
 

 
 

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING 
Wednesday, March 3, 2021, 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 873-8063-6710 
 

 

 
 

1. Call to Order 

2. Introduction of Members and Attendees 

3. Approval of the March 3, 2021 Agenda 

4. Approval of the February 3, 2021 Meeting Minutes 

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

6. Public Comment Period (Non-Action Items) 

7. Old Business 

a. Chena River Walk, Stage III 

 Update on Policy Board action, discussion with Chena Riverfront Commission,       
and new correspondence from ARRC 

8. New Business  

a. MPO Boundary Adjustment for Chena Lakes Recreation Area (Action Item) 

b. Letter of Support for FNSB Proposals to Alaska Federal Lands Access Program      
(Action Item) 

c. Fairbanks PM2.5 Non-Attainment Area CMAQ Program – Project Status Update 

d. Safety Evaluation of Statewide Off-Highway Vehicle Use in Alaska 

 Guest presentation on findings of UAF study (in part funded by DOT&PF) 

9. Other Issues 

10. Informational Items 

a. Obligations and Offsets 

11. Committee Member Comments  

12. Adjournment 

Next Scheduled Technical Committee Meeting – Wednesday, April 7, 2021 
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TECHNICAL COMMITTEE 
Meeting Minutes – February 3, 2021 

Zoom Meeting URL: https://fastplanning.us/keepup/zoom/ 
Telephone Number: 1 (253) 215-8782, Meeting ID: 837 3738 8347 

 

1. \Call to Order 
Jackson Fox, Chair, called the Zoom meeting to order at 12:01 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 
  Peter Stern   BPAC 
  John Netardus   DOT&PF 
  Ivet Hall    DOT&PF 
  Michael Lukshin   Federal Highway Administration 
  Andrew Ooms   Kittelson & Associates 
  Adam Moser   DOT&PF Statewide MPO Coordinator 
* FAST PLANNING Staff members 

   ** FAST PLANNING Technical Committee members 
 

3. Approval of the February 3, 2021 Agenda 
Motion: To approve the February 3, 2021 Technical Committee Agenda. 
(Schacher/Perreault). 
 

Discussion: No further discussion. 
Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

4. Approval of the January 6, 2021 Meeting Minutes 
Motion: To approve the January 6, 2021 Meeting Minutes. (Denton/Ackerman). 
Discussion: No further discussion. 
Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
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5. Committee/Working Group Reports (including the Chair’s Report) 
Mr. Fox noted the following updates: 
 The BPAC met on January 28, 2021 and held a special meeting on February 2, 

2021 to discuss comments on the Draft Non-Motorized Transportation Plan. At that 
special meeting, they made the motion for the Technical Committee to recommend 
to the Policy Board to release the Draft Non-Motorized Plan for a 30-day public 
review after two other motions were made at the meeting including: 1) Adding 
“Geist Road Sidewalk Safety Improvement Project” to the Non-Motorized Plan as a 
new high priority, low-cost project; and 2) Moving the “College Road Complete 
Street Project” from medium to high priority. 

 A Resolution was received passed by the Fairbanks City Council showing support 
for keeping 5th Avenue a one-way street as the design progresses. 

 

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

7. Old Business 
a. Non-Motorized Plan Update (Action Item) 

 Consideration of Releasing the Draft Non-Motorized Plan for a 30-day public 
comment period. 

Mr. Fox explained that this item was postponed at the last Technical Committee 
Meeting with the direction to have a Work Session at the January Policy Board 
Meeting. Mr. Fox stated that the Non-Motorized Plan was presented by 
Andrew Ooms of Kittelson & Associates provided an overview of every chapter of 
the Plan and scope of work for the project at that meeting and no comments or 
concerns were raised by the Policy Board. 
 

Public Comment: No public comment. 
 

Motion: To recommend to the Policy Board to release the Draft Non-Motorized Plan 
for a 30-day public comment period. (Perreault/Chapman). 
 

Discussion: Mr. Perreault commented that there had been a good amount of 
comment and he thought the public was ready to review the document. 
 

Mr. Spillman stated that he agreed with Mr. Perreault and recommended that in the 
project list where there were specifics about the type of facility, and he suggested 
changing those to just “bicycle facility” in the document. Mr. Spillman stated that he 
thought the document was ready to go out to public comment and had submitted 
public comments to FAST Planning on February 2. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that he had received those comments from Mr. Spillman and passed 
them along to Kittelson. 
 

Mr. Pristash asked if the project description for HP-5 to reconstruct the Old Steese 
Highway from the bridge to the Johansen that said, “provide separated bicycle 
facilities” was correct for the Old Steese Highway project description. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that he did not believe that it was. Mr. Fox stated that it was his 
understanding of the current design for the Old Steese Highway Project was to 
provide wide shoulders on that road to accommodate the bicyclists and not a 
separated bike facility so it would be in the road and they would be able to use the 
shoulder space. 
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Mr. Pristash stated that was what he recalled and asked Mr. Fox if they wanted to 
leave that verbiage in for public review. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that was one of the revisions made at the BPAC Meeting the night 
before to update the scope description to be consistent with the current design. Mr. 
Fox stated that they would be in touch with the Russ Johnson, the Project Engineer, 
to get the appropriate scope language. 
 

Mr. Pristash asked if the bike route proposed along Van Horn was considered 
against a bike route along 30th Avenue as an east-west corridor from Cushman to 
Peger Road. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that he did not believe that idea came up during the Charrette when 
they were identifying new projects for the Non-Motorized Plan Update and thought 
that it was a new idea being put on the table. 
 

Mr. Pristash stated that after he looked at it and knowing that area of Van Horn and 
those ditches out there held a lot of water during certain times of the year and there 
were a lot of driveway crossings on Van Horn. Mr. Pristash stated that on the north 
side of 30th Avenue there really was not much but he would provide that as a written 
comment later. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that the discussion regarding a new facility on Van Horn had been 
brought up on numerous occasions and the challenges that it would entail to get a 
separated facility out there or widened shoulders. Mr. Fox stated that at the BPAC 
Meeting there seemed to be more support for a separated path along the Mitchell 
Expressway as the east-west corridor, but no one had come up with the idea of 
30th Avenue so he thought that was a good idea to make a comment on. 
 

Mr. Pristash stated there was also mention of the Illinois Street sidewalk width 
increase and he did not know if that was feasible in there or not. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that he did not recall hearing that idea before, but he could be wrong. 
 

Ms. Schacher stated that she echoed Mr. Pristash’s concerns about Van Horn Road. 
Ms. Schacher stated that she had raised that last month at Technical Committee and 
she was under the impression that the whole point of Van Horn, she understood it 
was an east-west corridor, but understood that it was also the Tanana Lakes 
Access. Ms. Schacher stated that she thought that project had gone away with 
Lathrop Street as the primary Tanana Lakes Access and asked whether that was 
accurate or not. 
 

Mr. Ooms explained that there was a desire and a network need for east-west 
connectivity into south Fairbanks and Van Horn had been an historical project for 
that. Mr. Ooms stated that it was a long-range project in the MTP, but that did not 
lock it in for all time. Mr. Ooms stated that if there were other alternatives such as 
30th Avenue that provided that connection, that would be supported and it was not 
expressly for Tanana Lakes and, to his knowledge, had predated some of the 
Tanana Lakes connections. 
 

Ms. Schacher pointed out that Van Horn was 55 mph posted speed, but it had 4-ft. 
shoulders, so it technically had a bike/ped facility. Ms. Schacher stated that she did 
not know that it was an ideal long-range plan to expand it any more than it was given 
the development in the area, which was low-lying, she thought that building any kind 
of separated facility was going to make a bad problem worse. 
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Mr. Ackerman echoed Ms. Schacher’s comment that it came as a bit of a surprise to 
that it was still a high priority given the land use and the existing and even the 
potential for providing more bike and pedestrian facilities. Mr. Ackerman stated that it 
did not seem like it lent itself towards additional investment in that direction. 
Mr. Ackerman stated that the Parks Highway separated path was proposed for 
rehabilitation and repaving. Mr. Ackerman stated that there were a lot of separated 
paths around town that were mainly adjacent to DOT roads and wondered whether 
DOT had any budget for long-term maintenance of separated paths outside Federal 
funding sources. 
 

Ms. Schacher stated that DOT did not have dedicated funding for maintaining non-
motorized facilities. 
 

Mr. Spillman asked for more information and background for project MP-19, the 
Chena Greenway Project through Ft. Wainwright and where the idea came from and 
what the project entailed. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that he did not remember the details or who brought this idea up. 
 

Mr. Ooms stated that he remembered it came from the Charrette and had a 
moderate amount of support from the BPAC and he remembered voting on it. 
Mr. Ooms stated that he remembered there was a similar road connection project on 
Fort Wainwright. 
 

Mr. Weinberger stated that he knew about the motorized route thought of going 
through Ft. Wainwright. Mr. Weinberger stated that they had their own multi-use 
paths through Ft. Wainwright but no one who was not affiliated with the military was 
allowed on Post due to COVID. Mr. Weinberger stated that they had their own rules 
that it would be blocked at given times due to access privileges. Mr. Weinberger 
stated that he did not know if it was prudent trying to get something through 
Ft. Wainwright given what they already had. Mr. Weinberger stated that their 
planning unit at Ft. Wainwright was trying to make routes, and they had their own 
challenges of getting their soldiers around the base between work and their 
residences as many of them did not have their own vehicle. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that his understanding was that they could not expend Federal funds 
on a military base so if the project were to be constructed, the funding would have to 
come from the Department of Defense. 
 

Mr. Weinberger stated that his recommendation would be to either make it low 
priority or remove the project from the plan. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that his recommendation would be to remove the project from the 
plan as it would not be eligible for federal funding. 
 

