
Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee Meeting 
Thursday, January 27, 2022, 5:00 – 7:00 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 878-4882-5170 

1. Call to Order

2. Introduction of Members and Attendees

3. Approval of the January 27, 2022 Agenda

4. Approval of the October 28, 2021 [revised] Meeting Minutes     Pg 2-12

5. Approval of the November 18, 2021 Meeting Minutes     Pg 13-23

6. Staff/Working Group/Chair Report     Pg 24-33

7. Public Comment Period

8. Ol Bud siness

a. Prioritization of Non-Motorized Projects     Pg 34-41

• Work session on project scoring criteria to be used to prioritize short-term 
project list in Non-Motorized Plan and sidewalk/path nominations to FAST 
Planning Improvement Program

b. Right Turn Lane Design Considerations at Crosswalk Locations     Pg 42-44

• Selection of a week for working group to meet to discuss and draft a letter 
presenting design options to improve safety for bicyclists and pedestrians

9. New Business

a. Election of Chair & Vice Chair (Action Item)

b. Road Shoulders vs. Dedicated Bike Lanes, Paths, & Other Cycling 
Facilities

c. Winter Maintenance of Sidewalks/Paths

• Discussion of plowing efforts before and after December 2021 storm events

d. Infrastructure Investment & Jobs Act (IIJA) Overview     Pg 45-52
10. Other Issues

11. Committee Member Comments

12. Adjournment
Next Scheduled BPAC Meeting – Thursday, February 24, 2022, 5-7 P.M. 
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Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee 
Meeting Minutes 

October 28, 2021 • 5:00 p.m. -7:00 p.m. 
By computer at www.fastplanning.us/keepup/zoom 

By telephone at: 1 (253) 215-8782 Meeting ID: 833-4459-1431 
 

 

1. Call to Order 
Dr. Nathan Belz, Chair, called the meeting to order at 5:01 p.m. 
 

2. Introduction of Members and Attendees 
  *Nathan Belz, Chair 
  *Jesse Coleman 
  *Carl Heim 
  *Travis Naibert 
  *Jim Richardson 
  *Peter Stern 
  *John Stowman 
  *Larry Zervos 
**Jackson Fox 
**Olivia Lunsford, Vice Chair 
**Deborah Todd 
   Don Galligan 
   Beezy Bentzen 
   Susan Bissell 
   John Netardus 
   Daryl Schafer 
   Robert Todd 
   Stan Justice 
   *BPAC Representative 
 **FAST Planning Staff 
 

3. Approval of the October 28, 2021 Agenda 
Motion: To approve the October 28, 2021 Agenda as presented. 
(Stowman/Richardson). 
Discussion: Mr. Richardson asked about the email Mr. Fox sent them about the 
blockage on Ballaine Road. 
Mr. Fox explained that he would share the email during the Public Comment period. 
Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

4. Approval of the September 30, 2021 Meeting Minutes 
Motion: To approve the September 30, 2021 Meeting Minutes with edits. 
(Richardson/Stern). 
Discussion: Mr. Richardson, Mr. Stern, and Mr. Zervos had edits to the meeting 
minutes. 
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Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

5. Staff /Working Group/Chair Reports 
Mr. Fox provided the following updates: 

 The Policy Board authorized opening the right-of-way phase, but the DOT 
estimate of what the land lease should cost differs greatly from the Alaska 
Railroad estimate. 

 The Policy Board passed a motion to add a public safety representative to the 
Technical Committee and wanted the representative to be a law enforcement 
officer and their preference was to have a State Trooper. 

 The Policy Board approved the FAST Planning 2022 Meeting Calendar. 
 The FAST Planning Bylaws were changed to add a seat for a law enforcement 

representative to the Technical Committee. 
 The regulation was passed by the Governor to allow all purpose vehicles on 

public roadways. The City of Fairbanks will be drafting ordinances both for and 
against all purpose vehicles operating on public roads. The Borough would also 
like to ban all purpose vehicles on roadways but has no road or police powers to 
enforce that. 
 

6. Public Comment Period: Jim Sweeney submitted a comment (shown below) to FAST 
Planning to be read into the public comments.
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Stan Justice thanked everyone for all their work and commented that he had a concern 
about the Skarland Trail near Yankovich and Ballaine Roads where a new box was 
installed right in the trail. Mr. Justice commented that it seemed like there were a lot of 
different options for placing that box somewhere else. Mr. Justice commented that he 
thought overall the DOT did not recognize that there was a trail there even though it was 
heavily used, and he did not know what it would take to convince them that there was a 
trail there. Mr. Justice stated that DOT gave them a paved path but when it got to the 
subdivision it got eliminated so the users were left to make their own trail past the 
subdivision. Mr. Justice commented that they needed to convince the DOT that they 
needed to not bury the trail with snow and get rid of the dang boxes. Mr. Justice 
explained that he had spoken with Bryant Wright of the Borough to get the details the 
map they had lacked detail. 
 

Dr. Belz explained that he thought they needed more details before taking any action on 
it and would see if they could find out any more information on it. 
 

7. Old Business 
a. Letter to Local Law Enforcement Agencies (Action Item) 

 Consideration of Advancing Letter Regarding Safety and Enforcement 
Concerns with Motorized Vehicle Use on Sidewalks/Paths to Local Law 
Enforcement Agencies 

Mr. Fox explained that the meeting packet contained a three-page letter addressed 
to the Captain of the Alaska State Troopers in Fairbanks and the two City Police 
Chiefs regarding the accident on the Johansen Expressway Path near Peger Road 
where a dirt bike struck a bicyclist. Mr. Fox explained that the letter served to bring 
light to this issue and requested that law enforcement officers acted to better 
enforce the laws pertaining to use of motorized vehicles on non-motorized 
sidewalks/paths. Mr. Fox stated that the letter would be taken to both the Technical 
Committee and Policy Board for consideration and approval. Mr. Fox explained 
that if approved by the Policy Board, the letter would be sent to those officials. 
 

Public Comment: No public comment. 
 

Motion: To accept this letter and have it signed and sent forward to the Technical 
Committee. (Zervos/Stowman). 
 

Discussion: Mr. Stern suggested modification of Item #6 regarding the data 
sharing arrangement with the Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) and 
thought that should be changed to “FAST Planning” as the BPAC was an advisory 
committee. 
 

Amendment to the Motion: To amend the letter to change “BPAC” to “FAST 
Planning” in Item #6 and delete Item #7. (Stern/Naibert). 
 

Discussion: Mr. Naibert commented that he was looking up the North Pole 
ordinances and did see anything about non-motorized paths or sidewalks, so he 
thought the State regulations applied there. 
 

Amendment to the Motion: To amend the letter in the second paragraph to 
include “Fairbanks” in front of the word “Ordinance”. (Naibert/Stowman). 
 

Vote on Amendment to the Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
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Amended Motion: To accept this letter and have it signed and sent forward to the 
Technical Committee, change “BPAC” to “FAST Planning” in Item #6, delete 
Item #7, and in the second paragraph include “Fairbanks” in front of the word 
“Ordinance”. 
 

Vote on Motion as Amended: None opposed Approved. 
 

b. Chena Hot Springs Road Multi-Use Trail 
 Continuation of Discussion with Pam Golden (DOT&PF) and 

Bryant Wright (FNSB)  
Mr. Fox explained that the meeting packet contained the written responses from 
both DOT&PF and the Fairbanks North Star Borough to Mr. Sweeney’s questions 
about use of the multi-use path or trail along Chena Hot Springs Road where he 
lived. Mr. Fox explained that Mr. Sweeney’s questions were answered to the best 
of their ability and thought no further action would be taken by the DOT&PF, the 
Borough, or the BPAC on this issue. 
 

8. New Business 
a. Crosswalk Markings 

 Discussion of Slippery Conditions of Crosswalk Markings with 
Rain/Ice/Snow 

Mr. Fox explained that the packet contained information provided by Carl Heim of 
DOT&PF and introduced Mr. Heim who explained the specifications DOT&PF used 
for the placement and types of paint used to mark crosswalks. He explained the 
graphic in the packet shows a different pattern for midblock crossings that does not 
have a solid bar. Mr. Heim further explained the specifications for highway paint, 
including Methyl-methacrylate, which lasts longer and is more durable and has 
anti-skid and friction-able elements and not supposed to be slippery. It can be 
slippery, however, with frost and heavy rains.  
Mr. Richardson stated he has seen some of this paint around town and when its 
new it works pretty good but as it gets older it gets pretty slick. 
Hr. Heim explained that the surface will wear down over time with snow plowing 
and studded tires. 
Mr. Zervos asked Mr. Heim if there are plans to try out the crosswalk type show on 
the graphic in the packet. Mr. Heim said he is open to it and plans to give it a try, 
possibly at the new Farmers Market crosswalk installation. Mr. Zervos asked if 
there was something that could be done at the Cowles Street crosswalk or if it 
needed to be replaced. Mr. Heim responded that he thought the crosswalk was five 
years old, but there was a project to reconstruct Cowles Street and he would check 
with Ivet Hall at DOT who is in charge of that project.   
Mr. Belz asked if this particular design was for rectangular rapid flashing beacons 
or any crossing. Mr. Heim explained this was for midblock crossings with or without 
rectangular rapid flashing beacons, just not at the main intersection. Mr. Belz 
further asked if there is a quality assurance process for the appropriate gradation 
of grit in the paint to make sure it has enough traction in it. Mr. Heim said yes, it 
goes through a rigorous review during the manufacturing process and submittal 
review and testing during construction.    
 

b. Asphalt Path Maintenance – Repair vs. Reconstruction 
Mr. Fox explained that the intention of this item was to show the pictures that 
Mr. Stern had taken and to pose questions to John Netardus of DOT. Mr. Fox then 
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introduced John Netardus of DOT to explain the possible solutions for the issues 
shown on the different paths and whether they required repair, reconstruction, 
modification of scope of work, or other type of solutions. The areas discussed were 
as follows:  
Parks Highway: Geist Road to Faith Lane and bottom of hill to Ester Path 
Mr. Stern noted that this path started at Geist Road and was a combination 
separated path and in places, it used the shoulder of the highway. Mr. Stern stated 
that he was not concerned about the shoulder of the highway that was used as a 
path but was concerned about the path. Mr. Stern asked Mr. Fox if this was a 
project in the current TIP. 
 

Mr. Fox explained that it was not a FAST Planning project at this time but believed 
it was nominated to the FAST Improvement Program for a future year.  
 

Mr. Stern stated that it was not a project that he brought up and was under the 
impression that DOT had approved it. 
 

Mr. Fox then indicated that it might be a separate DOT project that was outside of 
the FAST Planning boundary. 
 

Mr. Stern explained that the type of damage was similar to other paths with 
longitudinal and transverse cracks and there had been some fairly significant 
repairs to the path and he did not know what the age of this path was. 
 

Mr. Netardus stated that he did not know the age of the path right off hand but 
could get that for them and could describe what DOT did for repairs or 
reconstruction in areas like that. 
 

