
 
 

 

 
 

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING 
Wednesday, January 8, 2020 

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 January 8, 2020 Agenda 

3. Approval of the December 4, 2019 Meeting Minutes 

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

5. Public Comment Period (Non-Action Items) 

6. Old Business 

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

7. New Business 

a. New 511 Road Condition Alert System – DOT Guest Presentation 

b. FAST Planning Website Tour  

 New & Existing Materials, Interactive Map, Committee Pages, & Feedback 

8. Other Issues 

9. Informational Items 

a. 12.18.19 Policy Board Action Items 

b. Obligations and Offsets 

10. Technical Committee Comments  

11. Adjournment 

Next Scheduled Technical Committee Meeting – Wednesday, February 5, 2020, Noon, Fairbanks 
City Council Chambers 
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TECHNICAL COMMITTEE 
Meeting Minutes – December 4, 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 (absent)   City of North Pole 
** Steven Hoke     ADEC Air Quality  
** Rachel Maddy    AK Railroad Corporation 
** Randi Bailey for Judy Chapman DOT&PF Planning 
** Sarah Schacher   DOT&PF Preconstruction 
** John Perreault    FNSB Planning Commission 
** Kellen Spillman   FNSB Community Planning 
** Michelle Felix    FNSB Transportation 
** John Weinberger   Fort Wainwright Planning 
** Tom Pascoe    UAF Facilities 
** Justin Burgess (absent)  AES Transportation 
*  Olivia Lunsford    FAST Planning Transportation Planner 
*  Deborah Todd    FAST Planning Administrative Assistant 
*  Don Galligan    FNSB Planning 
   Ivet Hall     DOT&PF 
   John Netardus    DOT&PF 
   Pam Golden    DOT&PF 
   Gary Jenkins    DOWL 
   Corey DiRutigliano   Bettisworth North 
   Phoebe Bredlie    Kinney Engineering 
   Jeannie Bowie    Kinney Engineering 
   Brian Charlton    FNSB Parks & Recreation 
   Renee Whitesell (via telephone) DOWL 
   Peter Stern    BPAC/Citizen 
 

* FAST PLANNING Staff members 
   ** FAST PLANNING Technical Committee members 

 

3. Approval of the December 4, 2019 Agenda 
Motion: To approve the December 4, 2019 Technical Committee Agenda. 
(Pristash/Ackerman). 
Discussion: No further discussion. 
Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
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4. Approval of the November 6, 2019 Meeting Minutes 
Motion: To approve the November 6, 2019 Meeting Minutes. (Spillman/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 TIP Administrative Modification #1 was approved by DOT 
Headquarters and was available on the FAST Planning website. 

 The BUILD Grant Application submitted by FAST Planning did not get 
selected for funding and out of all the projects submitted from Alaska, only 
one project was funded. He scheduled a debrief in January 2020 to get 
information about how to improve and resubmit the application. 

 A kickoff meeting was held for the Road/Rail Crossing Reduction Plan on 
December 4, 2019 from 8-11 am at the FAST Planning Office. They 
discussed the scope, schedule, identified a list of stakeholders, and went 
over the public outreach plan. There will be a presentation from the 
consultant team to the Technical Committee on the existing conditions in 
February 2020. 

 Proposals for the Non-Motorized Plan Update were received and scored, 
and the scoring team will meet to select a consultant on 
December 5, 2019. 

 

6. Public Comment Period (Non-Action Items) 
No public comment. 

  

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

Mr. Fox explained that the Technical Committee had voted to postpone 
approval of the Minnie Street Corridor Study in November and the Policy 
Board requested a Work Session to go over the vision, goals, public 
outreach, and preferred concepts for the project. In addition to that meeting, 
the project management team had also met with the Borough staff to discuss 
resolution to their comments. Mr. Fox stated that the project comments and 
their resolutions were included in the meeting packet as well as the revisions 
made to the document as a result. Mr. Fox introduced Gary Jenkins and 
Renee Whitesell of DOWL to provide an explanation of the revisions that 
were made to the draft report. 
 

