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TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING
Wednesday, December 2, 2020, 12:00 – 2:00 P.M.

To join the Zoom Meeting via computer, go to: www.fastplanning.us/keepup/zoom
Zoom Meeting Phone Number: 1 (253) 215-8782, enter Meeting ID 872-1032-8280

1.

Call to Order

2.

Introduction of Members and Attendees

3.

Approval of the December 2, 2020 Agenda

4.

Approval of the November 4, 2020 Meeting Minutes

5.

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

6.

Public Comment Period (Non-Action Items)

7.

Old Business

8.

New Business

Pg 2-12

a. Lacey Street Reconstruction Stakeholder Meeting Update

b.

Review of final design concepts for Lacey Street and next steps for project
development

Chena Riverwalk, Stage III (Action Item)


Pg 13-32

Pg 33-38

Update on communications with Alaska Railroad regarding land interest and review
of alternatives for recommendation to the Policy Board

c. 5th Avenue Reconstruction Project – Design Increase (Action Item)
9.

Other Issues

10.

Informational Items
a. Obligations and Offsets

11.

Committee Member Comments

12.

Adjournment

Pg 41-44

Next Scheduled Technical Committee Meeting – Wednesday, January 6, 2021

Pg 39-40
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TECHNICAL COMMITTEE
Meeting Minutes – November 4, 2020
Zoom Meeting URL: https://fastplanning.us/keepup/zoom/
Telephone Number: 1 (253) 215-8782, Meeting ID: 870 2356 8634

1. \Call to Order
Jackson Fox, Chair, called the Zoom meeting to order at 12:04 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
AES Transportation
**Jakob Theurich
UAF
*Deborah Todd
FAST Planning
*Randi Bailey
DOT&PF Planning
*Don Galligan
FNSB Community Planning
John Netardus
DOT&PF Preconstruction
Bill Rogers
McCafferty Coffee House/Sandcastle Recording
Peter Stern
BPAC
Jim Richardson
BPAC
David van den Berg
BPAC
Donna Gardino
BPAC
Alex Gagne-Hawes
Citizen
Perry Walley
Citizen
Jerry Cleworth
Citizen
Ivet Hall
DOT&PF
Jason Hill
DOT&PF
Corey DiRutigliano
Bettisworth North
Phoebe Bredlie
Kinney Engineering
Kara Nash
Goldies AK
Jeff Jacobson
City of Fairbanks Public Works
* FAST PLANNING Staff members
** FAST PLANNING Technical Committee members
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Approval of the November 4, 2020 Agenda
Motion: To approve the November 4, 2020 Technical Committee Agenda.
(Ackerman/Denton).
Discussion: No further discussion.
Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved.
3. Approval of the October 7, 2020 Meeting Minutes
Motion: To approve the October 7, 2020 Meeting Minutes as presented.
(Ackerman/Chapman).
Discussion: No further discussion.
Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved.
4. Committee/Working Group Reports (including the Chair’s Report)
Mr. Fox noted the following updates:
 Road Service Area Expansion Plan: PDC Engineers completed the Existing
Conditions Report including resolution and review comments by FAST Planning
Staff and prepared an Online Public Survey complemented with an ArcGIS Story
Map that we are hoping to complete and potentially advertise for public review in
December 2020. PDC developed five primary alternatives for the Road Service
Area Expansion Plan which they hoped to deliver this week or next. PDC put
together a Table of Contents for the Road Standards Manual that we hoped to see
a draft of in mid-November. The first thing that the Technical Committee will see is
the Online Open House event with a Story Map and survey questions that will be
sent out to the Policy Board and BPAC to share with other agencies and the public
to get feedback on road service areas and orphan roads around town.
 Road/Rail Crossing Reduction Plan: The Existing Conditions Report is complete.
Kinney Engineering is working on finalizing the alternatives for improvements to
road/rail crossings throughout our planning area boundary. Kinney Engineering has
assembled 12 different alternatives/locations throughout the planning area and
expected an initial draft of the Road/Rail Crossing Reduction Plan in early
December 2020 for internal review by FAST Planning, Railroad, Borough, DOT,
and City staff appointed to the steering committee for this project. The hope was to
have a Draft of the Plan to present to the Technical Committee in January 2021 for
consideration of release for 30-day public comment period and any additional
comments from members agencies to provide to the project team and Kinney
Engineering to finalize the document.
 Non-Motorized Plan: Kittelson & Associates completed their project list and cost
estimates for the projects identified under that planning effort including a list of
recommended changes to the 2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) project
list and scope descriptions. Kittelson has completed all the chapter text and the text
is in graphic design for production of the draft document. Anticipate the draft
document will be presented to the BPAC in December 2020 and then presented to
Technical Committee and Policy Board in January 2021. There will also be an Open
House event to get feedback from the public in mid-January or mid-February.
5. Public Comment Period
Alex Gagne-Hawes commented that he was looking at the meeting packet and there
were no thousands mentioned on the funding chart which, in the grand scheme of
things, was not that huge of a deal but did reflect a tendency for the overall scale of the
2
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enterprise to sort of lose track of just the reality of most people’s daily lives where you
had a little $2 there and it really meant $2,000, but those extra three zeros just did not
matter. Mr. Gagne-Hawes stated that he thought, in aggregate, that produced a system
where, as he testified before, that the entry fee of design, of planning, seemed too high.
Mr. Gagne-Hawes explained that it seemed like a lot of times, for example, with the
Barnette Street, they really could have just striping changes that would give immense
value, but because there was this $100,000 dollar entry fee, it was just impossible to
even change the stripes a lot of the time. Mr. Gagne-Hawes stated that on a different
matter, he wanted to thank the snowplowers because there seemed to be a little more
effort to keep the pedestrian surfaces clear throughout the downtown area and it was
not quite as haphazard, there were not as many of the berms that just sprouted and
completely blocked the sidewalks, and that had been nice to see this year.
Mr. Gagne-Hawes stated that one final thing was, moving forward, he still had not seen,
5th Avenue touched on it, but all across the City there was not a lot of consideration for
outdoor events or outdoor performances and this coming year there was going to be
chocked full of them because of the virus and all that. Mr. Gagne-Hawes stated that it
would be nice to have the transportation people on top of that a little more such as
where the events were occurring and how they could advertise the route they wanted
them to take. Mr. Gagne-Hawes stated that for thousands of dollars for thermoplastic,
you could have a bike route, little medallions every hundred feet on the bike route which
was very inexpensive in shaping use.
6. Old Business
No old business.
7. New Business
a. Election of Chair and Vice Chair (Action Item)
Mr. Fox explained that annually during the November meeting, a Chair and Vice
Chair were selected. Mr. Fox stated that currently he was the Chair and
Olivia Lunsford of FAST Planning was the Vice Chair. Mr. Fox stated that they would
be fine with serving in those positions again, but it was up to the Technical
Committee who would serve and noted that the FAST Planning employees
nominated at Chair and Vice Chair served in that capacity as non-voting members.
Public Comment: No public comment.
Motion: To nominate Jackson Fox as Chair of the FAST Planning Technical
Committee. (Chapman/Denton).
Discussion: Mr. Ackerman stated that he had been thinking about it and it just
made sense to have either Jackson Fox or Olivia Lunsford serve in those roles
because even if one of them were to volunteer, to be doing that and deliberating on
action items, would be quite a lot to ask.
Mr. Fox stated that they did not mind serving in those positions at all and it made
sense for them to do it.
Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved.
Motion: To nominate Olivia Lunsford of the FAST Planning Technical Committee.
(Chapman/Denton).
Discussion: No further discussion
Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved.
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b.