Mr. Stern stated that there were areas along this path that had significant areas of 
“pave over” where they had put new material on top of the old material and 
sometimes that worked and sometimes it did not. 
 

Mr. Netardus explained that the pictures they had seen were called transverse 
cracks that were due to variations in temperature that caused pavement expansion 
and contraction and the longitudinal cracks had to do with a poor subgrade and he 
had a video that showed on the bottom of McGrath Road what they were doing 
with subgrade roads and paths in Fairbanks. Mr. Netardus stated that if there was 
permafrost or a large amount of high fines but when there was a really poor 
subgrade the path would start falling off and have those longitudinal cracks and 
DOT Maintenance & Operations would come in and put a patch in to bring it back 
up. Mr. Netardus stated that he also had a lot of comments about when DOT 
decided to come out and repair cracks like this.  
 

Dr. Belz commented that he thought a lot of those cracks had to do with the use of 
motorized vehicles on or near non-motorized paths that were not meant to carry 
significant loads. Dr. Belz that the fact that they had discontinuous permafrost in 
Fairbanks probably contributed to the longevity of the paths but the way in which 
the wheel paths of an ATV removed the material that provided lateral stabilization 
to the pavement caused the longitudinal cracks and asked Mr. Netardus if, in his 
opinion, some of that damage was caused by the use of motorized vehicles on the 
paths. 
 

Mr. Netardus stated that Dr. Belz was correct and that there were extreme versions 
of that on the Hurst Road with the erosion and reduced shoulders on the bike path 
and the reduced amount of stability in the embankment for the separated path. 
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Dr. Belz asked Mr. Netardus if the current state regulation about use of ATVs next 
to a road that said they had to be at least 3-ft. off the road and whether that 3-ft. 
regulation was a means to protect the structural integrity of the roadway. 
 

Mr. Netardus explained that he could not comment on the intent of that law, but the 
3-ft. would help with the maintenance of the bikepaths and roadways if they were 
off far enough. Mr. Netardus explained that after speaking with Fairbanks 
Maintenance & Operations Superintendent they explained that they did not have a 
way to keep those vehicles off the paths or edges of the path and that needed to 
be a bigger campaign to educate people or have law enforcement enforce those 
laws to keep people off the paths. 
 

Mr. Zervos stated that they should have put that issue about the use of those trails 
in their letter to the police department. Mr. Zervos asked Mr. Netardus what the 
useable life expectancy was for those paths when they were put in new. 
 

Mr. Netardus explained that the paths were designed to a lower standard than the 
roadway itself. Mr. Netardus explained that the roads had a stronger structural 
section and more layers of pavement whereas the bike paths were designed to last 
the same length of time as the road which was between 5-25 years. Mr. Netardus 
explained that a lot of times they put down a thinner layer of asphalt material and 
less embankment material on a path because it carried less loads than the 
roadway. Mr. Netardus explained that M&O preferred an attached path and they 
generally built it with a thicker typical section which made them last longer and they 
could be maintained more easily using Preventive Maintenance or PM funds 
because they were part of the road rather than a separated path. 
 

Mr. Netardus explained that he spoke with M&O and they liked the widened 
shoulders in terms of installation and being easier to maintain but, in general, there 
was no systemic plan for maintaining or repairing these bikepaths. Mr. Netardus 
explained that the best way to get them repaired if you found a stretch that was 
dangerous was to call M&O with a picture to let them know and they would send 
someone out to inspect and see if it needed repair. Mr. Netardus explained that in 
202 M&O had $11.8 million in General Funds and in 2021 they had $7.2 million 
dollars which was about a third less than in prior years so the funding for repairs 
was thrown in with everything else M&O had to do including snow removal, pothole 
repair, etc. and they also had to prioritize those repairs. Mr. Netardus explained 
that the idea was that everything was not going to be an A+ roads and M &O tried 
to spread the funds out so that they had a lot of acceptable roads and bike paths 
and utilized that money appropriately. Mr. Netardus explained that when it was 
really bad, it could be fixed. 
 

Chena Pump: Nebula to Roland-Amherst to Palo Verde 
Mr. Stern explained that the first pictures were taken in 2019 and this project was 
completed last year and there were already longitudinal cracks in the same area of 
Amherst and Palo Verde as before. Mr. Stern commented that he wondered 
whether it was due to lack of oversight or inadequate compaction during 
construction but noted that the rest of the path from Amherst to Palo Verde was in 
excellent shape. 
 

Mr. Netardus explained that it was super helpful when they knew where the 
problem areas were so they could pay more attention to that area during the 
design process. Mr. Netardus explained that it could be a weak subgrade or 
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possibly an issue when they paved it during construction, but it looked like there 
was plenty of shoulder there for lateral stability. Mr. Netardus explained that if they 
could identify issues in a path before it went to a project and look at it more closely, 
they could account for that in design better and hopefully avoid those issues when 
it went to construction. Mr. Netardus explained that perhaps the subgrade in this 
area was in poorer condition. Mr. Netardus explained that since M&O was short of 
money, if they could get bike path repairs or little projects as part of a larger 
federally-funded project that the State paid about 9% match on, it was a lot 
cheaper and better for DOT, the State of Alaska, and they could get a lot more 
done. 
 

Farmers Loop Path 
Mr. Stern explained that this project was already nominated as a contingency 
project and discussion took place at the Technical Committee where Don Galligan 
had asked what kind of warranty the State got from the Contractor for that project. 
Mr. Stern explained that he believed the answer was one year. Mr. Stern explained 
that the issue here was that it was not clear if this would even be a warranty item if 
the scope and design of the project did not address the underlying problems with 
the roadbed, then it was not going to be the Contractor’s problem when this kind of 
damage happened. 
 

Mr. Netardus agreed with that and explained that with the warranty it would be 
hard to argue that a distress like this coming up very early on was fault of the 
Contractor that installed it. Mr. Netardus explained that something that extreme like 
the edge falling off was likely due to a poor subgrade or water being nearby and 
pinning that on a Contractor would not be fair. Mr. Netardus explained that things 
that were fair would be like expected things like transverse thermal cracking and 
have them come back and fill it later but that edge falling off was something that 
was hard to design for and he did not think it could be warrantied, but it could be 
repaired later on. 
 

Mr. Netardus explained that it was obviously something to do with the drain or the 
water and getting that away from the path was a good thing. Mr. Netardus 
explained that getting that erosion away from the path was the solution there. 
 

Davis Road Path 
Mr. Stern explained that most of the path was in decent shape but there was an 
area with longitudinal cracking east of the parking lot entrance that was about 
200 ft. long. Mr. Stern explained that it probably started out as a narrow 
longitudinal crack that over time got worse, water infiltrated the crack, probably 
eroded the roadbed, the asphalt shrunk and created a channel through there. 
Mr. Stern explained that this was a safety issue and they needed to figure out if 
there was some mechanism for getting just a couple hundred feet of path fixed. 
 

Mr. Netardus explained that in general, when they had a road project, they needed 
to include the bike path with the road project. Mr. Netardus explained in this 
instance this was his project, and they did not identify that distress going on 
because he was more focused on the road and did not think about it. Mr. Netardus 
explained that in the future they wanted to identify these types of issues when they 
were doing an adjacent road project so they could fix or repave the path as 
cheaply as possible and get the best bang for their buck. Mr. Netardus stated he 
was not sure what distress was going on with that longitudinal crack but it was a 

Page 8



October 28, 2021 
Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee Meeting 

 

8 

bad one and a bike could fall into it so it was unsafe so it might be a good 
candidate for repair to bring up with M&O to get fixed. 
 

Mr. Stern asked if this was something they could tap Federal money for. 
 

Mr. Netardus explained that they could tap Federal money on this, and FAST 
Planning had an Area Surface Upgrade Improvement Program they could put it 
under if they identified segments like this. 
 

Dr. Belz suggested that Ms. Lunsford could build them an Arc 123 Program app so 
that those of them that were using those paths could upload it and start mapping 
them and shared that data with FAST Planning and DOT on a regular basis with 
the hope that if an opportunity arose, they could get incorporated into or built into a 
project. 
 

Mr. Netardus explained that geo-referenced style data would be helpful to 
reference a specific area. 
 

Mr. Stern asked Mr. Netardus if DOT had a database for recording potholes. 
 

Mr. Netardus stated that Mr. Stern was correct but that was for potholes in the 
road, and he did not think they would be very exciting if we started uploading all 
that data to it. Mr. Netardus explained that M&O mentioned that a lot of this bike 
path maintenance was not something they could simply throw money at because 
of the staffing shortages at DOT so if there was a reference, they could use that 
would be helpful. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that he wanted Dr. Belz to let all his interns know that they needed 
to hire a summer intern to record and map all that data. 
 

Ms. Lunsford explained that she could build the app and give Dr. Belz access to it. 
 

Mr. Netardus explained that before they mapped it all out, they should also think 
about where they were going to get funding for all that. 
 

Birch Hill Path 
Mr. Stern explained that the path was in pretty good shape but had some 
transverse and longitudinal cracking but the path to the ski area was in good 
shape. 
 

Mr. Netardus explained that there were some distress spots in the pictures, but he 
did not think that M&O would put this at the top of their priority list, but they wanted 
to keep these areas in mind for future projects. 
 

Mr. Naibert explained that there was an area just north of Trax on the bike path 
that collected water in the spring when the snow melted and a lake formed right 
across the path.  
 

Mr. Naibert explained that if it was a temporary type of situation that only lasted a 
few days or a week but was not that hard to get around but seemed like there was 
a drainage issue that should be fixed at some point. Mr. Netardus explained that if 
it only happened for a day or week, they might not see it and that would be 
something that it would help if it was documented in some way. 
 

Hurst Road 
Mr. Stern explained that the path was several miles long and in good shape, in 
general, but the edges were the big problem. Mr. Stern explained that there was 
one area with a large pothole that was almost half the width of the path and that 
was the only significant damage he noted. Mr. Stern explained that the whole issue 
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of four-wheelers alongside the roadway was, in some cases, he thought dangerous 
because of the fall-off from the path was significant. 
 

Mr. Netardus agreed with Mr. Stern and stated that there was a lot of edge erosion 
going on that appeared to be mainly due to four-wheelers. Mr. Netardus explained 
that this was one of his first projects as a young designer. Mr. Netardus explained 
that they rebuilt the gravel shouldering and inevitably the four-wheelers tore it up 
right next to the path. Mr. Netardus explained that this went back to education and 
enforcement. Mr. Netardus explained that people needed to be aware not to drive 
within three feet of the path and they will if it was not enforced. Mr. Netardus 
explained that this was a candidate for talking to M&O about the safety in that 
area. Mr. Netardus explained that he did not think they had a bulletproof solution 
for this yet. Mr. Netardus explained that on the road you utilized a safety edge, and 
it was a 45-degree angle and that might just make it safer if you rolled off on a 
bike. Mr. Netardus explained that on Farmers Loop they put a bunch of Brown’s 
Hill Quarry rock on the path but that would be too costly. Mr. Netardus explained 
that there was a four-wheeler path right next to the path and he would argue that 
being on the path actually protected it a little bit more. Mr. Netardus explained that 
it was up to them and their letters and figuring out whether they could drive on that 
or not. 
 

