TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING
Wednesday, November 6, 2019
12:00 – 2:00 P.M.
City of Fairbanks, 800 Cushman Street, City Council Chambers, Call In # (907) 459-6769
1.

Introduction of Members and Attendees

2.

Approval of the November 6, 2019 Agenda

3.

Approval of the October 2, 2019 Meeting Minutes

4.

Committee/Working Group Reports (including the Chair’s Report)

5.

Public Comment Period (Non-Action Items)

6.

Old Business
a. CMAQ Project Evaluation Criteria (Action Item)


7.

Pg 6-9

Pg 10-14

Consideration of approval of Evaluation Criteria developed by Technical Committee Working Group

b. Minnie Street Corridor Study (Action Item)


Pg 1-5

Pg 15-20

Review of public comments received and consideration of approval of revised, final document

New Business
a. FAST Improvement Program FFY20 Construction (Action Item)


Consideration of adding “Birch Hill Access Road E-1 Surface” to FFY20 Construction

b. FAST Improvement Program – Design Increase (Action Item)


Pg 21-24

Pg 25

Consideration of approving $100,000 increase for current design efforts using offset funds

c. Election of Chair & Vice Chair (Action Item)
8.

Other Issues

9.

Informational Items
a. 10.16.19 Policy Board Action Items
b. Obligations and Offsets

10.

Technical Committee Comments

11.

Adjournment

Pg 26

Pg 27-31

Next Scheduled Technical Committee Meeting – Wednesday, December 4, 2019, Noon, Fairbanks
City Council Chambers
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TECHNICAL COMMITTEE
Meeting Minutes – October 2, 2019
City of Fairbanks, Council Chambers, 800 Cushman Street
Fairbanks, Alaska
1. Call to Order
Jackson Fox, Chair, called the meeting to order at 12:00 p.m.
2. Introduction of Members and Attendees
The following were present:
Name
Representing
* Jackson Fox, Chair
FAST Planning Executive Director
** Andrew Ackerman
City of Fairbanks Engineering
** Bob Pristash
City of Fairbanks Engineering
** Bill Butler (via telephone)
City of North Pole
** Steven Hoke
ADEC Air Quality
** Peter Flint for Rachel Maddy
AK Railroad Corporation
** Judy Chapman
DOT&PF Planning
** Sarah Schacher
DOT&PF Preconstruction
** John Perreault
FNSB Planning Commission
** Kellen Spillman
FNSB Community Planning
** Michelle Felix
FNSB Transportation
** John Weinberger
Fort Wainwright Planning
** Tom Pascoe
UAF Facilities
** Justin Burgess
AES Transportation
* Olivia Lunsford
FAST Planning Transportation Planner
* Deborah Todd (absent)
FAST Planning Administrative Assistant
* Don Galligan
FNSB Planning
Alan Hoza
Lynden Logistics
John Netardus
DOT&PF
Corey DiRutigliano
Bettisworth North
Gary Jenkins
DOWL
Peter Stern
Citizen
Donna Gardino
Citizen
Andrew Hawkins
KTVF
* FAST PLANNING Staff members
** FAST PLANNING Technical Committee members
3. Approval of the October 2, 2019 Agenda
Motion: To approve the October 2, 2019 Technical Committee Agenda.
(Ackerman/Chapman).
Discussion: No further discussion.
Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved.
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4. Approval of the August 7, 2019 Meeting Minutes
Motion: To approve the September 4, 2019 Meeting Minutes. (Pristash/Flint).
Discussion: No further discussion.
Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved.
5. Committee/Working Group Reports (including the Chair’s Report)
Mr. Fox provided a brief report of all the meetings, presentations, hearings, project
open houses, work groups, field trips, public involvement events, conferences,
seminars, and training that he or FAST Planning staff had attended, facilitated, or
participated in since the last meeting. Mr. Fox noted:
 The meeting packet contained the 2020 FAST Planning Meeting Calendar
approved by the Policy Board last month; however, they had not approved the
location change for the Technical Committee meetings so the meetings would
remain in the City Council Chambers at least for the next year and all other
working groups and subcommittee meetings would be held at the new FAST
Planning Office.
 The Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee Meeting would be October 10,
2019 from 5-7 p.m. at the FAST Planning Office.
 DOT issued an Intent to Award to Kinney Engineering for the Road/Rail Crossing
Reduction Plan so in approximately six weeks there would be a kickoff meeting
for that with a series of presentations as that project developed for the Technical
Committee to get involved.
 DOT is also close to advertising for a consultant to submit proposals on the NonMotorized Plan Update and DOT Planning was in the final stages of preparing
the RFP to advertise for proposals.
6. Public Comment Period (Non-Action Items)
No public comment.
7. Old Business
a. FFY21/22 FAST Improvement Program Priorities (Action Item)
Mr. Fox explained that the meeting packet included a proposed list of project
priorities for the FAST Improvement Program for FFY21-23. Mr. Fox stated that the
project nominations for this program were first accepted on August 26th at an
Improvement Program Subcommittee meeting and following that meeting John
Netardus of DOT visited each of the project locations and produced cost estimates
for each location listed on Page 7 of the meeting packet. Mr. Fox stated that the
subcommittee reconvened on September 19th to prioritize the projects and split
them between 2021, 2022, and 2023 assuming approximately $1.5M was available
each of those years for construction. Mr. Fox explained that Page 7 of the meeting
packet contained the outcome of that meeting where a consensus was made on
groups of projects for each year and was now before the Technical Committee to
review, discuss, and make recommendations for each year. Mr. Fox stated that
Pages 8-25 contained the original list of nominations split out by nominating agency
and supporting figures so they could see the termini of the projects.
Public Comment: No public comment.
Motion: To recommend to the Policy Board to approve the FFY21-23 FAST
Improvement Program Priorities as presented. (Schacher/Ackerman).

