive the following site 
requirements since these requirements are intended for review of one parcel not an area-wide 
utility project: 
 

WMC 16.08.015 – Site Plan – As-Built Survey 
C. Submit site plan on either 8 ½” x 11” or 8 ½” x 14” paper at a scale of 1:50 or less; 

3. Describe all property corners; 
4. Identify all easements of record, including any that do not appear on the recorded plat 

for the property but would be identified in a title report; 
5. Show setbacks required in Section 16.24.030; 
8. Show the location and horizontal dimensions of all existing and proposed permanent 

structures and temporary structures over 120 square feet, including the distance from 
the nearest lot lines; 

9. Show the location of all existing and proposed vehicular access points; 
10. Show the location and dimensions of existing and proposed parking…; 
11. Show the parking lot lighting layout…; 
12. Show existing and proposed pedestrian and vehicular access and on-site circulation 

improvements, including roadways, driving aisles, sidewalks, trails, paths, curbs and 
gutters, catch basins and culverts; 

13. Show drainage patterns…; 
14. Provide a landscape plan showing proposed landscaping 
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However, staff does not support the Applicant’s request to delegate the authority to approve the 
design plans, which includes the height of the power poles, the type of power pole structure, the 
actual placement locations of the power poles (including poles with guy wires), etc.  The Planning 
Commission’s power and responsibility to review and approve land use permits is granted by the 
State of Alaska and the Wasilla City Council.  Delegating the Planning Commission’s authority to 
any staff member for this type of review is not consistent with the State Statutes, the City 
Comprehensive Plan, City Land Development Code, or City Mission Statement.    
 
All of the City’s codes and policies clearly state that it is the City’s goal to have maximum public 
participation in the decision-making process for new development within the City – especially 
projects that have the potential for significant impacts on the City residents and their quality of life.  
The Wasilla City Council adopted specific guidelines regarding the duties and authority of the 
Planning Commission in the City Code and the City Land Development Code as indicated below: 
 

WMC 2.60.010 – Establish, duties and compensation. (of the Planning Commission) 
(B) The commission shall: 

(6) Hear and decide all permit applications that require a public hearing, including but 
not limited to applications for variances, rezones, and other procedures that may 
be required by the land development code; 

 
WMC 16.16.010 – Planning commission approvals. 
Approvals by the commission are intended to address uses and issues of community wide 
importance and are therefore subject to a broader public process and higher standards 
than approvals by the planner. 
 
WMC 16.16.030 – Approval required. 
All conditional uses and elevated approvals must receive approval by the commission 
prior to commencement.  In all applications for an approval, the burden of proof shall be 
on the developer to prove, by a preponderance of the evidence, that the criteria set forth in 
this title are met. 

 
Conducting public hearings to allow City residents and affected parties to provide input to the 
Planning Commission about large-scale projects is one of the main responsibilities of the 
Planning Commission, as shown above.  Additionally, the staff report for the two referenced 
permits contains findings that the proposed 80 feet tall transmission lines are not consistent with 
the City’s codes, ordinances, and other land use policies.    
 
Therefore, staff does not agree that the Planning Commission should waive the requirement for 
the design requirements for a site plan and that the Applicant must still submit information that 
sufficiently addresses the site plan requirements in WMC 16.08.015(C) below: 
 

1. Information in the title block showing the name and address of the firm that prepared the 
plan and the scale of the plan; 

2. A north arrow 
6. The location and dimensions of existing and proposed utility facilities. 
7. The location of all lakes, streams and potential wetlands within 75 feet of any existing or 

proposed structure. 
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