TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING
Wednesday, December 4, 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 December 4, 2019 Agenda

3.

Approval of the November 6, 2019 Meeting Minutes

4.

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

5.

Public Comment Period (Non-Action Items)

6.

Old Business
a. Minnie Street Corridor Study (Action Item)

7.

Pg 1-7
Pg 8-9

Pg 10-17

New Business
a. PM2.5 Non-attainment Area CMAQ Funding – Call for Project Nominations

Pg 18-32

b. College Road Bus Pullouts – Project Update
c. Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) – Guest Presentation
8.

Other Issues

9.

Informational Items
a. 11.13.19 Policy Board Action Items
b. Obligations and Offsets

Pg 33-46

Pg 47

Pg 48-51

10.

Technical Committee Comments

11.

Adjournment

Next Scheduled Technical Committee Meeting – Wednesday, January 8, 2020, Noon, Fairbanks
City Council Chambers
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TECHNICAL COMMITTEE
Meeting Minutes – November 6, 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
** Rachel Maddy
AK Railroad Corporation
** Judy Chapman
DOT&PF Planning
** Sarah Schacher
DOT&PF Preconstruction
** John Perreault (absent)
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
* Randi Bailey
DOT&PF Planning
Ivet Hall
DOT&PF
John Netardus
DOT&PF
Gary Jenkins
DOWL
Corey DiRutigliano
Bettisworth North
Alan Hoza
Lynden Logistics
Phoebe Bredlie
Kinney Engineering
Joe Michel (via telephone)
Alaska Trucking Association
* FAST PLANNING Staff members
** FAST PLANNING Technical Committee members
3. Approval of the November 6, 2019 Agenda
Motion: To approve the November 6, 2019 Technical Committee Agenda.
(Ackerman/Chapman).
Discussion: No further discussion.
Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved.
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4. Approval of the October 2, 2019 Meeting Minutes
Motion: To approve the October 2, 2019 Meeting Minutes. (Pristash/Felix).
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 following
updates:
 The RFP for the Non-Motorized Plan Update had been advertised and
consultant proposals were due November 18, 2019 and they expected to
select a consultant to begin work in December or early January.
 The 2nd Annual Winter Maintenance was held October 15, 2019 and was
well attended. There were several guest presentations. This event was
sponsored by Beaver Sports this year who generously donated over $500
in door prizes. It was a great event and would be held again next year in
October. The meeting packet included the agenda and a list of speakers.
 The Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee Meeting was held on
October 10, 2019. At that meeting, two motions were made to nominate
two new path resurfacing projects to the FAST Improvement Program.
The first project resurfaced the path along the Farmers Loop Road
Extension which is along the Steese Highway between the Johansen
Expressway and Farmers Loop Road and the second project resurfaced
the path along the Steese Highway between the Johansen and Trainor
Gate Road. The two projects were added to the future Contingency
Category in 2023 or later under the Improvement Program and were not
ones they were considering for construction or design starts any time
soon, but DOT was preparing estimates for the proposed projects.
 The Policy Board approved the FFY21 & 22 Priorities for the FAST
Improvement Program at the October 16, 2019 meeting with the addition
of Pratt Avenue and did not approve the FFY23 Construction Program
priorities.
 A request was made by DOT Planning to prepare an Administrative
Modification to the TIP to add in the Growden Park Path that was awarded
TAP Funding by DOT and needed to be shown in the TIP so a design start
could occur. The path was added to the FAST Sidewalk Improvement
Program and there were some other revisions made to the TIP that would
be included.
6. Public Comment Period (Non-Action Items)
No public comment.
7. Old Business
a. CMAQ Project Evaluation Criteria (Action Item)
Mr. Fox explained that the CMAQ Evaluation Scoring Criteria was revised
and developed by the Technical Committee Working Group who met on
October 10 and October 30 and looked at the recently adopted AMATS
2
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scoring criteria. Mr. Fox explained that the AMATS criteria was revised to
better fit the Fairbanks area particularly in the area of pollutant reduction for
PM2.5 emissions. Mr. Fox explained that the newly revised criteria was before
the Technical Committee to review and approve.
Public Comment: No public comment.
Motion: To recommend to the Policy Board to approve the FAST Planning
CMAQ Project Scoring Criteria. (Chapman/Hoke).
Discussion: Mr. Ackerman stated that he thought that even if they did not
use the cost per pound pollutant reduction, it should be calculated and used
for information.
Mr. Weinberger commented that those prices would only apply to Fairbanks
since our costs were higher than other communities.
Amendment to the Motion: To add a component under “Project Cost” for
the project’s cost per pound of pollutant reduction. (Ackerman/Hoke).
Discussion: Ms. Felix asked if they were proposing that it would have a
score associated with it or just be informational.
Mr. Ackerman stated that it would just be informational.
Vote on Amendment to the Motion: None opposed. Approved.
Amendment to the Motion: To revise the PM2.5 pollutant reduction criteria
to >2.5 lbs. per day with weight of 12 points, 0.5 to 2.5 lbs. per day with
weight of 8 points, low/negligible pollutant reduction with a weight of 4 points,
and add a bonus category for measurable reduction in precursor pollutants
(SO2, NOx, etc.) with a weight of 2 points. (Hoke/Ackerman).
Discussion: Mr. Hoke stated that 0.5 pounds per day was all they got from
the University/Johansen/Geist project and most of our projects would fall
lower than that so any 2.5-pound reductions that could be shown should get
something for that.
Mr. Fox clarified that if a project was submitted that had no PM2.5 reduction,
it was not eligible for the funding.
Ms. Chapman asked the points given to precursors.
Mr. Hoke stated that it was 2 points.
Mr. Ackerman pointed out that getting something was better than nothing.
Vote on Amendment to the Motion: None opposed. Approved.
Amended Motion: To recommend to the Policy Board to approve the FAST
Planning CMAQ Project Scoring Criteria; add a component under “Project
Cost: for the project’s cost per pound of pollutant reduction; and revise the
PM2.5 pollutant reduction criteria to >2.5 lbs. per day with weight of 12 points,
0.5 to 2.5 lbs. per day with weight of 8 points, low/negligible pollutant
reduction with a weight of 4 points, and add a bonus for measurable
reduction in precursor pollutants (SO2, NOx, etc.) with a weight of 2 points.
Vote on Amended Motion: None opposed. Approved.
3
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b. Minnie Street Corridor Study (Action Item)
Mr. Fox explained that the Minnie Street Corridor Study had been out for
public review and comment and the comments received had been resolved
except the comments from the Railroad and Borough Planning Department.
Mr. Fox stated that they did not yet have a revised final version of the
document. Mr. Fox stated that the comments that were already received had
indicated concern about the right-of-way acquisition and the lack of options
that were presented.
Public Comment: Ivet Hall, DOT&PF: Ms. Hall stated that they had portions
of the PEL Study available that they could provide to the Technical
Committee if needed. Ms. Hall explained that the revisions mainly addressed
the concern with the right-of-way acquisition and a property owner whose
property would be affected by a partial right-of-way acquisition.
Motion: To recommend to the Policy Board to approve the Minnie Street
Corridor Study. (Pristash/Schacher).
Discussion:
Amendment to the Motion: To change the word “Preferred” to “Possible” for
the Johansen Expressway Connector Alternative throughout the document.
(Spillman/Burgess).
Discussion: Mr. Spillman thought it was a good compromise and did not
think it would be hard to change in the document and were not saying that
they did not want this alternative but that it could be a possible option in the
future.
Mr. Pristash stated that he would recommend leaving the alternative as it
was because there was a team effort that was made to get to that
alternative, because it was a team effort.
Vote on Amendment to the Motion: Six in favor. Six opposed. Motion
failed.
Amendment to the Motion: To postpone action on the Minnie Street
Corridor Study until all comments are resolved and a revised final draft is
prepared for review. (Spillman/Felix).
Discussion: Ms. Schacher asked Mr. Spillman what his concerns were and
what he expected to change with the postponement.
Mr. Spillman stated that he hoped that some of the questions that
Mr. Galligan brought forward regarding the Minnie Street Connector could be
further answered or justified, because, in his mind, there needed to be
further justification for that concept and the $31 million cost associated with
it.
Ms. Bredlie asked if the intent of the PEL document was to define a preferred
alternative or to present alternatives and rule out unreasonable alternatives.
Mr. Fox stated that the purpose of a PEL document was looking at a variety
of options, coming up with a vision and goals for the corridor, and maybe one
4
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or multiple projects that complimented each other but it was moving some
options forward while eliminating others during the NEPA Process.
Mr. Weinberger pointed out that was why they used the term “concept”
instead of alternative, because when they got into NEPA the word “concept”
did not carry the same weight as the word “preferred” alternative.
Ms. Bredlie stated that she thought the concern was that any time you stated
a preference, it seemed that the word preference or preferred had a lot of
weight to it.
Ms. Maddy stated that was the reason she liked the word “preferred” was
because there were quite a few concepts on the table before that were not
acceptable to the Railroad and after going through all the concepts, the ones
included in the document, while not ideal, were potentially acceptable to the
Railroad.
Ms. Bredlie stated that while Ms. Maddy’s agency might have a preference,
she thought for the outcome of document to state a preference was
misleading and that with a little wordsmithing Mr. Spillman’s comments could
be addressed and the intent of the document would still be met.
Mr. Burgess asked if pushing off the decision another 30 days would have an
effect on the project moving forward.
Mr. Pristash stated that the “preferred concept” showed that there was work
done to get there.
Mr. Ackerman stated that his understanding of the comments was that
postponing it would not change anything.
Mr. Spillman stated that he felt much more comfortable with the word
“possible” instead of “preferred.”
Ms. Schacher stated that she supported the motion to postpone.
Mr. Spillman asked what a more palatable option for the City would be,
changing the word proposed to possible, or delaying the vote until the next
meeting.
Mr. Fox stated that if the Technical Committee postponed action, he would
respect that decision and delay bringing it to the Policy Board until the
December meeting.
Ms. Schacher stated that she was in favor because she did not want to see it
put forward by the Policy Board and have to go back and look at something
else.
Ms. Chapman asked if it whether Mr. Fox would present it to the Policy
Board for a decision.
Mr. Fox stated that he would present the comments to the Policy Board for
review as an informational item and inform them that it would be on the
agenda again in December.
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Mr. Pristash asked if the comments would be resolved by the time the Policy
Board met.
Mr. Fox stated that it would not be resolved unless the Technical Committee
wanted to call a special meeting before the Policy Board meeting on
November 13.
Mr. Spillman stated that he would withdraw his motion if the City would
approve his prior motion to change the wording.
Vote on Amendment to the Motion: Seven in favor. Five opposed.
Approved.
Motion: To extend the Technical Committee Meeting to 2:20 p.m.
(Pristash/Felix).
For the record: Mr. Spillman left the meeting at this point.
8. New Business
a. FAST Improvement Program FFY20 Construction (Action Item)
Mr. Fox explained that the Technical Committee was considering adding the
Birch Hill Access Road to the FAST Improvement Program FFY20
Construction and the meeting packet contained a DOT estimate which
indicated there were sufficient funds to add in the Birch Hill Access Road.
Public Comment: No public comment.
Motion: To recommend to the Policy Board to add the “Birch Hill Access
Road” project to FFY20 construction under the FAST Improvement Program.
(Chapman/Ackerman).
Discussion: Ms. Schacher wanted to clarify that the project is currently a
contingency project, but the motion would remove the contingency.
Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved.
b. FAST Improvement Program Design Increase (Action Item)
Mr. Fox explained that the meeting packet included a request from DOT to
increase the design phase funding in the amount of $100,000.
Public Comment: Mr. Netardus asked if the project increase was approved
whether it had to be approved by the Policy Board.
Mr. Fox explained that since the Technical Committee had authority to
approve without having to go to the Policy Board.
Motion: To approve the $100,000 design increase for the FAST
Improvement Program using offset funds. (Pascoe/Felix).
Discussion: None.
Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved.
c. Election of Chair and Vice Chair (Action Item)
Mr. Fox explained that per the Bylaws they were mandated to elect a new
Chair and Vice Chair annually.
Public Comment: No public comment.
6
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Nomination for Chair
Jackson Fox was nominated as Chair by Mr. Butler
Vote on nomination: None opposed. Approved.
Mr. Fox was re-elected Chair.
Nomination for Vice Chair
Judy Chapman was nominated for Vice Chair by Mr. Ackerman.
Olivia Lunsford was nominated for Vice Chair by Ms. Chapman.
No other nominations were received.
Vote on Nominations: Four votes for Judy Chapman. Seven votes for Olivia
Lunsford. Olivia Lunsford was elected Vice Chair.
9. Other Issues
No other issues.
Informational Items
a. 10.16.19 Policy Board Action Items
Mr. Fox explained that the Policy Board Action Items were included in the
meeting packet.
b. Obligations and Offsets
Mr. Fox explained the obligations and offsets contained in the meeting
packet.
10. Technical Committee Comments
 Mr. Hoke stated that DEC posted their no action Stage I Waivers online
and there had been some issues so if they ran into issues, they could
contact him.
 Ms. Schacher stated that the Winter Maintenance Forum was very
informative, she was impressed and learned a lot about winter
maintenance, and thanked Ms. Lunsford for coordinating it.
11. Adjournment
Motion to Adjourn: (Felix/Weinberger). The meeting adjourned at 2:13 p.m. The
next Technical Committee meeting is Wednesday, December 4, 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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Data is applicant reported and may be subject to revision.
Round