5th Avenue Reconstruction Project (Action Item)
 Project updates on preferred alternative from City of Fairbanks and
Alaska DOT&PF and review of recommendation from Bicycle &
Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC)
Mr. Fox explained that he would provide a presentation, which would be followed by
a presentation by Bob Pristash, City of Fairbanks, and Ivet Hall of DOT&PF, and
then they would open it up for questions and public comment, and then see if there
was a motion. Mr. Fox explained that the 10/29/20 BPAC Action Items were included
in the meeting packet in response to public comments received at the last two
Technical Committee and Policy Board meetings where there was a lot of testimony
about the 5th Avenue Reconstruction Project. Mr. Fox explained that combined with
the request from BPAC, that was the reason it was on the Technical Committee
Agenda. Mr. Fox stated that a motion was passed at the 10/29/20 BPAC Meeting
that recommended the following:
Motion Passed at BPAC Meeting: The BPAC recommends to the Technical
Committee to extend the public process and require an interactive online open
house on the 5th Avenue Reconstruction project to include:
 Examination and discussion of alternative 2-way typical sections that were not
previously presented that optimizes the right-of-way for all users, and
 Examination of alternative one-way typical sections that slow speeds, encourage
mobility for all modes and does not include a bike lane. (Gardino/Belz).
Mr. Fox went through a slide presentation of what occurred at the four 5th Avenue
Reconstruction Stakeholder Meetings explaining the current condition of 5th Avenue
and the recommendations made by the Stakeholder Group during those meetings.
Mr. Fox stated that the Stakeholder Group came up with a variety of final design
concepts that reflected both one-way and two-way concepts for 5th Avenue. Mr. Fox
explained that there was a portion of the group that wanted a one-way street and
another portion of the group wanted a two-way configuration. Mr. Fox explained that
there was a virtual Open House accompanied by an Online Public Survey. Mr. Fox
explained that at the conclusion of that process, the Mayor of the City of Fairbanks
sent a letter to FAST Planning indicating that the one-way design concept was
chosen as the preferred design alternative. Mr. Fox stated that after receipt of that
letter, a striping plan was received of a one-way, one-lane street that included a bike
lane on the roadway which created concern due to the fact that the Stakeholder
Group had eliminated the bike lane in favor of wider sidewalks and on-street parking.
Mr. Fox stated that the Downtown Association had then presented a new design
concept.
Mr. Fox introduced Bob Pristash, City of Fairbanks and Ivet Hall of DOT&PF, who
provided a presentation about the 5th Avenue Reconstruction Project.
Public Comment: Bill Rogers, owner of McCafferty’s Coffee House, Lot 3A,
Block 66A, Fairbanks Townsite stated that he spoke only as a property and
business owner. Mr. Rogers stated that he was unclear on the Agenda as to what
the action was that was being asked for. Mr. Rogers stated Mr. Pristash, of the City,
had already addressed what he was going to comment on which was Sheet #26.
Mr. Rogers stated that as far as he understood from the City, he wanted to
emphasize that it was his understanding that the alternative presented was just an
4
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alternative that could be considered, and not the preferred alternative. Mr. Rogers
stated that his immediate neighbors, Mr. Pat Levy, who owned The Distillery, and
Mr. Charlie Cole had both written letters indicating that they preferred 5th Avenue
remain a one-way street. Mr. Rogers stated that, for the record, he had not let his
opinion be known of whether he thought it should be a one-way or two-way street.
Mr. Rogers stated that he thought he had vehemently argued that they needed
on-street parking regardless of the configuration of directions of traffic. Mr. Rogers
stated that on-street parking was imperative for his business, Mr. Levy’s business,
and Mr. Cole’s business. Mr. Rogers stated that it had been mentioned that there
were lots of downtown and private parking spaces that could be used, and those
private parking spaces were being used in fact, but that could be changed tomorrow
afternoon at the whim of the property owner so on-street parking was imperative.
Perry Walley, owner of the Radio Station, 529 Fifth Avenue, commented that he
was right across the street from the School District Building and he had a big bay
window and he did a lot of observations there. Mr. Walley stated that, going back to
what was said earlier in the meeting, there were some comments made that possibly
a one-way was more dangerous than a two-way and he would have to disagree with
that notion. Mr. Walley stated that currently you had one-way, two lane road down
there, small sidewalks which were crumbling, and they had verified that, and
everybody acknowledged that. Mr. Walley stated that even now when you were
driving in summer it was not a two lane right now, people were using it as a one
lane, one-way road right now. Mr. Walley stated that in the wintertime it even got
worse because when the City came in and plowed, they left berms on the side of the
road. Mr. Walley stated it was a fact and they saw it every single winter and it was a
one lane, one-way road again. Mr. Walley stated that for the folks that wanted to do
a two-lane road, in the wintertime it would be disastrous. Mr. Walley stated looking at
the School District, he knew that in previous meetings that he attended, it was
imperative that they had a pullout because they got a lot of traffic in and out and they
had classes there and such and he thought that was a very important thing, and just
having a turnout there would be absolutely ridiculous. Mr. Walley stated that if you
looked at his business, 529 5th Avenue, it was his business, the Radio Stations and
his tenant there was the Public Defender’s Office, so there was a lot of traffic into
that building. Mr. Walley stated that they had the parking on the other side of the
road. Mr. Walley stated that they had to have parking. Mr. Walley stated that he and
the Public Defender’s Office also had deliveries every week and due to COVID they
had more than ever and the big delivery trucks just had nowhere to go and at that
point if this was a two-lane road, it would just be insane. Mr. Walley stated that as a
downtown stakeholder literally he had a big bay window in his lobby that overlooked
5th Avenue and he saw it every day. Mr. Walley stated that the sidewalks there
obviously needed to get bigger so he would just sum it all up by saying that the
parking was important, and when people looked at the delivery and drop off system
for the School District it was not just them, it was his building as well. Mr. Walley
stated that he did not want any more delays. Mr. Walley stated that this had been a
long process to get 5th Avenue done, and it was a safety issue in the matter that the
road was crumbling, and the sidewalks were just horrible, and he had witnessed
people tripping. Mr. Walley stated that it had to get it done and he was afraid of
5
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delays, he was for the one-way, and this project had to move forward as soon as
possible.
Kara Nash, Goldies AK stated that she was located in the alley between 7th and 5th
Avenues. Ms. Nash stated that she was in the Stakeholder Meetings about this issue
and had been pretty upset since those meetings that their voices were not being
heard. Ms. Nash stated that she has a one year old and she found time to volunteer
to come to all those meeting to have an opinion and when she heard that Goldies
had no opinion, she got pretty upset about it. Ms. Nash stated that she felt like the
group had differing opinions and they had two proposed options that worked for the
group and neither of those options were being talked about from the City’s
perspective. Ms. Nash stated that she thought that two-way was better for her
business than the one-way option. Ms. Nash stated that she told everyone to come
to Goldie’s and pick up the phone and try to tell someone how to get to Goldie’s.
Ms. Nash stated that if you were coming from Barnette Street you basically had to
go all the way around the block. Ms. Nash stated that a lot of people cut through the
Sadlers Parking Area and she had been trying to make it a habit not to cut through
Sadlers parking area, but she had encountered longer wait times on Cushman trying
to make a left turn there. Ms. Nash stated that she thought the Downtown was not
navigable for people who did not know the downtown area and she thought that twoway was going to help with that but she supported both proposed designs from the
group and she was pretty upset that neither one of those designs was the one being
considered in the end.
Jeff Jacobson, City of Fairbanks Public Works Director, commented that he took
an opposite position than Ms. Nash regarding a one-way preference for 5th Avenue.
Mr. Jacobson stated that he too had participated in the Stakeholder Meetings and
the group was pretty vocal, with differing positions and again, there was no
consensus either way to get a majority. Mr. Jacobson stated that his perspective on
advocating for it remaining a one-way was that the City of Fairbanks Public Works
Department operated very large vehicles. Mr. Jacobson stated that to have a sander
go down 5th Avenue and a dump truck in the wintertime, and with it being a two-way
street, one of those lanes of traffic was going to have to surrender for their Sanders
to pass by and the same thing with their large 20 cubic yard garbage trucks that
served the downtown area. Mr. Jacobson stated that was a very large vehicle with
extended mirrors, and again, that would be problematic on a two-way street with that
45-foot right-of-way. Mr. Jacobson stated that he could probably speak safely for
Chief Chambers with his fire trucks. Mr. Jacobson stated that they were just
advocating that it remained a one-way street and that had served them well.
Mr. Jacobson stated that he knew the School District was very concerned about
being able to drop off and pick up folks at curbside. Mr. Jacobson stated that they
had people bringing in supplies, dropping off students, and picking up elderly people
and if you had a two-way street there was a possibility of blocking traffic with that
activity going on. Mr. Jacobson stated that he understood that this was a design
feature that they were still processing but he fully supported the Mayor’s position of
having it remain a one-way street.
Donna Gardino, Downtown Association/BPAC, commented that today was the
first time she had heard that two-way was not a feasible alternative. Ms. Gardino
stated that the Executive Director at the Downtown Association sent over the two6
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way rendition and asked for comments from the City, repeatedly, and never received
any response so it would have been nice if that had found out sooner that the twoway was not feasible. Mr. Gardino stated that she was listening to what Mr. Pristash
said and still could not figure out, if it was not feasible, then why were they planning
for a future conversion to two-way. Ms. Gardino stated that she guessed she did not
really get to the punch line there because it just did not seem very clear to her.
Ms. Gardino stated that Mr. Pristash also stated that the concept that he proposed
with the bike lanes optimized the right-of-way. Ms. Gardino stated that from the
striping plan that she saw, they left the existing sidewalk the same width on the block
between Lacey and Noble. Ms. Gardino stated that some of those sidewalks were
5.3-feet wide. Ms. Gardino stated that when they talked about a 6 ft. minimum, yet
they were going to leave sidewalks at 5.3-feet so they could put in a one-directional
bike lane on a road that was not in any plan designated as a bike route, and it only
served bike traffic going in one direction. Ms. Gardino stated that 7th and
10th Avenues were the roadways in the plan that served both directions of bike
travel. Ms. Gardino stated that she did not think it optimized all modes. Ms. Gardino
stated that she thought that pedestrians were being sacrificed on the east end and
bikes were being sacrificed because there was only one direction of the bike lane
because what was being proposed in these concepts was not a contra bike lane.
Ms. Gardino stated that if they were going to go with a one-way alternative, as they
had heard, this process had not gone back to the Stakeholder Group. Ms. Gardino
stated that she did not know where the one-way bike lane concept was created
because it was not included in the survey that people participated in. Ms. Gardino
stated that she was not sure where that decision-making process occurred to
