
  

POLICY BOARD MEETING 
Meeting Minutes 

September 16, 2020 • 12:00 – 2:30 P.M. 
FAST Planning Office, 100 Cushman Street, Suite 205, Fairbanks, AK 

Web Conference at: https://fastplanning.us/keepup/zoom/ 
Zoom Meeting Phone Number: 1 (253) 215-8782 Meeting ID: 858 2576 6426 

 

1.  Call to Order 
Mr. Anderson, Chair, called the meeting to order at 12:02 p.m. 
 

2.  Introduction of Members and Attendees 
Attendee Representative Organization 
  *Ryan Anderson, Chair  Director, DOT&PF Northern Region 
  *Jim Matherly, Vice Chair Mayor, City of Fairbanks 
  *Bryce Ward Mayor, Fairbanks North Star Borough 
  *Michael Welch Mayor, City of North Pole 
  *Aaron Gibson (absent) Fairbanks City Council 
  *Alice Edwards  Director, DEC Division of Air Quality 
  *Frank Tomaszewski FNSB Assembly 
**Jackson Fox FAST Planning  
**Olivia Lunsford FAST Planning 
**Deborah Todd FAST Planning 
**Don Galligan  FNSB Planning 
**Randi Bailey DOT&PF Planning 
 +Kellen Spillman  FNSB Planning 
 +Steven Hoke DEC Air Quality 
 +Judy Chapman DOT&PF Planning 
   Michael Lukshin FHWA 
   Susan Sprinkle Downtown Association 
   David van den Berg BPAC 
   Peter Stern BPAC 
   Alex Gagne-Hawes Citizen 
   Alena Naiden Citizen 
*FAST Planning Policy Board Members, ** FAST Planning Staff Members, + FAST Planning 
Technical Committee Members  

https://fastplanning.us/keepup/zoom/
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3.  Approval of the September 16, 2020 Agenda 
Motion: To approve the September 16, 2020 Agenda as presented. 
(Matherly/Ward). 
 

Discussion: No further discussion. 
 

Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

4.  Approval of the August 19, 2020 Meeting Minutes 
Motion: To approve the August 19, 2020 meeting minutes as presented. 
(Matherly/Welch). 
 

Discussion: No further discussion. 
 

Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

5.  Committee/Working Group Reports (including the Chair’s Report) 
a. Staff Report and Technical Committee Action Items 
Mr. Fox provided a brief report of all the meetings, presentations, hearings, project 
open houses, work groups, field trips, public involvement events, conferences, 
seminars, and training that he or FAST Planning staff had attended, facilitated, or 
participated in since the last meeting. Mr. Fox noted the following updates: 

• Lacey Street Reconstruction Project-Five Stakeholder Group Meetings 
were held to date in partnership with the Alaska Department of 
Environmental Conservation (DEC) and Tanana Valley Watershed 
Association (TVWA). Lacey Street was included in the FAST Planning 
Green Streets Plan and current Non-Motorized Plan as a preferred 
bicycle/pedestrian corridor for the north-south corridor through downtown. 
Lacey Street has 600-700 vehicles per day which is about ten percent of 
the traffic volume compared to the other north-south streets. The 
challenges on Lacey Street are the narrow sidewalks with utility pole 
obstructions and fire hydrant in the middle of some sidewalks. A 
Stakeholder Group was formed that included downtown business owners, 
Fairbanks Downtown Association, Borough Transit and Parks & Rec 
Departments, Festival Fairbanks, City Public Works, Police and Fire 
Department representatives to learn their concerns about Lacey Street. 
There was a lot of support for reimagining for what Lacey Street could be. 
An online Story Map and Public Survey were developed and received good 
response. The street has high density housing, offices, hotels, small 
businesses, and recreation. Five Concepts were developed for feedback 
via an online public survey. 

• Chena Riverwalk Project-Alaska Railroad Real Estate Committee 
Meeting last week where staff from the Real Estate Department briefed the 
Alaska Railroad Board on the project and request for land interest to 
construct. Mr. Fox attended and the meeting and noted that there was 
some misinformation about the project that was related to the Board and 
the recommendation from staff was that the Railroad should deny the 
request for the land interest for the Chena Riverwalk project. Mr. Fox stated 
that since the meeting Mr. Anderson and Sarah Schacher had reached out 
to Commissioner MacKinnon to provide background and history of the 
project. Mr. Fox communicated his concerns to Mayor Ward and the staff of 
the Community Planning Department and attended a meeting with the 
Chena Riverfront Commission Chair to reach out to Railroad Board 
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members prior to the item going out for vote on September 24, 2020. 
Mr. Fox hopes to provide a presentation to the Board. 