Project Name

Applicant Name

State

City

Project Type

Urban / Rural

Funding Request

Project Cost

Applicant Type
C: City or Township
Government

BUILD 2019 Petroleum and Cement Terminal

Port of Alaska

Alaska

Anchorage

Maritime

Urban

$25,000,000

$171,580,000

BUILD 2019 Auke Bay Non-Motorized Coastal Transportation Link

City and Borough of Juneau

Alaska

Juneau

Maritime

Rural

$12,358,860

$12,358,860

B: County Government

BUILD 2019 Juneau Marine Service Center

City and Borough of Juneau

Alaska

Juneau

Maritime

Rural

$24,987,242

$24,987,242

BUILD 2019 Agoon Harbor Improvements

City of Angoon

Alaska

Angoon

Maritime

Rural

$9,409,720

$11,409,720

BUILD 2019 Juneau Fisheries Terminal Completion
Marine Transportation Improvements in Petersburg,
BUILD 2019
Alaska
BUILD 2019 Haines Borough Lutak Dock Restoration

City and Borough of Juneau

Alaska

Juneau

Maritime

Rural

$24,942,123

$24,942,123

B: County Government
C: City or Township
Government
B: County Government

Petersburg Borough

Alaska

Petersburg

Maritime

Rural

$6,823,722

$7,323,722

B: County Government

Haines Borough

Alaska

Haines

Maritime

Rural

$24,947,999

$25,909,372

BUILD 2019 Inner Harbor Replacement

City and Borough of Wrangell

Alaska

Wrangell

Maritime

Rural

$546,500

$546,500

X: Other (specify)
C: City or Township
Government

City and Borough of Yakutat

Alaska

Yakutat

Maritime

Rural

$24,999,960

$24,999,960

BUILD 2019 Cordova Small Boat Harbor Improvements

City of Cordova

Alaska

Cordova

Maritime

Rural

$25,000,000

$27,012,000

BUILD 2019 Nome Snake River Moorage and Haul Out Facility

City of Nome

Alaska

NOME

Maritime

Rural

$12,910,000

$13,910,000

Seward Alaska Freight Dock and Corridor
BUILD 2019
Improvements

Alaska Railroad Corporation

Alaska

Anchorage

Maritime

Rural

$22,050,000

$24,500,000

BUILD 2019 Port Saint Nicholas Road Reconstruction Project

Craig Tribal Association

Alaska

Craig

Road

Rural

$9,248,350

$9,248,350

BUILD 2019 Port MacKenzie Rail Extension

Matanuska-Susitna Borough

Alaska

Palmer

Rail

Rural

$25,000,000

$125,000,000

BUILD 2019 East Barrow Shareholder Lot Roads Phase 2-5

Native Village of Barrow

Alaska

Utqiagvik

Road

Rural

$14,792,485

$14,792,485

State of Alaska

Alaska

Fairbanks

Road

Rural

$25,000,000

$30,700,000

BUILD 2019 Alaska Highway 10 Extension

Native Village of Eyak

Alaska

Cordova

Road

Rural

$22,085,000

$23,585,000

BUILD 2019 Cape Blossom Access Road Project

Northwest Arctic Borough

Alaska

Kotzebue

Road

Rural

$6,875,000

$50,500,000

BUILD 2019 Rampart Road Improvements

Rampart Village Council

Alaska

Rampart

Road

Rural

$12,346,500

$12,900,000

BUILD 2019 Ruby Slough Road Construction Project

Native Village of Ruby

Alaska

Ruby

Road

Rural

$8,791,820

$9,266,820

BUILD 2019 Clark's Point-Ekuk Road Project

Bristol Bay Native Association

Alaska

Dillingham

Road

Rural

$11,107,590

$11,692,200

BUILD 2019 Ekwok to New Stuyahok Road Study

Bristol Bay Native Association

Alaska

Dillingham

Road

Rural

$100,000

$100,000

BUILD 2019 Ugashik to Pilot Point Road Study

Bristol Bay Native Association

Alaska

Dillingham

Road

Rural

$125,000

$125,000

BUILD 2019 Kodiak Harbor Channel Bridge Improvements Project

Alaska Department of Transportation and
Public Facilities

Alaska

Juneau

Road

Rural

$11,038,700

$13,798,368

BUILD 2019 Tanana Road Improvements Project

City of Tanana

Alaska

Tanana

Road

Rural

$10,520,000

$12,000,000

Noatak to Delong Mountain Transportation System
BUILD 2019 Haul Road Planning and Environmental Linkages
Study 2019