Dr. Belz explained that under Dunleavy’s new law they could all just use the road. 
 

Mr. Netardus explained that it was hard to come up with a solution. 
 

Mr. Stern stated that it was not really a path solution and what justification you had 
for trying to fix it because it was more of a right-of-way issue he guessed. 
 

Chena Lakes Path 
Mr. Stern explained that the pictures illustrated what he characterized as a different 
level of repair efforts. Mr. Stern explained that he was surprised as he traversed 
this because there were a lot of repairs that had taken place. Mr. Stern noted that 
the transverse and longitudinal cracks had tar inserted into them to make sure that 
the water did not erode the path. Mr. Stern commented that in 5.5 miles of trail he 
only found two potholes out by the dam and the rest of the trail was in really good 
shape. Mr. Stern stated that as he guessed that this was a Borough-maintained 
path. Mr. Stern explained that there were some relatively narrow paved trails 
around the lake that had problems with root infestation. Mr. Stern explained that he 
did not know what the Borough had for a budget to address this but had 5.5 miles 
of asphalt, so it had to be somewhat significant. 
 

Mr. Netardus explained that this was a different entity in this instance, they were 
doing a great job taking care of and they must have a work force and pot of money 
to be able to be out there taking care of it. Mr. Netardus explained that for DOT to 
do that it would have to have some sort of pot of money allocated for bikepaths 
and shared use paths in DOT rights-of-way. 
 

Mr. Stern asked with the expansion of the MPO boundary if that meant this area 
would be more likely to have projects that could be nominated out there. 
 

Mr. Fox explained that Mr. Stern was correct. 
 

Plack Road Proposed Path 
Mr. Stern explained that he put this in here because he had seen reference to the 
Plack Road Trail but it was never clear what it meant. Mr. Stern explained that he 
discovered the last quarter mile of Plack Road to the east was gravel and that 
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made him wonder whether the project involved paving that. Mr. Stern explained 
that when you got to the actual end of Plack and got to where the trail was going to 
the lake that was 0.18 miles from there to the lake and was a very wide trail that 
was cutback. Mr. Stern explained that when you got to the lake and turned right or 
left, you got to the very narrow trails around the lake. Mr. Stern explained that the 
News-Miner was recently talking about the Capital Project Budget for the Borough 
and how the Borough had a project where they wanted to put a parking area at that 
entrance to the Park and possibly improve the trails all the way around the lake 
and asked Mr. Fox how the Plack Road FAST Planning project fit into that. 
 

Mr. Fox explained that the Chena Lakes Recreation area was not included in the 
FAST Planning Boundary but was added this year and the Governor signed off on 
that expansion. Mr. Fox explained that their original project was to pave Plack 
Road all the way to the Chena Lakes Recreational Facility. Mr. Fox explained that 
the Borough would ultimately like to see that as the new western entrance to the 
Chena Lakes Recreation Area. Mr. Fox explained that there was an idea proposed 
that the eastern section of Plack Road be improved, and a parking lot and trailhead 
established there. Mr. Fox explained that the wish was that the trails leading from 
there all the way around the lake would also be improved and possibly turned into 
an asphalt path. Mr. Fox explained that the Borough submitted a grant application 
to the Alaska Federal Lands Access Program called a FLAP Grant to begin the 
planning and public involvement effort for this project. Mr. Fox explained that one 
of the issues they should all be aware of was that the eastern end of Plack Road 
was in a residential area. Mr. Fox explained that if those improvements were made 
and this became an official entrance and trailhead to the Chena Lakes Recreation 
Area, there was going to be a lot more traffic going through that neighborhood so 
there needed to be a lot more planning and public involvement before design and 
construction funds were obligated for that project. Mr. Fox explained that between 
the Alaska Federal Lands Access Grant Program and FAST Planning they were 
looking at partnering with the Borough to try to move the project forward and start 
the conversation with area residents. 
 

Mr. Stern asked Mr. Fox about the plan for Nelson Road and whether the path was 
going to be all the way from Laurance Road to Plack Road so that people coming 
down the Hurst path would have the option of going into the Chena Lakes Area 
either via Laurance Road or Plack Road. 
 

Mr. Fox explained that was redoing Nelson Road was a separate project that  
had been nominated and scored with either a separated path or widened shoulder 
that would be continuous from Laurance Road all the way up to Plack Road to tie 
into this proposed new facility. Mr. Fox explained that this would be the north-south 
connector to get into and out of Chena Lakes. Mr. Fox explained that Nelson Road 
was a DOT road. Mr. Fox explained that DOT’s stance on some of the projects out 
in the North Pole area that provided non-motorized transportation was that they 
preferred a widened shoulder because they could commit to maintenance of that 
and if a separated path was built, they would not commit to maintaining it. Mr. Fox 
explained that for a separated path they were also looking at right-of-way issues 
and land acquisition and for the purpose of this project he thought that DOT was 
looking at widened shoulders for this path.  
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Mr. Netardus explained that Mr. Fox was correct. Mr. Netardus stated that Nelson 
Road had a narrow right-of-way and there were a lot of utilities and things going on 
out there so squeezing in a separated use path out there would be tough to do. 
 

9. Other Issues 
No other issues. 
 
 

10. Committee Member Comments 
 Mr. Zervos commented that he wanted to thank Mr. Sweeney for bringing the issue 

to them and for the responses that were received from DOT and the Borough. 
 Mr. Stern commented that for a future topic he thought it would be interesting to hear 

from the insurance industry about the issue of insuring ATVs and whether the 
coverage would ensure coverage for use on paths because there was an incident 
that had significant costs associated with it and it would be interesting to know what 
the situation was. 

 Dr. Belz commented that he shared Mr. Stern’s concerns with how that would extend 
to areas where motorized vehicles were not intended to be operated. 
 

11. Adjournment 
Motion to adjourn. (Zervos/Richardson). The meeting adjourned at 6:59 p.m. The next 
BPAC meeting is Thursday, November 18, 2021, 5-7 p.m. 
 
 
 
Approved:         Date:    

   Nathan Belz, Chair 
   Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee 
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Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee 
Meeting Minutes 

November 18, 2021 • 5:00 p.m. -7:00 p.m. 
By computer at www.fastplanning.us/keepup/zoom 

By telephone at: 1 (253) 215-8782 Meeting ID: 813-6600-5939 
 

1. Call to Order 
Dr. Nathan Belz, Chair, called the meeting to order at 5:00 p.m. 
 

2. Introduction of Members and Attendees 
  *Nathan Belz, Chair 
  *Jesse Coleman 
  *Carl Heim 
  *Travis Naibert 
  *Jim Richardson 
  *Peter Stern 
  *John Stowman 
  *Larry Zervos 
**Jackson Fox 
**Olivia Lunsford, Vice Chair 
**Deborah Todd 
   Don Galligan 
   Stan Justice 
   Beezy Bentzen 
 

   *BPAC Representative 
 **FAST Planning Staff 
 

3. Approval of the November 18, 2021 Agenda 
Motion: To approve the November 18, 2021 Agenda. (Stern/Stowman). 
Discussion: No discussion. 
Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

4. Approval of the September 30, 2021 Meeting Minutes 
Motion: To approve the October 28, 2021 Meeting Minutes. (Richardson/Stowman). 
 

Amendment to the Motion: To postpone approval of the October 28, 2021 meeting 
minutes to the December 16, 2021 meeting to allow for revisions to Sections 8a and 8b 
and to provide more detail as to what took place at the meeting. (Stern/Zervos). 
 

Discussion: Mr. Stern commented that he felt the topics deserved more detail in the 
minutes because they spent quite a bit of time at various meetings on the crosswalk 
issue and there was important material that Carl Heim and John Netardus brought up 
that needed to be reflected better in the minutes. 
 

Dr. Belz commented that Mr. Stern probably saw Mr. Fox’s response that it was 
standard practice for non-action items to provide summaries that were shorter and less 
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detailed in the meeting minutes but if it was the feeling of the Committee, then they 
should certainly do that. 
 

Mr. Stern stated that he felt that there should be more detailed and the issues that Mr. 
Heim and Mr. Netardus brought up should be in the minutes. 
 

Dr. Belz asked Mr. Stern if a bulleted list of each of the locations discussed and the 
highlights for each location were included the minutes. 
 

Mr. Stern commented that was acceptable to him. 
 

Vote on Amended Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

Amended Motion: To postpone approval of the October 28, 2021 meeting minutes to 
allow revisions to Sections 8a and 8b of the meeting minutes to the December 16, 2021 
meeting to provide more detail as to what took place at the meeting. 
 

Vote on Motion as Amended: None opposed. Approved. 
 

5. Staff /Working Group/Chair Reports 
Mr. Fox provided the following updates: 

 The letter the BPAC wrote regarding safety and enforcement concerns about 
motorized vehicles on non-motorized paths was approved by the Technical 
Committee and Policy Board. The letter was signed by Dr. Belz as Chair and 
then forwarded via email to the four enforcement offices. 

Mr. Stern thanked FAST Planning staff for the work they did on the Maintenance Forum 
and thought they did a remarkable job. Mr. Stern commented that he thought it was a 
successful and well attended event. 
 

Mr. Fox thanked Mr. Stern and explained that it was a success and 50 people attended 
both in person and/or via Zoom. Mr. Fox explained that there was a good lineup of 
presentations and this year there were two new presentations: one by REI regarding 
bicycle winter biking maintenance and safety as well as the School District about issues 
with snow removal at bus stops and how snow removal at the schools was scheduled 
and prioritized. 
 

Mr. Richardson asked Mr. Fox if the City Council had received the letter since the City 
Council had approved the Ordinance. 
 

Mr. Fox clarified that they had not approved that Ordinance. Mr. Fox explained that 
Ordinances had to go through two meetings and at the first meeting the Ordinance was 
amended to prohibit all purpose vehicles from operating on all public roadways within 
City limits and that would go to the November 22, 2021 City Council meeting for a vote. 
 

Dr. Belz explained that Chief Chambers of the City Fire Department and Chief Dupee of 
Fairbanks Police Department were also present at that meeting and expressed concern 
about allowing off-highway vehicles on the roads and could not support an Ordinance 
that allowed that. Dr. Belz clarified that BPAC members could not speak on behalf of 
BPAC but could comment as Fairbanks residents. 
 