Mr. Spillman stated that he also thought it was important to discuss the benefits of a 
connection through Ft. Wainwright but would agree to not have a project listed so if 
they thought a motion was necessary, he would be happy to make one. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that Ft. Wainwright had their own Master Plan so he thought it would 
be okay to remove the project administratively without a motion. 
 

Mr. Weinberger stated that Ft. Wainwright was making connections off the Base, but 
currently no one could come on the Base without the need to be there. 
 

Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
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b. Chena Riverwalk, Stage III (Action Item) 
 Update on communications with Alaska Railroad and options moving forward. 

Mr. Fox explained that in December of 2020, the Policy Board passed a motion to 
continue the Chena Riverwalk Project discussion with the Alaska Railroad for 
another year to try and get the project to fruition. Mr. Fox stated that following that 
meeting, they drafted a letter to the Alaska Railroad Board which offered ideas to 
try to narrow down the footprint of the current design potentially as part of this 
project or a separate project, resurface the existing path from the footbridge to 
Chena Landings Loop Road possibly including installation of pedestrian lighting 
for that pathway and expressed their interest for a 50-year land lease for the 
Chena Riverwalk project to get adequate interest in the property to use Federal 
funding. Mr. Fox stated that the letter was drafted and there was a meeting 
between the City of Fairbanks, DOT, the Borough, Chena Riverfront Commission 
and Festival Fairbanks. Mr. Fox stated that individual members had assignments 
to provide their input on that letter. Mr. Fox stated that they had anticipated 
moving that letter forward though the Technical Committee and Policy Board after 
the Chena Riverfront Commission Meeting, but the City of Fairbanks received a 
notice of permit termination for their short-term five-year land use permit for the 
Chena Riverwalk trail. Mr. Fox stated that his understanding was that this letter 
was issued following the City’s attempt to pay their land use permit fee. Mr. Fox 
received the response letter the City of Fairbanks sent to the Alaska Railroad 
showing that the Chena Riverwalk Project was initiated as a federally funded 
project on February 15, 2017 and remained federally funded in our current 
Transportation Program. Mr. Fox explained that he had included the information 
from the December Technical Committee Meeting packet related to the options for 
moving forward with the project provided the Railroad’s current stance on the 
project. Mr. Fox state that this item had been added to the Agenda at the request 
of DOT and invited Ms. Schacher or Mr. Pristash to provide further information. 
 

Mr. Pristash stated that it happened as Mr. Fox had described it. Mr. Pristash 
explained that the City of Fairbanks had the permit with the Alaska Railroad, and 
they set up an automatic payment for the annual fee. Mr. Pristash stated that he 
wanted to make sure that the permit was paid. Mr. Pristash stated that it turned 
out that the permit was paid, but the City never received an invoice from the 
Railroad. Mr. Pristash stated that when the City asked for an invoice, they were 
told that the permit was terminated. Mr. Pristash stated he asked when and who 
the Railroad had sent the termination letter to and about five days later they 
received a certified letter from the Railroad that the permit was terminated. 
Mr. Pristash stated that after review by the City Attorney, it was determined that 
the Railroad’s reason for the termination of the permit was invalid which was what 
generated the City’s response. Mr. Pristash stated that they did have funding in 
place. Mr. Pristash stated that the City had not heard back from the Railroad yet, 
but he thought moving forward they should wait for the response from the 
Railroad to the City’s letter. Mr. Pristash stated that he thought they all realized 
that they did not want the project, but their reasoning for terminating the permit 
were invalid according to the City and City Attorney. 
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Ms. Schacher reiterated that she knew that this was a great project. Ms. Schacher 
stated that she thought there was a clear history that the community had wanted 
this project for a long time, but the reality was that they were where they were. 
Ms. Schacher stated that it was her responsibility, with her DOT hat on, to say that 
they had an obligation to advance their projects funded through the Federal 
Highway Administration. Ms. Schacher stated that going back to 2017, they had 
meetings with the Railroad staff, FAST Planning, and the City of Fairbanks, and 
discussed this very issue because they knew that they needed a way to get 
through the property issue that would be required to get this project. Ms. Schacher 
stated that they knew that the City had a permit, but they also knew that with 
Federal funding that permit was not adequate. Ms. Schacher stated that she 
wanted to really stress that this permit was a great indication of an agreement that 
once existed between the City and the Railroad and illustrated an intent for what 
two agencies understood could happen with this property. Ms. Schacher stated 
that it was a permit and, as they just saw, it was a permit that was revocable at 
will. Ms. Schacher stated that they could not spend Federal money and have their 
rights revoked to have a facility constructed. Ms. Schacher stated that this was 
simply a matter that the Railroad disagreed. Ms. Schacher stated that she agreed 
with Mr. Pristash that they had funding secured and did not believe that it was 
necessarily a valid reason, in accordance with the permit, for the Railroad to 
revoke the permit. Ms. Schacher stated that the point was that it did not really 
matter because the Railroad was taking a very clear position that they were not 
interested in continuing this understanding. Ms. Schacher stated that she did not 
think it was a coincidence that this came a month after discussion about it where 
they told us they were not interested. Ms. Schacher stated that she felt that it was 
prudent, again with her DOT hat on, because normally they were the agency that 
would be pursuing condemnation in a situation like this. Ms. Schacher stated that 
if they ran into a disagreeable property owner, that was their first option if the 
project was for the greater public good. Ms. Schacher stated that they had 
statutes that said they could pursue private property for the betterment of the 
greater public. Ms. Schacher stated that it was a complicated issue in this case 
because the Railroad was a State corporation and the State going to court with 
the State was not going to go anywhere. Ms. Schacher stated that with, her 
Technical Committee hat on, she really thought that this body needed to 
recognize that they were going down a dead-end road. Ms. Schacher stated that 
she knew nobody really wanted to hear that and she knew that this project was 
very much wanted in the community, but she thought that they needed to view the 
revoking of the permit as a reality check for where the Railroad stood. 
Ms. Schacher stated that they had no reason to believe it was going to be any 
different eight to 10 months from now. Ms. Schacher asked at what point in time 
they were going to decide they needed to move on. Ms. Schacher stated that the 
Railroad was actively charged with creating revenue from the use, lease, or sale 
of their land, and they were not sure that this path was compatible with the future 
use and they wanted to keep their all their options open. Ms. Schacher stated 
that, again, she did not see that answer changing and did not know if they would 
even get a response from the Railroad to the City’s letter. Ms. Schacher stated 
that, to summarize her position on it, she thought that they should continue the 
conversation about a desire for a riverwalk project outside of a federally funded 
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project. Ms. Schacher stated that was the problem here because they were 
wasting time and money hoping that the Railroad changed their mind. 
Ms. Schacher stated that they already knew that the Railroad did not like the 
footprint they presented in the original application and that was a footprint that 
was required for the path not to be flooded for people using the path to be able to 
view the river as a riverwalk path should be used. Ms. Schacher stated that she 
understood that there was a sentiment that we told the public we were pursuing 
this, but what we could possibly, maybe build with a ten-foot footprint was going to 
be down so low in the water it was going to flood just like Peger flooded under and 
you were not going to be able to view the river. Ms. Schacher stated that we had 
to ask ourselves if we were following through on what we originally envisioned 
and what we communicated to the public. Ms. Schacher stated that the 
circumstances had changed and were circumstances outside our control and she 
thought that was a simple enough issue to communicate. Ms. Schacher stated 
that she would urge this body to take the project in a direction where they could 
build something, stop wasting time and money waiting for a circumstance to 
change that was very unlikely to change, and pursue a scope change that would 
construct something and build some connections that do not need this permit. 
 

Mr. Ackerman stated that he would say that Ms. Schacher’s comments were right 
in line with what his thinking was six months ago when they could kind of see the 
writing on the wall. Mr. Ackerman stated that, at the same time, he wanted to 
reiterate that there was still a valid permit in place, and you could go back two 
years ago and get a sense that it was not going to be easy to get the Railroad on 
board with a design that they were hoping to implement but they still had a valid 
permit, so he guessed that the expectation was that they still had some rights. 
Mr. Ackerman stated that he wanted to reiterate that the City of Fairbanks had 
invested, in this project alone, since December of 2020, $370,000 dollars. Mr. 
Ackerman stated that they worked with the DOT very closely doing hydraulic 
studies and the point was they thought they still had some ability to do something 
in this precise path right-of-way and they no longer did. Mr. Ackerman stated that 
he did agree that they should cut their losses at this point. Mr. Ackerman stated 
that it did speak a lot about how and when they partnered with the Railroad but 
hoped they could find out more about what thinking went on when they revoked 
this permit so there was some clarity there. 
 

Mr. Spillman commented that it seemed a little like déjà vu. Mr. Spillman stated 
that he thought they had just worked through this to a certain degree last month. 
Mr. Spillman stated that the Policy Board gave them clear unanimous direction 
last month to keep the project open and try working on it for another year. 
Mr. Spillman stated that, in his mind, that had not changed and nothing he saw 
that this was not still a valid project and nothing he saw that could not be worked 
through. Mr. Spillman stated that Ms. Schacher had asked what the time limit was 
for this and to him, it was the one year that the Policy Board gave them. 
Mr. Spillman stated that he did not intend to make a motion today and did not 
think a motion was necessary because they were not up against that one-year the 
Policy Board gave them. Mr. Spillman stated that he thought the City could 
continue working through the permitting misunderstandings. Mr. Spillman stated 
that just as he said last month, FAST Planning was only one of the players here. 
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Mr. Spillman continued that the Chena Riverfront Commission, the Borough 
Assembly, and the City Council had spent quite a bit of time on this project. 
Mr. Spillman stated that before they even entertained closing the project, in his 
mind at least, they needed input from those bodies. Mr. Spillman stated that he 
knew that the Chena Riverfront Commission was planning on an update of this 
project later this month. Mr. Spillman stated that the tentative agreement they had 
with FAST Planning and the City was that they would try to get Resolutions of 
Support in front of both the Assembly and the City Council to see if there was still 
interest so, again, he thought it was premature to talk about closing a project out 
specifically after they had received direction from the Policy Board. 
 