Native Village of Noatak

Alaska

Noatak

Road

Rural

$1,000,000

$50,000,000

Fairbanks Area Surface Transportation
Planning
State of Alaska

Alaska

Fairbanks

Road

Rural

$8,260,000

$9,951,600

E: Regional Organization

Alaska

Fairbanks

Road

Rural

$25,000,000

$48,000,000

A: State Government

BUILD 2019

BUILD 2019

Yakutat's Transportation Infrastructure Improvement
Project

Alaska Highway Restoration and Permafrost
Remediation

BUILD 2019 Cowles Street Reconstruction Project
BUILD 2019 Parks Highway MP 231 Enhancements

1of1

B: County Government
C: City or Township
Government
C: City or Township
Government
A: State Government
I: Indian/Native American
Tribal Government (Federally
Recognized)
B: County Government
I: Indian/Native American
Tribal Government (Federally
Recognized)
A: State Government
I: Indian/Native American
Tribal Government (Federally
Recognized)
B: County Government
I: Indian/Native American
Tribal Government (Federally
Recognized)
I: Indian/Native American
Tribal Government (Federally
Recognized)
I: Indian/Native American
Tribal Government (Federally
Recognized)
I: Indian/Native American
Tribal Government (Federally
Recognized)
I: Indian/Native American
Tribal Government (Federally
Recognized)
A: State Government
C: City or Township
Government
I: Indian/Native American
Tribal Government (Federally
Recognized)
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ID

Chapter and
Line

MSCS PEL Report ‐ Public Comments

Public Comment

Page 1 of 8

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

General

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.

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.
jbjones@alas 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 B – Public Involvement Summary.
ka.edu

Thank you for taking the time to review the report and sending the team comments.

2

General

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.

The Appendix C: Traffic Report has the analysis completed to date. For the short‐term recommended
project the design team is planning to look at the intersection of Minnie and Betty Streets. As is typical
with planning studies, it is assumed the long‐term recommended project will not commence design for
more than 15 years. The elapsed between the study and the design mean additional traffic analysis will
occur closer to the time design commences.

JK

jokuykendall
3@gmail.co 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 B – Public Involvement Summary.
m

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.

Thank you for taking the time to review the report and sending the team 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.

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.
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.

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 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.

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.

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

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.

PS

pstern@alas
ka.net

(Con't from above) 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.
Thank you, also, for the information considering Alasconnect data center building in the old FE building
at 612 Illinois Street. Future projects will consider the impact of any utility disruptions, including fiber
optic issues. We will need to research if other fiber optic lines will be able to temporarily service
disrupted areas. We agree that this is an important issue that is worth serious consideration.
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 B – Public Involvement Summary and
will be used to make decisions about future projects.
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ID

Chapter and
Line
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Public Comment

Page 2 of 8

Public
Comment ID

Email
(to be
hidden)

DOWL Public Response

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

1.Sec on 8.1.1.2 Concept C3A ROW impacts – This sec on neglects to men on 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.Sec on 8.1.3 Contaminated sites – ARRC is aware of addi onal contamina on sites not iden ﬁed 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.Sec on 9.5.2 Poten al Funding Sources – This sec on 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 RR‐Hwy Xing hazard elimination and therefore are not sure this is a viable option.

ARRC

Thank you for your feedback. Comments are addressed as follows: (1) Section 8..1.1.2 Concept C3A
ROW impacts will be updated to reference the properties listed in your feedback; (2) We have been
made aware the list of contaminated sites is incomplete, and this will be updated in the report; (3)
Section 9.5.2 provides a list of potential funding sources, and notes that as future improvements are
considered, eligibilities will need to be evaluated and hence the inclusion of the Railway‐Highway
MaddyR@ak Crossings Program. We appreciate that currently it would be challenging to use this funding, but the
approach to funding may change in the future. The report will be updated to reflect your comments.
rr.com

FNSB
Planning

A connection to the Johansen Expressway was assessed because it is a project that has been on the
table for many years and is partially built, and therefore it forms part of the existing conditions. As the
historic project connected to Minnie Street, there was a need to consider its implications on Minnie
Street as part of overall concept development, should the connection ever proceed. The analysis
demonstrated the connection was not needed over the 20‐year life of the study, but the analysis did
not consider far enough into the future to rule it out in a longer time period. In the end, the typical
section for Minnie Street would be largely the same with or without a connection, and therefore
accommodating the connection does not predetermine specific design requirements that could have
limited consideration of alternatives, especially given the importance of keeping Minnie Street
dgalligan@fn connected to Illinois Street and Old Steese highway for two‐way traffic. We will address the other
aspects of this comments in the other comment responses.
sb.us

FNSB
Planning

For a planning level study, extensive public outreach was performed (as described in the report) and
public meetings were well attended with a positive tenor. Every property owner in the study area
received a mailed postcard invitation to each open house, to ensure they were aware of the study. The
only outreach not performed was an individual meeting with each property owner, which is beyond the
scope and budget for a study of this nature. Further public outreach will occur as the short‐term
preferred project moves into design, and outreach to individual property owners that are directly
impacted by ROW will occur at that point. The proposed improvements outlined in the short‐term
dgalligan@fn preferred concept will improve safety for all users, including users crossing Minnie Street outside of
identified crossing locations.
sb.us

FNSB
Planning

There were many alternatives generated in the early stage of the study that were eliminated as fatally
flawed or outside the scope of the study. Regarding those noted:
1. Making Minnie Street one‐way was eliminated as fatally flawed because there is no adjacent corridor
with similar capacity to carry traffic the opposite direction.
2. Tradeoffs to minimize/eliminate ROW acquisition will be considered during project design.
dgalligan@fn 3. Traffic control and traffic calming will be considered as part of design. This can be added to the list of
elements that comprise the recommended project.
sb.us

General

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.

FNSB
Planning

The typical section for Minnie Street is dictated by the anticipated traffic volume. A key factor in
determining that traffic volume is whether a connection to the Johansen Expressway was likely.
Therefore, the study needed to fully determine the long term connection possibility, as consideration of
it was part of the "existing conditions". After it was determined that a two‐lane roadway on Minnie
Street could accomodate the additional traffic from a connection and that full lot acquisitions would not
dgalligan@fn be necessary, the focus was placed more on determining which long‐term project was preferred out of
those being considered.
sb.us

General

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

Responses are logged to public comments received through the public involvement process in Appendix
dgalligan@fn B. Additional sentences can be added to the PEL Study report to summarize how public comments
influenced concept development and screening.
sb.us

General

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 alterna ves considered
•Less focus on the long term connec on possibili es
•There is a very lengthy comment por on, 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 be er ve ed
5.0

General

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‐of‐way 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).
5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

General

General

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?
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Public Comment

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.

Public
Comment ID

Page 3 of 8
Email
(to be
hidden)

DOWL Public Response

FNSB
Planning

The vision was developed drawing on public comment sought in the first public open house. Following
development of the draft vision, public and agencies were invited to comment on the Corridor Vision &
Goals through mailouts, interactive website, survey, and the second public meeting.
LPA is not sought for a planning level study.
Connection to the Johansen Expressway is an historic option that forms part of the "existing conditions"
and remains of interest due to the location of Minnie Street within the larger street network and the
potential of congestion on current routes. To design Minnie Street without giving consideration to this
dgalligan@fn connection would have been short‐sighted, given the connection may be needed in the long term and
remains partially constructed.
sb.us

FNSB
Planning

The environmental analysis confirms the presence of minority and low‐income residents within the
study area. The preferred concept will have positive impacts on community cohesion for the following
reasons: ‐ improving sidewalk and bicycle facilities, to enable improved modal choice; improving the
safety of the transportation network for all transportation modes; improving access to adjoining land
uses along Minnie Street and within the study area for all transportation modes. However, quantifying
whether the preferred concepts will have disproportionate impacts to environmental justice
populations will not be able to occur until specific ROW impacts, noise impacts and project scope are
better confirmed, which will occur once design and associated assessments occur on a project(s)
forwarded from the PEL Study. Therefore, until this assessment is completed it is more appropriate to
highlight the presence of the EJ population, and the specific matters that would need to be considered
dgalligan@fn as part of the design and environmental permitting for that project in the PEL Study to provide a strong
"hook" to further analysis required as part of the next steps in implementing the project.
sb.us

FNSB
Planning

The land use along the corridor has already evolved into an even mix of residential and businesses, and
alternatives considered were responding to the conditions present along Minnie Street and the
associated planning framework in place. It was not within the scope of this study to consider changes to
dgalligan@fn the land use planning framework, and FNSB were invited to participate in all public and agency
outreach. This issue was not raised at any point during our public outreach efforts.
sb.us

The volume of traffic using Minnie Street today is similar to other arterial roadways
(Cushman[5,500vpd], Cowles [5,500vpd], Barnette [8,000vpd]). Changing the classification of the
roadway will not change the recommended typical section for Minnie Street, which means traffic will
dgalligan@fn continue to use the roadway in a similar manner it has been unless a significant change is implemented
to limit the roadway. The finding of this study is that such a limitation is not supported.
sb.us

General

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.

General

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?

General

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

General

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

General

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.

