
 

 
 

 

To whom it may concern: 

The Kenai Peninsula Aggregate and Contractors Association does not support ordinance 2022-36. We 
feel that it is flawed in many ways, and in some respects, impossible to follow. 

Below is a detailed list of our grievances with this document and reasons why. This includes, but is not 
limited to our concerns at this time. Our members are still digesting all applied situations applicable. 

21.29.010 (c) This regulation gives us no access to any waterbody. It has been common in sites and 
mining to access non fish bearing streams and creeks within the state and even sometimes divert them 
for access to a commodity such as gravel or precious metals. 

21.29.015 (a) This regulation went from 10ft to 32ft. 32ft buffer on a parcel less than 1 acre does not 
leave enough land to produce much at all. It would be extremely hard to operate in that space. Renders 
the exception almost useless. 

(c) This regulation imposes current reclamation plans and buffers to PEU sites. While some consideration 
may be achieved on reclamation plans, the buffers of 32ft are likely impossible to achieve and 
considerably over-reaching. These PEU sites have been active or existing for sometimes longer than the 
KPB itself and have buffers less than 32ft. The material needed to comply may not be available and the 
work and cost associated to place 32ft of earth is enormous. Also, it is unbecoming of the KPB to change 
the deal struck years ago with the site operator or their successors. 

21.29.020 (a) This regulation enlarged total acres from 2.5 to 10 acres, raised the floor 2 more feet, yet 
prohibits processing, screening, and crushing. This renders the permit useless as by definition, 
processing is what we do. 95% of our members or site operators screen material. Most have a small plant 
that makes very little dust or noise. Almost no complaints have been filed from this activity. Most small 
operations produce less than 750cu yds of material per day. The loss of 2 ft of material from the water 
table is unsubstantiated, and unnecessary. Not only does it create a loss of opportunity to the operator, 
but it takes a valuable commodity out of circulation and decreases the life of a site. This will only cause 
more contention with the public as more CLUP’s will need to be applied for more frequently and in more 
areas. We feel this is going the wrong direction and we should be allowed to dig in the water table a 
minimum distance with standard conditions to extend the life of sites. Only if a major dig beyond the 
minimum distance, would a water table permit be needed. 

(b) (1) Same grievance and reasoning as above. 

(b) (2) Processing CLUP. This should not apply to small operations. 

21.29.030 (a)(7)(e) This regulation sort of sheds the government’s responsibility to construct and maintain 
standard roads and puts that responsibility on the site operator. All roads in the KPB should be up to KPB 
or State of AK standard. We pay taxes too. 



 
 

(8)(b) This regulation demands we dig test holes 4 ft below proposed elevation. Some areas have 
deposits of gravel or peat that are deeper than common equipment can dig. It will commonly be an 
impossible or unnecessary task. 

(9)(b) This regulation suggests the planning director may provide additional information. This information 
should be specifically specified as we may not always have a director that is as knowledgeable as our 
current director, as written, this promotes possible conflict of process. 

21.29.040 (a) You have all heard my testimony on the lawfulness of viewshed rights and the few ways 
they are regulated or transferred. “Street-level visual screening” is just as unlawful as before, just a 
different angle of repose. There is no need for this language in the code, as if the operator is complying 
with the buffers, they will absolutely, inadvertently, achieve the screening. 

21.29.050 (a)(1)(a) This regulation imposes 32ft buffer. We proposed a larger berm, and thus a buffer, but 
with access granted in the water table to offset the loss. One requirement without the other allowance is 
again, costing the operator, removing a valuable commodity from circulation with the public, and 
promoting more contention with the public as the frequency of new sites will surely increase because the 
need is naturally going to increase. The Street-level visual screening is the same as previously explained. 
The use of Undisturbed natural vegetation is unlawful. Please research Tigard v. Dolyn. Without giving 
the operator a alternative use for the property, it is a takings without just compensation.  

(a)(1)(b) This regulation allows for the use of, and replacement of, the buffer slopes. We accept the idea, 
but 30 days is too short a time frame as material to replace the excavation may need to be hauled in as 
waste material from construction projects. 90 days is more suitable. Onsite material will surely be needed 
for reclamation since there is no provision in this document for the average pit to dig shallow ponds, thus 
shrinking the total area needed to reclaim.  