Mr. Stern explained that there was at least one other amendment that Councilman 
Cleworth was working on to the Ordinance so there had been some changes to that 
Ordinance, but the focus was still the same. 
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6. Public Comment Period:  
 

Stan Justice thanked them all for serving. Mr. Justice commented that at the last 
meeting he brought up the electrical equipment at the intersection of Yankovich Road 
and Ballaine Road and was happy to report that Mr. Rex Young of the Permitting 
Division had noticed that they had not followed directions and put it to close to the 
property line, so he told them to fix it. Mr. Justice explained that they were able to move 
all the equipment to the back side which cleared the path, and the problem was solved. 
Mr. Justice commented that it occurred to him, that the Contractor had said that it did 
not look like a trail to him. Mr. Justice commented that if the trail could be made to look 
like a trail, they would not have this problem. Mr. Justice explained that he would like to 
see some D-1 spread on it and compacted, and maybe some stop signs where it 
crossed Fairway Drive in two places that got sheared off years ago where they used to 
be, so it looked like something instead of just a weird hole in the ditch. 
 

Dr. Belz thanked Mr. Justice for bringing that to their attention and for continuing to be 
an advocate for non-motorized users and recreators in the Fairbanks area. Dr. Belz 
commented that he was not sure who the appropriate entity was to address that issue. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that he thought a request could be made to DOT Maintenance next 
summer to spread some D-1 or riprap out there and get some signs fixed that were 
sheared off, but it did not seem like a thing that needed to be on the project list. 
 

Dr. Belz stated that he would put it on his list to reach out to Mr. Schacher about that. 
 

7. Old Business 
No old business. 
 

8. New Business 
a. Right Turn Lane Design Considerations at Crosswalk Locations 

Mr. Fox explained that this topic for the issue with right-turn lanes at crosswalk 
locations including the pedestrian refuges that looked like pork chops was brought 
up by Mr. Richardson. Mr. Fox explained some information was relayed back to 
them from Dr. Belz and Mr. Heim. Mr. Fox explained that he forwarded 
Mr. Richardson’s email request to them and in response to that Dr. Belz had 
provided an excerpt from the MUTCD. Mr. Fox explained that as the group 
discussed it, they were free to establish a working group to look at the letter and/or 
an informational packet for designers to look at. Mr. Fox commented that he hoped 
they came up with some ideas for how FAST Planning could help. 
 

Dr. Belz explained that the configuration he presented came directly from the 
MUTCD. Dr. Belz explained that the left most lane in that configuration got set 
back to accommodate the larger turn radii for large vehicles. Dr. Belz explained 
that there was an island bump out feature that the truck still had to go wide to 
access that left turn lane. Dr. Belz explained that recessing crosswalks altogether 
would be another option. Dr. Belz used the example of the 
Geist/University/Johansen where you now had two left lanes, two thru lanes, and a 
righthand turn lane. Dr. Belz explained that it did not address the issue of stopping 
in the crosswalk. Dr. Belz explained that he could not find anything exactly like 
what Mr. Richardson or Mr. Heim had but it seemed to him that it was similar 
enough to the other situations that maybe it would be suitable as part of the 
experimental features pot of money. 
 

Mr. Heim stated that he found some graphics of different features and thought it 
would almost have to be applied to a new intersection or reconstruction of an 
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intersection. Mr. Heim commented that he just wondered if people would obey the 
new stop bar. Mr. Heim stated that they if they were doing a reconstruction, it 
would be something they could put a sign out there that said, “Stop Here on Red”, 
but it would be covered in snow and if you pulled everything back, you would not 
be able to see. Mr. Heim stated that they had rebuilt intersections but did not know 
where that would apply, and you had to have enforcement for it. 
 

Dr. Belz stated that if they were to do something, it would be a nice experimental 
features project. Dr. Belz explained that that they could spend six months to a year 
looking at compliance with the stop bar feature and then another six months to a 
year to see if seasonal conditions made a difference and how it affected the rest of 
the geometrics, meaning that the intersection was designed to queue so many 
vehicles so if they bumped it back a car length, it could potentially pose other 
issues further upstream of the intersection. 
 

Mr. Heim stated that you would have to go out and look at it. Mr. Heim stated that 
he would worry about the sight distance out there. Mr. Heim stated that the queues 
were okay, but could you see around trees, the fences and were signal poles in the 
way or something like that. Mr. Heim stated that he thought this was something 
that designers were aware of but did not do it that often because they hardly ever 
rebuilt intersections and all the things that got built up around the intersections. 
 

Mr. Stern commented that he did not know whether Pam Golden of DOT would get 
involved in a discussion on this, but thought it was worth doing. Mr. Stern stated 
that two intersections that he ran into problems with all the time were Airport and 
Peger and Danby and Johansen, specifically the southbound right turn lane on 
Danby. Mr. Stern explained that it made it very difficult to see the oncoming traffic 
when a huge pickup truck was sitting in the lane next to you. Mr. Stern commented 
that the same situation occurred southbound on Peger Road when you were going 
to go make a right turn to go west on Airport Road with the vehicles that were 
creeping into the crosswalk, it made it hard to see pedestrians and westbound 
traffic on Airport Way. Mr. Stern stated that he thought it was something that he 
thought it was something that should be looked at or why it could not be 
considered for a test situation or future intersection design. 
 

Ms. Coleman commented that she was kind of in agreement with Mr. Heim that 
people did not stop at the stop bar even when there was no snow covering it. 
Ms. Coleman commented that she wondered if that was something that DOT had 
ever done or could do that had signs mounted up near the signal as they came to 
the intersection. Ms. Coleman commented that she had seen these signs before 
but did not know if she had ever seen them on the horizontal bar that the signals 
were mounted on. 
 

Mr. Heim stated that he did not know and thought that maybe in some of the bigger 
cities he had seen that, but not in Fairbanks. Mr. Heim commented that they had 
the pedestrian crossing signs. Mr. Heim explained that he could look into that and 
see but they did not have that many signs in Fairbanks on the signal poles and it 
was hard to get a sign up there that you could see. 
 

Dr. Belz stated that he had seen signs mounted to the right of the lane either by 
the sidewalk or where the pedestrian actuation button was in all kinds of different 
form. Dr. Belz explained that some were larger but the problem with signage was 
that people ignored signs and if you could do it with physical features, that was 
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always better. Dr. Belz commented that if they could paint it but that did not do a 
lot, particularly in the winter when it was covered with snow. 
 

Mr. Heim stated that he guessed they could do that in the median and put a “stop 
here on red” sign and that would probably work but people were always going to 
creep up over the crosswalk. Mr. Heim commented that he thought it was a great 
idea. Mr. Heim commented that they could maybe do one on Barnette or redo the 
one by the library. Mr. Heim stated that he had been talking to Pam Golden about it 
and she supported it but did not know how they would support a stopbar location. 
 

Mr. Naibert commented that wanted to echo what Mr. Stern said about the Danby 
and Peger intersections of the Johansen being difficult to deal with. Mr. Naibert 
explained that anytime you had a mixed-use path, like the bike path along the 
Johansen, and you had a road coming in those would be the prime candidates for 
setting the stop bars back and painting the space between the stop bar and the 
crosswalk like a big yellow box or some other kind of box. Mr. Naibert commented 
that a white paint stop bar was easy to creep, but if you had a big, bright different-
colored box between the stop bar and crosswalk, he thought that would really get 
peoples’ attention. Mr. Naibert commented that they would have to do it in May, so 
people saw it all summer before the winter. Mr. Naibert explained that he did quite 
a bit of biking where he had to stop at a crosswalk and had to push the button and 
wait for the white walk signal. Mr. Naibert commented that he always wondered 
why when the white signal came on and he was allowed to go across the 
crosswalk, why another light did not come on perpendicular to the crosswalk to tell 
cars that there was a person in the crosswalk. 
 

Dr. Belz stated that he did not have an answer for Mr. Naibert on the second 
question.  
 

Mr. Naibert commented that might be something else to research whether it was 
done in other places or not, but he had never seen it. 
 

Dr. Belz explained that Mr. Naibert’s comment about having a different colored box 
was that the design agencies were constrained about the color they used on 
uniformed traffic control devices and could not have a stop bar in any color than 
white to his knowledge. Dr. Belz explained that he thought the only other color that 
was allowed to be used when painting a box was a bike box where you had a bike 
lane on the right that was painted green, and you had an area in front of where the 
vehicles were intended to stop that was also painted green to give them a jump 
when the light turned green. 
 

Mr. Naibert stated that they might want to consider doing that at intersections, both 
for bikes but also to have more space, so pedestrians were not getting crept up on 
when they were in the crosswalk. 
 

Dr. Belz commented that you could only use that if there was an on-street painted 
designated bike lane on the road. 
 

Mr. Naibert commented (jokingly) that now that they were approved for sharrows 
they could just put sharrows on every right lane in the entire city and they could put 
bike boxes on every intersection. 
 

Dr. Belz commented that they would have to look at the MUTCD. 
 

Mr. Naibert explained that was more of a tongue-in-cheek comment. 
 

Mr. Stern commented that the “right on red” was a big problem, especially when 
you were dealing with a flashing yellow turn arrow, going back to Peger and Airport 
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but it also applied to intersections like Illinois and College. Mr. Stern explained that 
when vehicles were in that right-hand lane, they were not really looking for 
pedestrians, especially if you were standing right next to them waiting to get into 
that crosswalk as soon as the indicator showed white. Mr. Stern explained that he 
did not know what they could do about that, but it was a major problem for drivers 
that were not paying attention to pedestrians or bicyclists waiting to use the 
crosswalk and they were focused on oncoming traffic instead to complete their 
right turn. Mr. Stern commented that when that flashing yellow turn arrow was 
there, he thought they assumed they were good to go. 
 

Mr. Heim asked Mr. Stern for clarification about the right on red off Airport and 
going on to Peger and thought he was missing 
 

Mr. Stern clarified that he was talking about the flashing yellow left turn off Airport 
Road, or the left turn off eastbound traffic on College, and the right turn lane would 
be the southbound lanes on Illinois or on Peger waiting to turn on to Airport. 
 

Mr. Heim explained that you had the turning traffic and right on red and those were 
typical scenarios there. 
 

Mr. Naibert asked what the harm would be of putting a speedbump in the right turn 
lane other than people would get upset about it and it would make it a little harder 
to plow. 
 

Dr. Belz clarified that this was not an action item. Dr. Belz explained that the 
discussion was whether they wanted to form a working group to look into this 
further and draft a letter to DOT that this was worthwhile to consider if they were 
looking to construct it on intersections in the future. Dr. Belz explained that he did 
not want to spend a lot of time talking about it this evening, so the option on the 
table was that they were considering having this as a separate working group. 
 

Ms. Benson commented that she was a relatively new resident in Fairbanks, and 
explained that she had been involved a lot in traffic control devices. Ms. Benson 
explained that her professional expertise was in human factors research and 
making the built environment more accessible to people with visual disabilities. 
Ms. Benson explained that in that connection, she sat on the Signal Technical 
Committee of the National Committee on Uniform Traffic Control Devices and 
thought it would be interesting since she was now in Fairbanks to get involved in 
some of the issues here. Ms. Benson commented that she was not sure whether 
they had made any use of “leading pedestrian interval signalization” in Fairbanks. 
Ms. Benson commented that it occurred to her that was a possible consideration 
that did not involve reconstruction.  
 