• McGrath Road Upgrade-Mr. Fox participated in the final inspection with 
DOT&PF Staff and the Contractor. The road work was completed and is 
fully operational. 

• Annual Winter Maintenance Forum-The Seasonal Mobility Task Force 
Meeting was held with area maintenance managers to plan the 3rd Annual 
Winter Maintenance Forum in mid- to late October. The forum will be a 
virtual format held via Zoom. 

• Mr. Fox completed the annual Employee Performance Evaluations and 
transmitted them to the Policy Board. 

• A call for Project Enhancement Committee members was put out on social 
media and the FAST Planning website. A one-page letter of interest is 
requested from those interested in serving on the Committee. 

• A request will also be sent out for Letters of Interest to fill the vacant North 
Pole seat on the Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC). 

 

6.  Public Comment Period (Non-Action Items) 
Peter Stern stated that his comments were his personal comments and he was 
not representing anybody or any entity. Mr. Stern stated that he wanted to discuss 
what took place at the Policy Board Meeting last month, specifically regarding the 
McGrath Road Project. Mr. Stern stated that he sat through the whole 
presentation made by the project engineers and listened to the comments made 
by the Policy Board members about the problem with coming up with funding to 
cover the over charges. Mr. Stern stated that there were some things that struck 
him as odd when listening to the Engineer’s Report. Mr. Stern stated that there 
were a lot of issues that he characterized as red flags in that which made him 
begin to wonder how risk analysis was done. Mr. Stern stated that was followed 
up by the environmental issues that came up after the engineering was done with 
the heavy snow load, the quick melt, and then finally the rain, and all of had an 
impact on how this project moved forward. Mr. Stern stated that he understood 
that with road projects, overcharges of 10-20 percent were to be expected, 
primarily in projects where you were not sure what was in the ground like Gillam 
Way and Noble Street where there were utilities in the ground, you never knew 
until you actually dug as to what was there. Mr. Stern stated that in the case of 
McGrath Road, there were some utilities that had to be moved but the main issue 
was the soil conditions out there and anybody who had lived in that area or been 
in Fairbanks for a long of time knew that there were just really poor conditions. 
Mr. Stern stated that with the Construction Estimate being over $5M, the 
Engineering Estimate being $4M, and then the low bid being $3M, he thought that 
should have also been a flag that someone should have been looking at. 
Mr. Stern stated that what upset him a little bit was that the first Change Order 
that came through ended up being almost 20% of the value of the project and that 
was passed early in the Construction phase. Mr. Stern stated that the savings that 
had been achieved from that Bid got devoted to other projects that had 
overcharges very quickly. Mr. Stern stated that he thought you had a project here 
that had all the hallmarks of something that was going to have additional 
overcharges and instead, that money was not there to help fund those. Mr. Stern 
stated that the other projects that were funded out of that savings would have had 
to have been funded from offsets and things like that but he still thought that the 
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51% over budget headline would not have been as large had that money been 
available to put towards the first Change Order. Mr. Stern stated that he looked at 
the FAST Planning Policy document to see what the situation was on risk and he 
found risk four times in that document, but three of the times were in regard to the 
employees or the liability of the entity itself. Mr. Stern stated that there was only 
one mention of risks and that was regarding the Complete Streets Program and 
risk of damaging existing assets. Mr. Stern stated that he began to think that 
maybe it was time to start looking at the idea of risking these projects and before 
anything could go to bid, Engineering should have risks done on projects above a 
certain dollar level. Mr. Stern stated that it might be a good idea, since FAST 
planning was only in a reactive mode because they paid the bills and did not end 
up doing the designing, that a third party set of eyes looked at the risks to 
determine whether everything was acceptable or whether it was a project that 
could potentially go over budget. Mr. Stern stated that he thought that if FAST 
Planning looked at that and decided to put that in, the DOT was not the only entity 
that received funds from FAST Planning. Mr. Stern stated that he understood that 
DOT had been having conversations about this project but he thought that FAST 
Planning, as an entity, might benefit a lot by looking at risks and including it in part 
of their policies on how they looked at projects. Mr. Stern stated the other reason 
he said that was because it was likely that in the future the amount of money that 
was available to FAST Planning was going to decline because the Matanuska 
MPO was going to come into existence and there would be a smaller pot of 
money to spend so keeping tighter track of these types of projects would be of 
benefit for the organization. 
 