Ms. Schacher stated that the direction from the Policy Board was clear but what 
had changed since then was this revoked permit. Ms. Schacher stated that DOT 
had a lot more experience working with the Railroad and she was just telling them 
all where she saw this going. Ms. Schacher stated that if the Railroad had 
intended to have a different position or wanted to keep the possibility open of 
having a different position in a year, they would not have revoked this permit. 
Ms. Schacher stated she also wanted to stress, again, that this permit did not 
actually do anything for us for this project but what revoking it did was to make it 
very clear of the Railroad’s position that was made clear in November, but people 
wanted to keep the door open to the possibility. Ms. Schacher stated that as far as 
closing the project, that would not be what her recommendation at this point 
because that would take Federal Highway approval. Ms. Schacher stated that she 
thought a better option was to recommend that the Policy Board prepare a letter 
to the Railroad that simply accepted that they had no desire for this project and 
instead, they were going to move forward with a change of scope and ask them 
plainly if they were interested in the resurfacing of the path from the River to 
Chena Landings Loop be included in that scope and, if so, they were willing to be 
party to a Maintenance Agreement and to please let us know by a certain date so 
we could move forward. Ms. Schacher stated that she was just trying to move the 
project forward because her fear was that they would be doing this again in a 
year. Ms. Schacher stated that she did not see this going anywhere. 
Ms. Schacher stated that she knew that was a disappointing message for people 
to hear, but she also thought that there was a way they could continue to pursue 
it, and there was nothing that would change about this project that would preclude 
building the fully envisioned riverwalk path. Ms. Schacher stated that they never 
would have initiated the project in the first place if they thought the Railroad was 
going to do an about face on this. Ms. Schacher stated that their circumstances 
had changed, their revenue situation had changed, and it did not really matter 
because this was something that they were at their mercy on. Ms. Schacher 
stated that all the agencies could want it, but it did not really matter if they could 
not break through with the Railroad and she just thought it was the responsible 
thing to do. 
 

Public Comment: No public comment. 
 

Motion: To recommend to the Policy Board: 1) change the scope of the project to, 
at a minimum, construct a path between Chena Landings Loop and Phillips Field 
Road along Peger Road; then 2) prepare a letter to ARRC to acknowledging they 
do not desire use of their property for the project at this time, 3) offer to ARRC to 
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resurface the path and include lighting between the Chena River and Chena 
Landings Loop if they agree to maintain the facilities, and 4) continue discussion 
on future Riverwalk path outside of an active design project to include discussion 
with the Chena Riverfront Commission on the future of this project. 
(Schacher/Ackerman). 
 

Discussion: Mr. Spillman stated that he was a little confused about what the 
motion was and asked if they could get it in writing. Mr. Spillman stated that he 
thought he understood the intent but there were a lot of what ifs in there about 
maintenance agreements. Mr. Spillman stated that in concept, he did not support 
going against the direction of the Policy Board and intended on voting against it if 
he understood the theory of it correctly. 
 

Ms. Chapman stated that she supported the motion and thought it was a prudent 
way to go forward. Ms. Chapman stated that the critical thing to her was that they 
had to work out these project plans and partnerships outside of the realm of the 
federal projects through planning, and that was what this body did. Ms. Chapman 
stated that she thought they had a good opportunity to continue talking about that 
original vision of what they wanted. Ms. Chapman stated that she knew that they 
started out saying that they were going to spend federal funds on that project and 
though that was still where they needed to land. Ms. Chapman stated that she 
thought it would be of benefit for the right-in/right-out off Phillips Field Road and 
she had walked on that pathway from the Boatel area to Pioneer Park across the 
Chena River and that road was in serious need of improvement. Ms. Chapman 
stated that it seemed like a prudent thing to do because otherwise they were 
wasting time and spending money and the inevitable question was who would 
repay that as the bills continued to mount keeping that open and pay that back to 
FHWA. Ms. Chapman stated that could easily be a negotiation, but it could also 
come out of our budget. Ms. Chapman stated that the prudent thing to do right 
now was to proceed with that project because that was something that they could 
execute and would be supported and then they could figure out what their options 
were for platting and come up with some plans for how to move forward with that 
original vision. Ms. Chapman stated that she did not think there was anything to 
lose at this point since the Railroad had already revoked that permit.  
 

Mr. Spillman commented that he did not see anything in the motion that they were 
going to close or stop working on the project but even if there was, he thought 
they were very premature on this. Mr. Spillman stated that The Chena Riverfront 
Commission had not been able to weigh in on this project. Mr. Spillman stated 
that he thought that it was clear in their strategic plan about community 
involvement and community good. Mr. Spillman stated that there were just so 
many stakeholders involved that he did not feel that they were being properly 
vetted, so he did not see any benefit in closing out this project right now and was 
not sure the motion closed the project out. 
 

Mr. Ackerman stated that they had a lot of attempted discussions with the 
Railroad and they he felt that they had the opportunity if they wanted to speak to 
the specific of this project. Mr. Ackerman stated that they had tried to keep 
everyone updated on the status as they moved forward with this. Mr. Ackerman 
stated that they had a lot of input into the design and had been aware of it. 
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Mr. Ackerman stated that now that he looked at the motion passed by the Policy 
Board, there was not a lot there. Mr. Ackerman stated that he thought what 
Ms. Schacher was trying to say was that they try to move something forward with 
something that had potential rather than just digging in our heels and saying that 
the path along the river was the only one they were going to pursue, and the 
Railroad was saying that was no longer an option. Mr. Ackerman stated that they 
could keep it as a design alternative but did not think that was something that they 
should pursue any more of their time on. 
 

Ms. Schacher clarified her motion. 
 

Mr. Spillman asked for clarification if the motion in the chat box was the motion. 
 

Ms. Schacher paraphrased the motion again. 
 

Mr. Spillman stated that he was still not comfortable with the motion in theory and 
would like to abide by the Policy Board’s direction to continue working with the 
Railroad. 
 

Mr. Pristash stated that he agreed with just about everything that had been said 
but thought it was premature and thought if they were going to change the scope 
of the project, they needed more input from the stakeholders. 
 

Mr. Spillman stated that he would like to keep the scope of the project as it was 
and personally did not feel that changing the project to the scope accomplished 
the original purpose and need of this project. Mr. Spillman stated that he was 
against the motion and thought we were taking the public out of it and making a 
motion at the Technical Committee or Policy Board was not the way to advance 
this project. 
 

Vote on Motion: Seven in favor. Four opposed. (Butler, Denton, Pristash, 
Spillman). Two abstentions. (Dueber, Weinberger). Approved. 

 

8. New Business 
a. Resolution of Support for Alaska Administrative Code (AAC) Revisions 

(Action Item) 
 13 AAC 02.050 Driving on Right Side of Roadway – Exemptions & Special 

Situations 
 13 AAC 02.400 Riding Bicycles on Roadways & Bicycle Paths 
 13 AAC 02.455 Operation of Off-Highway Vehicles on Highways & Other 

Locations 
Mr. Fox explained that the BPAC had been working on proposed revisions to the 
Alaska Administrative Code to improve safety for pedestrians and bicyclists using 
the transportation network. Mr. Fox stated that it was a suggestion from DOT 
Traffic & Safety that the BPAC review sections of AAC related to bicyclists 
including a safe passing law, bicycle lanes and shared lane use markings, as 
well as off-highway vehicle conflicts with pedestrians and bicyclists. Mr. Fox 
stated that a Resolution was developed in support of the AAC changes to be 
recommended for approval by the Technical Committee and then forwarded to 
the Policy Board for approval. 
 

Public Comment: Andrew Ooms of Kittelson & Associates commented that he 
wanted to applaud this effort to get these code changes started. Mr. Ooms stated 
that a lot of these things had been hanging out there for quite some time. 
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Mr. Ooms stated that they were in the Statewide Plan, the Fairbanks Non-
Motorized Plan, the Anchorage Plan, and Anchorage User Zero, and so forth. 
Mr. Ooms stated that he really applauded this group and the BPAC for moving 
this forward and hoped it was the first of many to help modernize our Alaska 
Code and make it more equitable to users. 
 

Motion: To recommend to the Policy Board to approve the Resolution [in 
Support of Revisions to Alaska Administrative Code to Improve Safety for 
Pedestrians and Bicyclists using the Transportation Network] as presented. 
(Spillman/Denton). 
 

Discussion: Mr. Spillman commended the staff at FAST Planning and the BPAC 
for spending the time on and getting this together and stated that it was possible 
that this would look very different once it gets to the State but this is the first step 
for doing something about it, so he was going to support the Resolution as 
written.  
 

Mr. Ackerman stated that he wanted to follow up on Ms. Chapman’s comments 
and proposed a friendly amendment to ask that the Policy Board wait to vote on 
this until they received more confirmation from the agencies. 
 

Amendment to the Motion: Prior to adoption by the Policy Board, receive 
confirmation from DOT&PF and any other agencies represented at the Technical 
Committee that they are comfortable with the language that has been drafted. 
(Ackerman/Chapman). 
 