FNSB
Planning

We used the 2040 TDM because it was the most current model available at the time the traffic analysis
was completed for the PEL Study. We requested and used the most recently available modeling and
dgalligan@fn data files available. Files used were: "MasterNetwork_MTP2040" and "FairbanksTG_2045". These files
were downloaded on 12/5/17.
sb.us
In accordance with PEL guidelines, a Public & Agency Involvement Plan (PAIP) was developed and
followed in the completion of the PEL Study. The PAIP was highly successful as evidenced by the high
participation, particularly for a Planning Study, and align with the spirit and intention of an "aggressive
dgalligan@fn public participation program", particularly given the PEL has continued to consider the Minnie Street
Connector.
sb.us

General

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.

FNSB
Planning

Thank you for your feedback. It is common practice two spell out the words for the first use and identify
dgalligan@fn an acronym, followed by use of the acronym later in the document. This approach was used in the PEL
Study Report, and we will back check to ensure all acronyms are explained.
sb.us
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5.17
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5.18
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5.19

(1‐8)

MSCS PEL Report ‐ Public Comments

Public Comment

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.

The PEL states that NEPA language of Purpose, Need, and Alternative were avoided, those terms are used throughout the document.
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.

Public
Comment ID

Page 4 of 8
Email
(to be
hidden)

DOWL Public Response

FNSB
Planning

A PEL Study was selected because the Minnie Street corridor is so heavily influenced by the roadway
network in the broader study area, and existing conditions include the incomplete Minnie Street
Connector. Any options for the corridor are influenced by this surrounding transportation network, so
although the study focused primarily on the Minnie Street corridor, it is very appropriate to consider
how this is impacted by the broader transportation network. The study analysis found that the
proposed typical section would accommodate possible future traffic growth in the corridor as
influenced by traffic flowing to and from the broader transportation network (including a future
transportation network that could include construction of the Minnie Street connector). The existing
Complete Streets policy and minimum design guides established the typical section for Project 1. The
amount of ROW required to facilitate this improvement will be further vetted through the design
process, which will include public involvement and direct discussions with potentially impacted
dgalligan@fn property owners. If ROW acquisition is determined to be undesirable, then the design will be modified
accordingly.
sb.us

FNSB
Planning

The term "alternative" was intended to be avoided, and the term concept used instead. We will review
dgalligan@fn the report and update the language to reflect this approach. Purpose and Need should only be used in
reference to draft Purpose and Need statements. This will be reviewed in the Final Report.
sb.us

FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn The study contacted MACS who responded indifferently to a pullout in the corridor. A stop or pullout
can be added during design and does not change the recommendation of the study.
sb.us

FNSB
Planning

The travel demand model was not the only factor in determining the need for other connections, and
vehicular traffic was not the only mode that this goal related to. The Minnie Street Connector is an
historic concept and is partially constructed, and was included as it forms part of the existing conditions
dgalligan@fn for the study area and corridor. The concept is recommended for consideration in the long‐term, as it
may be required at some future time.
sb.us

FNSB
Planning

The impacts of the recommended projects are considered in Section 8.1.1 of the report (Human
Environment). These impacts are divided into potential consequences and cumulative effects for each
of the following effects categories recognized under NEPA: Land use and development, ROW
Acquisition, Socioeconomic Effects and Environmental Justice, Cultural and Historic Resources, Section
4(f) and 6(f) Resources. This preliminary analysis provides a basis for more detailed consideration as
dgalligan@fn projects advance to NEPA, at which point an area of potential effect will be better understood through
design to enable a more thorough analysis.
sb.us

FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn Thank you for your feedback on this section. This section requires update to refer to the draft purpose
and need statements in section 9.3 of the PEL Study Report.
sb.us

FNSB
Planning

The process was publicly presented and available for comment at multiple points in the process. The
dgalligan@fn screening criteria are directly focused on assessing a Concept's conformance with the Vision and Goals,
which were also made publicly available for comment.
sb.us
Concept A was dismissed from further analysis by the PEL Study (ie, it is not a Preferred Concept), as it
dgalligan@fn performed relatively poorly against the screening criteria. This does not mean a "No Build" will not, and
cannot, be considered in future NEPA analysis.
sb.us

FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning

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

FNSB
Planning

Concept C is vetted in the Phase 1 and 2 screening process (see Appendix E). Therefore, it is appropriate
that this concept can be incorporated by reference into any future NEPA process, should that concept
proceed as an independent project.

5.2

6.d (1‐8)

5.21

6.f (1‐8)

5.22

7.d (1‐9)

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.

8.c (1‐9)

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.

FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn See response to Comment 5.16. A summary of matters to be considered under NEPA is included in
Chapter 8 of the PEL Study Report.
sb.us

(1‐10 11)

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.

FNSB
Planning

A complete traffic analysis has been completed and forms part of the PEL study report in Appendix C.
dgalligan@fn Traffic speeds and traffic calming will be added to "Mitigation Strategies". They are also discussed in
7.1.
sb.us

5.23

5.24

See response to Comment 5.4.
See response to Comment 5.9.
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5.25

(1‐11 13)

5.26

(2‐1)

5.27

(2‐4)

5.29

(3‐1)

5.31

Public Comment

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
(2‐1, parg 5) concurrence on the project list as a whole.

5.28

5.30

MSCS PEL Report ‐ Public Comments

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.
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
(3‐5, parg 2) 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
(3‐5, parg 3) public comments to back up this statement?

Public
Comment ID

FNSB
Planning

A rigorous process for public and agency involvement was set out in the PAIP. The PEL process followed
dgalligan@fn the FHWA's PEL Process Flow Chart, and the approach was clearly documented in the PEL Study Report.
Therefore, appropriate PEL study elements may be incorporated into the NEPA process.
sb.us

FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn The noted east/west connections are not of the same extent as Airport Way or Minnie Street, providing
broader east/west connection in an efficient manner.
sb.us

FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning

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.

5.33

(3‐7)

Throughout the document, refers to using the 2040 TransCAD model. Was the 2040 travel demand model or the 2045 travel demand model used?

FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning

FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning

(3‐11)

5.35

(5‐1)

5.36

(6‐1)

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.

DOWL Public Response

FNSB
Planning

FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning

(3‐6)

5.34

Email
(to be
hidden)

The Minnie Street Connector project forms part of the existing conditions, and is consistent with the
arterial road classification of Minnie Street. Local Planning Authority approval is not part of the PEL
process, and a more thorough consideration of the impact of the project on neighborhoods would be
considered as part of the environmental review process at the time a project proceeds. It is noted the
project is identified in the long term. Minnie Street is already a mixed use, commercial street, and
arguably the integrity of the neighborhood is already impacted by the mixed use nature of the street.
The MTP may not specifically identify the Minnie Street connector, but it has long been a transportation
dgalligan@fn project that could potentially advance, dependent on future need. If the need for the connector
elevates over time, it would likely be incorporated into a future MTP as a priority project.
sb.us
dgalligan@fn The study area is identified in the legend as the project boundary which reflects the traffic analysis area.
Additional explanation will be added to Section 2.1
sb.us
The project list was developed through a historical project inventory, the Concept Development
dgalligan@fn workshop with agencies, and the Open Houses. The wording of this sentence will be revised to "sought
public and agency input"
sb.us

5.32

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.

Page 5 of 8

The study recognizes the public input indicating greater pedestrian activity in the area than the counts
suggest. The is noted in Section 3, and acknowledged in 7.1. Improved pedestrian facilities
recommended in both the short‐ and long‐term process are designed to significantly improve non‐
motorized transportation facility provision and safety.
It is indicated by much lower ADT traffic volumes and observation of the inherently different efficiencies
of the two travel routes.
This is the inherent challenge of the roadway and one of the major reasons why a PEL Study was
dgalligan@fn selected. This study was not scoped to change the classification of the roadway, but to let the study
identify how it is and should be used.
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us
See response to Comment 5.9
The traffic evaluated as part of this study used the latest available traffic model, which drew on
population data agreed by the MPO. As Minnie Street is an arterial route, it serves a regional
transportation purpose and is not merely a local road. Therefore, it was appropriate to use the latest
dgalligan@fn available traffic model and associated population projections available at the time the concepts were
evaluated.
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us
This is discussed in Section 8.1.1 of the report.
See Section 6.3.2. Other options for Minnie St were not considered because: 1) a bigger ROW take
would result in full acquisitions and was not warranted by traffic volumes; 2) No ROW take would not be
in line with the Complete Streets Policy or public comments. Further, Project 1 can be reduced during
dgalligan@fn design if the property owners end up being strongly against the gained improvements, so it didn't make
sense to identify this as a Concept.
sb.us
dgalligan@fn "Etc." reflects other measureable criteria. This is not meant to be an all‐inclusive list. See App E for
further detail.
sb.us

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.

FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning

5.38

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?
(6‐1, parg 3) Criteria such as neighborhood cohesion, noise, and safe residential access were not addressed and should have been.

FNSB
Planning

The criteria were developed directly from the goals, which were presented for public and agency
dgalligan@fn comment. Neighborhood livability was a specific goal and had (3) criteria in the Phase 2 screening (see
Table 6)
sb.us

5.39

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
(6‐8, Proj 1) further options that can be explored when it comes to neighborhood impacts.