David van den Berg, Downtown Association stated that he was in the 
unenviable position of going against the City of Fairbanks on 5th Avenue before 
that design was completed. Mr. van den Berg stated that the City wanted 5th 
Avenue reconstructed as a one-way facility and the Downtown Association 
continued to plead for a two-way project. Mr. van den Berg explained that FAST 
Planning hosted a Stakeholder process on 5th Avenue and at the end of that the 
City of Fairbanks and DOT wrote materials for an Open House and Survey that 
were loosely based on those Stakeholder meetings. Mr. van den Berg stated that 
the Downtown Association Board members took the Open House and the Survey 
and sent him copies of their individual comments. Mr. van den Berg stated that he 
synthesized those comments into one which the Board approved and he 
transmitted that by email to Ivet Hall of DOT and Bob Pristash at the City. 
Mr. van den Berg stated that the comments were sharply critical of the bias 
against two-way and reiterated substantive points about the benefits of two-way. 
Mr. van den Berg stated that sometime in August, the City released its alternative 
which was a one-way reconstruction with very wide sidewalks and long wedges of 
green space. Mr. van den Berg stated that their comments got them a meeting 
with DOT and the City of Fairbanks and the upshot of that meeting was that the 
City Engineer would provide a justification for one-way and he invited the 
Downtown Association to provide justification for two-way. Mr. van den Berg 
stated that their justification for two-way was long and detailed and also included a 
street mix for the elements that would fit in the right-of-way and included a street 
view. Mr. van den Berg stated that he thought he would provide the Policy Board 
with some observations for the two-way configuration as it related to economic 
development. Mr. van den Berg explained that a two-way facility drastically 
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reduced confusion downtown among motorists, improved operations of the 
roadway, efficiently used the right-of-way, and was the right type of street in this 
setting. Mr. van den Berg stated that the Borough School District might oppose 
the two-way, but the School District might also not realize that they got everything 
they had, and better, with a two-way conversion because they got wider 
sidewalks, still had their on-street parking, and they got a crosswalk assuming 
they were willing to pay for the crosswalk. Mr. van den Berg stated that thought 
the 5th Avenue project needed to figure out where the School District was and 
wondered if they would oppose if they were made better. Mr. van den Berg stated 
that MACS Transit opposed the two-way, but in his opinion, it was hard to tell how 
hard they had looked at operating differently if they were presented with a two-
way 5th Avenue and thought the project really needed to figure that out too. 
Mr. van den Berg explained that the Borough was two years into a Downtown 
Plan in which, he was sure, 5th Avenue would play a part. Mr. van den Berg stated 
that it was an irony of the City’s one-way option and he mentioned the very wide 
sidewalks and long green wedges of green space in the one-way option. Mr. van 
den Berg stated that the sidewalks in the green space might well be hard to walk 
on all full of snow or berms and the green space might well overgrow; it was just 
the way it was downtown, and not to take anything away from the workers or the 
compliant landowners who removed their snow, it was just that downtown 
sidewalks routinely, all winter, did not meet code requirements and building more 
sidewalks to hold snow was not an efficient use of the right-of-way. 
 

Sue Sprinkle, Downtown Association Board member commented that 
Mr. van den Berg had done a great job of presenting what they did as a group to 
push their concept of two-way to the City. Ms. Sprinkle stated that they felt it was 
getting a hard shake against the one-way they seemed to favor. Ms. Sprinkle 
explained that as someone who lived and worked on 5th Avenue it was frustrating 
to see why it starts and stops throughout the City core. Ms. Sprinkle stated that 
she thought she had been told that it was too narrow for a two-way and she 
reminded everyone that while Noble Street was being rebuilt, they used the 
section between Noble and Lacey, the very area they said was too narrow, as a 
two-way for a good part of the summer and it worked just fine. Ms. Sprinkle stated 
that for those that said it could not be done, they had done it and they really 
needed to get back to two-way traffic on 5th Avenue. 
 

