
 

 
 

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE 
Meeting Minutes – September 2, 2020 

Zoom Meeting URL: https://fastplanning.us/keepup/zoom/ 
Telephone Number: 1 (253) 215-8782, Meeting ID: 831 0738 7691 

 
1. \Call to Order 

Jackson Fox, Chair, called the Zoom meeting to order at 12:00 p.m. 
 

2. Introduction of Members and Attendee 
 The following were present: 

Name  Representing 
  *Jackson Fox, Chair   FAST Planning 
  *Olivia Lunsford, Vice Chair  FAST Planning 
**Andrew Ackerman   City of Fairbanks Engineering 
**Bob Pristash    City of Fairbanks Engineering 
**Bill Butler    City of North Pole 
**Steven Hoke    ADEC Air Quality  
**Kate Dueber     Alaska Railroad Corporation 
**Judy Chapman    DOT&PF Planning 
**Sarah Schacher   DOT&PF Preconstruction 
**John Perreault    FNSB Planning Commission 
**Kellen Spillman    FNSB Community Planning 
**Michelle Denton   FNSB Transportation 
**John Weinberger    Fort Wainwright Planning 
**Justin Burgess (absent)  AES Transportation 
**Jakob Theurich    UAF 
 *Deborah Todd    FAST Planning 
 *Randi Bailey    DOT&PF Planning 
 *Don Galligan    FNSB Community Planning 
  John Netardus    DOT&PF Preconstruction 
  Ivet Hall     DOT&PF Preconstruction 
  Peter Stern    BPAC 
  Corey DiRutigliano   Bettisworth North 
  Carl Heim    BPAC & DOT&PF  
  Andrew Ooms    Kittelson & Associates 
 

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

3. Approval of the September 2, 2020 Agenda 
Motion: To approve the September 2, 2020 Technical Committee Agenda. 
(Ackerman/Perreault) 
 

Discussion: No further discussion. 
 

Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
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4. Approval of the August 5, 2020 Meeting Minutes 
Motion: To approve the August 5, 2020 Meeting Minutes. (Chapman/Pristash). 
Discussion: No further discussion. 
Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

5. Committee/Working Group Reports (including the Chair’s Report) 
Mr. Fox provided an update from Lacey Street Stakeholder Group Meeting #5, which 
was held on September 2 to discuss the future of Lacey Street. At that meeting, they 
reviewed and discussed the final results from the online public survey that was 
advertised through a variety of different methods throughout the community to get 
public feedback for the features they would like to see and their priorities and 
concerns. The online survey was open August 12-26, 2020. There were 682 
participants in the survey. The results were discussed with the Stakeholder Group 
on September 2 and some interesting things that came out of that survey were that a 
lot of people in the community were interested in potentially converting Lacey Street 
into a Linear Park or some type of a Blended Corridor that would either limit vehicle 
access on certain blocks making it a one-lane, one-way street or potentially closing 
some blocks for some park space. Another idea was that Lacey Street could 
potentially remain two-way traffic from 1st-5th Avenues and then possibly either 5th-
12th or 5th-10th Avenues could be a Blended Corridor where it narrowed down to one 
lane to accommodate space for people walking or biking as well as landscaping to 
make that space more inviting and stormwater friendly. There was also 
consideration for some blocks being closed for a Linear Park and if blocks were 
closed, likely side avenues would be open, and the facility would be a wide facility 
that people could walk and bike on with emergency vehicle access. Over the next 
few months, FAST Planning will meet with Corey DiRutigliano of Bettisworth North 
on a weekly basis and will do site visits as the concept(s) are developed. That 
information will be shared with the Technical Committee and Policy Board. Moving 
forward, those concepts will be turned over to the City of Fairbanks for consideration 
of revision of their project nomination in the TIP as it looks different than the current 
nomination they provided with the full reconstruction of Lacey Street and addressing 
the utility pole concepts. Lacey Street is very underutilized with only about 700 
vehicles per day which might make this ideal for economic development downtown. 

 

6. Public Comment Period 
No public comments. 
 

7. Old Business 
a. FFY21-22 Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) (Action) 

 Consideration of options for application of Indirect Cost Allocation Plan (ICAP) 
Rate to Planning Fund Distribution for FAST Planning, DOT&PF, and FNSB 

 

Mr. Fox explained the three different options presented in the meeting packet for 
application of the ICAP rate to the planning fund distribution. 
 