2
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Discussion: Mr. Spillman stated that he was not at the Subcommittee Meeting and
asked Mr. Butler to give them an overview for the Driveway Apron project.
Mr. Butler explained that a number of driveways throughout the City of North Pole
did not have an asphalt apron and they were trying to correct that issue since
people going in and out of their driveways had the potential to damage the road
and they were trying to catch up on things that were not enforced in the past to
protect the roads and give them a longer life.
Mr. Spillman asked if Mr. Butler thought the $750,000 estimate was considerably
high and if he expected that to come down quite a bit.
Mr. Butler stated that he did not consider it high, but it was the DOT estimate, so he
was relying on that since they did not have the capability to do that.
Mr. Anderson commented that one of the things that they looked at when they were
narrowing this down was whether it was a critical infrastructure and group them in a
way that would best fit the criteria of the program and garner the most competitive
bids.
Mr. Pristash stated that he thought the City projects were priority based on how
they would fit into this program and thought it was a good nomination for them and
he was working on refining the estimates.
Mr. Spillman stated that he wanted to speak similarly for the South Cushman
Extension project which was an old road in very poor condition and was an
important project since that was currently the only access to Tanana Lakes and the
Rifle Range.
Mr. Fox noted that he had a preliminary maintenance commitment from the
Borough Mayor for that project because it was not DOT right-of-way and not within
the Tanana Lakes Recreational Area Park Facility so it was technically an orphan
road but believed that that the Borough Assembly would commit a Maintenance
Agreement for them to move forward with it.
Mr. Pristash asked if the design of the project could not be started if a maintenance
agreement was not signed.
Mr. Fox explained that the Borough would have to pay the match on the
construction so that maintenance agreement might have to come after the design
was started but they would be in the works concurrently.
Mr. Pristash asked if that meant that if there were no maintenance agreement that
meant that the project failed and could not be built.
Mr. Fox stated that Mr. Pristash was correct, and the State paid the match for
design of all these projects.
Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved.
8. New Business
a. 2020 Safety Targets (Action Item)
Mr. Fox explained that the meeting packet included an email from Matt Walker of
DOT notifying them that the State had adopted their 2020 Safety Targets and FAST
Planning had 180 days to either adopt those targets or create their own targets.
Mr. Fox stated that in previous years they had chosen to adopt the State targets.
Mr. Fox stated that he had prepared a table comparing the targets for 2018, 2019,
3
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and 2020. Mr. Fox stated that if they chose to support the State targets and those
targets were not met, there were no consequences for FAST Planning.
Public Comment: No public comment.
Motion: To recommend to the Policy Board to support the State’s 2020 Safety
Performance Measure Targets. (Spillman/Felix).
Discussion: Mr. Spillman stated that he thought it seemed that supporting the
State targets was the most reasonable course of action.
Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved.
b. CMAQ Project Evaluation Criteria & Nomination Process
Mr. Fox explained that he met with Alice Edwards and Cindy Heil of DEC regarding
FAST Planning’s intent to revise the old CMAQ criteria and had included the final
approved CMAQ evaluation criteria that had been approved by the AMATS Policy
Board. Mr. Fox stated that Alice and Cindy had urged him to adopt the AMATSapproved criteria rather than revising the old criteria. Mr. Fox stated that while they
might want to adopt some of the approved criteria, they also might want to remove
or adopt some of their own criteria as well.
c. Minnie Street Corridor Study Public Comment Opportunity
Mr. Fox provided an introduction and then introduced Gary Jenkins of DOWL
Engineering who gave a presentation of the PEL Report findings and
recommendations. Mr. Fox noted that comments on the draft study were due by
November 1, 2019.
9. Other Issues
No other issues.
10. Informational Items
a. 9.18.19 Policy Board Action Items
Mr. Fox explained that the Policy Board Action Items were included in the meeting
packet.
b. 2nd Annual Winter Maintenance Forum-October 15, 2019
Mr. Fox explained that the 2nd Annual Winter Maintenance Forum would be held
October 15, 2019 from 5:30-7 p.m. at City Hall Council Chambers and consisted of
a series of guest presentations from DOT Maintenance, City of Fairbanks Public
Works, Borough Parks & Recreation, and Borough Rural Services as well as a
special presentation by Beaver Sports about winter biking. Mr. Fox stated that after
each presentation there would be a break so questions could be asked. Mr. Fox
stated that they were collecting door prizes and having a social media push to
increase public awareness and participation.
c. Obligations and Offsets
Mr. Fox explained the obligations and offsets contained in the meeting packet.

4
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11. Technical Committee Comments
 Mr. Pristash stated that he was glad to see that Gillam got paved.
 Ms. Schacher stated that John Netardus was promoted and was replacing
Jeff Organek and to feel free to reach out to him with any questions.
 Mr. Spillman stated that two weeks ago the Borough Assembly officially adopted
the Salcha/Badger Plan as part of the Comprehensive Plan and thanked the
Technical Committee for their Resolution of Support. Mr. Spillman stated that
aspects of the Downtown Plan including Land Use Classification and Circulation
Networks were out for public comment and to google FNSB Downtown Plan to
get directly to it. Mr. Spillman thanked Mr. Fox for lending Olivia Lunsford to
assist them with the GIS work that turned out fantastic.
 Mr. Hoke stated that DEC was trying to develop waivers for No Other Adequate
Heat Source and Stage I and hoped to have them out mid-month. Mr. Hoke
stated that when that happened, they would have that posted on the DEC
website so people could fill out and submit their applications online.
12. Adjournment
Motion to Adjourn: (Chapman/Felix). The meeting adjourned at 1:28 p.m. The next
Technical Committee meeting is Wednesday, November 6, 2019, Noon, Fairbanks City
Hall, Council Chambers, 800 Cushman Street, Fairbanks, AK.
Approved: ______________________________________ Date: __________
Jackson Fox, Chair
FAST Planning Technical Committee
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Agenda
1. Welcome from FAST Planning

2. Beaver Sports

Jackson Fox
jackson.fox@fastplanning.us
Tobias Albrigtsen
tobias@beaversports.com

3. Alaska DOT&PF, Maintenance & Operations

Dan Schacher
daniel.schacher@alaska.gov

4. City of Fairbanks, Public Works Department

Jeff Jacobson
JJacobson@fairbanks.us

5. Fairbanks North Star Borough, Rural Services Division

6. Fairbanks North Star Borough, Parks & Recreation Department

7. Fairbanks North Star Borough, MACS Transit

8. Grand Prize Drawing ($165 value!)

Michael Bredlie
mbredlie@fnsb.us
Brian Charlton
BCharlton@fnsb.us
Linda Aker
LAker@fnsb.us
must be present to win

100 CUSHMAN STREET, SUITE 205 | FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 99701 | WWW.FASTPLANNING.US
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FAST Improvement Program FFY21 Priorities
City of Fairbanks

Policy Board approved October 16, 2019

Total

$
$
$
$
$

271,000
648,000
49,787
757,931
1,726,718

FNSB Parks & Recreation 2nd Avenue Dog Park Access Road
South Cushman Extension
Alaska DOT&PF
Phillips Field Road Path (University Avenue to Peger Road)
Total

$
$
$
$

88,374
137,782
297,631
523,787

Gravel to pavement, consider repaving adjacent path
New E-1 gravel surface, needs match and maintenance commitment
BPAC nomination, repave, includes ~$54k in fence replacement

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

174,244
139,349
168,164
72,908
150,764
126,130
296,721

Repave
Repave
Repave
Repave
Repave
Repave
Repave, lowest priority in road group

$
$
$

435,587
285,676
1,849,543

Repave
Repave, lowest priority in road group

$
$
$
$

450,000
260,000
39,845
624,616

$
$

236,670
1,611,132

City of North Pole

Dunbar Avenue (A to C Street)
Eureka Avene (Hamilton Avenue to E Street)
Pratt Avenue (2nd to Front Street)
CONP Driveway Aprons

City Priority #1, repave w/ storm drain improvements
City Priority #2, repave w/ storm drain improvements
City Priority #5, repave w/ drainage improvements (ditches)
Previously nominated, reduced to 157 driveway locations and 8 alley approaches

FFY21 Contingency Projects (pending available funding)

FAST Improvement Program FFY22 Priorities
FNSB Rural Services

Aztec Road Service Area Priority #1 Roads
Charolette Road
Choctaw Road
Glenn Street
Ione Street
Pueblo Street
Shoshone Drive
Vicki Lane
Aztec Road Service Area Priority #2 Roads
Copper Street
Aztec Road
Total

FAST Improvement Program Future Contingency Projects
City of Fairbanks

Alaska DOT&PF

UAF

4th Avenue (Bonnifield to Barnette Street)
8th Avenue (Cowles to Barnette Street)
Chena Landing Loop Path
Mitchell Expressway Path (Geist to Loftus to Steelhead Road)
Farmer's Loop Extension Path
Steese Highway Path (Johansen Expy to Trainor Gate Rd)
Tanana Drive (Yukon to North Tanana Drive)
Total