Alex Gagne-Hawes commented that at last month’s strenuous Policy Board 
meeting, they opened a public comment period on an Action Item and after about 
5 maybe 7 seconds, the Chair of the Committee said it was closed. 
Mr. Gagne-Hawes stated that about a second after that he finally got to the phone 
and they told him that his time was done. Mr. Gagne-Hawes stated that he just 
wanted to take time to honor all the accessibility problems with this seamless easy 
transition to online meetings and the fact that they were currently 50 minutes into 
the meeting, but at other times it was only 15 minutes into the meeting when the 
public comment period started. Mr. Gagne-Hawes stated that in general he heard 
a lot of this; “Anyone here have public comments? “1, 2, 3, 4, 5, okay, no one, 
we’ll move on.” Mr. Gagne-Hawes stated that in last month’s meeting, which was 
an emotional meeting, everyone wanted to move on because they were already 
out of time. Mr. Gagne-Hawes asked them how much out of time were the people 
that did not get paid to sit in the room, that did not get paid to fill an office, and 
how hard was it to take, maybe their entire lunch break, waiting for the public 
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comment period to start and hoping that they would get to the phone in time. 
Mr. Gagne-Hawes stated that if they were looking at Title VI matters, there was an 
institutional disenfranchisement occurring where if you did not have computer 
access, especially the homeless, the public process felt kind of fake. Mr. Gagne-
Hawes stated that he felt like he saw good things happening but there was all this 
drama. Mr. Gagne-Hawes stated that the City never responded to his request 
about the alley behind his house. Mr. Gagne-Hawes stated that it felt fake and 
thought one productive way to comment could be with letters, but it seemed like a 
black box and he hoped they were keeping their house in order. 
 

7.  Old Business 
a. FFY2021-22 Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) (Action Item) 

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

 

Mr. Fox explained that the Policy Board approved the 2021-22 UPWP and had 
heard that DOT ICAP funds were allowed to be applied to all programs across 
the board to include both FAST Planning and AMATS in Anchorage. Mr. Fox 
stated that he came up with three options to distribute the ICAP charges for 
their consideration. Mr. Fox explained that the Technical Committee 
recommended that the Policy Board adopt Option C. Mr. Fox stated that he 
was notified that the FAST Planning Fund allocation would be increased which 
gave them more room to deduct funds for that ICAP charge and, based on 
that, FAST Planning would receive $6,000 less and would not affect the City of 
Borough. 
 

Mayor Ward stated that he felt that they should have something in writing 
before they made a decision on it. 
 

Public Comment: Alex Gagne-Hawes commented that this was exactly what 
he was complaining about. Mr. Gagne-Hawes stated that they had two 
institutions, both of which were supposed to be supervising this money and 
inquired where he went to complain about the ICAP as a member of the public.  
 

Motion: To delay Action Item [FFY21-22 Unified Planning Work Program Plan] 
until we have something in writing from DOT&PF Planning. (Welch/Matherly). 
 

Discussion: No further discussion. 
 

Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

b. McGrath Road Upgrade Project Increases (Action Item) 
• Consideration of options for FFY21 Program reduction of $424,412 to 

accommodate construction increases on McGrath Road Upgrade 
Project 

 

Mr. Fox summarized the three project increases which totaled $2.3M over the 
low bid amount for the project which was a total of a 51% increase. Mr. Fox 
stated that DOT provided a funding proposal that FAST Planning would cover 
the first increase in the amount of $946,000 and DOT would cover the other 
two increases. Mr. Fox noted that the Policy Board accepted that funding 
proposal which reduced FAST Planning funding for FFY2021 and with offsets 
they were $424,000 in the hole after covering the first McGrath Road increase. 
Mr. Fox presented the four options that were created to cover that shortfall and 
how it affected other projects in the TIP. 
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Public Comment: Peter Stern stated that he thought that Option D provided 
maximum flexibility to FAST Planning staff to come up with funds and make 
cuts to the various projects and he would be in favor of Option D. 
 