Dr. Belz asked Mr. Heim if he had any working knowledge on that. 
 

Mr. Heim asked Ms. Benson to repeat her question. 
 

Ms. Benson explained that she wondered whether they had used leading 
pedestrian interval signalization in which pedestrians were typically given a four-
second head start before the streets parallel to the crosswalk got the green ball 
signal. 
 

Mr. Heim stated that they did not do that in Fairbanks to his knowledge. 
 

Ms. Benson stated that had proven to reduce pedestrian crash rates quite 
remarkably and just required them to change the signal timing. Ms. Benson 
commented that from her past research for people with visual impairments, was 
that it put blind people at a disadvantage because without an acceptable 
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pedestrian signal, they were not aware of when the pedestrian interval began so 
that could set up a conflict for them. Ms. Benson stated that the research on the 
leading pedestrian interval signalization and the reduction in crash rates at right 
turns was quite remarkable. 
 

Mr. Heim explained that he had heard of it but had not done it in Fairbanks. 
Mr. Heim commented that it looked like it had about a 13% reduction in 
pedestrian/vehicle crashes on the FHWA website. Mr. Heim explained that they 
recently retimed all the intersections to drop the crossing speeds to give everyone 
an additional seven seconds, so adding that to it would probably help. 
 

Ms. Benson stated that it certainly seemed a like a signalization treatment could be 
considered as well as or instead of a geometric solution that did not require a great 
deal of reconstruction. 
 

Dr. Belz asked for volunteers to serve on the working group and Jim Richardson, 
Peter Stern, John Stowman, Carl Heim, and Beezy Benson volunteered as a 
member of the public. 
 

b. Project Nomination – Davis Road Path (Action Item) 
 Consideration of Nominating the Path along Davis Road to the FAST 

Planning Improvement Program 
Mr. Fox explained that the meeting packet contained photos that they were shown 
at the previous BPAC meeting. Mr. Fox explained that the BPAC looked at various 
path locations in Fairbanks and North Pole with maintenance issues. Mr. Fox 
explained that the BPAC would be considering nomination of a section of the path 
on Davis Road to the FAST Improvement Program for resurfacing in a future year. 
Mr. Fox explained that he wanted clarification of the start and end as to what 
portion of the path should be focused on. Mr. Fox noted that on one portion of the 
path there was a significant failure with a longitudinal crack down the middle that 
was accepting water and deteriorating rapidly. Mr. Fox stated that he assumed that 
was the section of path they all wanted to focus on but Mr. Stern, who had been 
out there and took the photos, could clarify that. Mr. Fox noted that prior to putting 
this item on the agenda he spoke with John Netardus of DOT about the Davis 
Road Path and in his opinion, there was really no segment of path that was too 
short or too long on Davis Road to nominate. Mr. Fox stated that if they just wanted 
to nominate a spot repair for 100-200 feet of this path, that could be done or if they 
wanted to nominate a larger stretch between Lathrop Street and Peger Road and 
could be done also. Mr. Fox explained that if they focused their efforts on a shorter 
section of path, it had much higher likelihood to be funded in an earlier year rather 
than later. 
 

Mr. Stern explained that the discussion Mr. Netardus made on this presentation 
was intriguing because he talked about trying to marry path reconstruction projects 
with road reconstruction projects and they had completely missed on this one so 
the likelihood of it in the future was low unless it was treated as a standalone 
project. Mr. Stern commented that most of the path was in good shape, and it was 
only the parking lot east of Davis Road that was the problem. Mr. Stern explained 
that his intention would be that this would be a mill and pave between Lathrop 
Street and the Peger Road parking lot which was about a 250-foot area that really 
needed attention. 
 

Public Comment: No public comment. 
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Motion: To nominate Davis Road path [to the FAST Improvement Program] for 
repairs/reconstruction for the section east of the parking lot entrance to the soccer 
field eastward toward Lathrop Street. (Stern/Stowman). 
 

Discussion: Mr. Stern commented that the whole issue of the size of some of 
these projects was tricky especially when prioritizing these paths. Mr. Stern 
explained that having the ability to have not only major reconstructions of long 
sections of path but when they had significant damage like this, being able to 
nominate shorter projects for repair allowed flexibility in the funding. 
 

Dr. Belz asked if depending on the nature of the repairs and the cost to mobilize 
out to a particular location, if 200 yards was too short and wondered if we made it 
too small if that was problematic. 
 

Mr. Fox clarified that the way that they bid these projects was in bundles so looking 
forward to a future year in the FAST Improvement Program it would be part of a 
project bundle and the locations of the individual projects could be spread out 
between Fairbanks and North Pole. Mr. Fox stated that when he spoke to 
Mr. Netardus, he said that those could be issued as a single bid package. 
Mr. Netardus would put together a detailed cost estimate for this short section and 
then ask DOT Maintenance if they wanted include this in their Preventative 
Maintenance Program this summer or put it out to a contractor in one of the project 
bundles. Mr. Fox noted that it was very important that the BPAC nominate this 
project via a motion, not worry about where the funding was going to come from, 
and then he would sort it out from there. 
 

Dr. Belz commented that thinking back to all the other projects that Mr. Stern had 
brought to the Committee and looking at the pictures on the screen those holes 
were large enough to swallow an entire bicycle. 
 

Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

c. Prioritization of Non-Motorized Projects 
Mr. Fox explained that Don Galligan of the Borough suggested this item be on the 
agenda. Mr. Fox explained that if they had a list of the high priority projects in the 
Non-Motorized Plan when they worked on the MTP Update that would be optimal. 
Mr. Fox explained that they would also be drafting the new funding plan and could 
show the funding of the priority projects that would be moving forward to 
construction. Mr. Fox explained that the BPAC had nominated several paths to 
them and with all those path nominations they would like to know, as they 
considered funding, what the order of priority was for those projects. Mr. Fox stated 
that the intent was to list this as an action item for the December meeting and 
come up with a process to prioritize them. Mr. Fox explained that he could create a 
PowerPoint presentation for each project that showed the title, scope, a picture of 
the project, and explained what the project entailed. Mr. Fox explained that the 
BPAC could then rank those projects in order of importance and the scores could 
be averaged out. Mr. Fox explained that he would open it up to discussion for 
ideas from the BPAC as to what they would like this process to look like. 
 

Dr. Belz asked Mr. Fox if the nominations they made right now should be ranked 
separately. 
 

Mr. Fox explained that they had to sort out what category to put the projects in 
whether they were reconstruction or just simple mill and pave that did not require 
design work and they could get them out quickly. 
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Dr. Belz liked the idea of building slides and offered his services to put together a 
Google Forum or survey so they could quickly tally them up and put them in a 
spreadsheet. 
 

Mr. Stern asked if in the high priority list of the Non-Motorized Plan was the 
intention that those types of projects ended up in the TIP to be separately funded 
since some of them ended up being large projects and when they looked at the 
Contingency List was the intention that those types of projects ended up in the 
Service Improvement Program or stood alone and were subject to contingency 
money that may or may not happen from year to year. 
 

Mr. Fox explained that the intention was for the projects listed in the TIP was that 
they could cherry pick the top three projects that would be included in the TIP as 
standalone projects. Mr. Fox explained that most of these projects on the list were 
over one million dollars so they were standalone projects, but the smaller projects 
would be bundled and a few of them were already on the Contingency List if funds 
were available in 2022 to get them to construction. Mr. Fox stated that he would 
like to take Items 3-11 and put them in order for 2023 and 2024. 
 

Mr. Stern asked if that if the projects that ended up in the FAST Improvement 
Program, and 20 percent of the amount was devoted to sidewalks and paths so did 
that put those types of projects Path Improvement Program. 
 

Mr. Fox explained that Mr. Stern was correct and if they had $200,000 available for 
projects like that, they should nominate the $85,000 projects as contingency 
projects in case additional funds were available. Mr. Fox explained that he would 
like a reality check on both lists to tell FAST Planning what they should focus their 
attention on and which ones they should reserve for a future year. 
 

Mr. Stern stated that the thought the nomination that was listed in the Non-
Motorized Plan incorporated that area that was in bad shape between the river and 
Geist. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that he saw that on some other projects in there and they needed to 
take out the overlaps and straighten out the two lists so they could change the 
scope and length for some of those projects to prevent those conflicts. 
 

Mr. Zervos stated that he liked the way they made the decisions and ranking when 
they worked on the sidewalk winter maintenance schedule. Mr. Zervos explained 
that they had decided on different factors and weighted them. Mr. Zervos explained 
that if there some subjective factors they could assign that would be helpful. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that they could take that route as opposed to the more subjective 
process he previously described. 
 

Dr. Belz stated that if they could take a little bit of both and rank them, he thought 
those could be a different component where objective measures got assigned a 
weight and subjective measures got assigned a different weight and then they 
added them together. Dr. Belz explained that they could get that together for the 
December meeting and score them and then prioritize them at the January 
meeting. 
 

9. Other Issues 
Mr. Richardson asked if anyone was maintaining the bridge over the river and the path 
to the Railroad area.  
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Mr. Stern explained that usually that path did not get maintenance, but it looked like 
someone had plowed that as of the week before, but the Chena Landings Loop path 
was not plowed. 
 

Dr. Belz asked Mr. Fox about the issue brought up at the last City Council Meeting 
about the Lacey Street redesign. Dr. Belz explained that he was curious about whether 
they were closing Lacey Street and turning it into a pedestrian-only thoroughfare/park. 
 

Mr. Fox clarified that the comments that Mr. Cleworth made at that meeting were related 
to the Work Session with the Engineering Department at the City where Bob Pristash 
was presenting his budget for 2022 and he misspoke that the funding for Lacey Street 
had been pulled out of our TIP and that was incorrect. Mr. Fox explained that Barnette 
Street Project was removed because the cost was beyond what FAST Planning could 
fund and not Lacey Street because of the project cost. Mr. Fox explained that Lacey 
Street was in our funding document, and we did not have a designated design start date 
but anticipated with development of the TIP, a design start would be issued in either 
2022 or 2023. Mr. Fox explained that there were a series of six Stakeholder Group 
meetings for Lacey Street, and all the meeting materials were was on the website. 
Mr. Fox explained that there seemed to be consensus on keeping Lacey Street in the 
same configuration between 1st and 5th Avenues. Mr. Fox explained that between 5th 
and 12th Avenues there was a lot of support for making that as bicycle/pedestrian 
corridor. Mr. Fox explained that there was support for potentially closing some of those 
parks for a linear park downtown or converting that to a one-lane, one-way due to the 
low traffic count in that area since Cushman, Barnette, and Noble Streets were the north 
south conduits there. Mr. Fox explained that they would initiate a design start in the next 
year or two and continue that conversation with the public. Mr. Fox explained that they 
received a $25,000 Grant from Bloomberg Philanthropies to paint those design 
concepts on the roadway between 10th and 12th Avenues so the public could see what 
those features might look like. 
 