develop that concept, because it was not in the public process and that was her
concern. Ms. Gardino stated that with all the details that the Stakeholder Group
looked at, to come out with a concept that was not representative of any of their
discussions was very concerning to her. Ms. Gardino stated that was why the act
from the BPAC was to have more of a public process to talk about additional
concepts. Ms. Gardino stated that she thought the proposed concept did not
optimize the right-of-way for all users, the Green Streets Plan, and did not even look
at the layout proposed in the Green Streets Plan specifically for 5th Avenue.
Ms. Gardino stated that she felt like there was still time for discussion. Ms. Gardino
stated that she heard it was not going to get built until 2023 so the only schedule that
would be delayed was the current schedule.
David van den Berg, Downtown Association/BPAC, commented that he felt that if
the City Engineer had drawn what he had on Page 14 of his report, which what
those on the Stakeholder Group had in mind, that showed what would work in the
narrowest part of the right-of-way in front of the School District. Mr. van den Berg
stated that they were there because the two-way alternative that the City went
forward with forced them to choose between 12-ft. travel lanes which resembled
those on the Richardson Highway for width, and, as a result, it excluded parking. Mr.
van den Berg stated that they had heard how important the parking and loading
function was on 5th Avenue for both the Radio Station and the School District.
Mr. van den Berg stated it was feasible, in the narrowest part of the right of way, of
course we were sensitive to the lane widths that the City Engineer described as not
being wide enough, but it was feasible. Mr. van den Berg stated that he thought that
7
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when you looked at the rest of the corridor, it worked much better and there was
parking all the way along. Mr. van den Berg stated that Ms. Gardino’s statement
about it not optimizing the right of way was correct and in no place was it more
apparent then the stretch between Cushman and Barnette. Mr. van den Berg stated
that he still did not know why this alternative would be eliminated because the
sidewalks were not wide enough because they would be better and wider than they
were now and there was on-street parking available. Mr. van den Berg stated that
from the beginning they had a two-way typical section that they thought would work
but the City Engineer would not draw it and even after they drew it and sought input
there was no reply, but now it was eliminated and how could it be eliminated when it
was never even considered. Mr. van den Berg stated that the big issue and the
reason that they persisted was that circulation was important to an economic area
and it was only the two-way alternative that improved circulation in downtown.
Mr. van den Berg stated that from the City Engineer’s Report looking at the network
of downtown, he thought you could see the trouble with the Sadler’s Lot where 6th
did not flow through. Mr. van den Berg stated that it was not large problem
objectively, but was just a large area where 6th Avenue did not flow through and to
be able to turn on 5th Avenue and take traffic in both directions would greatly
improve navigation downtown and circulation within the economic area.
Jerry Cleworth, commented that he was a part of the Stakeholder Group and
attended all the meetings. Mr. Cleworth stated that it was well attended and there
was a full room of people. Mr. Cleworth stated that a lot of different ideas were
floated but what was more encouraging to him was that the real stakeholders on that
problem piece of road between Cushman and Lacey were all there; the School
District, MACS Transit, and Perry Walley, who was the gentleman who nominated
this project in the first place and got the ball rolling were all part of that discussion
group. Mr. Cleworth stated that in the end, the majority decided that the one-way
worked better and that was true of all three of the major stakeholders on the street.
Mr. Cleworth stated that the School District desired to have loading on that street, so
it was imperative that it be maintained there and to provide parking, at least on the
north side of the street. Mr. Cleworth stated that speaking of the buses, he was
reading the minutes from the previous meeting where Michelle Denton commented
that the two-way was problematic for the movement of the busses there and it very
much was. Mr. Cleworth stated that when they designed Cushman Street, originally
it was a three-way street moving north with very tight lanes between 1st and 5th
Avenues which was very uncomfortable. Mr. Cleworth stated that they found out
there that you really needed to have 12-ft. lanes to make the traffic flow easily
throughout the downtown. Mr. Cleworth stated that they had problems with busses
turning off Cushman Street onto 2nd Avenue because the lanes were so narrow.
Mr. Cleworth stated that they could not turn and use the space in the center lane
because it was usually filled by traffic, so they had to cut the corner. Mr. Cleworth
stated that often times they would hit the awning over Arctic Travelers Gift Shop.
Mr. Cleworth stated that they learned lessons about busses in the core area and
how much room they needed. Mr. Cleworth stated that Mr. Pristash’s comments
were extremely relevant. Mr. Cleworth stated that when you looked at the two-way
alternative you folks have here, that had an 11.5-ft. drive lane and a 10-ft. drive lane.
Mr. Cleworth explained that the 11.5-ft. drive lane included the gutter pan that would
8
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be used for snow storage which was imperative. Mr. Cleworth stated that once you
started using that for snow storage you would lose the two-way concept because
you did not have enough footage on that street to make it work and to provide for
any kind of snow storage possibility on it. Mr. Cleworth stated that wearing one of his
other hats, on the Parking Authority Downtown, they worked with the large service
vehicles trying to load and offload with the businesses in the core area. Mr. Cleworth
stated that it was very difficult for them to maneuver downtown and they made a lot
of exceptions to the rules so that they could do what they needed to do in the tight
streets that we have. Mr. Cleworth stated that he strongly supported what the City
Engineering Department had come up with. Mr. Cleworth stated that the bike lane
gave him a little bit of grief and he would like to see it, if they were having one,
moved to the south side of the street and it needed to share space with snow
storage like we had talked about on other streets in the core area. Mr. Cleworth
stated that he knew that the School District had a survey and they supported the
one-way concept. Mr. Cleworth stated that he thought that they had been asked by
the Downtown Association to look at it again, but he was not sure that they had all
the details of the presentation that they had seen. Mr. Cleworth stated that he knew
it worked a lot better for the busses. Mr. Cleworth stated it needed to accommodate
them because they were a major user of that street and it had to have ease of
access for them. Mr. Cleworth stated that they should never have 10-ft. lanes and
they needed to be at least 12-ft. to make things operate smoothly downtown.
Mr. Cleworth stated that Third Avenue was a classic example of how not to do a
street in the core area. Mr. Cleworth stated that they learned a lot of lessons on
there after the first snowfall when people parked their cars on sidewalks because
they could not tell where the bulb outs were, and the streets began. Mr. Cleworth
stated that it was humorous but sad in a way also. Mr. Cleworth stated that they had
to go back and change a lot of bulb out design to make it more user friendly and
recognize that we had snow in the wintertime, and we needed to deal with that.
Alex Gagne-Hawes commented that he could not see the pictures on the telephone
and asked if the City could post them on Facebook. Mr. Gagne-Hawes commented
that they were having drainage problems all around this block. Mr. Gagne-Hawes
continued that basements were flooded, the river rose with flood control, things did
not drain, and were apparently freezing. Mr. Gagne-Hawes stated that they had
resurveyed the pipes which was great. Mr. Gagne-Hawes stated that he was glad
they were looking up these terms by the way. Mr. Gagne-Hawes stated that “new
urbanist” was the style of downtown Fairbanks. Mr. Gagne-Hawes stated that you
these couplets that fed the beating heart like arteries and veins. Mr. Gagne-Hawes
stated that the east-west couplet originally used to be 5th and 7th which was how it
was designed. Mr. Gagne-Hawes stated that obviously that was no longer City Hall
or anything and we had moved on. Mr. Gagne-Hawes stated that you still had these
1960s roads so let’s fix them, he loved it, let’s do it. Mr. Gagne-Hawes asked if street
control software was really called Opticom because that was grimly ironic.
Mr. Gagne-Hawes commented that it was worth mentioning that Portland turned
two-ways to one-ways in the downtown core and it worked for them because they
made these big wide streets with all these fancy bollards and stuff, it looked nice, it
looked like civic improvement, it was cheap, and you really did not have to do too
much, just go for it. Mr. Gagne-Hawes stated that he worked at Dance Theatre
9
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Fairbanks and organized a lot of events, so it was worth mentioning that there was
two-way traffic in that little alley back there and it was not really prepared for and it
kind of worked because no one drove the wrong way down 5th but if you put little
bollards right on the ACS side of the driveway and two-way to that point it would
work. Mr. Gagne-Hawes stated that right at the end there where they had their little
driveway, they needed a little something and parking was a great way to protect
pedestrians. Mr. Gagne-Hawes stated that he wanted to mention that they had a
really great downtown thing going on like the Midnight Sun Fair and there were
street fairs all over the place so 5th could have some sort of big area and couplets
which was guiding through design. Mr. Gagne-Hawes stated that he felt really heard
in this meeting and they needed some leadership and some priorities.
Mr. Gagne-Hawes thanked them for being out there and for keeping up the good
work.
Motion: To continue public outreach for typical section(s) during final design of the
5th Avenue Reconstruction Project based on available funding. (Pristash/Hoke).
Discussion: Mr. Pristash stated that they had not finished the environmental
document yet or the Design Study Report. Mr. Pristash stated that it was a difficult
project and there was a lot of work to be done not just in the decision about the twoway or the typical section. Mr. Pristash stated that there was a tremendous amount
of utility work, easement acquisition, and determination of temporary and permanent
easements. Mr. Pristash stated that going forward he really thought it would be a
good idea to have more public involvement discussing the one-way alternative and
that was why he made the motion.
Mr. Spillman asked Mr. Pristash what “based on available funding” meant.
Mr. Pristash stated that it had taken project funds to this point to work through the
issues with one-way versus two-way. Mr. Pristash stated that he had to assign staff
to do different things to get ready for this presentation and other work, so the public
survey they had conducted by the Consultant he was not sure what it cost, but he
thought it was around $40-50,000. Mr. Pristash stated that the work was going to
expand to the time allotted to it and if they did more public outreach it would
probably cost more money so they would be looking to increase the funding for that
work.
Mr. Ackerman stated that his thought was that it seemed rather than more public
outreach, because he thought there was a really good intentional effort made to go
out to the public, he thought in this case it was more the follow through and visibility
of the project. Mr. Ackerman stated that one thing that he noticed was that this
project never appeared on the Northern Region DOT list of projects so that all the
information associated with it could be consolidated on its own project page would
be helpful.
Mr. Fox stated that FAST Planning had a web page set up for the 5th Avenue
Project, and they could add some of these presentations as well, but separately, the
City and State might want to do that as well.
Mr. Spillman thanked the City for being opened to some of the ideas that came out
of the meeting today and looked forward to seeing the project move forward.
10
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November 4, 2020
Technical Committee Meeting Minutes