5.40

(6‐8, Con A) This concept needs full evaluation, and to be carried through the entire PEL.

FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn See response to Comment 5.36. In addition, Project 1 comprises multiple elements that may or not be
included, and there will be further public involvement as the project progressed through design.
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us
It was carried through the full PEL. See 6.4.

FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn There is high cost with ROW acquisition and business relocations relative to the benefits gained. The
public voiced the same feedback.
sb.us
The ranking is explained in Table 3. None of the higher ranking Concepts were eliminated (A, C3, C4). In
dgalligan@fn fact, none were eliminated at Phase 1. They were refined after Phase 1 for clarity and similarity (see
6.4).
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us
The refinement and elimination of Concepts is explained in 6.4

5.41

5.42
5.43

Fig 10

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.

(6‐13, Table
4)
Table 4, is difficult to understand, and doesn’t make sense why alternatives with higher rank are eliminated before those with a lower rank.
(6‐14)

The justification for the elimination of alternatives needs further elaboration.

FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning

Page 15

Updated: 12/2/2019

ID

5.44
5.45
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5.47

5.48
5.49
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Public Comment

(6‐16)

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
(6‐17)
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
(6‐18, Table 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
6)
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
(6‐19)
collector type roadway.
(6‐19, Conc 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
C3A)
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.
(6‐21)
Per AS 35.30.101, only the Planning Commission can determine the consistency with the comprehensive plan.
(6‐17)

Public
Comment ID
FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning

Page 6 of 8
Email
(to be
hidden)
dgalligan@fn
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us

DOWL Public Response

A summary of how public comments were considered is being added.
This is one perspective and is the reason for the study. It was considered along side the other factors in
evaluating the Concepts.
The backup to the criteria contains more (not all) quantititive analysis. See App E.

FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn See App E. The survey asked for preferred Concept and which (if any) concept should be eliminated. See
the survey results in App B
sb.us
In addition to the City's feedback, the option is in conflict with the Vision and Goals, which was
dgalligan@fn developed through the public process. Reconsidering roadway classification was not within the scope
of the PEL Study.
sb.us
dgalligan@fn This was looked at preliminarily, but it is not geometrically feasible to grade separate and be back down
to grade at the Illinois St intersection.
sb.us

FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn
sb.us
See below.

FNSB
Planning

Goal 1: Alternatives were explored but were determined to not be identified as a full Concept. More
ROW take would most likely result in full takes, and the traffic analysis found this was not necessary. A
No ROW Take concept was not pursued because it didn't meet some primary planning criteria
(Complete Streets Policy) or some of the primary elements of the Visions and Goals. During this study,
the 2‐3 foot strip acquisition was communicated to the public and there there was minimal opposition.
Further, it was recognized that the tyupical section can be refined further during design (if needed),
dgalligan@fn when actual ROW impacts could be accurately identified and communicated.
sb.us

FNSB
Planning

Changing the road classification is not in the scope of a PEL and does not change how the road is used
or the trend in land use, which is already changing without any reclassification occuring. Speeds are not
forecast to change with Concept C and this project will need further evaluation if and when it proceeds.
dgalligan@fn If there was concern about the road classification, this could have been voiced at the project was
developed or during early stages of the study.
sb.us

FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning

The neighborhood is mixed residential and business, with a strong trend towards business. As a long‐
term project, the neighborhood will likely look very different as existing trends continue. Although it
could be argued that any increase in traffic results in an inconsistency with the comprehensive plan, it is
reasonable to consider this neighborhood as a mixed use environment with a changing development
pattern. Future traffic is able to be accommodated on the roadway for all concepts without significant
dgalligan@fn roadway expansion, and therefore it can also be argued the integrity of the neighborhood can be
retained.
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us
This data is included in App E

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.
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 limi ng the number access points to high volume/speed roads
•Iden fy and correct problem intersec ons
•Provide recessed bus stops for public transporta on systems
•Reduce wildlife interac ons
•Integrate pedestrian‐friendly sidewalks and bike trails along newly‐developed roads or as enhancements during road maintenance

5.52

5.53
5.54

5.55

5.56

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.

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.
(8‐2, parag 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
1)
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
(8‐2, Proj 1) 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
(8‐6)
connectness or livability of the neighborhood.

FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn
sb.us
This language will be updated in the PEL Study Report.
Refer to preliminary analysis in Section 8.1.1 of the Study Report. In addition, the land uses along
dgalligan@fn Minnie Street are a relatively even split of commercial and residential, which has already impacted
community cohesion.
sb.us
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Public Comment

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
(8‐8, parg 1) model should address this. Again these alternatives do not appear to be needed for a level of service perspective.

5.58

(8‐10)

5.59

(8‐11)

5.6

(8‐13)

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.

Page 7 of 8

Public
Comment ID

The model predicts changes in patterns and this is included in Open House 2 graphic. This sentence is
dgalligan@fn meant to convey that patterns will likely change in ways that can't be modeled (human behavior). LOS
is not the only factor in determining the need for a roadway.
sb.us

FNSB
Planning

dgalligan@fn Runoff will be treated based on hydrology from the improved surfaces. The Green Streets policy and
ADEC stormwater requirements will address this.
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us

Thank you for your feedback. For the reasons given in response to other comments, we consider it is
acceptable to provide for the connector as a long‐term alternative. Just because a project is identified is
dgalligan@fn not a guarantee it will proceed. This will occur through future funding and design, and will be confirmed
through future environmental documentation
sb.us

5.62

(8‐13)
Potential Consequences it states that ADEC manages land use decisions, but land use actions are carried out by FNSB not ADEC.
Ch 9, Next Next Steps, There should not be discussion of connection concepts in this section. It is focused on implementation actions and the only
Steps
implementation that is planned is on Minnie Street.

5.63

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
(9‐5, Con C) interchange ramp intersections are experiencing unacceptable levels of congestion, or that establishing this connection would fix the issue.

FNSB
Planning

5.61

5.65

(9‐5)
(9‐7,
Funding)

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.

FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning

5.66

(9‐7/9‐8)

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.

FNSB
Planning

5.64

5.67

6

(9‐11, Conc 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
C)
is very circular logic and doesn’t add to the analysis.

General

what a waste of money!! even if you only did Minnie street it would greatly effect the house owners who live on Minnie. how would you like to have
cars driven with feet of your front door. I can understand the widening of the street running between old steese and new steese, but not tearing up
Minnie street.
I have lived 42 years in a house on ina. the only time we have a slight traffic back‐up is when the rush hour traffic and there is major street construction
work going on somewhere in the city.
if you have money that you feel you have to spend why not resurface windell street bridge?? hasn't this resurfacing job been do two years ago??

DOWL Public Response

FNSB
Planning

FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning
FNSB
Planning

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?
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.

Email
(to be
hidden)

FNSB
Planning

RM

The change is not big enough to analyze numerically. However, the reduced travel time indicated an
overall reduction in CO emissions will result.
It is shown on Figure 18.
This language will be clarified as to the authority DEC has.
The Connector concepts are identified as long‐term improvements. It is appropriate to identify them in
Next Steps, even if there is no short‐term timeline to implement them.

The draft P&N Statements were verified by professional environmental specialists with experience in
NEPA. It was their opinion they met the intent of the FHWA Guidance. Please note the draft nature of
these statements, which will be confirmed through future environmental documentation efforts.
This is correct, and another reason why the project is identified in the Long Term. There is no
requirement for a project identified in a PEL Study to have funding guaranteed.
The funding section is designed to identify potential opportunities. The application of funding and
likelihood of use of a potential funding source is identified through the STIP process, which will occur for
dgalligan@fn projects forwarded from the PEL Study. Funding is confirmed for the short‐term project identified in the
plan.
sb.us
There is a project (MR‐56) to improve the off‐ramp and College Road/Illinois St intersection group,
indicating the problems in this area, which is not fully reflected in the LOS at Illiinois and Collge. In
dgalligan@fn addition, the bullet explains the confirmation of the need is required, which is why this project is
prioritized with a long‐term planning horizon.
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us
dgalligan@fn
sb.us

Mr. Reiners,
Thank you for taking the time to review and send the team comments.
Your comments are important, will be considered in conjunction with other comments and corridor
needs, and will be added to the MSCS PEL Report – Public Comments log. This log will be added and
rameiners@ published in Appendix B – Public Involvement Summary. With regard to the Wendell Stret Bridge, this
hotmail.com project is slated for construction in the next year or two..

Thank you for the opportunity to share our comments with the Technical Committee and Policy Board of FAST Planning at their upcoming meetings.
The Downtown Association of Fairbanks' Infrastructure Committee has reviewed the PEL Study for the Minnie Street Corridor and have the following
comments:
We believe the typical section proposed for the 2000’ corridor should be reduced to 9’ lanes to minimize right of way acquisition, maintain a
neighborhood feel, slow speeds and yet still accommodate all users and snow removal storage. We believe there should be a consideration of a
roundabout at Illinois and Minnie Street to facilitate continuous egress out of town and eliminate bottlenecks in conjunction with the implementation
of Option B. This eliminates the signal at Phillips Field which currently causes backups. Illinois Street northbound should be two lanes to College Road
becoming a four‐lane facility. We believe the existing lane widths and possibly sidewalk widths can be reduced to minimize right of way impacts. We
also believe the analysis of Option B does not adequately address the existing connections at Driveway Street and Pioneer Road, which should be
analyzed in greater detail. We believe the implementation of Option B should accommodate the future option C3.