(a)(2) This regulation prohibits use of any on site water. How are we to do any dust suppression? How do 
we make septic rock with a wash plant? Calcium chloride uses water to apply it as well. Traditionally we 
have used ponds in our sites to fill water trucks to suppress dust, run a wash plant, or obtain compaction 
on job sites. Without this availability, we would need outside sources, and truck it in. this goes against the 
intent of protecting the public safety, health, and welfare, by imposing unnecessary truck traffic. Also, the 
availability of outside sources is extremely small, as we can not pump out of any fish bearing source, and 
would not want to as responsible operators. A small pond or minimum dig in the water table should be 
allowed with every CLUP. Major or deep digs should be looked at with a separate permit and 
requirements. A minimum amount of dewatering should be allowed with each CLUP. 75,000 gallons per 
day should suffice. A water truck is 4,000 gal. We have been operating at this level on the KPB for 50 
plus years and have no record of incident. The bonding of wells should only apply if the well is close 
horizontally or vertically to proposed excavation. If the dig is 15ft and the nearest well is 80ft….they are in 
two different aquifer formations and not connected. No need to burden the operator as we have no record 
of wells being damaged by a material site. 

(a)(4) As explained before, this goes against the intent of this ordinance without access to a water source. 
May in some areas be an impossible task, as we will not be able to haul water fast enough to keep up. 

(a)(6) How are we to install a monitor well if we are not allowed to excavate within 4ft of the water table? 
Even a drill excavates material by definition. 

(a)(7) When will the setback not overlap? So this is really 282ft. Also, child care facility needs to be 
licensed.  

(a)(9) As explained before, a permit without processing is useless. We process material by definition. We 
would simply be not able to operate. 



 
 

(b)(1)(a),(i) Giving the planning commission discretion to 100ft eliminates any standard. How are we to 
speculate a suitable site if we do not have a standard that wont more than triple? Plannings discretion 
should not be over 300% of the standard. It should be less than 50%.  “an eight-foot-high berm above 
the preexisting elevation may be constructed” may needs to be changed to must. 

(b)(2) Roads should be kept to standard by the government. Maintenance is included in the gov. 
responsibility’s. If we damage a road, its on the operator to repair it. Government should not shed it’s 
responsibility. We pay taxes too. 

(b)(3) ingress and egress. There is no need for this regulation. No one knows the best choice for 
placement than the operator. This is sort of a double regulation as we are already regulated to conform to 
all applicable agencies. 

(b)(4) This regulation imposes operators to operate outside their ownership. Some operators don’t have 
equipment designed for work outside the site boundary.  Certain accesses may have restrictions or other 
permits required for activity within their ownership. A site operator can not control outside influences.  

(b)(6) As stated before, any visual language should be struck from any ordinance. Viewshed rights don’t 
allow for it.  

21.29.055(b)(1) Processing hours have been limited from 6am-10pm to 8am-7pm. This is commonly not 
enough time to get the necessary projects done in the construction season. 7am-7pm is more appropriate 
as discussed with our members. 

21.29.057 This regulation does not allow for any dewatering. As stated before, we need the tools to do 
the job. A minimum dig for a water source should be allowed with a maximum dewatering of 75,000gal. in  
all permits to comply with dust mitigation, wash plants for septic rock and other uses, and to be in 
harmony with the intent of this ordinance and not create unnecessary truck traffic. 

21.29.060 There is no consideration here for post mining uses. We should be promoting post mining 
uses. 

21.29.070 This regulation says if you meet all requirements, the planning commission MUST renew 
permit…but then says they may impose additional requirements and therefore, would deny the permit, in 
essence, if the operator did not agree with the new requirements. Government should not make a deal 
and then change the goal posts! Very unbecoming of the KPB to do so. 