Discussion: Ms. Schacher stated that she appreciated the amendment by 
Mr. Ackerman because she, Ms. Chapman, and Mr. Anderson of DOT were put 
in a position where they had to vote on something that they had not had a 
chance to run by their colleagues outside of Northern Region. Ms. Schacher 
stated that she thought this was a great effort by the BPAC and was exactly the 
type of advocacy they should be focused on. Ms. Schacher stated that she had a 
concern with revisions to 13 AAC 02.400 Item 4 because it might make sense in 
the Municipality of Anchorage to have that, but she thought it was too opened to 
interpretation because if they defined a lane width, what was too narrow. 
Ms. Schacher stated that if they defined a lane width, nobody was going to get 
out and measure it. Ms. Schacher stated that what she envisioned was a road 
like Murphy Dome Road where you popped up over a hill and there was a cyclist 
right in the middle of the lane and that was not a safe situation. Ms. Schacher 
stated that the exact same thing situation could exist on the Richardson Highway. 
Ms. Schacher stated that they had long stretches of the Richardson Highway 
between Fairbanks and Valdez that had 12-ft. lanes and no shoulder and if a 
cyclist was in the middle of the lane because they felt that they could be, that was 
not a good situation to come up onto either. Ms. Schacher stated that she 
thought that they still wanted to promote as far to the right as practicable without 
demanding it in law because Item 5 gave them the authority to make clear 
through a traffic control device that the motorist was sharing the lane and to look 
out. Ms. Schacher stated that she thought everything else was well thought out 
and good for cyclists and her hope and expectation would be that they would see 
improved interaction between both bikes and peds and motorized vehicles as a 
result.  
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Mr. Fox explained that it was 2:00 p.m. and given that there were still some 
agenda items left, he needed a motion to extend the meeting until 2:30 p.m. 
 

Motion: To extend the meeting until 2:30 p.m. (Denton/Perreault). 
Discussion: No discussion. 
Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

Amendment Discussion (continued) Mr. Perreault stated that he understood 
that some of his colleagues wanted to make sure that this was cleared through 
their agencies, but again, they were making recommendations to the Policy 
Board and were not passing Legislation at this point. Mr. Perreault stated that his 
concern was trying make sure this passed and making sure they got those 3-feet 
in and removed the giving way to the vehicles and did not want to start watering it 
down at this point. Mr. Perreault stated that there were plenty of steps between 
here and actually getting it passed that those arguments could come into play, so 
he intended to vote for it as-is. 
 

Mr. Spillman stated that he completely agreed with the comments from 
Mr. Perreault and would not want the intent of what they were trying to do here 
by potentially changing the Alaska Administrative Code to get watered down with 
being to into the details. Mr. Spillman stated that he recognized that the language 
was likely to change throughout the process including the whole statewide 
review. Mr. Spillman stated that he thought the language in the Resolution was 
clear enough that it was “recommended” revisions. Mr. Spillman stated that he 
would hate to get bogged down in what they were trying to do to initiate this 
change to the Alaska Administrative Code. Mr. Spillman stated that he did not 
support the Amendment and there was a whole statewide review of this before it 
became part of the Alaska Administrative Code. 
 

Vote on Amendment to the Motion: Eight in favor. Five opposed. (Denton, 
Perreault, Pristash, Theurich, Weinberger). Approved. 
 

Amended Motion: To recommend to the Policy Board to approve the Resolution 
[in Support of Revisions to Alaska Administrative Code to Improve Safety for 
Pedestrians and Bicyclists using the Transportation Network] as presented, after 
receiving confirmation from DOT&PF and any other agencies represented at the 
Technical Committee that they are comfortable with the language that has been 
drafted. 
 

Vote on Amended Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

b. Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) Update – Scope of Work (Action 
Item) 

 Consideration of approval of Scope of Work for Plan Update to solicit 
proposals for professional consulting services. 
Mr. Fox explained that the current Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) was 
adopted in December 2018 and in accordance with Federal regulations they had 
to update this document every four years if they were in a non-attainment area 
for air quality. Mr. Fox stated that they set aside funding in the Transportation 
Improvement Program to initiate the document and hire a consultant. An updated 
MTP would be needed by December 2022. Mr. Fox stated that he had drafted a 
proposal that was included in the meeting packet and the hope with this update 
to the MTP was that this was a more minor revision than the effort that took place 
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for the current MTP. Mr. Fox stated that our current MTP was developed under a 
very intensive and comprehensive process and forecasted out to 2045 which was 
beyond the minimum 20-year forecast period. Mr. Fox stated that if we adopted a 
new MTP by December 2022 we would still be within that time frame. Mr. Fox 
stated that Congress had yet to pass a new transportation bill, so we were still 
working underneath the reauthorization of the FAST Act. Mr. Fox stated that the 
tasks for the Scope of Work were outlined in the meeting packet. Mr. Fox stated 
that FAST Planning Technical Committee and Policy Board would be the two 
primary groups for the Consultant to present, discuss, and receive input from. 
Mr. Fox stated that there would be two public open houses and at least one 
Charrette. Mr. Fox stated that one of the impacts that would be looked at would 
be the effects of COVID19. 
 

Public Comment: No public comment. 
 

Motion: To recommend to the Policy Board to approve the scope of work for the 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan as presented. (Denton/Ackerman). 
 

Discussion: No further discussion. 
 

Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

9. Other Issues 
No other issues. 
 

10. Informational Items 
a. Obligations and Offsets 

Mr. Fox explained the obligations and offsets included in the meeting packet. 
 

11. Technical Committee Member Comments 
 No committee member comments. 
 

12. Adjournment 
Motion to Adjourn: (Denton/Ackerman). The meeting adjourned at 2:19 p.m. The next 
Technical Committee meeting is Wednesday, March 3, 2021. 
 
 
 
Approved: ______________________________________ Date: __________ 

Jackson Fox, Chair 
FAST Planning Technical Committee 
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Policy Board 
Action Items 

February 17, 2021 
 
 

Motion: To release the Draft Non-motorized Plan to the public for 30-day public review. 
(Matherly/Welch). None opposed. Approved. 

Motion: To continue the original plan through the year and go back and forth with the Railroad 
to get an update for the Board [for the Chena River Walk, Stage III project]. (Matherly/Welch). 
None opposed. Approved. 

Motion: To enter into a 3-year renewal for the leased space for FAST Planning in Suite 205 for 
the first year $2.10 sq. ft., second year $2.10 sq. ft., and third year $2.15 sq. ft. 
(Ward/Edwards). None opposed. Approved. 

Motion: To delay voting on this issue [Resolution of Support for Alaska Administrative Code 
Revisions] and table it until our next meeting on March 17, 2021. (Welch/Edwards). None 
opposed. Approved. 

Motion: To approve the scope of work for the Metropolitan Transportation Plan Update. 
(Welch/Matherly). None opposed. Approved. 

 

 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________ 
Ryan Anderson, P.E.     Date 
Chair, Policy Board 

2/18/2021
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FMATS 2017 - 2020 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

Approved 02.15.17

NID IRIS Score Project Description Fund Code

Perf. 

Meas. AQ Phase FFY17 FFY18 FFY19 FFY20 Beyond

30095 26.66 Airport Way Functional Features Analysis CTP 8 272.9

Provide a general toolkit for DOT&PF engineers that provides 

functional and aesthetic options for necessary roadway 

features for Airport Way. Analyze need for access control 

features in the corridor and evaluate the feasibility of 

complete street and green street elements that give 

consideration to right-of-way and operational constraints.

M46 8 27.1

ILLU 0 250.0

Project Total 300.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

3874 Z637680000 37.8
Birch Hill Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility:  

FNSB
- 2

Construct a bike/pedestrian facility along Birch Hill Road to allow 

safe access to the Birch Hill Recreational Trail System. CTP 7

SM 7

Bank 4 2,283.3

SM 4 226.7

Project Total 2,510.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

26078 Z64062000 49.4 Chena River Walk Stage III CTP 2 155.1 142.8

3PF 2 15.4 14.2

CTP 3 2.3

3PF 3 0.2

CTP 7 2.3

3PF 7 0.2

AC 4 1,410.0

ACC 4 -1,410.0

CTP 4 1,410.0

AC-3PF 4 140.0

Project Total 170.5 157.0 5.0 1,550.0 0.0

26568 Z616610000 FMATS Pedestrian Improvements - Stage I CMAQ 2

SM 2

CTP 4 76.9

CMAQ 4

SM 4 7.6

Project Total 84.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

20816 Z632930000 42.9
Gold Hill Road Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility:  

FNSB
CTP 2

SM 2

CTP 4 312.1

SM 4 31.0

Project Total 343.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Non-Motorized Project Table

Expand the Chena River Walk to the north side of the Chena River 

with approximately 2,200 linear feet of pathway from Peger Road to 

the existing Chena River pedestrian bridge crossing. Construct 

sidewalk along Peger Road from the Chena River bridge No. 1191 to 

Phillips Field Road intersection to connect the Chena River Walk to 

existing pedestrian facilities or consider a path connection under the 

bridge.

Construct new facilities to improve connectivity within the FMATS 

boundary on Wilbur Street, Davis Road Peger Road and Lathrop 

Street with possible mid-block crossing.

Widen the shoulders on Gold Hill Road to accommodate bicycles 

and pedestrians.  Improvements will also include resurfacing the 

roadway, approach work, signing and striping.