Public Comment: No public comment. 
 

11.6.19 Technical Committee Motion: To recommend to the Policy Board 
to approve the Minnie Street Corridor Study. (Pristash/Schacher). No vote on 
this motion. 
 

11.6.19 Amendment to the Motion: To postpone action on the Minnie 
Street Corridor Study until all comments are resolved and a final draft is 
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prepared for review. (Spillman/Felix). Seven in favor. Five opposed. 
Approved. 
 

12.4.19 Minnie Street Corridor Revised, Final Document Discussion 
Mr. Spillman asked for clarification from Mr. Jenkins about whether the 
document still recommended Concept C-the Johansen Expressway 
Connection, over Concept A-Not Building the Johansen Expressway 
Connection. 
 

Mr. Jenkins stated that Mr. Spillman was correct. 
 

Ms. Schacher asked Mr. Spillman if it was the Planning Commission that 
approved the variances and not those prior to final platting approval. 
 

Mr. Spillman stated that most of the time they did, but when the Badger 
Road Widening project was going through, certain members of the Borough 
Assembly were unhappy that DOT was widening the road so close to 
structures so they implemented a “platting only” section so that when DOT or 
another agency was widening a road taking right-of-way they could not 
modify that within 15-ft. of structures. 
 

Ms. Schacher stated that she was questioning whether it was a factual 
statement in the document. 
 

Mr. Spillman stated that he believed it was correct. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that they had a motion on the table from the November 
meeting to recommend to the Policy Board to approve the Minnie Street 
Corridor. Mr. Fox stated that they could continue that discussion and hoped 
to either vote on that motion or make amendments to it. Mr. Fox explained 
that all the comments received had been addressed and revisions were 
made to the document, so he thought they had all the information to move 
forward with the decision or any amendments they would like to add.  
 
 

Mr. Spillman asked Mr. Jenkins to elaborate on the Level of Service 
statement in Section 9.4.2-Concept C-Johansen Expressway Connection. 
 

Mr. Jenkins stated that the backdrop for that was an existing project that was 
slated for that area and they had not done extensive analysis of the 
Johansen Expressway because it was deemed beyond the scope of what 
they needed to do. Mr. Jenkins explained that the project was recognized as 
being already on the list of medium range projects. 
 

Mr. Perrault asked Mr. Jenkins for clarification about Concept C-the 
Johansen Connection being pushed out past 5-years and required a further 
scope of work after that five-year period. 
 

Mr. Jenkins explained that for a PEL Study if they went beyond the 5-year 
period, it required a second scope of work to receive funding. 
 

Ms. Whitesell explained that it ensured that the planning product remained 
relevant pursuant to Section 168 which was the NEPA section about PEL 
studies. Ms. Whitesell stated that the the project had to be approved within a 
five-year window. 
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Mr. Spillman stated for the record that he disagreed with the statement about 
the project was needed for increased congestion. Mr. Spillman explained 
that based on the modeling data produced as part of the project, we were not 
making any of the intersections better and were making quite a few 
intersections worse: Level of Service D, F and even E in some 
circumstances if that connection was built. 
 

Mr. Spillman asked Mr. Ackerman if it was the City’s understanding that this 
document was recommending building the Johansen Expressway 
Connection over not building it. 
 

Mr. Ackerman stated that was correct and asked which intersection 
Mr. Spillman was referring to. 
 

Mr. Spillman had Mr. Galligan pass out an informational handout to the 
Technical Committee. 
 

Mr. Spillman referred to Table 9 on the bottom of page 46 of the handout that 
contained the Existing Levels of Service. Mr. Spillman explained that 
currently they were at existing Levels of Service B and C with one Level of 
Service D at College Road and Old Steese. Mr. Spillman stated that if they 
looked out to 2040 with no changes to the configuration and just other 
changes made to the transportation network, they had B and C Levels of 
Service. Mr. Spillman stated that looking at Concept C-1 and Concept C-3, 
which were the proposed Johansen connections, we were getting a lot more 
Levels of Service C, D, E, and F. Mr. Spillman stated that in concept he 
really could not agree with the statement that they needed this for increased 
congestion, when our own modeling data showed that if they built these, it 
would make intersections actually worse. 
 