21.29.115 This regulation is probably the most egregious. Many PEU’s were here before the KPB was. 
Many came from homesteads. Many have been passed down as a last wish of a generation to ensure the 
next had a form of value. Also, many sites, PEU and CLUP, have been operated for years, with the sweat 
equity of the operator, with the intention of someday selling the operation and retiring. This regulation 
almost guarantees that the value is lost. The site would immediately turn from an asset to a liability as the 
loss of the PEU or CLUP would initiate immediate reclamation, whether the commodity was exhausted or 
not. It would go against the Alaska constitution to use our resources to the fullest extent. The reality is 
that almost surely, the site was there before any surrounding residents were and if the site was forced to 
reapply for a permit, the half mile radius of opinions would not be in favor. Very unbecoming of the KPB to 
suggest this. 

21.29.120(b) There needs to be clarification and standards in which the director would make a decision to 
approve or deny. We reserve our grievance on this portion of code until more information is provided. 

(c) This regulation is the second most concerning. 365 days is not near enough time. This code also goes 
against the intent of this ordinance as it, like the lack of water, will create unnecessary truck traffic, dust, 



 
 

noise, and general activity. Many larger sites sit dormant for very good reasons. Many are reserved 
quantities of resources for major state projects. Not unlike the four-lane connection between Soldotna and 
sterling. It is finally scheduled and there’s a few sites that have been waiting years for it to happen. It is 
not uncommon for an operator to get sick or hurt for a year and skip a construction season. The residents 
around some of the sites that have been dormant have enjoyed a reprieve from any activity. This 
regulation would end that enjoyment, and guarantee activity every year. Also, this is another case that the 
government is changing the deal struck with operators years ago. A longer time frame may be 
manageable. Our members have discussed 10 years. 

(f) As these are old sites, and deals were struck years ago, it will almost surely be hard or impossible for 
these sites to conform to the new reclamation requirements. The material may not be there to do so. If 
ponding or post mining uses aren’t allowed, it will make it even harder to accomplish. Also, the hours of 
operation and reclamation plan requirements is again, the government moving the goal posts. 
Unbecoming. 

(h) This needs to be clarified as “permitted excavation” it reads as a cease and desist order as written. 

 

 

 

Thank you for your consideration,  

Ed Martin III, President, KPACA. 

 



From: Blankenship, Johni
To: Warner, Avery
Cc: Turner, Michele
Subject: FW: <EXTERNAL-SENDER>Fwd: Proposed KPB ordinance 2022-36 regarding CLUPs and MSPs
Date: Tuesday, August 23, 2022 6:08:09 PM

 
 

From: Katharine M. Tongue <kmtongue@icloud.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 23, 2022 5:51 PM
To: Blankenship, Johni <JBlankenship@kpb.us>
Subject: <EXTERNAL-SENDER>Fwd: Proposed KPB ordinance 2022-36 regarding CLUPs and MSPs
 
CAUTION:This email originated from outside of the KPB system. Please use caution when responding
or providing information. Do not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender,
know the content is safe and were expecting the communication.
 
Hi, Johni. I sent this to Mr. Johnson and Mr. Chesley on the 12th. Didn't hear anything back - of
course they're super busy - but realized I should've cc'd you. Thanks very much.  Enjoy the meeting. 
Katie

Begin forwarded message:

From: Katharine Tongue <kmtongue@icloud.com>
Date: August 12, 2022 at 12:20:13 PM AKDT
To: bjohnson@kpb.us, lchesley@kpb.us
Cc: John & Katie <jbandkt@gmail.com>
Subject: Proposed KPB ordinance 2022-36 regarding CLUPs and MSPs

﻿
﻿Dear Mr. Johnson and Mr. Chesley,

I’m writing with regard to proposed KPB ordinance 2022-36 regarding CLUPs and MSPs.
 
 
We are a small Kasilof operation, extracting our material in stages, over the long term,
conscious of the wildlife, scenery, and reasonable use of all materials involved.  We
engage with our neighbors in the years we operate the pit and have very good
relationships.  While we have sold to large highway projects in the past, we prefer to
limit our sales to individual contractors and neighbors.  
 