7

General

Option C3 seems to be a great long term solution but we don’t believe there is the traffic or financial resources to implement it at this time. If C3 is
constructed, there should be a pedestrian ramp from the train station to the overpass. C1 and C5 are not worthy of the additional expense.

The typical section may be reduced during the next phase of the project if property owners are opposed
to the acquisition as required to provide the prosed typical section. Reducing the lane width is one
option, but needs to be considered in light of future projects (e.g., the connection to the Johansen
Expy). A roundabout at Illinois and Minnie is potentially of value for Illinois St, which was not the focus
of this study. Concept B would help address Driveway St, but the ROW and business relocation costs
Downtown
heavily impacted the cost/benefit analysis as the number of drivers using that corridor was not forecast
Association djgardino@g to be very high. Connecting the pedestrian path to the railroad station is a good idea for consideration
of Fairbansk mail.com in the future. Your other comments are addressed in the report and appendices.
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Email
(to be
hidden)

DOWL Public Response

Ms. Greene,
Sorry about the late comment, but I just wanted to send an email and let you know that there are no known, open spill sites managed by ADEC’s
Prevention, Preparedness and Response Program along the proposed or existing Minnie Street corridor.

8

General

Sincerely,
Patrik

DEC

Mr. Sartz,
patrik.sartz@ Thank you for reviewing the MSCS and sending in comments. The team appreciates it and these
alaska.gov comments will be incorporated in to the PI Summary appendix.

DEC

janice.wieger Ms. Wiegers,
s@alaska.go Thank you for submitting comments and informing us of the map error. We are working through
updating the maps now and appreciate the Contaminated Sites Webmap.
v

Staff from the DEC Contaminated Sites Program looked through the document shared with us for the Minnie Street Corridor Study. We noted that
there were several figures in the document showing the location of contaminated sites that were inaccurate. The figures left out contaminated sites
that are shown on the Contaminated Sites Webmap (http://www.arcgis.com/home/item.html?id=315240bfbaf84aa0b8272ad1cef3cad3), or indicated
that sites were closed when they are actually open.
Please note that pre‐construction coordination is needed for any work that may encounter contamination associated with a contaminated site.
Contaminated sites are listed in the database at http://dec.alaska.gov/Applications/SPAR/PublicMVC/CSP/Search/. The database lists the DEC project
manager to contact for each site. The project manager may require a work plan for managing contaminated soil or groundwater prior to the
construction work.

9

General

If you are not already aware, DEC has guidance for roadwork projects that may apply to this project: http://dec.alaska.gov/media/10799/utility‐right‐of
way‐tech‐memo‐sept‐2018.pdf
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CMAQ PROJECT NOMINATION TIMELINE

workshop for
project applicants

4th

DECEMBER2019

11th

JANUARY2020
project nominations
submitted to technical
committee for scoring

POLICY BOARD MEETING

project list approved in
priority order regardless
of current & future
funding amount

DOT obligates
FFY20 funding &
initiates project
starts

15th

5th

call for project
nominations

APPLICATIONS
DUE

20th

FEBRUARY
TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING

scores due &
tabulated

19th
21st

project list
submitted to DOT
Headquarters for review
& acceptance

MARCH

OCTOBER

AUGUST
DOT obligates
FFY21 funding &
initiates project
starts
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Call for Project Nominations
for CMAQ Funding within the Fairbanks PM2.5 Non‐attainment Area

Fairbanks Area Surface Transportation
Planning (FAST Planning) is pleased to
announce Congestion Mitigation & Air
Quality (CMAQ) funding is available to
State and local governments for
transportation projects and programs
that help reduce congestion and
improve air quality for the Fairbanks
PM2.5 Non‐attainment Area. To be
considered for funding, projects must
contribute to a reduction in PM2.5
emissions. Funding is being made
available through the Alaska Statewide
Transportation Improvement Program
(STIP) as shown in the table below.

Name: Committed Measures for the
Funding
FFY19
FFY20
FFY21
After 2021
Fairbanks SIP (Need ID 29232)
Description: This project is to fund
CMAQ $1,728,430 $1,728,430 $1,728,430 $1,728,430
committed measures identified in
SM
171,570
171,570
171,570
171,570
the Fairbanks SIP that address the
Fairbanks PM2.5 Non‐attainment
Total
$1,900,000 $1,900,000 $1,900,000 $1,900,000
Area.
Application Period: December 4 – January 15
Workshop: December 11, 10‐11am, FAST Planning Office, 100 Cushman Street, Suite 205
Submissions: Completed Project Nomination Forms and attachments should be submitted via email,
mail, or in person to:
FAST Planning – 100 Cushman Street, Suite 205, Fairbanks, Alaska 99701
Attn: Jackson Fox, jackson.fox@fastplanning.us, (907) 205‐4276
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Eligible Project Types: To be considered for CMAQ funding, projects must:
1. Be a transportation project or program (see next page for examples of eligible activities)
2. Contribute to a reduction in PM2.5 emissions
3. Be located in and benefit the Fairbanks PM2.5 Non‐attainment Area (see map above)
Any project submitted that is listed in the Fairbanks PM2.5 Non‐attainment Area State Implementation
Plan (SIP) as a Committed or Contingency Measure will not be scored and will be given priority over all
other projects. The remainder of projects submitted that are not included in the SIP will be scored and
ranked against other non‐SIP projects. See https://dec.alaska.gov/air/anpms/communities/fbks‐pm2‐5‐
nonattainment‐air‐quality‐plan/ for information on Committed/Contingency Measures in the SIP, which
include the following:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Expanded Availability of Motor Vehicle Plug‐Ins
Mass Transit System, including Fleet Conversion to CNG
Expansion of Anti‐Idling and Diesel Emission Reductions
Federal Motor Vehicle Control Program

Other examples of CMAQ eligible projects are listed in the table below.
Project Type
Travel Demand
Management/Rideshare

Congestion Reduction & Traffic
Flow Improvements

Transit Improvements

Freight Intermodal Projects

Pedestrian/Bicycle
Alternate Fuel & Clean Vehicle

FHWA CMAQ Eligible Activities
Rideshare Programs
Park & Ride
Employee Transit Benefits
Carsharing
Bikesharing
Education & Outreach
Incident Management
Intersection Improvements
Signal Improvements
Roundabouts
Transit Service Expansion
Park & Ride
Employee Transit Benefits
Intermodal Freight Facilities & Programs
Truck Stop Electrification
Heavy Vehicle Engine Replacements
Pedestrian and Bicycle Paths (that are not solely for recreation)
Bikesharing
Heavy Vehicle Engine Replacements
Diesel Retrofit Technologies
Extreme‐Temperature Cold‐Start Technologies
Dust Mitigation
Natural Gas Re‐Fueling Infrastructure
Electric Vehicle Charging Stations
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Examples of projects that CMAQ funding may not be used for include:




















Routine maintenance and rehabilitation projects (e.g., replacement‐in‐kind of track or other
equipment, reconstruction of bridges, stations, and other facilities, and repaving or repairing
roads) are considered capital investments that maintain an existing condition, and therefore do
not reduce emissions.
Routine preventive maintenance for transit vehicles as it only returns the vehicles to baseline
conditions.
General studies that fall outside specific project development, e.g. major investment studies,
commuter preference studies, modal market polls or surveys, transit master plans, and others.
Light‐duty vehicle scrappage programs.
Projects that add new capacity for SOVs, unless construction is limited to high occupancy vehicle
(HOV) lanes.
Administrative costs e.g., support for a State’s “CMAQ Project Management Office” or litigation
costs associated with the program or other federal aid projects.
Projects that do not meet the specific eligibility requirements of Titles 23 and 49, United States
Code.
Stand‐alone projects to purchase fuel. Aside from fuel acquisitions that are part of a transit
operating support effort, stand‐alone purchase of any fuel alternative or otherwise, is not an
eligible CMAQ cost.
Acquisition, operation, or development of models or monitoring networks, which include, but
are not limited to, traffic operations, travel demand or other related variables that do not
directly lead to an emissions reduction.
Marginal projects that support freight operations in a very tangential manner are not eligible for
CMAQ funding. Warehouse handling equipment, for example, is not an eligible investment of
program funds. Warehouses, themselves, or other similar structures, such as transit sheds, bulk
silos or other permanent, non‐mobile facilities that function more as storage resources are not
eligible.
Salaries for administration, maintenance costs, and other items akin to operational support for
bicycle and pedestrian programs.
Construction of telecommuting centers and computer and office equipment purchases should
not be supported with CMAQ funds.
A project to buy or lease vans that would directly compete with or impede private sector
initiatives. Consultation with the private sector prior to using CMAQ funds to purchase vans, and
if private firms have definite plans to provide adequate vanpool service, CMAQ funds should not
be used to supplant that service.
More than five years of Operating Assistance for new transit services.
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Helpful Resource: FHWA CMAQ Public Access System
FHWA maintains a database of CMAQ‐funded projects and their air quality benefits across all 50 states.
This is a helpful resource for applicants to find examples of projects in other communities and their
calculated PM2.5 emission reduction benefits. Go to https://fhwaapps.fhwa.dot.gov/cmaq_pub/ and
select “Advanced Search” to review over 4,000 projects with PM2.5 benefit calculations.
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PM2.5 Non‐Attainment Area
CMAQ PROJECT NOMINATION FORM
Fairbanks Area Surface Transportation Planning (FAST Planning) is pleased to announce
Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality (CMAQ) funding is available to State and local governments
for transportation projects and programs that help reduce congestion and improve air quality
for the Fairbanks PM2.5 Non‐attainment Area. To be considered for funding, projects must:
1. Be a transportation project or program
2. Contribute to a reduction in PM2.5 emissions
3. Be located in and benefit the Fairbanks PM2.5 Non‐attainment Area
Project nominations may be submitted by government agencies, outside organizations, and the
public. See “Call for Project Nominations” information sheet for a list of CMAQ eligible
activities and other helpful resources. Each project nomination will undergo an eligibility
review in coordination with the Federal Highway Administration. Please also note project
nominations may be disqualified if a preliminary maintenance commitment has not been made
by a local government agency. The CMAQ funding is being made available through the Alaska
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP Need ID 29232).