Mr. Hoke stated that he was curious what FAST Planning’s take on this project was
and what Mr. Fox’s opinion were having worked with this project.
Mr. Fox stated that speaking for himself and not to be confused with speaking on
behalf of FAST Planning or the Technical Committee, he agreed with the sentiment
that more public involvement needed to be done. Mr. Fox stated that his personal
opinion was that he thought it would be good for the City and DOT to circle back to
the Stakeholder Group to present to them the direction they were heading with the
project after all the input that they had provided across the four meetings they
participated in January through March. Mr. Fox stated that what he saw unfold after
the Stakeholder group meetings had concluded, FAST Planning had hosted and
facilitated those meetings and then the design concepts were handed off to the City
and DOT. Mr. Fox stated that from that point on, there were a lot of Stakeholder
group members that were very upset with the Virtual Open House and Online
Survey. Mr. Fox stated that there were statements that there was bias included in
that survey. Mr. Fox stated that some stakeholders were very surprised to see the
preferred design come out of the City after the online open house and public survey
that the design did not match with the concepts that were presented to them during
the public open house. Mr. Fox stated that he thought it would be good for the City
and DOT to circle back to that Stakeholder Group and explain what happened,
where they were today, and what they were moving forward with, and provide them
with some kind of final input on the latest alternatives that the City came up with.
Mr. Fox stated that he very much valued the stakeholder group processes for a lot of
these projects that the community had interest in. Mr. Fox stated that moving
forward when they had a stakeholder group process and folks were invited to
provide input, that there input was listened to, appreciated, and even if it was
deviated from, that the communication channels were open and they were aware of
the deviations and why they occurred. Mr. Fox stated that his personal opinion was
that he supported the motion to continue the outreach as the City worked on
progressing the design of this project so there were additional opportunities for
stakeholders to provide input.
Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved.
8. Other Issues
No other issues.
9. Informational Items
a. Obligations and Offsets
Mr. Fox explained the obligations and offsets included in the meeting packet.
10. Technical Committee Member Comments
 No comments.
11. Adjournment
Motion to Adjourn: (Ackerman/Spillman). The meeting adjourned at 2:07 p.m. The
next Technical Committee meeting is Wednesday, December 2, 2020.
Approved: ______________________________________ Date: __________
Jackson Fox, Chair
FAST Planning Technical Committee
11
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Stakeholder
Meeting #6