Mr. Richardson commented that he did not know if the hospital should be contacted for 
that area because they were planning to do an expansion in that area and were dealing 
with Fountainhead Development. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that they were aware of that and had tried to contact Tim Cerny, who 
owned all that property out there, but he had not responded. Mr. Fox stated that it might 
be of benefit to the hospital to have a quiet bike/pedestrian corridor considering it was 
adjacent to Noble Street, but they might or might not like that. 
 

Mr. Zervos asked what was going to happen in the area between 12th Avenue and the 
Co-Op. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that the Co-op had been very engaged and in contact with them. Mr. Fox 
explained that were involved in the meetings, were very engaged and excited. Mr. Fox 
stated that they would like to see that as a grand entrance to that and were very much 
in support of narrowing it down to a one-way, one-lane road and very much looking 
forward to this project and the change to the roadway from what we see today. 
 

10. Committee Member Comments 
 Mr. Stern reminded BPAC that the State DOT had an Open House going on for the 

Old Steese Reconstruction Project and had a map that showed the areas that would 
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November 18, 2021 
Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee Meeting 

11 

be changed and unfortunately there would not be a bike lane but there would be 
widened shoulders, and you could submit your comments to the Engineers. 

 Mr. Stowman thanked all the staff that helped get the letter out to law enforcement 
so promptly and said he appreciated that. 

 Dr. Belz commented that he much appreciated Mr. Fox, Ms. Lunsford, and Ms. Todd 
for supporting them. 

 Mr. Stowman commented that a body like this was not necessarily a very smooth 
process so having all the work done like this was helpful. 

 Dr. Belz commented that it was November, so put your headlights on and start 
wearing your reflective gear and be seen and be safe out there. 
 

11. Adjournment 
Motion to adjourn. (Zervos/Stern). The meeting adjourned at 6:41 p.m. The next BPAC 
meeting is Thursday, December 16, 2021, 5-7 p.m. 
 
 
 
Approved:         Date:    

   Nathan Belz, Chair 
   Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee 
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bottom extrusion. Snap frame
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to hold a temporary insert
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Non-motorized Projects to be Prioritized January 24, 2022

Non-motorized Project Nominations to FAST Improvement Program (not in priority order)

1 2nd Avenue Dog Park Access road and path
2 Phillips Field Road Path Cul-de-sac to Peger Road
3 Chena Landing Loop Path Chena River foot bridge to Chena Landings Loop Road
4 Mitchell Expressway Path Geist to Loftus to Steelhead Road 
5 Farmer's Loop Extension Path 
6 Steese Highway Path Johansen Expy to Trainor Gate Road
7 8th Avenue Path St Nicholas Drive to Blanket Blvd 
8 Geist Path South Side Fairbanks Street to Parks Highway
9 Farmers Loop Path Taku Drive to Ballaine Road
10 Danby Road Area Paths Evergreen Street to Anne Wein Elem & Randy Smith Middle Schools
11 Davis Road Path Soccer field parking lot entrance east to Lathrop Street

High Priority Projects in Recently Updated Non-Motorized Plan (not in priority order)

1 5th Avenue ADA Improvements North Pole, ADA upgrades to provide access to park on 5th Avenue
2 Van Horn Road Bicycle Facility Improvements Separated bicycle facilities on Van Horn Rd between Peger Rd and S Cushman St
3 Clay Street Bicycle Facilities New continuous connection between 10th Ave, Steese Hwy, and Wendell Ave
4 Bike Lane Signing & Striping Fairbanks City streets, multiple streets, base bike lane network
5 Airport Way Frontage Road Conversion Conversion of frontage roads to non-motorized paths
6 College Road Pedestrian Crossings Farmer's Market, Creamer's Field, and other locations to be identified
7 Parks Highway Path Rehabilitation Chena River to Goldhill Road
8 Old Steese Hwy/Johansen Expy Signs Install guide signs to direct northbound non-motorized user to Johansen Expy path
9 South Cushman Street Crossing improvements at Van Horn Rd and Mitchell Expy
10 Van Horn Rd/University Ave/Peger Rd Install seperated bicycle facilities to provide complete connection in South Fairbanks
11 Geist Road Sidewalk Safety Improvements Safety improvements for path on south side of Geist Road
12 Lathrop Street Bicycle Facilities New non-motorized connection from Davis Road to Tanana Lakes Recreation Area
13 College Road Safety & Access Improvements Reconfigure College Road (University Ave to Johansen Expy) to improve safety and

access management and add bike lanes, bus pullouts, and pedestrian crossings

Page 34



Winter Maintenance Priority Scoring Criteria for Sidewalks/Paths  (July 2021)

Category Weight Description

Transit  4 High ridership route, dense # of stops (blue, red, & purple lines)

3 Moderate/low ridership, less dense # of stops

Schools 2 Direct access

1 Secondary/side street access

Medical Facilities 3 Direct access ‐ hopsitals/major clinics

2 Direct access ‐ other

1 Secondary/side street access

Social Services 2 Direct access

1 Secondary/side street access

Senior Centers, Housing 2 Direct access

1 Secondary/side street access

Low Income Housing 2 Direct access

1 Secondary/side street access

Apartments 2 Direct access

1 Secondary/side street access

Hotels 2 Direct access

1 Secondary/side street access

Tourism 2 Direct access

1 Secondary/side street access

Land Use  3 Highly interactive mix

2 Moderate mix

Low Income, Minority, Senior Populations 3 High

2 Moderate

Walking, Biking Use 3 High

2 Moderate 
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FAST Planning TIP Project Scoring Criteria

Project Name:

Scorer Name:

Criteria  Weight Total Points

GENERAL ‐ ALL PROJECTS

SAFETY Rate 0‐3

Project addresses a high accident location 5 0

Project improves safety for users 4 0

Project addresses a geometric deficiency 3 0

Project reduces modal conflicts 2 0

Project has a history of safety complaints 1 0

PUBLIC SUPPORT Rate 0‐3

Is included in an approved Plan 4 0

Has a resolution of support from local government 3 0

Has letters of support or petition 2 0

Has documented public comments 1 0

MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS Rate 0‐3

Project reduces summer maintenance effort 2 0

Project reduces winter maintenance effort 2 0

Lowers operational costs 2 0

SYSTEM PRESERVATION Choose One

30 + Year Lifespan 4 0

15‐29 Year Lifespan 3 0

10‐14 Year Lifespan 2 0

Extends Life 5‐9 years 1 0

CONNECTIVITY Rate 0‐3

Provides a connection to an essential service 5 0

Serves a low income/minority population 4 0

Addresses a gap in the transportation network 3 0

Project serves a school, church or recreational facility 2 0

Project serves a business or industrial district 1 0

ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION Rate 0‐3

Project will improve air quality 2 0

Project will improve water quality 2 0

PROJECT READINESS Rate 0‐3

Project‐specific planning/traffic study completed 4 0

Preliminary engineering work has started 3 0

Environmental research initiated 2 0

Matching funds have been identified and/or secured 1 0

Coordination with utility companies initiated 1 0

LAND USE Rate 0‐3

Is consitent with the Regional Comprehensive Plan 1 0

Is consistent with current land use 1 0

Is consistent with expected future land use 1 0

Points Possible: 196

When scoring a "Rate 0‐3" use the range to select how much the criteria is addressed.

0= is not addressed, 1= slightly addressed, 2= moderately addressed, 3= fully addressed

When scoring a "Choose One" place a "1" in the box that the criteria is met and a "0" in the rest.
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FAST Planning TIP Project Scoring Criteria

Criteria  Weight Total Points

ROAD/MULTIMODAL PROJECTS 

AVERAGE ANNUAL DAILY TRAFFIC Choose One

10,000 +  4 0

5,000 ‐ 9,999 3 0

1,000‐4,999 2 0

0‐999 1 0

IMPROVEMENTS Rate 0‐3

Will upgrade/add non‐motorized facilities 4 0

Will have minor/no permanent ROW acquisition 2 0

Will improve drainage 2 0

Provides upgrades to signing/striping/signals 1 0

Incorporates Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) 1 0

Will improve LOS/reduce traffic congestion 1 0

NON‐MOTORIZED PROJECTS ‐ ONLY

POPULATION REACHED Choose One

Regional/Areawide users 4 0

Less than areawide/single community 3 0

Multiple neighborhoods/destinations 2 0

Single neighborhood/destination 1 0

IMPROVEMENTS Rate 0‐3

Addresses a prioritized non‐ADA compliant facility 3 0

Project area is/will be served by transit 2 0

Extends an existing facility 1 0

PROJECT TOTAL 0

PROJECT COST

Is the estimate reasonable for the nominated project? Yes

place an "X" in the appropriate box No

AFTER COMPLETING THE GENERAL SECTION, CHOOSE THE APPROPRIATE SUB‐CATEGORY TO COMPLETE THE EVALUATION

Points Possible: 37

Points Possible: 22
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FAST Planning CMAQ Project Scoring Criteria

Project Name:

Scorer Name:

Criteria  Weight Total Points

POLLUTANT REDUCTION

PARTICULATE MATTER (PM) 2.5 ‐ WINTER SEASON (October to March) Choose One + BONUS

>2.5 lbs per day (>0.5% reduction in areawide on‐road emissions) 8 0

0.5‐2.5 lbs per day (0.1% to 0.5% reduction in areawide on‐road emissions) 6 0

>0‐0.5 lbs per day (up to 0.1% reduction in areawide on‐road emissions) 4 0

BONUS: Measureable reduction in PM2.5 precursor pollutants (SO2, NOx, VOC, NH3) 2 0

PARTICULATE MATTER (PM) 2.5 ‐ SUMMER SEASON (April to September) Choose One + BONUS

>2.5 lbs per day (>0.5% reduction in areawide on‐road emissions) 4 0

0.5‐2.5 lbs per day (0.1% to 0.5% reduction in areawide on‐road emissions) 3 0

>0‐0.5 lbs per day (up to 0.1% reduction in areawide on‐road emissions) 2 0

BONUS: Measureable reduction in PM2.5 precursor pollutants (SO2, NOx, VOC, NH3) 1 0

CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) Choose One

>250 lbs per day (>1% reduction in areawide on‐road emissions) 6 0

125‐250 lbs per day (0.5% to 1% reduction in areawide on‐road emissions) 4 0

25‐125 lbs per day (0.1% to 0.5% reduction in areawide on‐road emissions) 2 0

Low/negligible pollutant reduction 0 0

OTHER AIR POLLUTANTS (PM‐10, Ozone/Greenhouse Gases, Lead) Choose One

Significant Benefit 4 0

Some Benefit 2 0

No Benefit 0 0

CONGESTION MITIGATION

REDUCTION IN TRAVEL DELAY Choose One

Significant reduction in Vehicle Hours of Delay (VHD) 6 0

Moderate reduction in VHD 4 0

Low/negligible reduction in VHD 0 0

TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES Choose One + BONUS

Provides new multimodal connections/options to major 6 0

   employment centers, schools, essential services, and/or

   serves a low income/minority population

Provides new multimodal connections/options to other areas 4 0

Does not provide new multimodal connections/options 0 0

BONUS: Implements a Transportation Demand Management strategy 2 0

OTHER FACTORS

SAFETY (MOTORIZED & NON‐MOTORIZED USERS) Choose One

Significant safety improvement 4 0

Moderate safety improvement 2 0

Low/negligible imrovement to safety 0 0

PLAN APPROVAL Choose all that Apply

Project supports measures included in the SIP 4 0

Project included in an approved Plan other than SIP  2 0

   (MTP, TIP, Comprehensive Plan, Downtown Plan, etc)