NAME: ________________________________

DATE: _________

_________

AGENCY/ORGANIZATION: ______________________________________________
ADDRESS: ___________________________________________________________
PHONE: _____________________________________________________________
EMAIL: ______________________________________________________________

Name of Proposed Project: ___________________________________________________________
Project Scope/Description:

Page 1 of 8
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PM2.5 Non‐Attainment Area
CMAQ PROJECT NOMINATION FORM
POLLUTANT REDUCTION
FAST Planning has a consultant under contract to calculate the pollutant reduction (emission benefit) for each
project nomination. For this section, please describe the anticipated pollutant reduction and FAST Planning will
enter the calculated emission benefit after the nomination form is submitted.

PARTICULATE MATTER(PM) 2.5 – WINTER SEASON
1.

Will the project result in a reduction of PM2.5 and/or precursor pollutant (SO2, NOx, VOC, NH3) emissions
during the winter season (October to March)?
Yes

No

Explain:

Calculated PM2.5 emission benefit during winter season: ___TBD___ lbs per day
Calculated precursor pollutant emission benefit during winter season: ___TBD___ lbs per day

PARTICULATE MATTER(PM) 2.5 – SUMMER SEASON
2.

Will the project result in a reduction of PM2.5 and/or precursor pollutant (SO2, NOx, VOC, NH3) emissions
during the summer season (April to September)?
Yes

No

Explain:

Calculated PM2.5 emission benefit during summer season: ___TBD___ lbs per day
Calculated precursor pollutant emission benefit during summer season: ___TBD___ lbs per day

Page 2 of 8
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PM2.5 Non‐Attainment Area
CMAQ PROJECT NOMINATION FORM
CARBON MONOXIDE (CO)
3.

Will the project result in a reduction of CO emissions?
Yes

No

Explain:

Calculated CO emission benefit: ___TBD___ lbs per day

OTHER AIR POLLUTANTS (PM‐10, OZONE/GREEHOUSE GASES, LEAD)
4.

Will the project result in a reduction of other air pollutant emissions?
Yes

No

Explain:

CONGESTION MITIGATION
REDUCTION IN TRAVEL DELAY
5.

Will the project result in a reduction in travel delay?
Yes

No

If yes, explain and provide the estimated reduction in Vehicle Hours of Delay (VHD):

Page 3 of 8
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PM2.5 Non‐Attainment Area
CMAQ PROJECT NOMINATION FORM
TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES
6.

Will the project provide new multimodal connections/options? (Choose One)
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
Explain:

7.

Does the project implement a Transportation Demand Management strategy?
See https://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/plan4ops/trans_demand.htm.
Yes

No

Explain:

OTHER FACTORS
SAFETY (MOTORIZED & NON‐MOTORIZED USERS)
8.

Will the project result in safety improvements for motorized and/or non‐motorized users?
Yes

No

Explain:

Page 4 of 8
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PM2.5 Non‐Attainment Area
CMAQ PROJECT NOMINATION FORM
PLAN APPROVAL
9.

Does the project support measures included in the Fairbanks PM2.5 Non‐attainment Area State
Implementation Plan (SIP)?
See https://dec.alaska.gov/air/anpms/communities/fbks‐pm2‐5‐nonattainment‐air‐quality‐plan/
Yes

No

Explain:

10. Is the project in an approved Plan other than the SIP?
Examples: 2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan, FFY19‐23 Transportation Improvement Program, FNSB
Comprehensive Plan, Fairbanks Downtown Plan, etc.
Yes

No

Explain:

PROJECT READINESS
11. Within how many years can the project be completed?
2 years

3 years

4 years

>4 years

Explain:

Page 5 of 8
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PM2.5 Non‐Attainment Area
CMAQ PROJECT NOMINATION FORM
12. Does the project have preliminary match and maintenance commitments?
Yes

No

Explain:

OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE COSTS
13. Will the project result in a decrease or increase to operations and maintenance costs?
Include estimate costs and explain:

POPULATION SERVED
14. What population will the project serve? (Choose One)
Regional/areawide users
Multiple neighborhoods/destinations
Single neighborhood/destination
Explain:

Page 6 of 8
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PM2.5 Non‐Attainment Area
CMAQ PROJECT NOMINATION FORM
15. Will the project serve major employment centers, schools, essential services, and/or a low
income/minority population?
Yes

No

Explain:

PUBLIC SUPPORT
16. Indicate the public support for the project. (Choose all that Apply)
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
Explain:

PROJECT COST
17. What is the estimated cost of the project? ____________________________________
Explain why this cost is reasonable and should be allocated to this project:

Page 7 of 8
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PM2.5 Non‐Attainment Area
CMAQ PROJECT NOMINATION FORM

Things to attach: Project figures, photos of existing conditions, public support documentation, plan
documentation, and other supporting documents.

For more information, please contact:
Jackson Fox, Executive Director
FAST Planning
100 Cushman Street, Suite 205, Fairbanks, Alaska 99701
jackson.fox@fastplanning.us
(907) 205‐4276

Please submit completed form and attachments to staff member above via email, mail, or in person.

Page 8 of 8
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FAST Planning CMAQ Project Scoring Criteria
Project Name:
Scorer Name:
Criteria
Weight
Total Points
POLLUTANT REDUCTION
PARTICULATE MATTER (PM) 2.5 ‐ WINTER SEASON (October to March)
Choose One + BONUS
>2.5 lbs per day (>0.5% reduction in areawide on‐road emissions)
8
0
0.5‐2.5 lbs per day (0.1% to 0.5% reduction in areawide on‐road emissions)
6
0
>0‐0.5 lbs per day (up to 0.1% reduction in areawide on‐road emissions)
4
0
BONUS: Measureable reduction in PM2.5 precursor pollutants (SO2, NOx, VOC, NH3)
2
0
PARTICULATE MATTER (PM) 2.5 ‐ SUMMER SEASON (April to September)
Choose One + BONUS
>2.5 lbs per day (>0.5% reduction in areawide on‐road emissions)
4
0
0.5‐2.5 lbs per day (0.1% to 0.5% reduction in areawide on‐road emissions)
3
0
>0‐0.5 lbs per day (up to 0.1% reduction in areawide on‐road emissions)
2
0
BONUS: Measureable reduction in PM2.5 precursor pollutants (SO2, NOx, VOC, NH3)
1
0
CARBON MONOXIDE (CO)
Choose One
>250 lbs per day (>1% reduction in areawide on‐road emissions)
6
0
125‐250 lbs per day (0.5% to 1% reduction in areawide on‐road emissions)
4
0
25‐125 lbs per day (0.1% to 0.5% reduction in areawide on‐road emissions)
2
0
Low/negligible pollutant reduction
0
0
OTHER AIR POLLUTANTS (PM‐10, Ozone/Greenhouse Gases, Lead)
Choose One
Significant Benefit
4
0
Some Benefit
2
0
No Benefit
0
0
CONGESTION MITIGATION
Choose One
REDUCTION IN TRAVEL DELAY
Significant reduction in Vehicle Hours of Delay (VHD)
6
0
Moderate reduction in VHD
4
0
Low/negligible reduction in VHD
0
0
Choose One + BONUS
TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES
Provides new multimodal connections/options to major
6
0
employment centers, schools, essential services, and/or
serves a low income/minority population
Provides new multimodal connections/options to other areas
4
0
Does not provide new multimodal connections/options
0
0
BONUS: Implements a Transportation Demand Management strategy
2
0
OTHER FACTORS
SAFETY (MOTORIZED & NON‐MOTORIZED USERS)
Choose One
Significant safety improvement
4
0
Moderate safety improvement
2
0
Low/negligible imrovement to safety
0
0
PLAN APPROVAL
Choose all that Apply
Project supports measures included in the SIP
4
0
Project included in an approved Plan other than SIP
2
0
(MTP, TIP, Comprehensive Plan, Downtown Plan, etc)
Not in an approved Plan
0
0