Alex Gagne-Hawes: commented that the routine overages and underbidding 
seemed like red flags. Mr. Gagne-Hawes stated that it seemed like you could 
give them less money and they could make it work. Mr. Gagne-Hawes asked 
whether there were any repercussions for being over budget at the DOT. 
 

Motion: To choose Option D for the FAST Planning FFY21 funding reduction.  
(Welch/Matherly). 
 

Discussion: Mayor Welch asked if the possibility was good that they would 
have that amount of funding on the books in September. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that there were currently four projects on the books from 2019 
that were closing and he expected receipt of offset funds from each of those 
and expected that to happen after DOT closed the books on this fiscal year. 
 

Vote on motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

8.  New Business 
a. Draft Title VI Plan (Action Item) 

• Consideration of releasing Draft Title VI Plan for 30-day public 
comment. 

Mr. Fox noted that Olivia Lunsford had been working on developing a new 
Title VI Plan to replace the FMATS Title VI Plan to replace the existing 2016 
FMATS Title VI Plan in consideration of the fact that we were operating 
differently and meetings were being held virtually. 
 

Ms. Lunsford explained the Title VI Plan she had created was similar to 
verbiage in the UPWP and was straightforward, concise, and more accessible. 
Ms. Lunsford stated that in addition to the Title VI Plan, she had updated the 
maps included with the Plan. 
 

Public Comment: Alex Gagne-Hawes commented that it sounded like a 
great idea and the kind of update that should be happening and thanked 
Ms. Lunsford for doing the work. 
 

Motion: To consider adoption [of the FAST Planning Title VI Plan] after a 
30-day public comment period. (Welch/Matherly). 
 

Discussion: No further discussion. 
 

Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

b. FAST Planning 2021 Meeting Schedule (Action Item) 
Mr. Fox explained that the meeting packet contained the proposed meeting 
dates for the four regularly held FAST Planning meetings with revision for the 
BPAC meetings from bi-monthly to monthly and meeting dates to last 
Thursday of the month giving them the opportunity to review the Technical 
Committee agenda items and make recommendations. Mr. Fox stated that the 
Project Enhancement Committee was being assembled and would meet 
quarterly. 
 

Public Comment: No public comment. 
 

Motion: To adopt the 2021 FAST Planning meeting dates as presented 
(Welch/Edwards). 
 

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

c. Executive Session – Employee Reviews 
Mr. Fox explained that he sent the Performance Evaluations for the two FAST 
Planning employees to the Policy Board for their review and the Policy Board 
had to do his Employee Evaluation which required an Executive Session. 
 

Motion: To go into Executive Session. (Welch/Matherly). The meeting went 
into Executive Session at 1:50 p.m. and resumed at 2:40 p.m. 
 

d. FAST Planning FFY21 Office Budget Amendment (Action Item) 
Mr. Fox explained that in addition to the budget amendment for the employee 
merit increases there was an increase to the health insurance due to 
Ms. Lunsford’s marriage in August as well as an extra $500 to accommodate 
GIS license add-ons.  
 

Public Comment: Alex Gagne-Hawes commented that in the long term the 
City government and transportation infrastructure should be trying to figure out 
how to hold the budget. 
 

Motion: To accept Amendments to Budget, including 1.5% percent Merit 
Increases for staff. (Welch/Ward). 
 

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.  Policy Board Member Comments 
• Ms. Edwards stated that DEC released an update for the SIP and the 

comment period for that closed on October 29, 2020. 
• Mr. Tomaszewski commented that he appreciated all the FAST Planning 

employees, they were doing a great job, and stay safe out there. 
• Mayor Welch stated that he liked the way that the meeting was facilitated 

today and we are all working very well with each other and we will strive to 
do better and hopefully the citizens who join us will see we are trying to 
include them too. 

• Mr. Anderson thanked Olivia and Jackson for setting up the breakout 
session and appreciated everyone working through that with us. 
 

12.  Adjournment 
Motion to Adjourn. (Welch/Ward). The meeting adjourned at 2:49 p.m. The next 
Policy Board Meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, October 21, 2020, 12-2 p.m. 
 
 
 
Approved: __________________________________ Date: __________ 

Ryan Anderson, Chair 
FAST Planning Policy Board 

10/21/2020