Not in an approved Plan 0 0
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FAST Planning CMAQ Project Scoring Criteria

PROJECT READINESS Choose One + BONUS

Project can be completed within 2 years of funding award 3 0

Project can be completed within 3 years of funding award 2 0

Project can be completed within 4 years of funding award 1 0

BONUS: Project has preliminary match and maintenance commitments 4 0

OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE (O&M) Choose One

Decreases O&M costs 2 0

Low to moderate increase in O&M costs 1 0

High increase in O&M costs 0 0

POPULATION SERVED Choose One + BONUS

Regional/areawide users 4 0

Multiple neighborhoods/destinations 2 0

Single neighborhood/destination 1 0

BONUS: Major employment centers, schools, essential services, 3 0

   and/or serves a low income/minority population

PUBLIC SUPPORT Choose all that Apply

Has broad public support and included in an approved Plan 4 0

Has resolution of support from a local government 3 0

Has letters of support or petition 2 0

Has documented public comments supporting project 1 0

Has documented public comments opposing project 0 0

PROJECT TOTAL 0

PROJECT COST

Estimated project cost

Estimated pollutant reduction (total pounds, combined)

Project cost per pound of pollutant reduction

Is the cost reasonable for the nominated project? Yes

place an "X" in the appropriate box No
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ID # Road From To Type Maintenance Transit Schools

Medical 

Facilities

Social 

Services

Senior 

Centers, 

Housing

Low Income 

Housing Apartments Hotels Tourism Land Use Mix

Low Income, 

Minority, 

Senior 

Populations

Walking, 

Biking Use Score

0 Noble St 1st Ave Airport Way Sidewalk COF 4 0 3 2 2 2 2 2 0 3 3 3 26

1 Cowles St 1st Ave E/W Cowles St Sidewalk COF 4 2 3 1 2 2 2 0 0 3 3 3 25

2 17th Ave E Cowles St S Cushman St Sidewalk COF 4 2 3 2 1 2 2 0 0 3 3 2 24

3 College Rd University Ave Johansen Expy Sidewalk DOT&PF 4 2 2 0 0 2 2 1 2 3 3 3 24

4 Gillam Way Airport Way 22nd Ave Sidewalk COF 4 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 3 3 24

5 10th Ave Barnette Magnet Steese Hwy Sidewalk COF 3 2 3 2 0 2 2 2 0 3 2 2 23

6 5th Ave Cowles St Hall St Sidewalk COF 4 2 1 1 0 1 5 1 0 3 2 2 22

7 7th Ave Cowles St Noble St Sidewalk COF 4 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 0 3 2 0 22

8 E Cowles St W Cowles St 23rd Ave Sidewalk COF 4 2 3 2 0 2 1 0 0 2 3 3 22

9 Lacey St 1st Ave 12th Ave Sidewalk COF 4 0 1 2 2 2 2 1 0 3 3 2 22

10 23rd Ave Lathrop St S Cushman St Sidewalk COF 4 1 2 2 1 2 1 0 0 3 3 2 21

11 Barnette St 1st Ave Airport Way Sidewalk COF 3 2 2 2 0 1 2 1 0 3 2 3 21

12 Wendell Ave Lacey St Chena River Sidewalk COF 4 0 1 2 0 1 2 1 2 3 3 2 21

13 Cushman St 1st Ave Airport Way Sidewalk COF 4 0 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 3 0 3 20

14 Lathrop St W Cowles St 25th Ave Sidewalk COF 4 0 3 2 0 2 1 0 0 2 3 3 20

15 S Cushman St Airport Way Old Rich Hwy Sidewalk COF 4 0 1 2 1 2 2 0 0 3 3 2 20

16 University Ave Farmers Loop Mitchell Ave Sidewalk DOT&PF 4 2 2 0 1 1 2 2 0 3 0 3 20

17 2nd Ave Bonnified St Clay St Sidewalk COF 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 0 19

18 Badger Rd (NP) Old Rich Hwy Santa Claus Ln Path DOT&PF 3 2 1 0 0 1 2 2 0 2 2 3 18

19 Aurora Dr College Rd Hanson Rd Sidewalk COF 4 1 0 2 1 0 2 0 0 2 2 3 17

20 Minnie St Illinois St Old Steese Hwy Sidewalk COF 0 1 2 0 2 2 2 0 0 3 3 2 17

21 Santa Claus Ln (NP) Badger Rd 5th Ave Sidewalk DOT&PF 3 2 2 0 1 0 2 1 1 3 0 2 17

22 W Cowles St E Cowles St Lathrop St Sidewalk COF 4 0 3 2 2 0 1 0 0 2 0 3 17

23 4th Ave Wickersham St Dunkel St Sidewalk COF 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 1 0 3 2 0 16

24 Airport Way Sportsmans Way Steese Hwy Path DOT&PF 0 1 2 1 1 1 2 2 0 3 0 3 16

25 Illinois St College Rd Chena River Sidewalk COF 3 2 2 1 0 1 1 1 0 2 0 3 16

26 Lathrop St 1st Ave Airport Way Sidewalk COF 4 2 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 2 2 3 16

27 21st Avenue Lathrop St Cowles St Sidewalk COF 0 0 1 2 0 2 2 0 0 2 3 3 15

28 3rd Ave Kellum St Hall St Sidewalk COF 0 0 2 1 2 2 2 1 0 3 2 0 15

29 8th Ave Barnette St Noble St (+hotels) Sidewalk COF 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 0 3 2 0 15

30 Chena Pump Rd Chena Ridge Road Geist Rd Path DOT&PF 3 0 2 0 1 1 2 0 0 3 0 3 15

31 Geist Rd Chena Pump Rd University Ave Path DOT&PF 4 2 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 3 15

32 Hamilton Ave Craig Ave Glacier Ave Sidewalk COF 0 2 2 2 2 0 2 0 0 3 0 2 15

33 1st Ave Grant St Clay St Sidewalk COF 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 2 2 3 0 3 14

34 8th Ave (NP) Santa Claus Ln Blanket Blvd Path CONP 3 2 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 3 14

35 Bjerremark St 23rd Ave 27th Ave Sidewalk COF 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 3 3 0 14

36 Dunkel St Wendell Ave 5th Ave Sidewalk COF 0 0 0 2 0 2 2 0 0 3 3 2 14

37 Airport Frontage Rd Wilbur St Gillam Way Sidewalk DOT&PF 0 2 2 1 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 3 13

38 Davis Rd University Ave Peger Rd Sidewalk DOT&PF 3 0 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 2 0 3 13

39 Gaffney Rd Barnette St Steese Hwy Sidewalk COF 3 2 2 2 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 13

40 Kellum St Lathrop St 10th Ave Sidewalk COF 0 1 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 3 0 3 13

41 Old Steese Hwy Johansen Expy Chena River Sidewalk COF 4 0 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 2 13

42 16th Ave Schailable St Gillam Way Sidewalk COF 0 2 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 2 3 2 12

43 2nd Ave Moore St Grant St Sidewalk COF 4 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 3 0 3 12

44 NPHS Blvd (NP) Homestead Dr Old Rich Hwy Sidewalk CONP 3 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 3 12

45 Rewak Dr University Ave Washington Dr Sidewalk COF 4 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 2 12

46 S Cowles St 23rd Ave 29th Ave Sidewalk COF 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 3 3 12

47 15th Ave Schailable St Gillam Way Sidewalk COF 0 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 3 0 11

48 6th Ave Cushman St Noble St Sidewalk COF 4 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 3 0 0 11

49 Danby St College Rd Johansen Expy Path DOT&PF 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 11

50 Margaret Ave Wedgewood Dr College Rd Sidewalk COF 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 0 3 11

51 Stacia St 14th Ave 23rd Ave Sidewalk COF 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 3 2 11

52 12th Ave Turner St Federal Bldg Sidewalk COF 0 0 3 2 2 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 10
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FAST Planning CMAQ Project Nominations February 5, 2020

PROJECT Ackerman Burgess Butler Chapman Felix Hoke Maddy Perreault Pristash Schacher Spillman Theurich Weinberger AVERAGE Cost reasonable?

Pearl Creek Elementary 36 35 25 43 43 43 45 51 20 51 41 47 40.0 No (2)

Birch Hill Access Road 24 18 18 23 24 19 22 27 24 29 20 24 22.7

Chena Lakes ‐ Lake Park Access Road 30 30 17 32 32 28 29 34 28 32 28 32 29.3 No (1)

Tanana Lakes ‐ South Lathrop Paving 32 34 30 30 33 28 39 34 30 40 20 39 32.4

Dawson Road Paving 22 18 15 20 21 18 22 22 18 20 17 22 19.6

Peger Road Path 31 49 32 39 37 41 43 45 26 41 37 45 38.8 No (1)

South University Avenue Path 34 43 29 42 44 42 44 46 28 41 37 44 39.5 No (1)

Sidewalk Holder 23 26 25 31 28 31 33 41 22 39 33 33 30.4 No (2)

Two Way Tow Plow 22 32 29 28 24 30 28 30 18 30 28 32 27.6

D Street Paving 33 35 27 24 37 38 38 41 39 34 28 40 34.5

Leasure Street Paving 33 40 29 21 37 29 30 41 32 31 22 42 32.3 No (1)

MacArthur Street Paving 35 25 32 21 37 25 30 33 32 31 22 40 30.3

34th Avenue Paving 31 36 31 22 41 30 31 34 33 32 27 41 32.4 No (1)
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From: Jim Richardson <jrichfai@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, November 10, 2021 9:22 AM 
To: Jackson Fox <jackson.fox@fastplanning.us> 
Subject: Re: FAST Planning BPAC Mtg, 11/18 ‐ Call for Agenda Items 
 
The only thing I can think of is the discussion I raised about recessing the stop points on multi lane roads 
so that all the lanes stop about 6ft behind where the right turn lane stops. I would like for us, if all agree, 
to write a letter requesting that this be considered in all future planning of roads and, if feasible applied 
to existing roads. The goal is to make it safer for those crossing the road as any car turning right can see 
if anyone is in the crosswalk without having to pull into the crosswalk area like they do now. 
Jim Richardson 
 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
From: Nathan Belz npbelz@alaska.edu 
 
From MUTCD 

 
From MassDOT (this is the closest to what Jim is referring to but mostly to accommodate large vehicles) 
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And then there are these from FHWA 
 
Signs and Signals 
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/saferjourney1/library/countermeasures/45.htm 
 
45. Recessed Stop Lines 
At signalized intersections, the vehicle stop line can be moved further back from the pedestrian 
crosswalk for an improved factor of safety and for improved visibility of pedestrians. In some places the 
stop line has been moved back by 5 to 10 m (10 to 15 feet) relative to the marked crosswalk with 
considerable safety benefits for pedestrians. 
 