City Priority #3, repave w/ storm drain improvements and sidewalk replacement
City Priority #4, repave w/ storm drain improvements
BPAC nomination, repave, needs match and maintenance commitment
Repave, includes ~$220k in fence replacement
BPAC nomination, repave
BPAC nomination, repave
Previously nominated, needs match commitment
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FAST Planning CMAQ Project Scoring Criteria ‐ DRAFT
Project Name:
Scorer Name:
Criteria
POLLUTANT REDUCTION
PARTICULATE MATTER (PM) 2.5
>50 lbs per day
25‐50 lbs per day
5‐25 lbs per day
Low/negligible pollutant reduction
CARBON MONOXIDE (CO)
>500 lbs per day
250‐500 lbs per day
50‐250 lbs per day
Low/negligible pollutant reduction
OTHER AIR POLLUTANTS (PM‐10, NO2, SO2, etc)
Significant Benefit
Some Benefit
No Benefit
CONGESTION MITIGATION
REDUCTION IN TRAVEL DELAY
Significant reduction in Vehicle Hours of Delay (VHD)
Moderate reduction in VHD
Low/negligible reduction in VHD
TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES
Provides new multimodal connections/options to major
employment centers, schools, essential services, and/or
serves a low income/minority population
Provides new multimodal connections/options to other areas
Does not provide new multimodal connections/options
BONUS: Implements a Transportation Demand Management strategy
OTHER FACTORS
SAFETY (MOTORIZED & NON‐MOTORIZED USERS)
Significant safety improvement
Moderate safety improvement
Low/negligible imrovement to safety
PLAN APPROVAL
Project supports measures included in the SIP
Project included in an approved Plan other than SIP
(MTP, TIP, Comprehensive Plan, Downtown Plan, etc)
Not in an approved Plan
PROJECT READINESS
Project can be completed within 2 years of funding award
Project can be completed within 3 years of funding award
Project can be completed within 4 years of funding award
BONUS: Project has preliminary match and maintenance commitments

Weight

Total Points
Choose One

12
8
4
0

0
0
0
0
Choose One

6
4
2
0

0
0
0
0
Choose One

4
2
0

0
0
0
Choose One

6
4
0

0
0
0
Chose One + BONUS

6

0

4
0
2

0
0
0
Chose One

4
2
0

0
0
0
Chose all that Apply

4
2

0
0

0

0
Chose One + BONUS

3
2
1
4

0
0
0
0
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FAST Planning CMAQ Project Scoring Criteria ‐ DRAFT
OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE (O&M)
Decreases O&M costs
Low to moderate increase in O&M costs
High increase in O&M costs
POPULATION SERVED
Regional/areawide users
Multiple neighborhoods/destinations
Single neighborhood/destination
BONUS: Major employment centers, schools, essential services,
and/or serves a low income/minority population
PUBLIC SUPPORT
Has broad public support and included in an approved Plan
Has resolution of support from a local government
Has letters of support or petition
Has documented public comments supporting project
Has documented public comments opposing project

Choose One
2
1
0

0
0
0
Choose One + BONUS

4
2
1
3
Chose all that Apply
4
3
2
1
0

place an "X" in the appropriate box

0
0
0
0
0
0

PROJECT TOTAL
PROJECT COST
Is the cost reasonable for the nominated project?

0
0
0
0

Yes
No
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Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) Project Evaluation Criteria
2019-2022 TIP

1

Category Weighting
= 2.25

Total Possible Points

> 750 lbs per day or PM-10 > 4,000 lbs per $1 M total annual expense

10
-Or-

22.5
-Or-

> 500 lbs per day or PM-10 > 2500 lbs per $1 M total annual expense

6
-Or-

13.5
-Or-

> -250 lbs per day or PM-10 > 1,500 lbs per $1 M total annual expense

4
-Or-

9.0
-Or-

< 250 lbs per day or PM-10 > 1,500 lbs per $1 M total annual expense

2
-Or-

4.5
-Or-

0

0

Pollutant Reduction

Expanded to
seperate PM2.5
and CO criteria
Project reduces CO by:

No Pollutant Reduction

2

Category Weighting
= 1.0

Reducing Delay

Cost effectiveness in reducing delay
(reduces vehicle hours of delay)

10.0
-Or-

Moderately reduces VHD in relation to cost; incorporates TDM techniques

6
-Or-

6.0
-Or-

4

4

Category Weighting
= .75

Total Possible Points

10
-Or-

7.5
-Or-

6
-Or-

4.5
-Or-

0

0

Category Weighting
= 0.6

Total Possible Points

Significant benefits
Reduction of other pollutants such as fine
particulate (PM-2.5), air toxics, greenhouse Some benefits
gases

4

No benefit

Safety

Contributions to public safety

7.5

6.0

10

6.0
-Or-

0

0.0

Category Weighting
= 0.6

Total Possible Points

10
-Or-

6.0
-Or-

6
-Or-

3.6
-Or-

0

0

Category Weighting
= 0.6

Total Possible Points

Supports a required SIP project

10
-Or-

6.0
-Or-

Supports an approved plan other than SIP (i.e. Comp Plan, Trails Plan, Transit
Plan, District Plan, etc.)

6
-Or-

3.6
-Or-

0

0

Yes

Expanded to significant, moderate,
low/no safety improvement

No
5

10.0

10
-Or-

Air Pollutant
Reduction

PM-10

Total Possible Points

Significantly reduces VHD in relation to cost; incorporates TDM techniques

Negligible reduction in VHD
3

22.5

Alternative
Transportation
Project provides for a new transit service
Project provides/encourages use of
alternative transportation methods and/or
Project implements a transportation demand management (TDM) strategy
discourages S.O.V.
use?
Combined
with Multimodal Contribution

6.0

and incorporated Enviro Justice
Project does not provide any of these measures
6

Plan Approval

Required By or Supports an Approved Plan:

Not in an approved plan

6.0
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Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) Project Evaluation Criteria
2019-2022 TIP

7

Category Weighting
= 0.5

Population Served Planning Factors 1,4 & 5

Project located as to serve or benefit:

10
-Or-

5.0
-Or-

Between major employment centers, town centers, schools, neighborhoods or
community council areas while preserving neighborhood integrity

6
-Or-

3.0
-Or-

4
-Or-

2.0
-Or-

Within neighborhoods or community council areas while preserving
neighborhood integrity
One neighborhood

Environmental
Justice

1.0
Total Possible Points
4.0

Project is located within 1/4 mile of an EJ area and will provide new or
improved access to transit, pedestrian or bike facilities

10
-Or-

4.0
-Or-

Project is located within 1/4 mile of an EJ area but does not provide any new
or improved access to transit, pedestrian or bike facilities or project is not
within ¼ mile of an EJ area.

0
-Or-

0.0
-Or-

-5

-2.0

Category Weighting
= 0.4

Total Possible Points

All funds requested immediately and be completed within one year of receiving
funding

10
-Or-

4.0
-Or-

All funds requested within three months of FFY and be completed within 2
years of receiving funding

6
-Or-

2.4
-Or-

A portion of requested funds immediately and begin first phase of project;
project completed within 3 years of receiving first funding

4
-Or-

1.6
-Or-

2

0.8

Category Weighting
= 0.4

Total Possible Points

10
-Or-

4.0
-Or-

6
-Or-

2.4
-Or-

4
-Or-

1.6
-Or-

0

0

Category Weighting
= 0.4

Total Possible Points

High

10
-Or-

4.0
-Or-

Moderate

6
-Or-

2.4
-Or-

2

0.8

Incorporated into Multimodal
Contribution, Transportation
Project creates a disproportionate negative effect on an EJ area (reduces
Alternatives, & Poplulationaccess
Served
to transit service, or negatively impacts pedestrian or bike facilities
9

2
Category Weighting
= 0.4

Planning Factors 1,4,5, & 9

Environmental Justice

5.0

Between large segments of the city such as Downtown to Midtown and U-Med

Incorporated Enviro Justice

8

Total Possible Points

Project Readiness

4.0

Can the project obligate:

Requires concept approval; matching funds not identified; uncertain timeline
for obligation, construction and completion
10

ITS

Planning Factors 1,2,3,4,7,9 & 10

Extensive use; new ITS/innovation technology; new application of existing
technology; supports MTP goals and objectives
Some use of ITS/innovative technology; mostly applications and technology
Consider the extent to which the project
already in use
involves or uses ITS or other innovative
technology to achieve its intended purpose:
Minimal use; existing/old generation ITS
No ITS or innovative technology/applications