 0 =  All Phases 2=Design  3=ROW 4=Construction  7=Utilities 8=Planning 9=Feasibility/Reconnaisance
7 of 19

02.15.17
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FAST Planning 2019 - 2023 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
Amendment #3, Approved 08.19.2020

2 of 15

NID IRIS Project Description Fund Code Phase FFY19 FFY20 FFY21 FFY22 FFY23 Beyond

Bike Lane Striping & Signing Design 356.0

Right-of-Way 0.0

Utilities 10.0

Construction 1,733.0

Project Total 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2,099.0

Chena River Walk Stage III CMAQ 277.5

FAM 27.5

CMAQ 2.3

FAM 0.2

CMAQ 2.3

FAM 0.2

STP 1,459.6

CMAQ 120.6

FAM 156.9

305.0 0.0 0.0 1,742.0 0.0 0.0

College Road Bus Pullouts STP 181.9

FAF 45.5 45.5

SM 22.6 4.5

CMAQ 229.7

STP 6.8

SM 23.5

CMAQ 2.3

SM 0.2

CMAQ 600.4

SM 59.6

250.0 310.0 0.0 662.5 0.0 0.0Project Total

Project Total

30099 NFHWY00290

DesignConstruct new bus stop facilities along College Road. Work 
includes roadside hardware, drainage improvements, ADA 
improvements and utilities.                                                                  
New pullouts may potentially increase transit ridership and reduce 
congestion since the enhanced facility may make transit safer for 
the rider. It will also reduce idling by moving the bus outside of the 
travel lane.

Right-of-Way

Utilities

Construction

26078 NFHWY00280
Design

Construct an approximately 3,200’ long segment, multi-use asphalt 
path that is 10 feet wide with 2-foot gravel shoulders. The proposed 
path would be constructed on the north side of the Chena River 
from the existing Chena River pedestrian bridge crossing near 
Pioneer Park to the east side of Peger Road where the new path 
turns to a north/south orientation along Peger Road until it 
terminates at the southeast corner of the Peger Road and Phillips 
Field Road controlled intersection.                                                      
Bicycle and pedestrian facilities that are not exclusively 
recreational and reduce vehicle trips are eligible under CMAQ.

Right-of-Way

Utilities

Construction

32278 TBD

ILLU
Signing and striping of existing paved shoulders withing 
Fairbanks City Limits on City streets to accommodate 
bicyclists as designated bike lanes for seasonal use.

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
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Possible Options for Chena River Walk Stage III - Segment 1
Fairbanks, Alaska
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Policy Board 
Action Items 

February 17, 2021 
 
 

Motion: To release the Draft Non-motorized Plan to the public for 30-day public review. 
(Matherly/Welch). None opposed. Approved. 

Motion: To continue the original plan through the year and go back and forth with the Railroad 
to get an update for the Board [for the Chena River Walk, Stage III project]. (Matherly/Welch). 
None opposed. Approved. 

Motion: To enter into a 3-year renewal for the leased space for FAST Planning in Suite 205 for 
the first year $2.10 sq. ft., second year $2.10 sq. ft., and third year $2.15 sq. ft. 
(Ward/Edwards). None opposed. Approved. 

Motion: To delay voting on this issue [Resolution of Support for Alaska Administrative Code 
Revisions] and table it until our next meeting on March 17, 2021. (Welch/Edwards). None 
opposed. Approved. 

Motion: To approve the scope of work for the Metropolitan Transportation Plan Update. 
(Welch/Matherly). None opposed. Approved. 

 

 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________ 
Ryan Anderson, P.E.     Date 
Chair, Policy Board 

2/18/2021
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Chena Riverfront Commission Meeting – February 24, 2021 
 
 
Motion: I move that the Chena Riverfront Commission write a letter to the FNSB Assembly, FNSB Mayor, 
City Council, and City Mayor expressing a desire for continued support and effort to bring the Chena 
River Walk Phase III project to construction. (Henszey, Binkley). Passed unanimously.   
 
 
 

 
 
 
During discussion, Chena Riverfront Commission members also spoke in support of FAST Planning 
sending a new letter to the ARRC with the following (if supported by City, DOT, and Policy Board): 
 

 Further reduce the project footprint from 20 feet to 10 feet, including consideration of an 
elevated grated walkway 

 Offer to resurface existing path and add pedestrian lighting if ARRC would entertain a 
maintenance agreement  

 Offer to pay for a long‐term land lease (50 years) upfront at a rate considerate of the public 
interest 
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TRANSMITTAL   

 
     

 

100 CUSHMAN STREET, SUITE 205 | FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 99701 | www.fastplanning.us 

 

TO:    Governor Dunleavy        DATE:    March 17, 2021 

    P.O. Box 11001 

    Juneau, AK 99811‐0001 
 

FROM:    Ryan Anderson, P.E.        SUBJECT:  Metropolitan Planning 

    DOT&PF Northern Region Director        Area Boundary  

    & FAST Planning Policy Board Chair        Adjustment 
 

THROUGH:  John MacKinnon, Commissioner 

 

Fairbanks Area Surface Transportation (FAST) Planning is the State‐designated Metropolitan Planning 

Organization (MPO) for the Fairbanks area and is seeking approval for a minor adjustment to their 

Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA) boundary.  A map of the proposed boundary adjustment is attached.  

The adjustment would add the Chena Lakes Recreation Area (CLRA), operated by the Fairbanks North 

Star Borough, to the MPA.  The Alaska DOT&PF recently programmed Statewide Congestion Mitigation 

& Air Quality (CMAQ) funds for air quality improvement projects in the CLRA, and the boundary 

adjustment would allow the MPO to invest additional federal funding for other identified project needs.   
 

In accordance with 23 CFR 450.312, MPA boundary adjustments should be made to foster an effective 

planning process that ensures connectivity between modes, improves access to modal systems, and 

promotes efficient overall transportation investment strategies.  Federal Highway Administration 

(FHWA) guidance1 also states MPA boundaries should encompass all large traffic generators that are 

within a reasonable distance from the MPA, including “fringe area public parks.”  Therefore, the 

DOT&PF finds the proposed boundary adjustment to be consistent with federal regulations and 

guidance.   
 

MPA boundaries and adjustments thereto shall be determined by agreement between the MPO and 

Governor in accordance with 23 CFR 450.312.  FAST Planning is seeking your approval for their MPA 

boundary adjustment, and thanks you in advance for your consideration.   
 

Please contact Ryan Anderson at 451‐2210 or ryan.anderson@alaska.gov if you have any questions. 

 

Attachments:     MPA Boundary Adjustment Map 

    FAST Planning Policy Board Meeting Action Items from March 17, 2021 

 

Distribution List:   FAST Planning Policy Board 

      Jackson Fox, FAST Planning Executive Director 

      Judy Chapman, DOT&PF Planning Chief 

 
1 FHWA TOPR 33‐01‐11005: Function Classification & Adjusted Urban Boundaries Study, Urbanized Area Boundary 

Guidance (April 2012) 
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Ryan Anderson 
DOT Northern Region Director, FAST Policy Board Chair 
c/o Fairbanks Area Surface Transportation  
100 Cushman St. Suite 205 
Fairbanks, AK 99701  

Dear Mr. Anderson: 

 On behalf of the US Army Corps of Engineers Alaska District, please receive this 
letter supporting the Metropolitan Planning Area Boundary Adjustment to include the 
Chena River Lakes Recreation Area and portions of the Chena River Lakes Flood Control 
Project.  

 The Alaska District is the owner of the lands being considered for inclusion in the 
Metropolitan Planning Area and leases a portion of these lands to the Fairbanks North 
Star Borough to operate and manage the Chena River Lakes Recreation Area. Together, 
our agencies are responsible for the maintenance of the transportation network within the 
two facilities including access roads and pathways. Our roads are heavily used by the 
local community with nearly 100,000 vehicles annually. 

 We are keenly aware of the need for surface improvements, which were identified 
by the US Department of Transportation Federal Highway Road Inventory Program in its 
July 2019 assessment. Inclusion of this area in the Metropolitan Planning Area will assist 
the Fairbanks North Star Borough in securing planning and construction funding for 
upgrades to the transportation facilities and is strongly supported by the Alaska District. 

 My point of contact is Julie Anderson, Operations Branch Chief, (907) 488-5408 or 
julie.l.anderson@usace.army.mil. 

Sincerely, 

Damon A. Delarosa 
Colonel, U.S. Army 
Commanding 
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Department of Fish and Game 
 

DIVISION OF SPORT FISH 
Interior Region Office 

 
1300 College Road 

Fairbanks, Alaska 99701-1551 
Main: 907.459.7207 

Fax: 907.459.7347 
 

 
 
February 10, 2021 
 
Ryan Anderson, DOT Northern Region Director, FAST Policy Board Chair 
c/o Fairbanks Area Surface Transportation  
100 Cushman St. Suite 205 
Fairbanks, AK 99701  
 
Re: Fairbanks Metropolitan Planning Area Boundary Adjustment 
 
Dear Mr. Anderson 
 
On behalf of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) please receive this letter supporting 
the Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA) Boundary Adjustment to include the Chena Lake Recreation 
Area (CLRA).  
 
The Guiding Principles of the ADF&G include providing for the greatest long-term opportunities for 
people to use and enjoy Alaska’s fish, wildlife, and habitat resources. To support our mission, the ADFG 
has invested in improving boating and fishing opportunities at CLRA for decades and supports any 
efforts to enhance access to the CLRA.  
 
The CLRA is the most popular fishing destination in the Interior. Improving roads and paths within the 
CLRA will make it more attractive and accessible to residents and visitors who choose to engage in 
hunting, fishing, and wildlife viewing. 
 