Mr. Ackerman stated that he thought the statement in 9.4.2 referred to that 
specific offramp at Illinois Street. Mr. Ackerman stated that he understood 
that it showed reduction in Levels of Service at all the different intersections 
but thought the Statement in 9.4.2 was very to that offramp so he was not 
sure they were comparing the same thing. Mr. Ackerman stated that he 
thought overall, it was a given you would have more traffic if you routed 
higher volumes of traffic into the Minnie Street Corridor area. Mr. Ackerman 
stated that when they were looking at the network connection, they were 
looking at improving the network beyond just the Minnie Street Corridor 
going all the way out to west Fairbanks. 
 

Mr. Pristash stated that if you built a better road, you were going to attract 
more traffic because people were attracted to a better road. 
 

Mr. Spillman stated that he spent a lot of time with this study and was not 
seeing any level of service reason to propose this connection. Mr. Spillman 
stated that he wanted to be clear that what the study was doing was saying 
that they preferred this concept of building a connection from the Johansen 
Expressway to Illinois Street maybe Minnie Street over not building it and 
that was very clear in his mind. Mr. Spillman stated that he thought there was 
a lot of conversation contrary to that at the last Technical Committee Meeting 

Page 4



December 4, 2019 
Technical Committee Meeting Minutes 

 

5 

so he still had a very big problem with that and would have a hard time 
voting for this concept again.  
 

Mr. Spillman stated that currently existing traffic volumes at Minnie Street 
was about 3900 vehicles per day and if they did not build the Johansen 
Expressway by the year 2040 it was projected to be about 5700 vehicles per 
day. Mr. Spillman continued that if they built the Johansen connection, best 
case scenario they had doubled the traffic to 7900 vehicles per day and 
worst-case scenario, if C-3 was built, they would have about 10,300 vehicles 
per day. Mr. Spillman stated that he could not find another two-lane road in 
Fairbanks with 10,300 vehicles per day. Mr. Spillman stated that they had 
37 driveways on Minnie Street, and they were recommending 10,000 
vehicles per day with 37 driveways where actually most of those properties 
did not have on-site turnarounds, so he had a hard time recommending that. 
Mr. Spillman stated that there were benefits if the connection was built as it 
would reduce travel time by about one minute from the Johansen 
intersection to the Old Steese intersection. Mr. Spillman asked if this was 
really wanted for their community. 
 

Mr. Jenkins stated that this was what they came up with when they ranked 
the criteria for the vision and goals in the PEL Study. 
 

Mr. Spillman stated that at the public meetings he attended he never saw 
this traffic information graphic presented and thought that there might have 
been a different public reaction to the increased traffic levels on Minnie 
Street. 
 

Mr. Jenkins stated that the graphic was available at all the public meetings 
that were held. 
 

Mr. Ackerman stated that if they did not do something like this, they were 
going to see increased traffic on Phillips Field Road, and you could do a non-
motorized connection and that seemed like an important piece of 
infrastructure to get pedestrians downtown. 
 

Ms. Schacher stated that everything that had been said at the meeting was a 
valid concern and the options they had were to take it off the table forever or 
to say that it stayed on the table. Ms. Schacher stated that it was important 
to remember that if they kept it on the table it did not mean that it would be 
constructed and there were several obstacles that would have to be looked 
at before they proceeded forward with the project. 
 

Mr. Weinberger stated that his vote was to be “present” but he represented 
Ft. Wainwright and it was outside their gates so it did not affect them but if he 
were to vote his personal opinion, he would vote no. 
 