I’m still working my way through your document, but 3 concerns are immediately
apparent:
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Under 21.29.120. Prior-existing uses, Clause D, Expansion Prohibited of your proposed
ordinance, it sounds like you are asking that we clarify our footprint prior to October
1st in order to protect our PEU status.  Do you mean that our entire PEU property must
be cleared of trees? of topsoil?  While beetle kill will soon render that suggestion
somewhat less ridiculous, stripping our property in order to preserve our pre-existing
right to extract our material strikes me as completely contrary to the goals of this
amendment process.  What is wrong with using current mapped parcel parameters?
We can bulldoze our property/forrest but that seems counter to good sense.  I think
you are trying to prevent adjacent property purchasers from being offended after they
did not look at a map when they purchased their land.  That seems to be coddling at
our expense (as well as current neighbors' when we are forced to clear a current visual
and auditory barrier).  Give thought to how you can achieve your goals without causing
more neighborhood problems - as this directive will.  We will be obliged to clear right
to property lines which we have avoided thus far.  
 
My second objection regards Clause C, Discontinuance.  Again, given our historic and
long term plan for extraction of material, there have been and may be years where
there is no extraction.  Why is that a problem?  If you are looking to prevent operators
from reopening old pits, consider a 3-5 or 10 year ‘fallow’ rule as opposed to one.  One
year is too draconian.  
 
Third, regarding A. Determination and B. Decision, we went through this to comply with
21.29.120. (Prior existing uses. B. Owners of sites must have applied to be registered as
a prior existing use prior to January 1, 2001.) Why do you need to impose this burden
again?  If it is intended to weed out the pits whose owners are no longer engaged,
then please make the application process simple for those of us you are imposing this
burden upon.
 
Thank you for your consideration.  
 
Katie Tongue. 
Owner, JBKT, LLC
 
 
 



















































































































From: Blankenship, Johni
To: Warner, Avery
Subject: FW: <EXTERNAL-SENDER>Cline response - Kenai Peninsula Borough Ordinance 2022-36
Date: Monday, September 12, 2022 5:00:09 PM

Public comment on Material Site Ordinance
 
From: Ann Cline <anndotcalm@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, September 12, 2022 4:48 PM
To: Blankenship, Johni <JBlankenship@kpb.us>
Cc: Hans and Jeanne Bilben <Catchalaska@alaska.net>
Subject: <EXTERNAL-SENDER>Cline response - Kenai Peninsula Borough Ordinance 2022-36
 
CAUTION:This email originated from outside of the KPB system. Please use caution when responding
or providing information. Do not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender,
know the content is safe and were expecting the communication.
 
Good afternoon,
 
At last week’s KPB Assembly meeting, the ordinance regarding CLUPs was discussed.  After I spoke at the
meeting, I gave my name and phone number to you and several of the Assembly to offer my assistance in
the ordinance’s revision. Johni, please forward this to all Assembly members and Planning Department.
 
I have several clarifying points which hopefully will result in a clear, easy to follow document to assist
landowners and the public regarding land use and material site permits with protections.  I am using the
amended Ordinance 2022-36 with the new text.  Please let me know if I may be of further assistance.  
 
[1]. I was unable to locate where the ordinance stipulates how many acres can be permitted per parcel. 
What is to prevent a landowner from having 1 acre permitted, another acre permitted a year later, another
acre permitted the following year, and so on till he/she has excavated all the acres they would like?  Should
the ordinance stipulate 1 acre per parcel?  If the Borough allows short platting, then that’s another
loophole that needs to be addressed.  Otherwise, a landowner could shortplatt his/her parcel into 1 acre
parcels and permit them individually.  
 
[2]  I don’t see the necessity of KPB offering a Counter Permit.  It seems to me that a CLUP is sufficient.  I
didn’t see any difference In the 21.29.020 A. Counter Permit description.  What am I missing?
 
[3]. Under 21.29.020 B. Conditional Land Use Permit, 1. states “an Earth Materials Extraction CLUP is
required for any material extraction which disturbs 10 or more cumulative acres.”  My Anchor Point
neighbors and I respectfully exhort you to replace the number 10 with 1 to read:
 
“an Earth Materials Extraction CLUP is required for any material extraction which disturbs more than 1
acre.” 
 