The ADF&G strongly supports including the CLRA in the MPA. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Tanana Area Management Biologist 
Alaska Department Fish & Game, Sport Fish Division 
1300 College Rd 
Fairbanks, AK 99701 
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100 CUSHMAN STREET, SUITE 205 | FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 99701 | www.fastplanning.us 
 

March 17, 2021 
  
Samantha Shields, Program Manager 
Western Federal Lands Highway Division 
610 E. Fifth Street, Vancouver, WA 98661 
 
Subject:  Alaska Federal Lands Access Program  
 Letter of Support for Fairbanks North Star Borough Proposals 
   
Dear Ms. Shields, 
 

Fairbanks Area Surface Transportation (FAST) Planning is the State-designated Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO) for the Fairbanks area and we strongly support the Fairbanks North Star Borough’s 
(FNSB) proposals to the Alaska Federal Lands Access Program (AFLAP) for improvements to the Chena 
Lakes Recreation Area (CLRA).  The CLRA is a popular, year-round destination that averages over 240,000 
visitors per year for a multitude of recreational activities including fishing (summer and winter), wildlife 
viewing, aurora watching, camping, swimming, and hiking trails.  The improvements listed in the FNSB’s 
proposals will significantly improve the access to and quality of facilities at the CLRA, which is a 
tremendous asset to our community and visitors alike.    
 

FAST Planning not only supports the FNSB’s proposals, but also plans to partner on the proposed Plack 
Road access planning effort with management of the project and public involvement effort.  This project 
is listed in our long-range Metropolitan Transportation Plan (2018) and Non-motorized Transportation 
Plan (2012; updated 2020) and we have a vested interest in moving this project forward for the 
community.  This connection has long been used to access the CLRA but has presented many challenges 
due to the lack of formal development. The proposed project will make it easier for nearby 
neighborhoods to enjoy the recreation resources available at CLRA.  The FNSB’s other proposal to pave 
the gravel roads and parking areas throughout the CLRA, including improvements for bicyclists and 
pedestrians, crossings, and safety would also greatly improve the experience and sustainability of the 
transportation network in the area.   
 

For these reasons, FAST Planning encourages the Western Federal Lands to grant the FNSB the funding 
needed for their proposals.  Concurrently with the FNSB’s efforts, FAST Planning is working on an 
adjustment to our Metropolitan Planning Area boundary to include all of the roads within the CLRA, 
which could open up even more funding opportunities for the area.  Thank you in advance for your 
consideration of providing funding to the FNSB and if you have any questions or need additional 
information from our MPO, please contact me at jackson.fox@fastplanning.us or (907) 590-1618.   
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
_________________________________________________________________ 

Jackson C. Fox 
Executive Director 
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Alaska Federal Lands Access Program (AFLAP)
2021 Proposal - Chena Lake Recreation Area Paving

Fairbanks North Star Borough
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2021 Alaska Federal Lands Access Program 

Chena Lake Recreation Area
Plack Road Planning Project
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2021 Alaska Federal Lands Access Program 

Chena Lake Recreation Area
Plack Road Planning ProjectMap 3 - Project Enlargement
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Project Started Start Pending Not Started
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Fairbanks PM2.5 Non‐attainment Area 
CMAQ Program Update 

 

February 23, 2021 
 

(courtesy of Randi Bailey, Alaska DOT&PF) 
 

1. Fairbanks Adaptive Signal Control – Project has started and funding has been approved by 
FHWA. Econolite is coming up this week to begin implementation. They are installing and 
measuring all intersections. Full implementation of this project will not occur until midsummer 
due to our fiber optics line between the signals and the Traffic Operations Center having 
communication issues, which will be fixed in May.  
 

2. FNSB Transportation CNG Infrastructure – Transfer agreement has been signed and the FNSB is 
in the process of obtaining the Transfer Letter from FTA. The state match agreement has been 
fully executed and project is set up in NR.  
 

3. Highway Dynamic Messaging Signs/Motor Vehicle Plug‐Ins – Currently in negotiations to hire a 
consultant to perform design work on these two projects. Drilling has occurred for foundation 
and the pole design. Founding and structural design efforts are being done with state forces and 
will produce design work by early summer 2021. Final design on the Richardson Highway DMS 
and Plug‐ins is anticipated for August 2021.  
 

4. Pearl Creek Elementary Access Improvements – Project has not been started. Working on a 
new MOA with the FNSB in order to meet all requirements needed by the FNSB. Legal and Risk 
Management is in the process of making suggested changes to the agreement.  

 
5. University Avenue South Bicycle & Pedestrian Path – Project has not been started, we are 

waiting on a finalized SSE and will initiate the project start within the next couple of weeks. 
 

6. Tanana Lakes Recreation Area South Lathrop Street Extension & Parking Area – Transfer of 
funds to WFL has been initiated in January, typically takes a month or two to see the final 
transfer.   
 

7. Sidewalk Snow Removal Equipment – Project has been started and funding has been approved 
by FHWA. The Sidewalk equipment is out to bid right now and will close on March 9th. We will 
issue a Purchase Order by March 22 and expect to the equipment to be delivered by September 
2021.  
 

8. Bi‐directional Two Way Tow Plow – Project has been started and funding has been approved by 
FHWA. The Plow is currently on order and we expect it to be delivered late July 2021.  
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SAFETY EVALUATION OF STATEWIDE 

OFF-HIGHWAY VEHICLE USE IN ALASKA

Crash Review, Media Discourse Analysis, and Field Data Collection

Dr. Nathan P. Belz, Associate Professor
University of Alaska Fairbanks
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PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION
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Salisbury Street, 1960
Robert Blomfield
theguardian.com

CHILDRENS PLAYGROUND
NO VEHICLES PLEASE

4 PM TILL SUNSET
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Kotzebue, AK 
Village Population = 3,300 (2013)
70% Native Alaskan (Iñupiat Eskimo)

25% of all traffic crashes involved ATVs/snowmachines;
21 crashes in 2013-2017 involved speeding ATVs on village streets.  
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“A number of users of Alaska’s highway system are those on vehicles traditionally 

considered offhighway vehicles (OHVs): all-terrain vehicles (ATVs) and snow 

machines. Many Alaskans rely on ATVs and snow machines for work, basic 

transportation, and recreation. While OHVs are not being studied as an emphasis 

area, this transportation mode has Alaska-specific uses and crash patterns and the 

users of these vehicles should therefore be considered as part of the Special Users 

emphasis area.”
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Informal OHV networks that are (a) proximal, (b) adjacent and (c) coincident with the road

(a) (b) (c)
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February 25th, 2021 | Danby St. and Wembley Ave. 
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February 25th, 2021 | CHS Rd. and Steese Hwy Roundabouts
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July 5th, 2018 | Parks Highway
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January 15th, 2017 | Loftus Dr. and Geist Rd.

Page 60



June 8th, 2020 | Central Ave. and Aurora Dr. 
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February 8th, 2020 | College Rd. and Deborah Ave.
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February 18th, 2021 | Chena Ridge Rd. and Chena Pump Rd. 
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February 16th, 2021 | College Rd. and University Ave.
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December 8th, 2020 | University Ave. and Rewak Dr.
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December 8th, 2020 | Airport Way and Sportsmans Way
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July 18th, 2017 | Chena Hot Springs Rd. 
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The objective was to develop a holistic framework that considers what data currently 
exists, what data is needed, and what the status of conflict and safety concerns exist 
for OHVs on and near to roads, highways, and other transportation infrastructure.  
This research addresses the need for both safety and travel demand data in rural 
areas where the frequency of off-highway roadside users are generally considered to 
be negligible, un-reported, or non-existent. The results and deliverables of this 
research contribute significant knowledge for this specific special user group.

OBJECTIVE
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APPROACH
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APPROACH PT. 1
Review crash data, specifically the injury data published by the Alaska eHealth network to 

supplement previous analysis of the Alaska State Motor Vehicle Crash Database and the Alaska Vital 

Statistics Trauma Registry with consideration of:

a. Crashes occurring on/near public roads and public facilities (e.g., pedestrian or multi-use)

b. Crashes involving ATVs/OHVs occurring on the traveled way

c. Crashes involving ATVs/OHVs occurring off the traveled way but within ROW of the highway 

corridor; and

d. Crashes resulting from crossing a public facility to get to a non-traveled way trail versus 

crashes resulting from using the traveled way.
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(568 x 0.734) + (816 x 0.553) = 869 (1352 x 0.256) + (983 x 0.174) = 518 
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(568 x 0.071) + (816 x 0.093) = 117 (1352 x 0.256) + (983 x 0.174) = 153 
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OHV Crash Summary Statistics (2013 – 2017) 
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OHV Crash Summary Statistics (2013 – 2017) 
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APPROACH PT 2.
Conduct media discourse analyses (i.e., critical evaluation and distillation of news and media) to 

identify trends and issues in the United States related to OHV/ATV use on public facilities.
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APPROACH PT 2.
Conduct media discourse analyses (i.e., critical evaluation and distillation of news and media) to 

identify trends and issues in the United States related to OHV/ATV use on public facilities.

Detroit, MI

Bridgeport, CT

Washington, DC

Philadelphia, PA
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APPROACH PT 3.
Identifying connectivity and extent of OHV user routes using a GIS platform with consideration of trip 

generators and destinations, roadway system vs. non-roadway system locations, and formal and informal 

networks.  

Trails: 23,191 miStreets: 31,692 mi RS2477: 20,428 mi
Right-of-way for the construction of roads/trails 
over public lands, not reserved for public uses
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Connected by Highways

Connected by Other Roads

Connected by Trails

Select locations for OHV Counts

Fairbanks Two Rivers Ester

Healy Tok Delta Junction
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Conduct field counts of OHV use to assess conflicts and level of safety concerns for OHVs 

within the public Rights-of-Way for staff to review and consider countermeasures

APPROACH
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Phase 1.
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Phase 1 + 2. Amount of Traffic
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Phase 1 + 2. Risk Tolerant Behaviors - “Unlawful” Passengers
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Phase 1 + 2. Risk Tolerant Behaviors – No Helmets
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Phase 1 + 2. Risk Tolerant Behaviors – On Road/Highway
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Moving Forward. POLICY
EDUCATION
DESIGN
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Thanks for listening.
cset.uaf.edu

Dr. Nathan Belz
npbelz@alaska.edu

www.nathanpbelz.com
@dr_traffic
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Aleutians East Borough No

Anchorage Yes Yes No* No*

Must wear helmet meeting Snell Foundation requirements 

with proof attached, must have license or licensed individual 

riding on same machine

Red light only 500' N/A
Shall not operate from 10 PM to 7 

AM

Operations on private property requires express consent of owner on paper. Can't 

operate within 500' of ice rink, skiing establishment, etc. Can't operate on lands not 

owned if destruction of soil or undergrowth is likely.