Ms. Maddy asked what the ramifications were if they modified the study 
again. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that they had one million dollars set aside in the TIP and 
those funds had to be obligated by August 15 and a project start package 
had to be generated by DOT and approved by Headquarters so the further 
they kicked a decision down the road, the more it put those funds in 
jeopardy. 
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Ms. Schacher stated that she thought the question was whether they agreed 
or disagreed with the study. Ms. Schacher stated that she was not sure that 
if they modified the study that they would be able to come to an agreement 
or not. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that the PEL Study had to conclude before they initiated the 
design start, so whether it was approved or not approved there had to be an 
end to the study. Mr. Fox stated that if they could not obligate the design 
funds this year for Minnie Street that left a million dollars that they had to 
obligate to some other project and pushed that project into 2021 so you had 
to take a million out of 2021 and that kicked another project start down the 
road so there was a trickle-down effect if they did not conclude the PEL 
process in a timely manner and start the design process. 
 

Ms. Maddy asked for clarification as to whether the PEL had to be accepted 
in order to start the design process. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that the PEL did not have to be approved by the Policy Board 
and that concluded the process and they could move on to the design start. 
Mr. Fox explained that it just had to be completed before they could move on 
to the design phase of the project. 
 

Mr. Spillman stated that the last thing he wanted to do was delay the City’s 
project because he thought that it was hugely important. Mr. Spillman stated 
that he did not want to throw out the PEL Study because he thought a lot of 
great work, particularly in the Minnie Street Corridor, had been done. 
 

Amendment to the Motion: To amend the Minnie Street PEL Study by 
moving Concept A “No Build” to a preferred concept alongside the existing 
Preferred Concept C. (Spillman/Felix). 
 

Discussion: Mr. Spillman explained that it was the intent of his motion to 
address what had been discussed and if it was decided that the connection 
was going through, they would consider these alternatives because currently 
that was not was the document was saying. Mr. Spillman stated that bringing 
the No Build on par with the Johansen Expressway Connection and 
document could go forward and the City could move forward with their 
project and there might be a lot of less than desirable externalities in the 
Minnie Street neighborhood, but it could potentially accommodate the 
Expressway connection. 
 

Mr. Pristash asked if they had the authority to amend the Consultant’s work. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that typically the Policy Board had that authority and the 
Technical Committee members should think about whether it was 
appropriate to modify work done by the Consultant team. 
 

Mr. Pristash stated that there was a difference between Level of Service and 
Capacity. Mr. Pristash stated that Level of Service was defined by degree of 
freedom and traffic modified their behavior to accommodate that. 
Mr. Pristash stated that we were painting a picture that Minnie Street was 
going to have all this traffic on it, but that probably would not happen, and it 
might be a safer road in the end. 
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Mr. Ackerman stated that from the City’s perspective it made more sense to 
either recommend or not recommend the report and let it go to the Policy 
Board because from the standpoint of putting future funding in jeopardy and 
asking the consultant to do more modifications, it did not make sense. 
 

Mr. Spillman stated for the record, on quite a few occasions this body had 
made recommendations and asked the consultant to revise something. 
 

Ms. Schacher stated that she appreciated the attempt at compromise but did 
not understand what he was trying to accomplish by his motion. 
 

Mr. Spillman stated that his motion accomplished bringing two alternatives 
back to the table and he understood that it would have to be reevaluated. 
Mr. Spillman stated that they should keep the “No Build” back on the table for 
the future. Mr. Spillman commented that he had a fundamental problem 
recommending this document go forward when it recommended building the 
Minnie Street Connector over not building it. 
 

Mr. Pristash stated that he didn’t not think that they could change the 
consultant’s work without changing the scope of work in the consultant 
contract. 
 

Mr. Jenkins stated that the scoring came out based on the vision and goals 
that they developed based on public process. 
 

Mr. Spillman stated that he thought that the vision and goals were great but 
had a problem with the results that came out and thought they prioritized 
network connectivity over neighborhood livability. Mr. Spillman stated that he 
did not think there was a problem with the vision and goals but thought that 
they had incorrectly prioritized some of the vision and goals. 
 

Mr. Hoke asked if all the vision and goals were weighted equally. 
 