11

Economic Benefits Planning Factors 1,5,7, & 10

Economic benefits after project completion

Low

4.0

4.0

Page 14
Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) Project Evaluation Criteria
2019-2022 TIP

12

Multimodal
Contribution

Category Weighting
= 0.4

Planning Factors 1,2,3,4,5,6 & 10

Includes multimodal links

10
-Or-

4.0
-Or-

Moderate links or moderately improves mode transitions and improvements
are needed

6
-Or-

2.4
-Or-

2
-Or-

0.8
-Or-

2.5
-Or-

> $500,000 but < $750,000

6
-Or-

1.5
-Or-

> $750,000 but < $1,000,000

4
-Or-

1.0
-Or-

2

0.5

Category Weighting
= 0.25

Project Support

2.5

10
-Or-

2.5
-Or-

Moderate

6
-Or-

1.5
-Or-

2

0.5

Category Weighting
= 0.25

Total Possible Points

Broad based area-wide support and project is in an approved Transportation
related plan

10
-Or-

2.5
-Or-

Local area support for project (resolution from local government)

6
-Or-

1.5
-Or-

Limited support for project (neighborhood petition, community council
resolution)

4
-Or-

1.0
-Or-

Mixed support (documented opposition and support)

2
-Or-

6.0
-Or-

No significant support for project is documented

0
-Or-

0.5
-Or-

-5

-1.25

Planning Factors 5 & 7

Public Support:

Total Possible Points

Low

High

15

2.5

10
-Or-

Planning Factors 1, 2, 7, 8, & 9

O&M costs associated with project

0
Total Possible Points

$500,000 or less

> $1,000,000

O&M Costs

0
Category Weighting
= 0.25

Total Project Cost

Total funding required:

14

4.0

Significant links or significantly improves mode transitions and improvements
are needed immediately

Combined with Transportation
Minimal links
Alternatives and incorporated
Enviro Justice
No links
13

Total Possible Points

Local opposition is documented

2.5
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Updated: 11/4/2019
ID

Chapter and
Line

MSCS PEL Report - Public Comments
Date

Public Comment

Page 1 of 6
Public
Comment ID

I am in favor of Project 1 and Concept C1 so that there is no direct through traffic onto Minnie Street from Phillips Field Road. If Phillips Field Road is
connected directly to Minnie Street it will become a cross-town corridor with fast traffic unsuited to our small quiet neighborhood. We want to encourage
foot traffic and have it be safe for children and elders. Direct traffic from Phillips Field Road to Steese Highway would do the opposite of that.

1

2

General

General

28-Sep-19

1-Oct-19

In addition to my earlier comment, I absolutely oppose C3 and C3a. I am against any straight through connection to other roads at the current junction of
Minnie and Illinois. Please retain the junction of Minnie and Illinois as is.

Thank you. The more upgrades that are done to Minnie Street, the higher will be the traffic load, and the faster will be the speed. These impacts to the
already difficult Minnie/Betty intersection makes it imperative some traffic regulation or slowing happen to allow cross traffic to enter into the
congestion. The best is a stop light, programmed to operate at rush hour times, taking into account the Monroe School drop off and pickup hours.
Secondly would be a yellow blinking light to slow traffic, however that could work. This intersection is already a serious problem at rush hours, and
destined to become only more serious. Please address it in your plan. Thanks.

JBJ

Email
(to be
hidden)

DOWL Public Response

No change to report, general reply comment sent 9/30/19.
Thank you for taking the time to review and send the team comments.
Your comments are important, will be considered, and will be added to the MSCS
jbjones@alas PEL Report – Public Comments log. This log will be added and published in
ka.edu
Appendix B – Public Involvement Summary.
Thank you for taking the time to review the report and sending the team
comments.

Completed
By

GJ/AG

The Appendix C: Traffic Report has the analysis done to date. For the short-term
recommended project the design team is planning to look at the intersection of
Minnie and Betty. As with typical planning stud-ies, it is presumed that the longterm recommended project will not begin design for over 15 years. This length of
time between the study and the design will result in additional future traffic
analysis.

JK

jokuykendall
3@gmail.co
m

Your comments are important, will be considered, and will be added to the MSCS
PEL Report – Public Comments log. This log will be added and published in
Appendix
– Public
Summary.
Thank youBfor
takingInvolvement
the time to review
the report and sending the team

IH/AG

comments. Comments like yours, coming from people who are intimately familiar
with the project area, are essential in guiding how we develop future projects. We
will document your comments and be sure to consider these issues in future
projects. You commented on several different topics and I will try and address each
of them here.
When we change or expand corridors, noise is often an issue that is very important
to local residents. With every project we build, we conduct an environmental
review that includes an assessment of noise impacts. If we determine that noise
will increase as a result of the project, we look at several techniques to mitigate the
noise.

The document indicates there is little truck traffic on minnie st currently. If any of the C projects are built, that will change that. Noise will become a big
problem with little opportunity for addressing due to the narrow corridor and no possible buffers.
Undergrounding utilities would be desirable but having to reduce lot side to accomplish wider sidewalks is not. Smaller lots reduce property values.
Parking at Rod's Saw Shop is pretty limited the document doesn't say much about how that will be addressed.

Regarding sidewalks, the balance between pedestrian access, property acquisitions,
and maintenance costs is always difficult to weigh. Different groups, for good
reasons, have different values and opinions. While construction funding typically
comes from the federal government with little cost to local governments, all
maintenance of those finished construction projects is funded locally. The City of
Fairbanks would need to agree to fund maintenance for an expansion of
infrastructure on Minnie Street.

While I am in favor of a connection from johansen to minnie for both motorized and non motorized access, the cost to build and maintain it isn't very
feasible in this time of reduced budgets.
The C1 idea would mean there would be 4 signalized intersections between the chena river and college rd. This means delays in traversing the illinois
corridor, not desirable.
Sidewalks on both sides on minnie street would add lane miles for the city snow removal crews. Undergrounding utilities would help somewhat but the
city public works is severely underfunded for winter maintenance so impassable sidewalks will likely be a problem in the winter.

3

General

14-Oct-19

The Appendix Existing Conditions Summary Report on page 29 and in discussions of construction issues for C proposals, especially C1, are missing an
important issue. Alasconnect has a data center in the old FE building on illinois st. This data center is tied to a fiber cable loop within the city of fairbanks.
There are many businesses in town on that loop, I believe including Fairbanks Memorial Hospital, that use their services so ANY issues with fiber cable
relocation could have big implications all over town if there are outages or damage during construction.

Thank you for bringing to our attention the parking issues at Rod’s Saw Shop. If
property is acquired from the owner as part of a future project, parking will be part
of the negotiations.

PS

Thank you, also, for the information considering Alasconnect data center building
pstern@alask in the old FE building at 612 Illinois Street. Future projects will consider the impact
a.net
of any utility disruptions, including fiber optic issues. We will need to research if

IH/AG
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the most recent draft of the Minnie Street Corridor Study PEL. ARRC has the following comments:

4

General

1-Nov-19

1.Section 8.1.1.2 Concept C3A ROW impacts – This section neglects to mention the two ARRC lease lots that will be impacted (though there is a reference
to a tank farm), or the ARRC reserve property (not leased out) that will be impacted, or the crossing of Charles street, which is on ARRC property but
permitted to the City of Fairbanks, or the impacts to the permitted parcel on ARRC property or the building which exists on ARRC property under an
Encroachment Easement. ARRC’s previous comments regarding compensation for lost leased property apply here as well. There is also no mention of the
GVEA property under this alternative.
2.Section 8.1.3 Contaminated sites – ARRC is aware of additional contamination sites not identified in the text or on the figure, most notably the
chlorinated solvents coming from the Bentley Mall, Noyes Slough area into the project area. This contamination has impacted work on Illinois Street in
the past.
3.Section 9.5.2 Potential Funding Sources – This section lists Railway-Highway Crossings Program, but I do not believe that this program can fund any new
crossings without the subsequent removal of an existing crossing – we are not sure how this project or any of the concepts presented contribute to RRHwy Xing hazard elimination and therefore are not sure this is a viable option.