October 28, 2020
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Recap of Stakeholder Meetings
1. Project Background & Virtual Walking Tour
2. Land Use, Zoning, & Concepts Presentation
3. Development of Online Story Map & Online Public Survey Questions
4. Preview of Preliminary Survey Results & Discussion of Concepts
5. Final Survey Results & Further Discussion of Concepts
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Why
Lacey
Street?
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Online Survey Results
• 682 Participants
• Priorities – Downtown Beautification & Walkability
• Features – Pedestrian/Biking Space, Enhanced Safety, & Improved Surfaces
• Concepts ‐ #1 Linear Park, #2 Blended Corridor
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What we heard from Stakeholder Group…
• 1st to 5th Ave ‐ keep in same configuration
•

2‐way traffic with wide sidewalks, bus stop(s), drainage is good

• 5th to 12th Ave ‐ support for both “Blended Corridor” and “Linear Park” concepts
•
•

Drainage needs to be addressed
Keeping overhead utility poles in place would save $$$, but they are an eyesore
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Lacey Street Design Concepts - Rev.1
November 19, 2020

OPTION A - Blended 1-Way Corridor
5th - 12th Blended 1-Way Corridor
Design Features

Improved Drainage
Water infiltration basins
12'-0" Road lane width, 3'-0" shoulders
Shoulders for snow storage
Overhead Utilities remain in place (cost savings)
Wide blended use pathway
Seating areas can also accommodate bus stops
Non-motorized terminus at 12th

N

Concept Plan 5th to 10th - Blended 1-Way

N

Concept Plan 10th to Co-Op - Blended 1-Way
Feature "node" at southern terminus

Lacey Street Conceptual Redesign | FAST Planning + Tanana Valley Watershed Association + Bettisworth North | November 19, 2020 | Page 1
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Lacey Street Design Concepts - Rev.1
November 19, 2020

OPTION A - Blended 1-Way Corridor
Design Features
Improved Drainage
Water infiltration basins
12'-0" Road lane width, variable shoulders
Shoulders for snow storage
Overhead Utilities remain in place (cost savings)
Wide blended use pathway
Seating areas
Seating areas can also accommodate bus stops
Non-motorized terminus at 12th

N

Lacey Street Conceptual Redesign | FAST Planning + Tanana Valley Watershed Association + Bettisworth North | November 19, 2020 | Page 2
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Lacey Street Design Concepts - Rev.1
November 19, 2020

OPTION A - Blended 1-Way Corridor | Bus Detail Section + Perspective

6'-6"

9'-0"

9'-0"

3'-0"

12'-0"

45'-0"

Concept Section

Concept Sketch
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Lacey Street Design Concepts - Rev.1
November 19, 2020

OPTION A - Blended 1-Way Corridor | Drainage Detail Section + Perspective

6'-6"

9'-0"

9'-0"

3'-0"

12'-0"

45'-0"

Concept Section

Concept Sketch
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Lacey Street Design Concepts - Rev.1
November 19, 2020

OPTION A - Blended 1-Way Corridor | Character

Summer Concept Sketch

Winter Concept Sketch

Lacey Street Conceptual Redesign | FAST Planning + Tanana Valley Watershed Association + Bettisworth North | November 19, 2020 | Page 5
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Lacey Street Design Concepts - Rev.1
November 19, 2020

OPTION B - Linear Park Corridor
5th - 12th Linear Park
Design Features
Improved Drainage
Large Water infiltration basins and permeable surfaces
Mixed use path retains access for emergency vehicles
Utilities remain in place (cost savings)
Variously sized outdoor public areas for residents or visitors
Low maintenance plantings

N

Concept Plan 5th to 10th - Linear Park

N

Concept Plan 10th to Co-Op - Linear Park

Lacey Street Conceptual Redesign | FAST Planning + Tanana Valley Watershed Association + Bettisworth North | November 19, 2020 | Page 6
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Lacey Street Design Concepts - Rev.1
November 19, 2020