[4]  I was unable to find the requirements of a public hearing for any CLUP request in excess of 1 acre.  A
public hearing is very important to ensure that affected Kenai Peninsula Borough residents have an
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opportunity to inform planners and stakeholders of concerns regarding health, safety, and welfare of the
surrounding residents, tourists, and business owners.
 
[5] Regarding 21.29.030. Application procedure A:
Delete “a counter permit or” if you determine that only a CLUP is sufficient.
 
[6] Regarding 21.29.040. A:
Delete “street level” and replace with “visual screening from all affected surrounding areas within 1/2 mile.”
 
[7] Regarding 21.29.060 - Reclamation plan:
Asking for a bonding requirement of $750 per acre for reclamation is completely unrealistic.  Just to bring in
the equipment necessary to do the work far exceeds that price!  I suggest you speak with local excavators
to obtain an accurate bid on the actual cost to reclaim property and proceed.  Remember that unscrupulous
landowners will do the least of your demands so you must be diligent and realistic with your legal
requirements.
 
[8] Regarding 21.29.065 A:
A can be deleted if you decide to remove counter permits from the ordinance.
 
 
The most important aspect to any ordinance is whether or not it will be enforced.  If there are no real
consequences for disobedience, then the ordinance is moot.  If you are concerned that the KPB planners
will have a difficult time bringing landowners into legal compliance with ordinances, then it’s imperative
that you change your wording from “may” to “must” in your ordinance.  
 
Part of the KPB Planning and Assembly personnel job descriptions should include making a physical visit to
the locations of the permits under review.  For example, our Anchor Point neighbors have no doubt that if
the Assembly and borough Planners had come to our neighborhood to witness for themselves, our lawsuit
would have been unnecessary.  The Beachcombers LLC gravel pit was/is in full view of, and carcinogenic
dust exposure to, our surrounding hillside homes.  
 
As I expressed at the open KPB meeting last week, I believe we all need to be able to sleep each night
knowing that we have been honorable and have made righteous decisions not only for our neighbors,
businesses, and ourselves but also for posterity.  We will become dust, but our actions should carry lasting
goodness to those we leave behind.
 
Respectfully,
 
Ann Cline
34926 Danver
PO Box 121
Anchor Point, AK. 99556
(425) 449-3540
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Warner, Avery

From: Blankenship, Johni
Sent: Monday, October 3, 2022 9:55 AM
To: Warner, Avery
Cc: Turner, Michele
Subject: FW: <EXTERNAL-SENDER>Gravel pits- to be forwarded, thanks 

 
 
From: laura sievert <laurasievert@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, September 26, 2022 8:03 PM 
To: G_Notify_AssemblyClerk <G_Notify_AssemblyClerk@kpb.us> 
Subject: <EXTERNAL‐SENDER>Gravel pits‐ to be forwarded, thanks  
 
CAUTION:This email originated from outside of the KPB system. Please use caution when responding or providing 
information. Do not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender, know the content is safe and 
were expecting the communication. 
 
  
 To the Borough Assembly:  
    I admit that I haven’t been keeping up on Assembly progress on regulating gravel pits.   
    Listening to Nikiski candidates on the KDLL assembly candidate forum tonight, I gather that most residents have 
concerns about gravel pits because of the normal nuisances and lowering of adjacent property values, which I agree are 
problems.  However, my primary concern (my property value is forever lowered) is the way that gravel pit operators are 
trusted to run their pits after they have been approved.    The two operators that surround my property ‐ Great 
Northern and QAP‐ have bulldozed a salmon stream, stacked up old asphalt on shorelines, dumped derelict machinery, 
run a batch plant without a permit, and otherwise ignored what is allowed by the Borough.   
      Below, find my previous letter.  I still have the same concerns, which are not being addressed when you only look at 
residents’ common concerns like dust, jake brakes, and unsightly views.  My concerns are violations that have 
repercussions that will last decades and beyond. I am not asking you to address my two gravel pit problems‐ since it’s 
too late‐ only that you consider the future.   
    Thank you ‐ Laura Sievert 
 