ARRC

MaddyR@ak
rr.com

FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn
sb.us

FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn
sb.us

FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn
sb.us

FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn
sb.us

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments to the DRAFT Minnie Street Corridor Study Planning and Environmental Linkages Study. The level of
effort on this project was appreciated and there are many positive improvements proposed for the Minnie Street Corridor, particularly the Minnie Street
Improvement “preferred concept”. There are, however, some proposals in this PEL study that do raise some concern, particularly the “preferred concept”
of the “Johansen Expressway Connection”. This proposed connection does not appear to be supported by failing Level of Service, is not included in FAST
Planning’s Metropolitan Transportation Plan, does not appear to be overwhelmingly supported by the public, and has a planning level estimate of over
$30 million. The “Johansen Expressway Connection” should be removed as a “preferred concept” at this time.
Below are a few areas that could be emphasized and additionally addressed in the PEL:
•More direct outreach to the neighborhood most impacted
•More Minnie Street alternatives considered
•Less focus on the long term connection possibilities
•There is a very lengthy comment portion, but no response on how the PEL actually addressed the comments, or how the comments would be addressed
in subsequent analysis
•The Vision could have been better vetted
5.0

5.1

5.2

General

General

General

1-Nov-19

1-Nov-19

1-Nov-19

More direct outreach to the neighborhood most impacted: Minnie Street cuts through the heart of the Slaterville neighborhood, one of the oldest and
most historic in Fairbanks. It is a tight knit area that is already beginning to split due to land use decisions along Minnie Street. Given the traffic, right-ofway impacts, greater distance to cross Minnie Street with the alternative proposed, direct outreach to property owners is essential to understand the
validity of the alternative. The FNSB could help with additional outreach efforts as elaborated on in the MOU between the FNSB and DOT on local
planning authority approval. A design charrette in the Slaterville neighborhood would serve this project well as there appears to be a possibly doubling
traffic volumes on Minnie Street (Figure 29, Appendix C).
More Minnie Street alternatives considered: This is the “Minnie Street Corridor Study” and it doesn’t appear many alternatives for Minnie Street were
considered. There were at least 3 alternatives, brought up by members of the public, that were discussed at the open house from those in attendance.
These included making Minnie Street a one-way facility, making tradeoffs to eliminate right-of-way acquisition, and putting traffic control and traffic
calming devices to reduce vehicle impacts within the corridor. At a minimum these should be analyzed and feedback received from area residents and
the general public.
Less focus on the long term connection possibilities: This PEL is to determine the best outcome for the Minnie Street Corridor. However, it’s major focus
is some future connection (which is not in or supported by the Metropolitan Transportation Plan) between the Johansen Expressway and Illinois Street.
This makes little sense as there has not been analysis that shows this connection is needed or cost effective. The 2045 model shows no failing level of
service in the area or on College Road that this connection would be needed to relieve. What is the justification to look at this connection at all?

5.3

General

1-Nov-19

Appendix C shows the traffic data used in the analysis. It shows none of the intersections you studied with the 2040 no-build analysis fall below level of
service C. This is a completely acceptable level of service. In addition, the Concept C alternatives cost a minimum of $30 Million. This connection
potentially doubles traffic on Minnie Street, destroying the character of the neighborhood. All Concept C connection alternatives should be removed
from further analysis.
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1-Nov-19

No Responses to Comments: In the appendix there is a good summary of comments received throughout the planning process. There is no
understanding of how the comments were used to inform the decision making process for the study or how they were or were not addressed in the
document. The PEL is simply silent and provides no further information on how the feedback was used or helped shape the type and level of analysis for
the project. The PEL feels disconnected from the comments that were taken in to shape the outcome. This project would have benefited from a
responsiveness summary to the comments that were received, similar to those done by FAST Planning.

FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn
sb.us

1-Nov-19

The Vision was Never Fully Vetted: The vision statement as written was simply presented to public and their input to a draft was not solicited. An
example would be the question of increasing connectivity to the Johansen Expressway was never discussed. Why is this proposed connection necessary?
There are no level of service concerns, it is high cost, and potentially doubles traffic on Minnie Street. With the exception of one sentence in the last
chapter Local Planning Authority approval was not included. Alaska is completely unique in how it has granted powers to local governments. Based on
State Statute the Fairbanks North Star Borough is the local planning authority for all roadway decisions that involve impacts to borough residents. LPA
approval must be obtained prior to making any revisions to the roadway network. This is not a requirement of the PEL.

FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn
sb.us

1-Nov-19

Environmental Justice needs to be better incorporated. Slaterville neighborhood has one of Fairbank’s largest populations of low and moderate income
residents. Thus the impacts of the project cannot be disproportional to their benefits. This wasn’t discussed, except to note they will be getting sidewalks
and shoulders on the road. Even this would come at a cost to the neighborhood, which was not discussed. There are right-of-way takings from residents
that are already on minimum lot sizes and have not been approached individually about how the loss of the lot size may affect them. Widening Minnie
Street makes it more difficult for pedestrians to cross the road in an area that has many residents that walk and use transit. This produces a major
inconvenience and potential safety hazards. There are no design features to address those potential hazards, such as traffic calming or intersection bulb
outs to shorten the distance that pedestrians need to cross.

FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn
sb.us

1-Nov-19

Land Use impacts need to be more effectively incorporated. There was not any discussion of the evolving land use on Minnie Street and how that may
impact traffic over time. No analysis was completed to review if the corridor were to be promoted for commerce, whether a moratorium on land use
changes were to be put in place, or what the impacts of additional traffic would be for land use in the corridor. One alternative showed a doubling of
traffic on Minnie Street. What were the land use assumption that went with that increase in traffic?

FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn
sb.us

1-Nov-19

There was not any discussion of Minnie Street’s Functional Classification. Currently Minnie Street is classified as an arterial roadway. This is inconsistent
with the amount of traffic using Minnie Street, and the land uses fronting onto Minnie Street. As a matter of practical analysis this document seemed to
analyze how to make Minnie Street into an Arterial roadway instead of questioning whether it should be an arterial roadway. Currently Minnie Street has
both commercial and residential uses that back onto Minnie Street. This is not consistent with the classification of arterial roadway, and if traffic were to
double as shown in at least one connection scenario this would produce a dangerous situation with local residents backing onto Minnie Street. Perhaps,
Minnie Street needs to be reclassified as a collector road, as it currently functions and look at marginal improvements. Furthermore, the connections to
the Johansen seem to exacerbate this situation instead of resolving traffic issues.

FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn
sb.us

1-Nov-19

In several places within the PEL and throughout the appendix it refers to the 2040 travel demand forecast model being used for the modelling analysis
that was completed. The current model, and the one which our current conformity determination is based upon is a 2045 travel demand model. It was
adopted through FAST planning as the model that the Metropolitan Transportation Plan was based upon and was used for air quality conformity
determination. This model also has been adjusted for the expected population increase from the expansion of Eielson Air Force Base, which focused
growth in the North Pole area. This is lacking in the 2040 model. When asked the consultants have said that the model used was the “most recent”
however the PEL only refers to the 2040 model. This calls into question the validity of the model analysis.

FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn
sb.us

FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn
sb.us

FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn
sb.us

FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us
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5.10

General

1-Nov-19

In 1986 the Borough Assembly adopted Resolution 86-076 “A RESOLUTION ENCOURAGING CONTINUED STUDY OF ALIGNMENT OF THE GEIST ROAD
EXTENSION”. In this resolution the major concern was for the road alignment and its impacts on the F&E Company historic site and impacts to Minnie
Street neighborhood. In 1986, the Assembly called for an “aggressive public participation program” prior to any approvals from the Assembly.
The document lacks graphics to help explain processes.

5.11

General

1-Nov-19

Throughout the document there are acronyms which are not explained other than in the Acronyms section. This is inconvenient to have to flip back and
forth to the acronyms section in order to understand the content. A reminder the first time an acronym is used is much appreciated.

1-Nov-19

We’d like to reiterate that the focus should be on the Minnie Street Corridor, its residents, and options for the corridor itself. By focusing outside the
corridor the impacts to the Slaterville neighborhood have been marginalized as simply another element to be considered. However, the focus needs to be
internal to the neighborhood as they will be living with the impacts of the decisions made here.

5.12

General

5.13

2.b (1-4)

Page 3 of 6

The PEL states that NEPA language of Purpose, Need, and Alternative were avoided, those terms are used throughout the document.
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PEL Study Process and Intent, this paragraph is true, however it only works when the tasks are done with the same rigor as the NEPA process.

FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us

Several times throughout the document it states that there are no other east-west corridor connections between Minnie Street and Airport Way. This
ignores connections at 10th Avenue, Gaffney, and 1st Avenue. Also neither Airport Way nor Phillips Field/Minnie Street have a level of service below C.
Mentions two schools to the north of Minnie Street, but does nothing to address safe routes to school particularly in light of potentially doubling traffic on
Minnie Street.
States people avoid the one-way grid in downtown and use Minnie Street to navigate between Illinois Street and Steese Expressway. Is there data or
public comments to back up this statement?

FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us

States there are 37 direct driveway access points onto Minnie Street. This roadway is less than half a mile in length. The number of driveways is
inconsistent with an Arterial classification and raises more concern if the Johansen connection and associated trip increases are recommended.

FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us

FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us

Public Comment
states there are no transportation agencies within the corridor. MACS was asked if they wanted a pullout on the corridor. They replied in the affirmative,
suggesting that transit service is needed in the neighborhood. Previously the FNSB was involved on a very limited basis in the study development for LPA
approval.
bullet 3, We are not improving the connections to the surrounding transportation network, this document proposes to ADD connections. According to
the transportation demand model the existing connections are functioning and will continue to function at an acceptable LOS.
bullet 4, Neighborhood livability. Here we discuss maintaining the livability of the neighborhood, but nowhere is there a discussion of how the livability
will be enhanced or harmed with potentially twice the traffic on Minnie Street.
This is circular reasoning and difficult to understand. It says the P&N will be tailored to the selected alternative, and this is a violation of NEPA. THE P&N
is the P&N. Projects are measured against the P&N to measure their ability to satisfy the Purpose and Need, you do not craft a Purpose and Need
statement to support a desired alternative.
The screening criteria and process should have been publicly vetted.
third paragraph states that Concept A, the no build concept was dismissed from further analysis. This is inconsistent with NEPA as the No-Build
alternative is required to be fully analyzed and carried to the very end of the alternative selection process.
The process for determining Concept C was the preferred alternative to be carried forward into NEPA was narrowly defined and has not been fully vetted
in the PEL for all the reasons mentioned above.
There were many substantive comments that could have been better addressed. A responsiveness summary, similar to the ones FAST Planning has done
for their MTP would be an acceptable option of doing so.
The forecasts that were used appear to be from a former version of the transportation demand model, and will have a major revision as Fairbanks
population continues to change.
There are additional issues that should be considered in NEPA, such as local planning authority approval. Environmental Justice will need to be assessed.
The Historic Preservation Commission will need to weigh in once the full scale of impacts is known. It is of the utmost importance the recommendations
made are consistent with the Regional Comprehensive Plan for both Transportation and Land Use goals and objectives.
Traffic increases, speed through the neighborhood and mitigation strategies for those impacts will need to be fully discussed and analyzed with the
proposed traffic doubling and the number of access points remaining the same.
Seemingly this project as proposed does not appear to be consistent with local planning authority approval. The connection options to the Johansen
Expressway could be construed as inconsistent with the goals and objectives in the comprehensive plan, such as Transportation Goal 1, Strategy 1, Action
D which states “Maintain the integrity of neighborhoods as the road network expands” but it also is not supported by the project list in the Metropolitan
Transportation Plan.
Study Objectives, Figure 1 shows far more than just the Slaterville neighborhood, and should be appropriately described.
These statements need to be further evaluated. While there may have been concurrence on the scope of individual projects, there was no concurrence
on the project list as a whole.

Throughout the document, refers to using the 2040 TransCAD model. Was the 2040 travel demand model or the 2045 travel demand model used?
Goal 5 states there is an expected population increase of 21% between 2017 and 2045. This statistic includes the entire MPO including the North Pole,
Badger road area, which is the fastest growing area in the Borough for the last 20 years. In Fairbanks, this statistic is proving to be incorrect. Since 2000,
many of the census tracts in the City of Fairbanks have lost population, not increased. The area around Minnie Street is not projected to change
dramatically as it is built out at this point (see TAZ data developed for the 2045 model).
Neighborhood Livability, it needs to be discussed how the road can potentially double in traffic, maintain the look and feel of a neighborhood street, and
maintain the character of the neighborhood. This was said, but never addressed.
The PEL does not state what the findings of Phase 1 screening were and why alternatives were screened out. This is particularly true for Minnie Street as
there were never any alternatives analyzed.
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5.37

(6-1, parg 3)

When discussing quantitative criteria the term “etc.” was used. What is the reader supposed to infer from this term. This is uninformative.

5.38

(6-1, parg 3)

5.39

(6-8, Proj 1)

I don’t recall any agreement on the Criteria used in Phase 1 or Phase 2 screening. Criteria are the most important aspect of alternative evaluation. It
seems they were created with little to no involvement from the public. Were there ever any criteria used for measuring the impacts on local residents?
Criteria such as neighborhood cohesion, noise, and safe residential access were not addressed and should have been.
There is not universal agreement that this is or should be the only concept for Minnie Street. Why were no other alternatives explored? There are further
options that can be explored when it comes to neighborhood impacts.

5.40

(6-8, Con A)

5.41
5.42

Fig 10
(6-13, Table
4)

5.43

(6-14)

The justification for the elimination of alternatives needs further elaboration.

5.44

(6-16)

5.45

(6-17)

5.46

(6-17)

5.47

(6-18, Table
6)

Public Open House #2, It is not made clear how the thoughts expressed in the second open house informed the phase 2 screening.
Online Public Survey, Last bullet. This comment states that turning the residential area along Minnie Street into a cross-town connection would ruin the
neighborhood. This PEL does not seem to address this concern.
The phase 2 screening as described are just as qualitative as phase 1 screening criteria, they are just given a scoring range. This does not make this a
quantitative analysis.
Table 6. Where is the actual data that backs up these rankings? There seems to be little more than subjective thought for analysis. What are the
response times? How many travel point conflicts are being created? What is the VMT of out of direction travel between alternatives? What is the level of
support? Were people asked to select their favorite alternatives, and what did that say?
Minnie Street Cul-de-sac, It is too early to throw out this alternative. Due to the fact it is not preferred by City maintenance, and other departments does
not mean it shouldn’t be fully evaluated as a viable alternative. There was not an in-between alternative, such as reclassifying Minnie Street to a collector
type roadway.
Concept C3A, why was taking the tracks over the roadway not looked at as an option? It is already a very expensive option. Why not look at grade
separation of the rails?
FNSB Regional Comp Plan. The PEL basically says it satisfies the requirements of the regional comprehensive plan by improving the safety and efficiency of
Multi Modal Transportation. This has not been shown, and it can be argued if we are proposing to double traffic on Minnie Street, safety has not been
improved, and possibly could be making things more dangerous. The following are ways in which the Regional Comprehensive Plan has been largely
ignored in this process.
Per AS 35.30.101, only the Planning Commission can determine the consistency with the comprehensive plan.