OPTION B - Linear Park Corridor
Design Features
Improved Drainage
Large Water infiltration basins and permeable surfaces
Mixed use path retains access for emergency vehicles
Utilities remain in place (cost savings)
Variously sized outdoor public areas for residents or visitors
Low maintenance plantings

N

Lacey Street Conceptual Redesign | FAST Planning + Tanana Valley Watershed Association + Bettisworth North | November 19, 2020 | Page 7
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Lacey Street Design Concepts - Rev.1
November 19, 2020

OPTION B - Linear Park Corridor | Section + Perspective

3'-6"

11'-0"

6'-0"

18'-0"
45'-0"

Concept Section

Concept Sketch
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Lacey Street Design Concepts - Rev.1
November 19, 2020

OPTION B - Linear Park Corridor | Character

Summer Concept Sketch

Winter Concept Sketch

Lacey Street Conceptual Redesign | FAST Planning + Tanana Valley Watershed Association + Bettisworth North | November 19, 2020 | Page 9
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Lacey Street Design Concepts - Rev.1
November 19, 2020

OPTION C - Hybrid Corridor

5th-10th 1-Way 10th-12th Linear Park
Design Features 1-Way

Design Features Linear Park

Improved Drainage
Water infiltration basins
12'-0" Road lane width, variable shoulders
Shoulders for snow storage
Overhead Utilities remain in place (cost savings)
Wide blended use pathway
Seating areas can also accommodate bus stops

Improved Drainage
Large Water infiltration basins and permeable surfaces
Mixed use path retains access for emergency vehicles
Utilities remain in place (cost savings)
Various use outdoor public areas for residents or visitors
Low maintenance plantings

N

Concept Plan 5th to 10th - Blended 1-Way

N

Concept Plan 10th to Co-Op - Linear Park

Lacey Street Conceptual Redesign | FAST Planning + Tanana Valley Watershed Association + Bettisworth North | November 19, 2020 | Page 10

Page 30

Lacey Street Design Concepts - Rev.1
November 19, 2020

OPTION D - Existing Augmented 2-Way
5th - 12th 2-Way Corridor
OPTION Design Features
Improved Drainage
10'-0" Road lane width, 5'-0" shoulders
Shoulders for snow storage
Overhead Utilities are buried
7'-6" sidewalks

N

Concept Plan 5th to 10th - 2-Way

N

Concept Plan 10th to Co-Op - 2-Way

Lacey Street Conceptual Redesign | FAST Planning + Tanana Valley Watershed Association + Bettisworth North | November 19, 2020 | Page 11
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Lacey Street Design Concepts - Rev.1
November 19, 2020

OPTION D - Augmented 2-Way Corridor

OPTION Design Features
Improved Drainage
10'-0" Road lane width, 5'-0" shoulders
Shoulders for snow storage
Overhead Utilities are buried
7'-6" sidewalks

N

Lacey Street Conceptual Redesign | FAST Planning + Tanana Valley Watershed Association + Bettisworth North | November 19, 2020 | Page 12
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Lacey Street Design Concepts - Rev.1
November 19, 2020

OPTION D - Augmented 2-Way | Section + Perspective

7'-6"

5'-0"

10'-0"

10'-0"

5'-0"

45'-0"

Concept Section

Concept Sketch
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Chena River Walk Stage III – Segment 1
Options to Advance Project
11/30/2020

Option 1: Respond to ARRC Board that FAST Planning understands at this time there is
no desire for a path along the Chena River so is therefore changing the scope of the
project.
a. Scope will be reduced to constructing a new path along the east side of Peger Road
between Phillips Field Road and Chena Landings Loop, within DO&PF ROW. [See Figure]
b. Propose to add to the scope to resurface the existing path between Chena Landing Loop
and the existing pedestrian bridge crossing over the Chena River that accesses the
existing south River Walk path. We understand ARRC may like pedestrian lighting in this
area and that can be added to the scope, if desired. [See Figure]
c. Total estimated construction cost of a. and b. is estimated between $500,000‐$700,000




As part of the response, state that the b. component of above scope can only be included in the
scope if ARRC agrees DOT&PF has the authority to perform the path resurfacing within the plat
dedicated Non‐Motorized Trail/Public Utility Easement area. In addition, due to the federal
funding, a maintenance agreement would need to be signed between the City of Fairbanks and
ARRC such that ARRC was responsible for maintenance of this section of path as well as
maintenance of any lighting and their electricity costs, if lighting is added.
State that FAST wishes to continue to work with ARRC on a Chena River Walk Trail in this
location as originally envisioned so that we could initiate the project again in the future.

Option 1 Pros:
•
•

•
•
•

Allows a way forward for the project while still providing bicycle and pedestrian connectivity
benefits to the area and can still meet 2022 construction as planned
Construction of the path between Phillips Field and Chena Landings Loop provides a connection
to non‐motorized facilities that doesn’t currently exist, and does not require bicycle users to
cross Phillips Field Road to ride on its north shoulder in order to get to Peger Road. No ARRC
approval is needed as it can be constructed within DOT&PF Right of Way.
Resurfacing existing path north of the pedestrian bridge will make it ADA accessible
Project cost savings anticipated: $1 to $1.2M, or more if ARRC does not agree to element b. of
scope change above.
Does not preclude the River Walk project from happening in future if a land acquisition
agreement can be reached with ARRC before a new project is initiated.

Option 1 Cons:



Does not construct a path of any kind along the river in 2022 as originally envisioned
Requires explanation to FHWA for reason for scope change and explanation about how funds
expended to date are still applicable to the newly scoped project.
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Chena River Walk Stage III – Segment 1
Options to Advance Project
11/30/2020

Option 2: Ask DOT&PF to request to close the project with participation from FHWA

Option 2 Pros:



Buttons up project, any funding programmed (~$250,000) released as offset, and remaining
programmed funds in TIP can be re‐purposed elsewhere.
Does not preclude River Walk project from happening in future if a land acquisition agreement
can be reached with ARRC before a new project is initiated. Design work performed to date
could be re‐used in the future to alleviate some costs.