Public Comment: No public comment. 
 

Motion: To recommend to the Policy Board they consider Option C for the 
funding of ICAP in the FFY21-22 Unified Planning Work Program. 
(Spillman/Butler) 
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Discussion: Mr. Spillman commented that he might be oversimplifying it, but it 
seemed like they were just taking from one pot of DOT money and putting it into 
another pot of DOT money. Mr. Spillman stated that the Borough spent a lot of 
time figuring their time and were not taking ICAP from it. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that Mr. Spillman was correct that Option C reduced the amount 
of funding that went directly to DOT Northern Region Planning Office but DOT 
would still receive that money for their overhead expenses and there was no 
penalty to DOT or the Borough for that ICAP charge. 
 

Ms. Chapman stated that she could certainly see that line of logic and did not 
have any real opposition to that but did want to point out that with Randi Bailey’s 
time and others at DOT as well, she thought they spent quite a bit of time 
working with the MPO and had a real interest in partnering with the MPO and 
keeping those projects moving. Ms. Chapman stated that in terms of the 
allocation of the UPWP funding for the tasks, they were on the lighter side in 
terms of the tasks they provided to the MPO but would continue to support the 
MPO regardless. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that Ms. Chapman was true, and they worked with Randi Bailey, 
of DOT, daily, and she provided a tremendous amount of support for the tasks of 
the MPO. 
 

Mr. Spillman asked Ms. Chapman if there was something DOT could do 
internally to waive the 4.75% and the Borough had a process they used to waive 
those type of grants. 
 

Ms. Chapman stated that it was her understanding that Ben White of DOT 
Headquarters had tried to do that and was unsuccessful. Ms. Chapman stated 
that she thought with the right folks agreeing, that would be possible but currently 
they had been unsuccessful with that. 
 

Vote on Motion: Seven in favor. Four opposed. 
(Chapman/Hoke/Schacher/Theurich). One abstention. (Weinberger). Approved. 
 

8. New Business 
a. McGrath Road Upgrade Project Increase (Action Item) 

 Consideration of options for FFY21 Program Reduction of $424,412 to 
accommodate construction increases on McGrath Road Upgrade Project 

Mr. Fox explained the chain of events that led to the McGrath Road Upgrade 
Project change orders and overruns resulting in a 51% cost increase over the low 
bid of the project. Mr. Fox noted that the original amount was approximately 
$4.5M and there were approximately $2.3M in charges from change orders. 
Mr. Fox stated that with all the changes, it was beyond the ability of the MPO to 
cover those costs. Mr. Fox stated that after consultation with DOT, it was 
proposed that FAST Planning would cover the cost of the first increase and DOT 
would cover the other two increases which was accepted by the Policy Board on 
August 19. Mr. Fox stated that the consequence was that FAST Planning would 
be in $424,000 in the red after covering those costs, so DOT Headquarters had 
suggested that they reduce their 2021 project funds in the TIP to cover the costs. 
Mr. Fox stated that the meeting packet contained the three proposed options for 
reduction of FFY21 funding.  
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Ms. Schacher proposed an Option D for consideration by the Policy Board.  The 
option would delay “Woll Road Resurfacing” Final Design phase funding from 
FFY21 to FFY22 ($250k) and wait for receipt of offset funds from pending project 
closures in November/December for balance of funds needed ($174k). 
 

Public Comment: No public comment. 
 

Motion: To recommend Option D to the Policy Board for approval. 
(Schacher/Perreault). 
 

Discussion: Ms. Schacher explained that the reason she came up with this 
proposal was because they had $1.9M in offsets that were spent in 2020 before 
this came up and she did not think that the offsets would be hard to come up with 
or detrimental to what we counted on for the rest of the year. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that he appreciated her comment. 
 

Ms. Chapman agreed with Ms. Schacher that it was manageable and thought 
that if they had a conversation with DOT Headquarters to explain why they 
proposed Option D, she thought they would understand that. 
 