Mr. Jenkins stated that they were all weighted equally. 
 

Vote on Amendment to the Motion: 4 in favor. 7 opposed. Motion Failed. 
 

Mr. Spillman stated for the record that he very much opposed recommending 
the preferred concept of the Johansen Connector and thought the negative 
externalities outweighed the positives and thought it needed to be reworked. 
Mr. Spillman stated that at this time he very much opposed it going forward 
with the Johansen Connector as the preferred connector over the No Build. 
 

Vote on Original Motion: Seven in favor. Three opposed. (Felix, Perrault, 
Spillman). 1 abstention. (Weinberger). Approved. 
 

8. New Business 
a. PM2.5 Non-Attainment Area CMAQ Funding Call for Project Nominations 

Mr. Fox explained that they were opening the call for project nominations for 
CMAQ projects within the PM2.5 non-attainment area. Mr. Fox explained that 
the meeting packet displayed a timeline for the nominations as well as a list 
of approved project types. Mr. Fox stated that FAST Planning was holding a 
workshop on December 11, 2019 at the FAST Planning office to discuss 
projects that were eligible for CMAQ funding. 
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b. College Road Bus Pullouts Project Update 
Mr. Fox introduced John Netardus of DOT who provided a brief update for 
the College Road Bus Pullouts project. 
 

c. Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) Guest Presentation 
Pam Golden of DOT provided a brief presentation for the Highway Safety 
Improvement Program. 
 

9. Other Issues 
No other issues. 
 

 Informational Items 
a. 11.13.19 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 
 No comments. 

 

11. Adjournment 
Motion to Adjourn: (Felix/Weinberger). The meeting adjourned at 2:00 p.m. The 
next Technical Committee meeting is Wednesday, January 8, 2020, Noon, 
Fairbanks City Hall, Council Chambers, 800 Cushman Street, Fairbanks, AK. 
 
 
 

Approved: ______________________________________ Date: __________ 
Jackson Fox, Chair 
FAST Planning Technical Committee 
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ALLOCATIONS PHASE AMOUNT
FFY20 

OBLIGATIONS
PERCENT 

OBLIGATED

STP All $5,034.8 $2,867.4 57%

AC All $6,049.1 $0.0 0%

BANK All $100.0 $100.0 100%

CMAQ All $409.3 $0.0 0%

PL All $277.1 $0.0 0%

OFFSET All $1,141.8 $250.7 22%

TOTAL $13,012.1 $3,218.1 25%

IRIS STP PHASE
OBLIGATION 

DATE 
TIP AMOUNT

FFY19 
OBLIGATIONS

PERCENT 
OBLIGATED

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

NFHWY00126 Cowles Street Reconstruction Right-of-Way $227.0 0% FFY21 AC

NFHWY00336 Coordinator's Office Planning $100.0 0%

Z622070000 Cushman Street Bridge Rehabilitation 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

NFHWY00138 FAST Sidewalk Improvement Program Right-of-Way $2.3 0% Phase Placeholder

TBD Lathrop Street Extension Design $122.8 0%

Z628380000 McGrath Road Upgrade Construction $5,094.3 0% FFY21 AC

NFHWY00274 Minnie Street Upgrade Design $887.0 0%

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 Planning 11/12/2019 $100.0 $100.0 100% FFY19 BANK

Design $2.3 0% Phase Placeholder

Right-of-Way $2.3 0% Phase Placeholder

Utilities $2.3 0% Phase Placeholder

NFHWY00014
Tanana Loop & South Chandalar Drive 
Improvements

Construction 12/2/2019 $2,867.4 $2,867.4 100%

NFHWY00139 Yankovich/Miller Hill Road Reconstruction Right-of-Way $636.8 0% FFY21 AC

TOTAL $11,183.9 $2,967.4 27%

Chena Riverwalk Stage IIINFHWY00280

NFHWY00447 Airport West Bicycle & Pedestrian Facility

FAST Planning TIP OBLIGATION STATUS REPORT FFY20 (as of 12.31.19)