Bristol Bay Borough No

Denali Borough No

Fairbanks North Star Borough No

Haines Borough Yes Yes No* No*
16 years or older. Valid driver's license. Proof of insurance. 

Hand signals when turning.
Default to State Provisions

<25 mph on borough 

streets

Shall not operate from 9 PM to 9 

AM at Tlingit Park or Seward 

parade grounds

Juneau Yes No No No

Kenai Peninsula Borough No

Ketchikan Gateway Borough No

Kodiak Island Borough No All road surfaces are gravel

Lake and Peninsula Borough No

Matanuska‐Susitna Borough No

North Slope Borough No

Northwest Arctic Borough No

Petersburg Borough No Local provisions submitted for approval in October 2016

Sitka No

Skagway Yes Yes No* Yes

ATV: if under 16 years old requires parent/guardin, if under 18 

requires helmet, see city ordinances for designated and 

restricted steets of use. | Snowmachines: requires driver 

license, travel in single file on streets and alleys, may only tow 

passengers via a sled and skid, cannot operate on 

schoolgrounds or municipal streets designated by borough 

assembly

ATV: requires noise suppression muffler, liability insurance, 

trailers during daylight hours only

ATV: <15 mph, except 

on Yakutania Point and 

Pat Moore Bridges <5 

mph | Snowmachine: 

<20 mph in muncipality

Must travel single file along street or alley

Wrangell Yes** Yes No* Yes Default to State Provisions
Snowmobile: Borough registration valid for 3 years. Forward 

light that reveals at least to 100'. 

ROW permitted for use changes based on decision of council, consult website and local 

authorities for currently approved areas

Yakutat Yes Yes No* Yes

Requires valid driver's license, approved safety helmets worn 

by operators and passengers, must be 16 or older, if under 16 

valid license required.

Lights must be on at all times of operation,mufflers and tail 

pipes shall be sealed and operational
<15 mph can't 10 PM to 6 AM

* Special provision exists

** Policy on snowmachines only; ATVs categorized as snowmachines because of low‐pressure tires

Vehicle Requirements Speed Limit Time Restrictions

Alaska Yes Yes No* No* AS 28.39 and 13 AAC 02.430 through 13 AAC 02.455

State Policy
Allowed to cross 

state roads?

Allowed on 

state roads?

Allowed on 

city roads?
User Requirements

Borough Policy
Allowed to cross 

state roads?

Allowed on 

state roads?

Allowed on 

city roads?
Other Notes

Default to State Provisions

13 AAC 04.400 through 13 AAC 04.420 N/A N/A

User Requirements

Default to State Provisions

Default to State Provisions

Vehicle Requirements Speed Limit Time Restrictions

Default to State Provisions

Default to State Provisions

Special provision for if no other 

ways present (13 AAC 02.455)

Special provision for if no other 

ways present or local authority 

states otherwise (13 AAC 02.455)

Other Notes

All laws pertaining to snowmachines and ATVs at the state level are included in the 

Alaska State Legislature (2017 ‐ 2018)

Default to State Provisions

Default to State Provisions

Default to State Provisions

Default to State Provisions

Default to State Provisions

Default to State Provisions

Default to State Provisions

Default to State Provisions

Default to State Provisions

N/A
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http://www.legis.state.ak.us/basis/Search.asp?page=0&s

City Census Area Policy
Allowed to cross 

state roads?

Allowed on 

state roads?

Allowed on 

city roads?
User Requirements Vehicle Requirements Speed Limit Time Restrictions Other Notes

Unalaska Aleutians West  No

Bethel Bethel Census Area Yes Yes No* Yes

ALL: If under 18 requires a driver's license or be within 100' of 21 year old who 

is supervising and has a valid driver's license, minors must wear helmets and 

travel shortest reasonable distance along city roads | ATV: liability insurance, 

proof of insurance, valid driver's license, may not pass other moving vehicles or 

weave in traffic | Snowmachine: proof of registration displayed, liability 

insurance, proof of insurance, may not pass other moving vehicles or weave

ATV: must be under 1500 pounds

Low‐speed vehicle: <25 mph | ATV: 

<15 mph city road, <5 mph parking lot 

or congested with pedestrians | 

Snowmachines: <15 mph on city road, 

<5 mph parking lot or congested with 

pedestrians

N/A

Definitions: ATV = 3 ormore low‐pressure tires, Low‐

speed vehicle = motor vehicle with 4 wheels that reaches 

minimum speed of 20 mph, Snow machine = motorized 

vehicle under 1300 lbs propelled by a track system over 

snow/ice

Dillingham Dillingham  Yes Yes No* Yes

OHV/ATV: 14 or older and possess a valid driver's license, 18 or younger 

requires helmet, cannot be operated within business district (see extra), 

allowed on ROW of all roads as long as 3' or more from edge of shoulder, 

operation after dark requires same direction of roadway motor traffic | 

Snowmobiles: Show proficiency of knowledge of rules of the road, under 18 

must wear helmet, after dark operation remanded to right side of a designated 

snowmobile route and in same direction as roadway traffic, cannot be 

operated within business district (see extra) and Main Street from Denny Way 

OHV/ATV: Cannot be modified to make more noise than 

when manufactured | Snowmboile: headlight 

illuminated at all times, visibly display valid state 

snowmobile registration

<20 mph

OTV/ATV: prohibited to operate between 

12 AM and 5 AM from Serpt 1st until June 

1st

Haines Haines Yes Yes No* Yes
16 years or older, valid driver's license, proof of insurance, must display hand 

signals while making turns if machine not equipped with turn signals

Equipment originally installed shall be in good working 

order, lighted headlight and tailight at all times
<25 mph

no snow machine or ATV use within 

confines of Tlingit Park or the Fort Seward 

parade grounds bewtween 9 PM to 9 AM

Homer Kenai Peninsula Yes Yes No* No* Beach is open for atv use and travel

Hoonah Hoonah‐Angoon  Yes Yes No* Yes
Must have driver's licence, be 16 years or older, vehicle must obtain permit, 

must wear protective head gear

Protective shield over all moving parts, reflectors on 

sides of cowling
N/A

Operation allowed bewtween 6 AM and 9 

PM except fridays and saturdays where 

they may be operated until midnight

Hooper Bay Kusilvak  Yes Yes No* Yes

Nome Nome  Yes Yes No* Yes

If under 16 must be under direct supervision of adult, valid drivers license, 

must drive on far right of roadway and on shoulder if available, must wear 

helmet

<20 mph N/A

If an alternative route is available that will not violate 

regulations it must be taken; Local police implied they do 

not enforce on local roads.

Craig
Prince of Wales‐

Hyder 
No

Delta Junction Southeast Fairbanks  No

State troopers said ATV/snowmachine use is 

predominant; enforcement is lax unless user is blatantly 

speeding

Valdez Valdez‐Cordova  Yes** Yes No* Yes Motor vehicle operator's license, hard protective head gear Default to State Provisions N/A

Operation allowed between 6 AM and 11 

PM, except Friday and Saturday allowed 

until midnight

No policy on ATV; In or within 100' of ski area or within 

100' of ice rinks

Wasilla Matanuska‐Susitna Yes Yes No* No*

Valid driver's license, carry proof of registration, liability insurance, carry proof 

of insurance, wear DOT approved crash helmets, 16 or older unless supervised 

by adult

Red light mounted on rear visible at 500', 
10 mph or less on right of way, 5 mph 

in congested areas or parking lots

Operation allowed 8 AM to 10 PM within 

city limits

Allowed on right of way of all roads, not allowed within 

20' of railroad track unless crossing

Fort Yukon Yukon‐Koyukuk  Yes** Yes No* Yes City permit & 14 or older Default to State Provisions <15 mph N/A
Local police indicated that snowmachine regulations 

apply to ATVs 

* Special provision exists

** Policy on snowmachines only; ATVs categorized as snowmachines because of low‐pressure tires

State Policy
Cross state 

roads?

Drive on 

state roads?

Drive on city 

roads?

Alaska Yes Yes No* No*

Default to State Provisions

Other Notes

N/A N/A

Default to State Provisions

Default to State Provisions

Default to State Provisions

Default to State Provisions

Vehicle Requirements Speed Limit Time Restrictions

AS 28.39 and 13 AAC 02.430 through 13 AAC 02.455 13 AAC 04.400 through 13 AAC 04.420

User Requirements
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Special Rules for Snowmobiles and Other Off-Highway Vehicles 

13 AAC 02.455. Operation on highways and other locations  

(a) A snowmobile or an off-highway vehicle may be driven on a roadway or shoulder of a 
highway only under the following circumstances:  

(1) when crossing a highway, other than a controlled-access highway, as provided in (f) 
of this section, or when traversing a bridge or culvert on a highway, but then only by 
driving at the extreme right-hand edge of the bridge or culvert and only when the 
traverse can be completed with safelty and without interfering with other traffic on the 
highway;  

(2) when use of the highway by other motor vehicles is impossible because ofis not 
seasonally maintained and snow and/or ice accumulation makes travel by motor vehicles 
otherwise impossible, or whenor other natural conditions or when the highway has been 
closed by the responsible governing body to motor vehicle traffic during winter monthsis 
posted or otherwise designated as being open to travel by off-highway vehicles;  

(3) when the highway is designated as being open to travel by off-highway vehicles by a 
governing bodydriving is authorized by an authority having jurisdiction over the 
highway, but only in accordance with locally imposed restrictions which may be imposed 
by that authority with regard to highway use; or  

(4) when operated withindriven on the right-of-way of a highway, other than which is 
not a controlled-access highway, outside the roadway or shoulder, and no closer than 
three feet from the nearest edge of the roadway; night driving may be only on the right-
hand side of the highway and in the same direction as the highway motor vehicle traffic 
in the nearest lane of the roadway; no person may drive an off-highway vehicle within 
the medianarea dividing the roadways of a divided highway, except to cross the highway 
as provided in (f) of this section.;  

(5) when a governing body has declared an emergency and where the use of 
snowmobiles and off-highway vehicles has been authorized by the governing body; or 

(6) during a special event of specified duration, conducted according to a prearranged 
schedule, and in accordance with a permit granted by a governing body having 
jurisdiction over that highway. 