Option 2 Cons:




FHWA may not agree to closure with participation as they are under strict mandates to direct
states to progress projects and advance to construction. Non‐participating funds of ~$400,000
of expenses to date would presumably need to come from DOT&PF through General Fund (state
match) capital funding. The fall‐out from this would likely have negative implications in terms of
new policies for MPOs and/or DOT&PF oversight of new project initiations.
The City of Fairbanks has been paying for extending a permit with ARRC for this path of the
alignment as well as another one further east along the north site of the river. One condition of
the permit is to have an active project for construction.
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Schacher, Sarah E (DOT)
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Hall, Ivet (DOT)
Friday, November 20, 2020 9:44 PM
Schacher, Sarah E (DOT)
Hill, Jason J (DOT)
Fwd: revised Chena River Walk Design and Easement

Begin forwarded message:
From: Kristen Gratrix <GratrixK@akrr.com>
Date: November 20, 2020 at 4:06:57 PM AKST
To: "'Hall, Ivet (DOT)'" <ivet.hall@alaska.gov>
Cc: Andrew Donovan <DonovanA@akrr.com>, "Shook, Cora V (DOT)" <cora.shook@alaska.gov>, "Robert
H. Pristash" <RPristash@fairbanks.us>, Jackson Fox <jackson.fox@fastplanning.us>
Subject: RE: revised Chena River Walk Design and Easement
Good afternoon Ivet,
You may have already heard, however I wanted to let you know that ARRC Vice President, Jim Kubitz
spoke with Jackson Fox earlier this week to let him know that the ARRC Board of Directors has reviewed
the revised drawings as provided, and ARRC has decided not to proceed with the project at this time.
Please contact me if I can be of assistance.
Thank you and have a great weekend,

Kristen Gratrix
Manager Real Estate Contracts
907-265-2465 office | 907-229-4037 mobile
mailing: PO Box 107500, Anchorage, AK 99510-7500
physical: 327 W Ship Creek Ave, Anchorage, AK 99501
web: www.AlaskaRailroad.com

The contents of this email message and any attachments are intended solely for the addressee(s) and may contain confidential and/or
proprietary information and may be legally protected from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient of this message or their agent,
or if this message has been addressed to you in error, please immediately alert the sender by reply email and then delete this message
and any attachments. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, copying, or storage of
this message or its attachments is strictly prohibited.

From: Hall, Ivet (DOT) <ivet.hall@alaska.gov>
Sent: Friday, November 13, 2020 11:39 AM
To: Kristen Gratrix <GratrixK@akrr.com>
Cc: Andrew Donovan <DonovanA@akrr.com>; Shook, Cora V (DOT) <cora.shook@alaska.gov>; Robert H.
Pristash <RPristash@fairbanks.us>; Jackson Fox <jackson.fox@fastplanning.us>
Subject: RE: revised Chena River Walk Design and Easement
Hi Kristen,
1
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We need to provide an update to Jackson for the FAST Planning Policy Board on the November 18
meeting with regard to ARRC’s comments. I’ve also received inquiries for an update from Festival
Fairbanks and Chena River Front Commission. Does ARRC have any comments we could pass on?
Thank you,

Ivet

(907) 451-5386

From: Kristen Gratrix <GratrixK@akrr.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2020 2:33 PM
To: Hall, Ivet (DOT) <ivet.hall@alaska.gov>
Cc: Andy Donovan <donovana@akrr.com>; Shook, Cora V (DOT) <cora.shook@alaska.gov>; Robert H.
Pristash <RPristash@fairbanks.us>
Subject: RE: revised Chena River Walk Design and Easement
Good afternoon Ivet,
We have received your email. Can you send us your CAD files for the alignment?
Once we review and have comments we will be in touch.
Thank you,

Kristen Gratrix
Manager Real Estate Contracts
907-265-2465 office | 907-229-4037 mobile
mailing: PO Box 107500, Anchorage, AK 99510-7500
physical: 327 W Ship Creek Ave, Anchorage, AK 99501
web: www.AlaskaRailroad.com

The contents of this email message and any attachments are intended solely for the addressee(s) and may contain confidential and/or
proprietary information and may be legally protected from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient of this message or their agent,
or if this message has been addressed to you in error, please immediately alert the sender by reply email and then delete this message
and any attachments. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, copying, or storage of
this message or its attachments is strictly prohibited.

From: Hall, Ivet (DOT) <ivet.hall@alaska.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2020 2:13 PM
To: Kristen Gratrix <GratrixK@akrr.com>
Cc: Andrew Donovan <DonovanA@akrr.com>; Shook, Cora V (DOT) <cora.shook@alaska.gov>; Robert H.
Pristash <RPristash@fairbanks.us>
Subject: revised Chena River Walk Design and Easement
Hi Kristen,
As you may be aware we’ve attended a couple ARRC meetings and based on those discussions attached
is the revised design of the Chena River Walk. The proposed easement impact is reduced from the
originally proposed 50‐foot width down to a 20‐foot width. This alternative does not provide a
2
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continuous view of the Chena River and does not provide the river overview outlooks that were
requested by the Chena River Front Commission.
Could you please acknowledge the receipt of these plans? Also, could ARRC provide comments within
the next two weeks, by the EOB November 10, 2020?
Please feel free to contact me with any questions or concerns, and let me know if you would like to
schedule a meeting to discuss the differences between the previous and current designs, or to discuss
anything else. Thank you,

Ivet Hall, P.E.

Design Manager
Alaska DOT&PF
(907) 451-5386

3
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Jackson Fox
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Hall, Ivet (DOT) <ivet.hall@alaska.gov>
Monday, November 30, 2020 12:12 PM
Jackson Fox
Schacher, Sarah E (DOT); Robert H. Pristash
5th Avenue Reconstruction Phase 2 increase request

Hi Jackson,
Below is the cost estimate for each task anticipated to finish the design of the 5th Avenue Reconstruction project.
Design Study Report: $44,000
Continuous Public Involvement: $25,000
Review PS&E: $145,000
Final PS&E: 44,000
Permits (DEC & FNSB LPA): $17,000
ROW: $85,000
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Subtotal: $360,000
ICAP @4.75%: $17,100
Total: $377,100
Currently allocated in the TIP: $150,800
Phase 2 increase request: $377,000‐$150,800 = $226,300

Justification:
Additional design funds are needed to complete the PS&E. The initial project nomination post‐environmental document
budget anticipated all in‐house DOT&PF design (no use of City or consultants) and didn’t fully understand the extent of
reconstruction work beyond paving and new sidewalk ‐ the level of effort was estimated more similarly to FAST
Improvements Program. More ROW is needed than originally anticipated, and utility design costs as well as the extent of
underground utilities impacted was underestimated. The original estimate also did not anticipate landscape design for
green streets features. In addition, public involvement efforts have been and are expected to continue to be more
extensive than the original estimate anticipated.
Thank you,

Ivet Hall, P.E.

Design Manager
Alaska DOT&PF
(907) 451-5386

1
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FAST Planning 2019 - 2023 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
Amendment #3, Approved 08.19.2020

NID
32119

IRIS

Fund Code

Project Description

NFHWY00445 5th Avenue Reconstruction

Phase

STP

Reconstruct 5th Avenue from Barnette to Noble Street to provide
improved facilities for all users. Reconstruction includes ADAcompliant sidewalks and shoulders to accommodate bicyclists,
wayfinding and bicycle route signs, and landscaping in accordance
with FAST Planning's "Complete Streets" Policy.