Page 32

FAST Planning CMAQ Project Scoring Criteria
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
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 + BONUS
3
0
2
0
1
0
4
0
Choose One
2
0
1
0
0
0
Choose One + BONUS
4
0
2
0
1
0
3
0
Choose all that Apply
4
3
2
1
0

0

PROJECT TOTAL
PROJECT COST
Estimated project cost
Estimated pollutant reduction (total pounds, combined)
Project cost per pound of pollutant reduction
Is the cost reasonable for the nominated project?
place an "X" in the appropriate box

0
0
0
0
0

Yes
No
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Alaska Department of
Transportation & Public Facilities

Highway Safety Improvement Program
Pam Golden
12/4/2019

Our mission is to Keep Alaska Moving through service and infrastructure.
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What is the HSIP?
• Established in Title 23, Part 924 of the CFR
• Each state shall have a HSIP that has the objective to
significantly reduce fatalities and serious injuries crashes
on all public roads
• HSIP projects shall be consistent with the state’s SHSP
• Each state’s HSIP shall include
SHSP
 Rail – Highway Crossing Program
 Highway safety improvement projects


12/2/2019

2
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How is the Alaska HSIP funded?
• Apportioned by Congress in transportation funding bills
• Since 2001, supplemented with “penalty” funds
Alaska does not conform with federally recommended open
container and repeat offender drunk driving laws

• Funding under these USC Title 23 Sections:
130: Railroad Safety
 148: Highway Safety Improvement Program
 154, 164: Penalty Funding


• All HSIP projects are funded under a single “umbrella”
project (Need ID 19217) in the STIP
12/2/2019

3
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How are HSIP Projects Selected?
• Crash data‐ driven projects can be spot or
system improvements
• Projects are ranked by analyzing benefit cost
of expected crash reduction of specific
countermeasures and expected project cost
• Some projects are non‐ranked
• Nominations generated by regional traffic and
safety engineers thru Preconstruction
Engineers to Statewide, where projects are
selected for inclusion in the program
• Ranked and non‐ranked systemic
improvement projects are generally funded
before non‐ranked spot projects
12/2/2019
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Screening for Projects
• Use a sliding spot method‐ looking for any mile on the
system where there is 1 fatal and/or 2 serious injury
crashes.
• Flexibility to include locations where there is potential for
serious injury or fatal crashes
• Blame‐neutral analysis‐ focus on evaluating and
advancing solutions to events with similar characteristics
regardless of fault
• Rail crossing improvements
• High Risk Rural Roads (rural roads classed as local or
collector)
12/2/2019
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Crash Data Portal

6
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Crash Data Portal

7
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Crash Diagrams

8
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NR HSIP Projects
• Recently completed
Fox Conspicuity Improvement (beacon at Steese/Old
Steese/Elliott
 Fairbanks Area Signal Upgrades (Stage 1)
 Danby Wembley Roundabout
 Badger Road TWLTL (identified as a solution following a
Road Safety Audit)


12/2/2019
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NR HSIP Projects
• Started/Awarded in 2019
Fairbanks Area Signal Upgrades (Stage 2)
 Fairbanks Ramp Sight Distance
Improvements


• EB Johansen off‐ramp to SB Peger
• EB and WB Johansen off‐ramps to
College
• Illinois NB slip lane to College

College Road median extension (Illinois
east to existing median‐ left exit from
Costco onto College to be removed)
 Median Barrier upgrades


12/2/2019
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NR HSIP Projects
• In design
Steese Hwy/Chena Hot Springs Rd Ramp Termini
Roundabouts (expected to advertise bundled
with CHSR 0‐6 this spring)
 Airport Way/Steese Hwy (GARS) Interchange
(at‐grade displaced left turn alternative being evaluated)
anticipated construction beginning summer 2022
 Richardson Hwy MP 351 Interchange (12‐mile village)
anticipated construction beginning summer 2023
 NR Guardrail upgrades
starting with Alaska Hwy beginning summer 2020


12/2/2019
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NR HSIP Projects
• Recently approved for the program
Old Steese widening @ Fox (Gold Dredge to Steese/Elliott
intersection)
 Signal upgrades Stage 3‐ will finish out signal upgrades to
one head per approach lane and flashing yellow arrow
conversion on the state network


• Construction no sooner than 2023

12/2/2019
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What’s next for Alaska’s HSIP?
• Possible consideration of benefit cost ratio changes to
limit “mega‐projects”
• Statewide screening for systemic issues
• More funding in next transportation bill?
• 2017 data!
Next month:
Alaska Highway Safety Summit‐ Jan 9‐10
Captain Cook Hotel, Anchorage
aktrafficsafety.com
12/2/2019
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Questions?

Safety is a shared responsibility!

12/2/2019
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FAST Planning TIP OBLIGATION STATUS REPORT FFY20 (as of 11.25.19)
ALLOCATION TOTALS (Federal Share)
ALLOCATIONS

PHASE

AMOUNT

FFY20
OBLIGATIONS
$0.0

PERCENT
OBLIGATED
0%

STP

All

$5,034.8

AC

All

$6,049.1

$0.0

0%

BANK

All

$100.0

$100.0

100%
0%

CMAQ

All

$409.3

$0.0

PL

All

$277.1

$0.0

0%

OFFSET

All

$1,141.8

$250.7

22%

$13,012.1

$350.7

3%

FFY19
OBLIGATIONS

PERCENT
OBLIGATED

TOTAL

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

Right-of-Way

$2.3

0%

Phase Placeholder

Utilities

$2.3

0%

Phase Placeholder

Construction

$872.9

0%

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

NFHWY00463

Road Service Area Expansion Plan

100%

FFY19 BANK

Planning

11/12/2019

$100.0

$100.0

Design

$2.3

0%

Phase Placeholder

Right-of-Way

$2.3

0%

Phase Placeholder
Phase Placeholder

NFHWY00246

Sign Replacement - Stage III

Utilities

$2.3

0%

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

$11,183.9

$100.0

1%

FFY21 AC
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CMAQ FUNDS (Federal Share)
IRIS

NFHWY00290

CMAQ

PHASE

OBLIGATION
DATE

TIP AMOUNT

FFY19
OBLIGATIONS

Percent
Obligated

Right-of-Way

$227.4

0%

Utilities

$181.9

0%

COMMENTS

College Road Bus Pullouts

TOTAL

$409.3

$0.0

0%

FFY19
OBLIGATIONS

Percent
Obligated

PL FUNDS (Federal Share)
IRIS
NFHWY00336

PL

PHASE

OBLIGATION
DATE

Planning

FMATS Coordinator's Office

TIP AMOUNT
$277.1

TOTAL

$277.1

COMMENTS

0%

$0.0

0%

OBLIGATION
DATE

OFFSET FUNDS (Federal Share)
PHASE

AMOUNT

FFY20
OBLIGATIONS

Plack Road Bike/Pedestrian Facility

Construction

$489.5

$159.7

Imp. Prg. Constr.

NFHWY00165

FAST Intersection Improvement Program

Construction

$132.3

$91.0

Imp. Prg. Design

NFHWY00170

FAST Sidewalk Improvement Program

Construction

$264.5

Z637680000

Birch Hill Bicycle & Pedestrian Facility

Construction

$255.5

IRIS
Z772480000

OFFSET

TOTAL

$1,141.8

$250.7

Percent
Obligated

PROJECT

22%
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FAST Planning FFY20 Offsets
Project

November 25, 2019
Federal

Total w/ Match

$132,298
$489,454
$264,545
$255,495

$145,430
$538,039
$290,805
$280,856

$1,141,792

$1,255,130

FAST Improvement Program FFY20 Construction Increase
FAST Improvement Program FFY20 Design Increase

$159,701
$90,970

$175,554
$100,000

Total Committed Offsets

$250,671

$275,554

Remaining Funds to be Obligated

$891,121

$979,576

FMATS Intersection Improvements FFY19
Plack Road Bike/Pedestrian Facility
FMATS Sidewalk Improvements FFY19
Birch Hill Bicycle & Pedestrian Facility

Total Offset Funding to Date

Project deobligation; bids rejected
Project closure
Reduction to Bid Award
Project closure

COMMITTED FUNDS

1

Executive Director approved 10.25.19
Technical Committee approved 11.06.19
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Pending FAST Planning Deobligations from Project Closures & Reductions to Bid Awards

IRIS

Project

NFHWY00156
NFHWY00243
NFHWY00365
NFHWY00170
Z637840000
NFHWY00137

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

2018
2018
2019
2019
2019
2019

TBD
TBD
TBD
TBD
TBD
TBD

TOTAL

#REF!

November 25, 2019

Notes
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