Mr. Pristash stated he would like to keep moving forward on 5th Avenue and not 
delay it if that happened. 
 

Mr. Perreault stated that he supported Option D because, as Ms. Schacher 
pointed out, it was important to keep projects moving but did not think we should 
do anything that delayed projects significantly like 5th Avenue. 
 

Mr. Ackerman stated that he agreed with the previous comments in that they 
could delay Woll Road and it did not seem that the Airport West project reduction 
would be substantial, but the 5th Avenue Reconstruction could be significant. Mr. 
Ackerman stated that is only comment was how viable Option C was as he could 
clearly see what the risks of delaying some of those projects were but did not 
understand what the other options were. 
 

Mr. Fox explained that Option C was uncomfortable to him since they were trying 
to show DOT Headquarters a reduction in funds. Mr. Fox explained that he was 
just trying to get something in the works and this was by no means a final 
decision and that would come with a TIP Administrative Modification and should 
save up some of those project funds for increases that might occur this winter 
and next year. 
 

Mr. Spillman stated that he had no problem with Option D but was concerned 
about this situation coming up more in the future and the ramifications of it 
particularly when MatSu became an MPO. Mr. Spillman stated that he thought it 
might be beneficial to have a discussion about going to a grant-based MPO 
program where they gave the project a set amount and if it went over that it was 
up to the specific managing agency of that project to provide the funding. 
 

Mr. Fox explained that he was going to get a survey out to the Association of 
MPOs to get feedback from other MPOs about how many of them used the 
grant-based funding in their TIP and would provide that feedback this fall. 
 

Ms. Schacher added that she agreed with what Mr. Spillman said and if they 
could have a broader discussion in the future when Mr. Fox had more information 
about the grant funding program and the viability of our local MPO entities if that 
was even something that people would entertain for discussion. Ms. Schacher 
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stated that her initial reaction was that they would not and were essentially 
committing to future overruns which they do not know the amount of, and thought 
it was up to the managing agencies to provide their own fiscal constraints. 
 

Mr. Weinberger stated that he thought that since they were such a small MPO, 
there were too many projects to check on if there were cost overruns. 
 

Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

b. Draft Title VI Plan (Action Item) 
 Consideration of releasing Draft Title VI Plan for 30-Day Public Comment 

Period 
Mr. Fox introduced Ms. Lunsford to present and explain the Draft Title VI Plan 
she developed for FAST Planning. 
 

Public Comment: No public comment. 
 

Motion: To release the Draft Title VI Plan for a 30-day public comment period. 
(Ackerman/Denton) 
 

Discussion: Mr. Ackerman asked if they would have to update the Title VI Plan 
when the new Census data came out. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that Mr. Ackerman was correct, and his understanding was that 
the Census data would not come out for at least a year and they would update 
their maps at that time. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that one of the reasons for this draft plan was that they had been 
operating under the FMATS Title VI Plan and the way that they did their meetings 
had changed drastically due to COVID-19 from in-person to web-based 
meetings. Mr. Fox stated that every MPO across the country was changing the 
way they did business to a virtual format and the maps would be updated when 
the Census data came out, but he thought that most of the written content of the 
plan would not change. 
 

Ms. Lunsford added that with the mapping, all the data was easy to access and 
update. 
 

Mr. Spillman thanked Ms. Lunsford for her work and stated that he thought she 
had done well with the maps but cautioned her to be careful with the information 
from the American Community Survey data. Mr. Spillman stated that the Borough 
had formed a count committee for the Census and the numbers they had 
received were not very good and this had a huge impact on the amount of 
funding they received since was Census driven so it was important for people to 
participate in the Census. 
 

Vote on Motion. None opposed. Approved. 
 

c. FAST Planning 2021 Meeting Schedule (Action Item) 
Mr. Fox explained that the meeting packet contained a draft meeting schedule for 
all the FAST Planning meetings and noted that the BPAC passed a motion in 
August to modify their meeting frequency and day of the month. Mr. Fox stated 
that a motion was made to go from bi-monthly to monthly meetings and holding 
them the last Thursday of the month. Mr. Fox explained that the newly formed 
Project Enhancement Committee meetings would be held quarterly after letters 
of interest have been received and members appointed. Mr. Fox stated that the 