 
 
 
 I live on Beaver Loop, home to several gravel pits.   We live between the Quality Asphalt Pit and the Great Northern 
pit.  Both were old gravel pits that came back into production for the Spur Highway project.  
        As part of your discussion going forward, I beg you to consider two things:  first, how to enforce the rules that pit 
operators are required to follow, new rules as well as those already in effect such as the Anadromous Stream 
Ordinance.  Also,  what is to be the relationship between city and Borough regulations regarding gravel pits? Apparently 
the regulations vary.   
         Our experience with Quality Asphalt & Paving in 2020 is an example of what can go wrong.    Since 2020 we have 
tried to get the Borough and the City of Kenai to fix QAP’s violation of the Anadromous Stream Ordinance in a stream 
that originates on our property and then runs through their gravel pit and into the Kenai River.   
    Just prior to the violation,  we had been working with a former Borough biologist  who studied our property and made 
some suggestions as to how we might enhance the coho run up our stream.  This was part of a project he was working 
on to help property owners enhance privately owned habitat.   
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     While extracting gravel for the  Spur highway project, QAP bulldozed the stream on their property, cut all trees and 
vegetation  along the bank, built two roads over the stream, and installed two culverts. I found out later that the City of 
Kenai knew of this plan and approved it. This was apparently due to a difference between City and Borough regulations.  
        I objected‐ after the fact‐  but the repercussions were slight. QAP denied knowing it was an anadromous stream 
despite having installed an expensive fish culvert on that very stream a couple of hundred yards downstream, under 
Beaver Loop road.  
     The biologist who had been helping us negotiated two ways that QAP could begin to make up for damaging the 
stream: planting trees (which they did‐ maybe 20 alders, which in our lifetimes will not shade the stream),   and 
removing an old culvert further upstream on their property.   Too little, too late.       Photo of clear cut stream:  

 
      
      There’s more.    QAP dumped broken‐up used approach asphalt in their pit, near the stream‐ I believe it is still 
there.  They installed a batch plant in the gravel pit (gone now).  There was no permitting or public hearing for that 
plant.  On the other side of our property, Great Northern pushed dirt into the pond (right at our property line) that is the 
origin of the  
anadromous stream I refer to.  Photo of asphalt dumped in the QAP pit:   
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     Rules and regulations are good,  but please consider if and how they will be enforced.   
     No one is watching these pits.  We got the Kenai City planner out a couple of times, first on Day One,  when QAP 
clear‐cut the 200 foot buffer zones around the pit, a violation of their conditional use permit.  No repercussions‐ the 
trees are gone, nothing to be done.   
 
    I could go on.   I can send more photos    How will you make sure pit operators follow the rules?  How do they make 
amends when they violate the rules?  Perhaps by posting large bonds?  No one can stand out there and monitor them, 
and the damage can happen really fast.   The cutting of the buffer took a few hours.  And money doesn’t bring back our 
streams, salmon or buffer zones.  
      
     Thanks for your work on this. We need gravel, but I hope you can balance that need with a consideration for the long 
term health of our water, people, land and wildlife.   
 
Laura Sievert 
3329 Beaver Loop, Kenai 
 
 
 



Warner, Avery 

From: Blankenship, Johni 
Sent: 
To: 

Thursday, October 6, 2022 8:47 AM 
Warner, Avery 

Subject: FW: <EXTERNAL-SENDER> gravel pit 

Public comment on 02022-36 

-----Original Message-----
From: Supercub lnalaska <sw693l3@yahoo .com> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 5, 2022 4:56 PM 
To : G_Notify_AssemblyClerk <G_Notify_AssemblyClerk@kpb.us> 
Subject: <EXTERNAL-SENDER>gravel pit 

CAUTION:This email originated from outside of the KPB system. Please use caution when responding or providing 
information. Do not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender, know the content is safe and 
were expecting the communication . 

Hello, 
I just spoke with Ryan Raidmae on the phone. 
This email is how i am showing support 
FOR 
the proposed code rewrite of the conditional land use dewatered bar material site permits. 