(b) Repealed 6/28/79.  

(c) Repealed 6/28/79.  

(d) Repealed 6/28/79.  

(e) Repealed 6/28/79.  

(f) A snowmobile or an off-highway vehicle may make a direct crossing of a highway, other 
than a controlled-access highway, if  

(1) the crossing is made approximately at a right angle to the highway and at a location 
where visibility along the highway in both directions is clear for a sufficient distance to 
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assure safety, and the crossing can be completed safely and without interfering with 
other traffic on the highway; and  

(2) the vehicle is brought to a complete stop before crossing the shoulder or roadway, 
and the driver yields the right-of-way to all traffic on the highway.; and  

(3) the crossing is made at a location which is greater that one hundred feet from any 
intersecting highway. 

(g) NoA person operating a snowmobile or other off-highway vehicle may not cross or travel 
on or within three feet of a sidewalk, a location intended for pedestrian useor other 
nonmotorized traffic, a bicycle lane, a path or other trail, an alley, or a vehicular way or 
area which is not open to snowmobile or off-highway vehicle operation, except as provided 
in (f) of this section. 

(i) No person under sixteen years of age shall operate a snowmobile or off-highway vehicle 
on or across a public roadway or highway unless 

(1) the have completed a snowmobile or off-highway vehicle safety education course 
and has on their person evidence of such certification; or 

(2) they are under the direct supervision of a snowmobile or off-highway vehicle 
operator over the age of 18. 
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ALLOCATIONS PHASE AMOUNT
FFY20 

OBLIGATIONS
PERCENT 

OBLIGATED

STP All $2,046.5 $236.5 12%

STP AC All $1,774.0 $1,453.4 82%

CMAQ All $727.8 $0.0 0%

PL All $321.2 $321.2 100%

OFFSET All $613.6 $159.3 26%

TOTAL $5,483.2 $2,170.4 40%

IRIS STP PHASE
OBLIGATION 

DATE 
TIP AMOUNT

FFY20 
OBLIGATIONS

PERCENT 
OBLIGATED

COMMENTS

Design $109.8 0%

Right-of-Way $27.3 0%

Utilities $9.1 0%

$1,137.0 0%

$318.5 0% FFY22 AC

NFHWY00336 Coordinator's Office Planning 1/14/2021 $100.0 $100.0 100%

Z622070000 Cushman Street Bridge Rehabilitation Design $2.3 0% Phase Placeholder

Utilities $4.5 0%

Construction $268.4 0%

NFHWY00282 
NFHWY00559

FAST Sidewalk Improvement Program Construction $17.3 0%

TBD Metropolitan Transportation Plan Update Planning 2/18/2021 $136.5 $136.5 100%

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

Construction 2/4/2021 $1,455.5 $1,453.4 100% FFY22 AC

NFHWY00448 Woll Road Resurfacing & Widening Right-of-Way $227.4 0%

TOTAL $3,820.5 $1,689.9 44%

IRIS CMAQ PHASE
OBLIGATION 

DATE 
TIP AMOUNT

FFY20 
OBLIGATIONS

Percent 
Obligated

COMMENTS

NFHWY00282 
NFHWY00559

FAST Sidewalk Improvement Program Construction $727.8 0%

 TOTAL $727.8 $0.0 0%

IRIS PL PHASE
OBLIGATION 

DATE 
TIP AMOUNT

FFY20 
OBLIGATIONS

Percent 
Obligated

COMMENTS

NFHWY00336 FAST Coordinators Office Planning 10/1/2020 $321.2 $321.2 100%

TOTAL $321.2 $321.2 100%

FAST Planning TIP OBLIGATION STATUS REPORT FFY21 (as of February 24, 2021)

ALLOCATION TOTALS (Federal Share)

STP FUNDS (Federal Share)

CMAQ FUNDS (Federal Share)

PL FUNDS (Federal Share)

Airport West Bicycle & Pedestrian FacilityNFHWY00447

NFHWY00445 5th Avenue Reconstruction

Construction

NFHWY00524 FAST Intersection Improvement Program

Sign Replacement - Stage IIINFHWY00246
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IRIS OFFSET PHASE AMOUNT
FFY20 

OBLIGATIONS
OBLIGATION 

DATE
PROJECT

Z617250000 Noble Street Upgrade Multiple $401.5 $7.0 10/16/2020
FFY20 Intersection 
Imp. Prg. Constr.

NFHWY00274 Minnie Street Corridor Study Planning $3.3 $95.2 10/22/2020
FFY20 Imp. Prg. 
Construction

NFHWY00346 Improvement Program FFY18-19 Design $3.1 $158.7 Pending
McGrath Road 
Upgrade

NFHWY00365 Surface Upgrades FFY19 (pending) Multiple $143.0 $57.2 12/4/2020
FFY20 Imp. Prg. 
Construction

NFHWY00336 FAST Coord Office FFY19/20 (pending) Planning $62.8 $205.9 Pending
5th Ave Reconst 
Design

$82.2 Pending
Tanana/Chandalar 
Intersections Const

 TOTAL $613.6 $159.3
Percent 

Obligated
26%

OFFSET FUNDS (Federal Share)
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FAST Planning FFY21 Offsets February 24, 2021

Project State Federal Total w/ Match

Cushman Street/Gaffney Road Reconstruction $45,203 ‐ $45,203 Project closure
Noble Street Upgrade ‐ $401,534 $441,391 Project closure
Minnie Street Corridor Study ‐ $3,263 $3,587 Project closure
FMATS Improvement Program FFY18‐19 (Design) ‐ $3,116 $3,425 Phase closure
FMATS Area Surface Upgrades FFY19 ‐ $142,963 $157,154 Project closure (pending)
FAST Coordinators Office FFY19/20 ‐ $62,769 $69,000 Project closure (pending)

Total Offset Funding to Date $45,203 $613,645 $719,760

COMMITTED FUNDS

FAST Intersection Improvement Program FFY20 Construction ‐ $6,972 $7,664 Executive Director approved 9.14.2020

FAST Improvement Program FFY20 Construction ‐ $95,170 $104,617 Executive Director approved 9.14.2020

McGrath Road Upgrade Construction ‐ $158,663 $174,412 Policy Board approved 9.16.2020

FAST Improvement Program FFY20 Construction ‐ $57,175 $62,850 Executive Director approved 11.17.2020

5th Avenue Reconstruction Design ‐ $205,865 $226,300 Policy Board approved 12.16.2020

Tanana Loop & South Chandalar Intertersections Construction ‐ $82,172 $90,329 Technical Committee approved 01.06.2021

     (pending additional offset funding)

Total Committed Offsets $0 $606,017 $666,172

Remaining Funds to be Obligated $45,203 $7,628 $53,587

McGrath Road Upgrade FFY20 Construction Balance ‐ ($386,088) ($424,412)

Use of FFY21 Offsets approved by Policy Board 9.16.2020 ‐ $158,663 $174,412

Final Design phase delay (FFY21 to FFY22) for Woll Road ‐ $227,425 $250,000

$0 $0

3
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Pending FAST Planning Deobligations from Project Closures & Reductions to Bid Awards February 24, 2021

Construction   Estimated Federal

IRIS Project Year  Deobligation Notes

NFHWY00365 FMATS Area Surface Upgrades FFY19 2019 $142,963 Project Closure; pending construction closeout

NFHWY00170 FMATS Sidewalk Improvement Program FFY19 2019‐20 TBD Project Closure; pending construction closeout

Z637840000 Gillam Way Rehabilitation 2019 TBD Project Closure; pending construction closeout

NFHWY00137 Wembley Avenue Improvements 2019 TBD Project Closure; pending construction closeout

NFHWY00336 FAST Coordinators Office FFY19/20 2019‐20 $69,000 Project Closure; pending closeout

Z628380000 McGrath Road Upgrade 2020 TBD Project Closure; pending construction closeout

NFHWY00425 Fbks R/R Crossing Reduction/Realignment Plan 2020 TBD Project Closure; pending final deliverable 

NFHWY00417 Johansen & Danby Path Resurfacing 2020 TBD Project Closure; pending construction closeout

NFHWY00434 FAST Improvement Program FFY20 2020 TBD Project Closure; pending construction closeout

NFHWY00165 FAST Intersection Improvement Program FFY20 2020 TBD Project Closure; pending construction closeout

NFHWY00446 Non‐motorized Plan Update 2020 TBD Project Closure; pending final deliverable 

NFHWY00463 Road Service Area Expansion Plan 2020 TBD Project Closure; pending final deliverable 

NFHWY00014 Tanana Loop & South Chandalar Dr Intersections 2020 TBD Project Closure; pending construction closeout

TOTAL TBD
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