5.49

(6-19)
(6-19, Conc
C3A)

5.50

(6-21)

5.48

Date

Public Comment

This concept needs full evaluation, and to be carried through the entire PEL.
Figure 10, it is very difficult to see how these B concepts are not beneficial and their costs will be so extreme as to make this concept moot. More analysis
is needed.
Table 4, is difficult to understand, and doesn’t make sense why alternatives with higher rank are eliminated before those with a lower rank.

Page 5 of 6

FNSB
Planning

Email
(to be
hidden)
dgalligan@fn
sb.us

FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us

FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn
sb.us

FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us

FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn
sb.us

FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn
sb.us

Public
Comment ID

Land Use Goal 1:
To recognize that the foremost aspect of land use involving private property is
the retention and maintenance of private property rights

5.51

Strategy 1: Work for decisions by commissioners and the Assembly that protects individual
private property rights to the maximum extent possible.
Strategy 2: Work for community end goals with a minimum impact and disruption of individual
private property rights.
Strategy 3: To work to reduce to the fullest extent possible the natural conflict that develops
between private property right and community needs and interests.
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Alternatives to taking ROW were never explored. Individual property owners were never consulted about the impacts of a ROW taking, the Project 1 was
developed without private property owner feedback.
Transportation Goal 1
To have a safe, efficient, multi-modal transportation system that anticipates community growth.
Strategy 1: Encourage location, design and maintenance of roads based on their function and
community needs.
Action C: Ensure that road designs improve safety and minimize adverse impacts
•Encourage limiting the number access points to high volume/speed roads
•Identify and correct problem intersections
•Provide recessed bus stops for public transportation systems
•Reduce wildlife interactions
•Integrate pedestrian-friendly sidewalks and bike trails along newly-developed roads or as enhancements during road maintenance
Action D: Retain the integrity of neighborhoods as the road network expands.
The function of this road is debatable. It needs consideration for reclassification to a minor collector. It is not clear the proposed road design would
improve safety particularly with doubling traffic. This is inconsistent with Action C.

5.52

5.54

(8-2, parag
1)

5.55

(8-2, Proj 1)

5.56

(8-6)

5.57

(8-8, parg 1)

5.58

(8-10)

Action D (above) does not appear to have been addressed in the existing PEL. The PEL could be construed as inconsistent with the FNSB Comprehensive
Plan.
Discusses the fact that the C concepts will decrease out of direction travel and decrease delay, but by how much, and at what cost? This analysis has not
been completed.
Project 1 discusses a blanket variance for the ROW required for improvements. It is not possible to do a blanket variance. This is a Quasi-Judicial
proceeding that has individual impacts per lot which need to be documented on a per lot basis. This is also needed to establish grandfather rights for the
lot so it can be bought and sold in future real estate transactions.
Environmental Justice, the last sentence on the page says that this project will not significantly impact Community Cohesion. By what measure? How can
you double traffic in the middle of a neighborhood and not impact it cohesion? There has not been analysis to determine the road’s impact on the
connectness or livability of the neighborhood.
The first paragraph talks in vague generalities of the potential to change the travel patterns if Concept C is developed. What are the impacts? The model
should address this. Again these alternatives do not appear to be needed for a level of service perspective.
Cumulative Effects, what would the effects of a doubling of traffic be on the river and slough? It is already an impaired waterbody, increasing traffic is sure
to increase runoff impacts.

5.59

(8-11)

Air Quality, have we looked at impacts of doubling traffic and what that would do to CO emissions at the intersection of Minnie Street and Old Steese?

5.6

(8-13)

Contaminated Sites, There is no mention of Chevron on the corner of Illinois and Minnie Streets. It may not be on the list, however, deserves a mention.

5.61
5.62

(8-13)
Ch 9, Next
Steps

Potential Consequences it states that ADEC manages land use decisions, but land use actions are carried out by FNSB not ADEC.
Next Steps, There should not be discussion of connection concepts in this section. It is focused on implementation actions and the only implementation
that is planned is on Minnie Street.

5.63

(9-5, Con C)

Concept C should be omitted. The need statement does not appear to be based on data. There is no substantiation for the statement saying that
interchange ramp intersections are experiencing unacceptable levels of congestion, or that establishing this connection would fix the issue.

5.64

(9-5)
(9-7,
Funding)

5.53

5.65
5.66
5.67

(9-7/9-8)
(9-11, Conc
C)

P&N, as written the advisory language in T6640.8A is not complied with in the PEL or as described in the PEL.
Funding. As listed, there is nothing planned outside the Minnie Street corridor in the TIP Programmed Projects. Concept C is not included in the MTP or
the TIP.
Funding, a list of funding sources is not helpful. Identifying how they apply, and what the likelihood of them being utilized for the projects is what the
Funding section should discuss.
Concept C Bullet 1, the measure of delay reduction and the level of service need to be analyzed prior to using this as a justification for the project. This is
very circular logic and doesn’t add to the analysis.

DOWL Public Response

Completed
By
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FAST Surface Improvement Program FFY20 ‐ Project Nominations
Agency

Project

Cost Estimate

Alaska DOT&PF

Davis Road ‐ Peger Road to University Avenue

$

1,267,034

#1

X

City of Fairbanks

LeAnn Drive ‐ Joyce Drive to D Street

$

189,842

#2

←

E Street ‐ Craig to Baranof Avenue

$

69,758

#3

←

Bonnifield Street ‐ 3rd to 6th Avenue

$

336,062

#4

←

UAF

Tanana Drive ‐ Yukon to North Tanana Drive

$

236,670

Contingency

FNSB

Birch Hill Access Road E‐1 Surface

$

92,862

Contingency

South Davis Park Access Road E‐1 Surface

$

274,336

Contingency

←

CONP Driveway Aprons (279)

$

757,931

Contingency

2021

$

3,224,495

$

1,000,000

City of North Pole

TOTAL
Available Budget

Priority

Future
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FMATS Area Surface Upgrades FFY2020
Updated 8.7.2019
Client
CITY OF FAIRBANKS (COF)

Road Name

Amount

E St.
LeAnn Dr.
Bonnifield St.