TAP

3PF
STP
3PF

FFY20

FFY21

218.8
Design

3PF
STP

FFY19

1 of 15

FFY22

109.8

29.4

10.9
27.3

Right-of-Way

2.7
409.4

Utilities

40.6
1,092.8

Construction

454.9

3PF
Project Total

Beyond

77.3

STP
TAP

FFY23

153.6
325.5

0.0

150.8

450.0

1,701.3

STP: Surface Transp. Prog., SM: State Match, 3PF: 3rd Party Funding, CMAQ: Congestion Mitigation Air Quality, TAP: Transp. Alts Prog., ILLU: Illustrative, AC: Adv. Constr., ACC: Adv. Constr.
Conversion, FAF/FAM: FAST Approp. Funds/Match

0.0
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FAST Planning TIP OBLIGATION STATUS REPORT FFY21 (as of November 30, 2020)
ALLOCATION TOTALS (Federal Share)
ALLOCATIONS

$2,046.5

FFY20
OBLIGATIONS
$0.0

PERCENT
OBLIGATED
0%

$1,774.0

$0.0

0%

$727.8

$0.0

0%

$321.2

$321.2

100%

$404.8

$318.0

79%

$5,274.3

$639.2

12%

FFY20
OBLIGATIONS

PERCENT
OBLIGATED

PHASE

AMOUNT

STP

All

STP AC

All

CMAQ

All

PL

All

OFFSET

All
TOTAL

STP FUNDS (Federal Share)
IRIS

NFHWY00445

NFHWY00447

STP

PHASE

OBLIGATION
DATE

TIP AMOUNT

Design

$109.8

0%

Right-of-Way

$27.3

0%

Utilities

$9.1

0%

$1,137.0

0%

$318.5

0%

Planning

$100.0

0%

Design

$2.3

0%

Utilities

$4.5

0%

Construction

$268.4

0%

Construction

$17.3

0%

Planning

$136.5

0%

COMMENTS

5th Avenue Reconstruction

Airport West Bicycle & Pedestrian Facility
Construction

NFHWY00336
Z622070000

NFHWY00524

NFHWY00282
NFHWY00559
TBD

Coordinator's Office
Cushman Street Bridge Rehabilitation

FFY22 AC

Phase Placeholder

FAST Intersection Improvement Program

FAST Sidewalk Improvement Program
Metropolitan Transportation Plan Update

NFHWY00269

North Pole Streetlight Standardization

Right-of-Way

$2.3

0%

Phase Placeholder

NFHWY00158

Old Rich Hwy Intersection Improvements

Right-of-Way

$2.3

0%

Phase Placeholder

Design

$2.3

0%

Phase Placeholder

NFHWY00246

Sign Replacement - Stage III
Construction

$1,455.5

0%

FFY22 AC

NFHWY00448

Woll Road Resurfacing & Widening

Right-of-Way

$227.4

TOTAL

$3,820.5

0%

$0.0

0%

FFY20
OBLIGATIONS

Percent
Obligated

CMAQ FUNDS (Federal Share)
IRIS
NFHWY00282
NFHWY00559

CMAQ

PHASE

FAST Sidewalk Improvement Program

OBLIGATION
DATE

Construction

TIP AMOUNT
$727.8

TOTAL

$727.8

COMMENTS

0%

$0.0

0%

PL FUNDS (Federal Share)
IRIS
NFHWY00336

PL
FAST Coordinators Office

TOTAL

PHASE

OBLIGATION
DATE

TIP AMOUNT

FFY20
OBLIGATIONS

Percent
Obligated

Planning

10/1/2020

$321.2

$321.2

100%

$321.2

$321.2

100%

COMMENTS
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OFFSET FUNDS (Federal Share)
IRIS
Z617250000
NFHWY00274

PHASE

AMOUNT

FFY20
OBLIGATIONS

OBLIGATION
DATE

Noble Street Upgrade

Multiple

$401.5

$7.0

10/16/2020

FFY20 Intersection
Imp. Prg. Constr.

Minnie Street Corridor Study

Planning

$3.3

$95.2

10/22/2020

FFY20 Imp. Prg.
Construction

$158.7

Pending

McGrath Road
Upgrade

$57.2

Pending

FFY20 Imp. Prg.
Construction

$318.0

Percent
Obligated

OFFSET

TOTAL

$404.8

PROJECT

79%
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FAST Planning FFY21 Offsets
Project

November 30, 2020
State

Federal

Total w/ Match

Cushman Street/Gaffney Road Reconstruction
Noble Street Upgrade
Minnie Street Corridor Study

$45,203
‐
‐

‐
$401,534
$3,263

$45,203
$441,391
$3,587

Total Offset Funding to Date

$45,203

$404,797

$490,181

‐
‐
‐
‐

$6,972
$95,170
$158,663
$57,175

$7,664
$104,617
$174,412
$62,850

$0

$317,980

$349,543

$45,203

$86,817

$140,637

‐
‐
‐

($386,088)
$158,663
$227,425
$0

($424,412)
$174,412
$250,000
$0

Project closure
Project closure
Project closure

COMMITTED FUNDS
FAST Intersection Improvement Program FFY20 Construction
FAST Improvement Program FFY20 Construction
McGrath Road Upgrade
FAST Improvement Program FFY20 Construction

Total Committed Offsets
Remaining Funds to be Obligated

McGrath Road Upgrade FFY20 Construction Balance
Use of FFY21 Offsets approved by Policy Board 9.16.2020
Final Design phase delay (FFY21 to FFY22) for Woll Road

3

Executive Director approved 9.14.2020
Executive Director approved 9.14.2020
Policy Board approved 9.16.2020
Executive Director approved 11.17.2020
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Pending FAST Planning Deobligations from Project Closures & Reductions to Bid Awards

IRIS

Project

NFHWY00365
NFHWY00170
Z637840000
NFHWY00137
NFHWY00336
Z628380000
NFHWY00425
NFHWY00417
NFHWY00434
NFHWY00165
NFHWY00446
NFHWY00463
NFHWY00014

FMATS Area Surface Upgrades FFY19
FMATS Sidewalk Improvement Program FFY19
Gillam Way Rehabilitation
Wembley Avenue Improvements
FAST Coordinators Office FFY19/20
McGrath Road Upgrade
Fbks R/R Crossing Reduction/Realignment Plan
Johansen & Danby Path Resurfacing
FAST Improvement Program FFY20
FAST Intersection Improvement Program FFY20
Non‐motorized Plan Update
Road Service Area Expansion Plan
Tanana Loop & South Chandalar Dr Intersections

Construction
Year

Estimated Federal
Deobligation

2019
2019‐20
2019
2019
2019‐20
2020
2020
2020
2020
2020
2020
2020
2020

TBD
TBD
TBD
TBD
TBD
TBD
TBD
TBD
TBD
TBD
TBD
TBD
TBD

TOTAL

TBD

November 30, 2020

Notes
Project Closure; pending construction closeout
Project Closure; pending construction closeout
Project Closure; pending construction closeout
Project Closure; pending construction closeout
Project Closure; pending closeout
Project Closure; pending construction closeout
Project Closure; pending final deliverable
Project Closure; pending construction closeout
Project Closure; pending construction closeout
Project Closure; pending construction closeout
Project Closure; pending final deliverable
Project Closure; pending final deliverable
Project Closure; pending construction closeout