ALLOCATION TOTALS (Federal Share)

STP FUNDS (Federal Share)

FAST Improvement Program FFY20NFHWY00346

NFHWY00271 FAST Intersection Improvement Program

Sign Replacement - Stage IIINFHWY00246
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IRIS CMAQ PHASE
OBLIGATION 

DATE 
TIP AMOUNT

FFY19 
OBLIGATIONS

Percent 
Obligated

COMMENTS

Right-of-Way $227.4 0%

Utilities $181.9 0%

 TOTAL $409.3 $0.0 0%

IRIS PL PHASE
OBLIGATION 

DATE 
TIP AMOUNT

FFY19 
OBLIGATIONS

Percent 
Obligated

COMMENTS

NFHWY00336 FMATS Coordinator's Office Planning $277.1 0%

TOTAL $277.1 $0.0 0%

IRIS OFFSET PHASE AMOUNT
FFY20 

OBLIGATIONS
OBLIGATION 

DATE
PROJECT

Z772480000 Plack Road Bike/Pedestrian Facility Construction $489.5 $159.7 11/7/2019 Imp. Prg. Constr.

NFHWY00165 FAST Intersection Improvement Program Construction $132.3 $91.0 11/27/2019 Imp. Prg. Design

NFHWY00170 FAST Sidewalk Improvement Program Construction $264.5

Z637680000 Birch Hill Bicycle & Pedestrian Facility Construction $255.5

 TOTAL $1,141.8 $250.7
Percent 

Obligated
22%

OFFSET FUNDS (Federal Share)

CMAQ FUNDS (Federal Share)

PL FUNDS (Federal Share)

NFHWY00290 College Road Bus Pullouts
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FAST Planning FFY20 Offsets December 31, 2019

Project Federal Total w/ Match

FMATS Intersection Improvements FFY19 $132,298 $145,430 Project deobligation; bids rejected
Plack Road Bike/Pedestrian Facility $489,454 $538,039 Project closure
FMATS Sidewalk Improvements FFY19 $264,545 $290,805 Reduction to Bid Award
Birch Hill Bicycle & Pedestrian Facility $255,495 $280,856 Project closure
FMATS 2045 MTP $20,701 $22,756 Project closure
Birch Hill Bicycle & Pedestrian Facility $124,946 $137,349 Project closure

Total Offset Funding to Date $1,287,439 $1,415,235

COMMITTED FUNDS

FAST Improvement Program FFY20 Construction Increase $159,701 $175,554 Executive Director approved 10.25.19
FAST Improvement Program FFY20 Design Increase $90,970 $100,000 Technical Committee approved 11.06.19

Total Committed Offsets $250,671 $275,554

Remaining Funds to be Obligated $1,036,768 $1,139,681

1
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Pending FAST Planning Deobligations from Project Closures & Reductions to Bid Awards December 31, 2019

Construction   Estimated Federal
IRIS Project Year  Deobligation Notes

NFHWY00156 Yukon Drive Improvements 2018 TBD Project Closure; $123,223 remaining; pending final inspection
NFHWY00243 FMATS Area Surface Upgrades FFY18 2018 TBD Project Closure; $121,776 remaining; pending construction closeout
NFHWY00365 FMATS Area Surface Upgrades FFY19 2019 TBD Project Closure; pending construction closeout
NFHWY00170 FMATS Sidewalk Improvement Program FFY19 2019 TBD Project Closure; construction to be completed in 2020
Z637840000 Gillam Way Rehabilitation 2019 TBD Project Closure; pending construction closeout
NFHWY00137 Wembley Avenue Improvements 2019 TBD Project Closure; pending construction closeout

TOTAL TBD

Page 16


	01_01082019_Agenda_TC
	02_12042019_Minutes_Draft_TC
	03_12022019_CMAQ_Timeline
	04_511_System1
	04_511_System2
	05_12182019_Action_Items_PB
	06_12312019_Obligations
	07_12312019_Offsets
	08_12312019_Project_Closures