$
$
$

Birch Hill Access Road
South Davis Park Access Road
Total

$
$

FAIRBANKS NORTH STAR BOROUGH
(FNSB)

Client Total
Percentage of Total
$
595,661.74
69,757.82
61.86%
189,841.51
336,062.42
$
367,197.76
38.14%
92,861.91
274,335.85
$
962,859.50
100.00%

FFY19-23 TIP - FAST Improvement Program, FFY20 Construction Funding - $959,500
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Jackson Fox
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Netardus, John J (DOT) <john.netardus@alaska.gov>
Wednesday, October 2, 2019 10:59 AM
Jackson Fox
Schacher, Sarah E (DOT); Allen, Jake (DOT); Fischer, David K (DOT)
Phase 2 request for FMATS 2018-2019 and FAST 2020-2022

Jackson,
I am requesting $100,000 in additional Phase 2 for FMATS Improvement Program FFY2018‐2019. This increase came
unexpectedly due to many factors including:
 The original parent design anticipated 2 years (2018 & 2019) of program funds but we will have generated
essentially 3 years’ worth of construction program.
 Johansen Expy & Danby St Bike/Ped Path Resurfacing and Davis Road Resurfacing are new, unanticipated
spinoffs from the parent project. Davis Road construction will be funded under DOT&PF’s Preventive
Maintenance program, not FAST funds, but we appreciate the opportunity to partner on it and get the design
done quickly under this program.
 Working on future FMATS/FAST project nominations and priorities in support of a new parent project in the past
month—essentially starting to plan the 4th and 5th year of program funds.
The Johansen Bike Path has advertised. Davis Road and FAST Area Surface Upgrades FFY2020 (of which Bonnifield street
is a part) are nearing completion of detailed design, due in February. We currently have $20k left in the design budget
and I anticipate using that to prepare for the new parent project: “FAST Improvement Program FFY2020‐2022.” The
$100k increase will allow us to complete those two PS&Es through award and ensure we can continue planning a new
three year program until that project is initiated.
For future consideration in a new TIP modification, please consider a Phase 2 estimate of $550k total for the design
parent FFY 2020‐2022 project which will spin off three projects: FAST Area Surface Upgrades 2021/2022/2023 Typically
we have been seeing Phase 2 at about 7% of the low bid cost of the total of all Phase 4 spinoffs. This estimate is higher
at ~15% due to ICAP increase and multiple MOAs that will be used to have the City of Fairbanks design 4‐6 streets over
the next three years including special drainage features. When do you think the new project start could possibly be
added to the TIP? Depending on that, I’ll let you know if we need to break out the $550k over 20 and 21 or all in 20, if
that is possible.
Thank You,
John Netardus, P.E.
Engineering Manager
451‐5448

1
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FAST Planning TIP OBLIGATION STATUS REPORT FFY20 (as of 10.30.19)
ALLOCATION TOTALS (Federal Share)

STP

All

$5,039.4

FFY20
OBLIGATIONS
$0.0

AC

All

$6,049.1

$0.0

0%

CMAQ

All

$409.3

$0.0

0%

PL

All

$274.6

$0.0

0%

OFFSET

All

$0.0

$0.0

#DIV/0!

$11,772.4

$0.0

0%

FFY19
OBLIGATIONS

PERCENT
OBLIGATED

ALLOCATIONS

PHASE

AMOUNT

TOTAL

PERCENT
OBLIGATED
0%

STP FUNDS (Federal Share)
IRIS

NFHWY00447

NFHWY00280

STP

NFHWY00336

Coordinator's Office

NFHWY00271

NFHWY00138

TIP AMOUNT

COMMENTS

Design

$154.6

0%

Right-of-Way

$2.3

0%

Phase Placeholder

Right-of-Way

$2.3

0%

Phase Placeholder

Utilities

$2.3

0%

Phase Placeholder

Right-of-Way

$227.0

0%

FFY21 AC

Planning

$100.0

0%

Design

$2.3

0%

Phase Placeholder

Design

$2.3

0%

Phase Placeholder

Right-of-Way

$2.3

0%

Phase Placeholder

Utilities

$2.3

0%

Phase Placeholder

Construction

$872.9

0%

Design

$2.3

0%

Phase Placeholder

Right-of-Way

$2.3

0%

Phase Placeholder

Utilities

$2.5

0%

Phase Placeholder

Right-of-Way

$2.3

0%

Phase Placeholder

Chena Riverwalk Stage III

Cowles Street Reconstruction

NFHWY00346

OBLIGATION
DATE

Airport West Bicycle & Pedestrian Facility

NFHWY00126

Z622070000

PHASE

Cushman Street Bridge Rehabilitation

FAST Improvement Program FFY20

FAST Intersection Improvement Program

FAST Sidewalk Improvement Program

TBD

Lathrop Street Extension

Design

$122.8

0%

Z628380000

McGrath Road Upgrade

Construction

$5,094.3

0%

Design

$887.0

0%

FFY21 AC

NFHWY00274

Minnie Street Upgrade

NFHWY00269

North Pole Streetlight Standardization

Right-of-Way

$91.0

0%

FFY21 AC

NFHWY00158

Old Richardson Highway Intersection
Improvements

Right-of-Way

$2.3

0%

Phase Placeholder

Design

$2.3

0%

Phase Placeholder

Right-of-Way

$2.3

0%

Phase Placeholder

Utilities

$2.3

0%

Phase Placeholder

NFHWY00246

Sign Replacement - Stage III

NFHWY00014

Tanana Loop & South Chandalar Drive
Improvements

Construction

$2,867.4

0%

NFHWY00139

Yankovich/Miller Hill Road Reconstruction

Right-of-Way

$636.8

0%

TOTAL

$11,088.5

$0.0

0%

FFY21 AC
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CMAQ FUNDS (Federal Share)
IRIS

CMAQ

NFHWY00290

College Road Bus Pullouts

PHASE

OBLIGATION
DATE

TIP AMOUNT

FFY19
OBLIGATIONS

Percent
Obligated

Right-of-Way

$227.4

0%

Utilities

$181.9

0%

TOTAL

$409.3

$0.0

0%

FFY19
OBLIGATIONS

Percent
Obligated

COMMENTS

PL FUNDS (Federal Share)
IRIS
NFHWY00336

PL

PHASE

OBLIGATION
DATE

Planning

FMATS Coordinator's Office

TIP AMOUNT
$274.6

TOTAL

$274.6

COMMENTS

0%

$0.0

0%

AMOUNT

FFY20
OBLIGATIONS

OBLIGATION
DATE

PROJECT

$0.0

$0.0

Percent
Obligated

#DIV/0!

OFFSET FUNDS (Federal Share)
IRIS

OFFSET

PHASE

Z772480000

Plack Road Bike/Pedestrian Facility

Construction

Z637680000

Birch Hill Bicycle & Pedestrian Facility

Construction

NFHWY00165

FAST Intersection Improvement Program

Construction

NFHWY00170

FAST Sidewalk Improvement Program

Construction

NFHWY00156

Yukon Drive Improvements

Construction

NFHWY00243

FMATS Area Surface Upgrades FFY18

Construction

TOTAL
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FAST Planning FFY20 Offsets
Project

October 30, 2019
Federal

Total w/ Match

FMATS Intersection Improvements FFY19
Plack Road Bike/Pedestrian Facility
FMATS Sidewalk Improvements FFY19

$132,298
$489,454
$264,545

$145,430
$538,039
$290,805

Total Offset Funding to Date

$886,297

$974,274

FAST Improvement Program FFY20 Construction Increase

$159,701

$175,554

Total Committed Offsets

$159,701

$175,554

Remaining Funds to be Obligated

$726,596

$798,720

Project deobligation; bids rejected
Project closure
Reduction to Bid Award

COMMITTED FUNDS

1

Executive Director approved 10.25.19
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Pending FAST Planning Deobligations from Project Closures & Reductions to Bid Awards

IRIS

Project

Z637680000
NFHWY00156
NFHWY00243
NFHWY00365
NFHWY00170
Z637840000
NFHWY00137

Birch Hill Bicycle & Pedestrian Facility
Yukon Drive Improvements
FMATS Area Surface Upgrades FFY18
FMATS Area Surface Upgrades FFY19
FMATS Sidewalk Improvement Program FFY19
Gillam Way Rehabilitation
Wembley Avenue Improvements

Construction
Year

Estimated Federal
Deobligation

2017
2018
2018
2019
2019
2019
2019

$225,000
TBD
TBD
TBD
TBD
TBD
TBD

TOTAL

$1,268,426

October 30, 2019

Notes
Project Closure; closure in process
Project Closure; $123,223 remaining; pending final inspection
Project Closure; $121,776 remaining; pending construction closeout
Project Closure; pending construction closeout
Project Closure; construction to be completed in 2020
Project Closure; pending construction closeout
Project Closure; pending construction closeout