I live within 1/2 rpile of several pits in seldovia alaska 

i may be reached 

loren rhyeer 
2837 glacier street 
anc ak 99508 in the winter. 

907-227-8480 
for comment or confirmation . 

thank you 

loren 
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Warner, Avery 

From: Blankenship, Johni 

Sent: 
To: 

Monday, October 10, 2022 2:06 PM 
Warner, Avery 

Subject: FW: <EXTERNAL-SENDER>Public Comment - Conditional Land Use Permits, Material 
Site Permits and Fees regarding applications, conditions, and Procedures 

Ordinance 2022-36 public comment 

From: Greg Barclay <gbearclaw52@gmail.com> 

Sent: Sunday, October 9, 2022 6:21 PM 

To: G_Notify_AssemblyClerk <G_Notify_AssemblyClerk@kpb.us> 

Subject: <EXTERNAL-SENDER>Public Comment - Conditional Land Use Permits, Material Site Permits and Fees regarding 

applications, conditions, and Procedures 

CAUTION:This email originated from outside of the KPB system . Please use caution when responding or providing 

information. Do not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender, know the content is safe and 

were expecting the communication . 

Dear Madam Clerk, 
We are not opposed to gravel pits as we realize they are part of 

building construction and keeping roads safe. We live in Lakewood 
Subdivision, at Mile 86 of the Sterling Hwy, across the road from an active 
gravel pit and do notice a lot more noise from the equipment and 
material being moved in the summer season. Would more pavement 
close to intersections help or some type of dust treatment applied on the 
access road? 
There is quite an increase in dust in the area, our yards and houses 

during the construction season from the gravel pit. Is it possible for some 
type of dust prevention such as water application in certain gravel pit 
activities? 

We like to see our community to be safe and also grow. 
Thank you, 

Greg and Linda Barclay 
38403 Breezewood Dr. 
Sterling, AK 99672 
907-262-1400 
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From: Blankenship, Johni
To: Warner, Avery
Subject: FW: <EXTERNAL-SENDER>material assembly site meeting, to be held October 25th, 2022
Date: Tuesday, October 11, 2022 12:19:47 PM

 
 
From: patricia gross <plgross293@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 11, 2022 12:14 PM
To: G_Notify_AssemblyClerk <G_Notify_AssemblyClerk@kpb.us>
Subject: <EXTERNAL-SENDER>material assembly site meeting, to be held October 25th, 2022
 
CAUTION:This email originated from outside of the KPB system. Please use caution when responding
or providing information. Do not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender,
know the content is safe and were expecting the communication.
 
To whom this concerns;
 
I am a resident close to a conditional land use area.  I am against you renewing their permit, because
they have to drive thru a residential area.  The  roads are maintained by the subdivision residents, in
order to get to the main road, or go partway down the subdivision road onto a state road which the
heavy trucks tear up too, then to the main road.  There are several small children  that play in or
close to  the road in the neighborhood.  Thank You .
 
Pat Gross

mailto:JBlankenship@kpb.us
mailto:awarner@kpb.us


Warner, Avery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Blankenship, Johni 
Tuesday, October 11 , 2022 12:24 PM 
Warner, Avery 
FW: <EXTERNAL-SEND ER >Publ ic Hearing 10/25/22 

From: D Garske <ddgarske@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 11, 2022 12:24 PM 
To: G_Notify_AssemblyClerk <G_Notify_AssemblyClerk@kpb.us> 
Subject: <EXTERNAL-SENDER>Public Hearing 10/25/22 

CAUTION :This email originated from outside of the KPB system. Please use cautio n when responding or providing 
information. Do not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender, know the content is safe and 
were expecting the communication . 

Hi Johnny! 
My husband and I can't make the scheduled KPB Material Site Assembly Meeting, so please consider this our written 
statement in regards to the gravel pits near our house: 

We don't have any issues w ith gravel pits in general, however, when people think they can trespass and use them to 
sight in or practice shooting their pistols and/or rifles, especially late at night, we tend to bristle . Perhaps a security 
provision could be added to future permits. Must have locking gates, or something similar. 

Thank you for your time, 
Diane & Hugh Garske 
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