The recessed stop lines allow pedestrians and drivers to have a clearer view of each other and more 
time in which to assess each other's intentions. The effectiveness of this tool depends upon whether 
motorists are likely to obey the stop line, which varies from place to place. 
 
Recessed stop lines are also applicable for non‐signalized crosswalks on multi‐lane road to ensure that 
drivers in all lanes have a clear view of a crossing pedestrian. 
 
9.1.3 Modify Stop Bar Location 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/research/safety/04091/04091.pdf 
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Description 
Visibility is a key consideration for determining the location of stop bars. The FHWA Pedestrian Facilities 
Users Guide‐Providing Safety and mobility suggests the use of advance stop lines as a possible 
countermeasure.(35) At signalized pedestrian crossing locations, the vehicle stop line can be moved 5 to 
10 m (15 to 30 ft) further back from the pedestrian crossing than the standard 1.2 m (4 ft) distance to 
improve visibility of through cyclists and crossing pedestrians for motorists (and particularly truck 
drivers) who are turning right. Advanced stop lines benefit pedestrians, as the pedestrians and drivers 
have a clearer view and more time to assess each other's intentions when the signal phase changes. 
 
Applicability 
Relocating the stop bar may be applicable to intersections with a high number of right‐turn‐on‐red 
vehicle/pedestrian collisions. 
 
One reference has recommended that marked crosswalks alone are insufficient in situations: 
 
Where the speed limit exceeds 64.4 km/h (40 mph). 
On roadways with four or more lanes without a raised median or crossing island that has (or will soon 
have) an ADT of 12,000 or greater. 
 
On roadways with four or more lanes with a raised median or crossing island that has (or will soon have) 
an ADT of 15,000 or greater.(35) 
 
Safety Performance 
One evaluation study found that advance stop lines resulted in reducing right‐turn‐on‐red conflicts with 
cross traffic; more right‐turn‐on‐red vehicles also make a complete stop behind the stop line. Another 
study determined that stop line relocation resulted in better driver compliance with the new location 
and increased elapsed time for lead vehicles entering the intersection. This may decrease the risk of 
pedestrian collisions involving left‐turning vehicles.(101,103,104) However, placing the crosswalk at 
least 3 m (10 ft) or more from the cross‐street flow line or curb also provides more time to drivers to 
react for the presence of pedestrian crossing on the street they are about to enter.(105) 
 
Operational Performance 
Advance stop lines increase the clearance time for vehicles passing through the intersection. As a result, 
there may be an increase in loss time. 
 
Multimodal Impacts 
Advance stop lines keep the opposing lanes at intersections free, allowing trucks to turn wide and 
thereby allowing smaller curb radii that are more pedestrian friendly. 
 
Physical Impacts 
No physical needs have been identified. 
 
Socioeconomic Impacts 
Minimal costs are associated with stop bar alterations. 
 
Enforcement, Education, and maintenance 
Enforcement of the relocated stop bars may be necessary. 
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Federal‐Aid Highway Apportionment & General Fund Supplemental Appropriations ‐ Alaska Prepared by FAST Planning ‐ November 23, 2021

FAST Act Infrastructure Investment & Jobs Act (IIJA)

FFY2021 FFY2022 FFY2023 FFY2024 FFY2025 FFY2026

548,914,404$          664,276,131$          677,562,547$          691,114,690$          704,937,877$          719,037,526$         

Base Increase 21% 23% 26% 28% 31%

CURRENT Federal‐

Aid Highway 

Apportionments

National Highway 
Performance 
Program

Surface 
Transportation 
Block Program

Highway Safety 
Improvement 
Program

Railway‐Highway 
Crossings Program

Congestion 
Mitigation & Air 
Quality Program

Metropolitan 
Planning Program

National Highway 
Freight Program

Transportation 
Alternatives 
Program

State Planning & 
Research

Penalties TOTAL

FFY2021 287,837,011$          137,258,112$          31,995,767$            1,225,000$              28,739,594$            2,430,379$              18,520,738$            6,783,351$              10,905,180$            23,219,272$            548,914,404$         

NEW Federal‐Aid 

Highway 

Apportionments

National Highway 
Performance 
Program

Surface 
Transportation 
Block Program

Highway Safety 
Improvement 
Program

Railway‐Highway 
Crossings Program

Congestion 
Mitigation & Air 
Quality Program

Metropolitan 
Planning Program

National Highway 
Freight Program

Carbon Reduction 
Program

PROTECT  Program Penalties TOTAL

FFY2022 362,707,359$          176,452,228$          39,902,549$            1,225,000$              29,984,491$            2,991,229$              17,389,323$            15,733,657$            17,890,295$            ‐$                           664,276,131$         

FFY2023 369,961,506$          179,981,273$          40,725,993$            1,225,000$              30,584,181$            3,051,054$              17,737,109$            16,048,330$            18,248,101$            ‐$                           677,562,547$         

FFY2024 377,360,736$          183,580,899$          41,565,905$            1,225,000$              31,195,864$            3,112,075$              18,091,851$            16,369,297$            18,613,063$            ‐$                           691,114,690$         

FFY2025 384,907,951$          187,252,517$          42,422,616$            1,225,000$              31,819,781$            3,174,317$              18,453,688$            16,696,683$            18,985,324$            ‐$                           704,937,877$         

FFY2026 392,606,109$          190,997,567$          43,296,461$            1,225,000$              32,456,177$            3,237,803$              18,822,762$            17,030,616$            19,365,031$            ‐$                           719,037,526$         

Base Increase 
(FFY2021‐22)

26% 29% 25% 0% 4% 23% ‐6%

NEW General Fund 

Supplemental 

Appropriations

Bridge Investment 
Progam

National Electric 
Vehicle Program

TOTAL

FFY2022‐26 225,000,000$          52,415,294$            277,415,294$         

FACT Act Federal‐Aid Highway Apportionment ‐ Alaska (FFY2016‐20) 2,655,669,218$      

IIJA Federal‐Aid Highway Apportionment ‐ Alaska (FFY2022‐26) 3,456,928,771$      

IIJA General Fund Supplemental Appropriations (FFY2022‐26) 277,415,294$         

3,734,344,065$      

FAST Act  →  IIJA Increase 41%
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Prepared by FAST Planning – November 23, 2021    Page 1 of 6 

INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT & JOBS ACT (IIJA)    

Federal‐Aid Highway Programs & General Fund Supplements  Alaska FFY22 Apportionment 

National Highway Performance Program (Sec. 11105)   $363 million (↑26% from FFY21) 

 Augments purpose of Program to focus on measures that increase resiliency to the impacts of 

sea level rise, extreme weather events, flooding, wildfires, and other natural disasters, such as 

earthquakes and rockslides 

 Expands eligibility to use Program funds for undergrounding utility infrastructure, resiliency, and 

cybersecurity 

 Allows States to use up to 15% of Program funds for highways and bridges off the National 

Highway System if the projects are designed to mitigate the risk of recurring damage or cost of 

future repairs from extreme weather events, flooding, or other natural disasters (raising 

roadways, relocating roadways, stabilizing slide areas, stabilizing slopes, lengthening/raising 

bridges, increase size/number of drainage structures, upsizing culverts, replacing culverts with 

bridges, seismically retrofitting bridges, adding scour protection/riprap/spur dikes at bridges, 

and use of natural infrastructure to mitigate risk of recurring damage) 

Surface Transportation Block Program (Sec. 11109)   $176 million (↑29% from FFY21) 

 55% of Program funds are required to be suballocated by population  

 Modifies the “population bands” within the Program from three categories (<5k, 5k‐200k, 

>200k) to four categories (<5k, 5k‐50k, 50k‐200k, >200k) ensuring Program funds are specifically 

dedicated to Urbanized Areas 50k‐200k population 

 Requires that each State establish a consultation process with their MPOs to determine how 

funds allocated for these areas will be allocated equitably among their Urbanized Areas 

 Expands eligibility to use Program funds for projects and strategies to reduce wildlife‐vehicle 

collisions, electric vehicle charging and vehicle‐to‐grid infrastructure, intelligent transportation 

technologies, use of natural infrastructure to enhance resilience, cybersecurity, and projects 

that enhance travel and tourism 

 Increases required set‐aside for off‐system bridges from 15% to 20% 

 Requires 10% set‐aside for Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) 

o Increases TAP suballocation by population from 50% to 59%; however, States have the 

option to suballocate 100% to “counties and other local transportation entities” 

o Makes clear MPOs under 200k population are eligible entities for TAP grants 

o States may use up to 5% of TAP funds to “improve the ability of applicants to access funding 

for projects,” including funding for one or more fulltime State employee positions to 

administer application assistance, technical assistance, and reducing the time between 

project selection and fund obligation 

Highway Safety Improvement Program (Sec. 11111)   $40 million (↑25% from FFY21) 

 Allows States to use up to 10% of Program funds for non‐infrastructure activities and behavioral 

safety projects, such as educational campaigns about traffic safety and enforcement activities 

 Requires every State to complete a Vulnerable Road User Safety Assessment, as part of the 

State’s Strategic Highway Plan, to gather and assess data on fatalities and serious injuries, road 
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classification, speed, demographics of surrounding area, etc. and identify a program of projects 

to mitigate such safety risks 

 Vulnerable Road Users are defined as motorcyclists, bicyclists, pedestrians 

 Requires States where 15% or more of roadway fatalities are Vulnerable Road Users to spend 

15% or more of the Program funds on projects that address the safety of Vulnerable Road Users 

 Broadens definition of a Highway Safety Improvement Project to include multimodal 

roundabouts, grade separation, traffic calming, traffic control devices for bicyclists and 

pedestrians (hybrid beacons, leading pedestrian intervals, and bicycle movement phases to 

traffic signals), and improvements that provide separation between bicyclists/pedestrians and 

vehicles (medians, crossing islands, protected bike lanes, and protected intersection features) 

Railway‐Highway Crossings Program (Sec. 11108)   $1.2 million (no change) 

 Removes requirement that at least half of Program funds must be used for installation of 

protective devices at railway‐highway crossings 

 Federal share is raised to 100% (no match required for projects) 

 Clarifies replacement of obsolete warning devices is an eligible expense 

 Emphasizes eligibility for projects that reduce pedestrian fatalities and injuries from trespassing 

at grade crossings 

 Increases amount of State incentive payment for closing at‐grade crossings from $7,500 to 

$100,000 

Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality Program (Sec. 11115)   $30 million (↑4% from FFY21) 

 Expands eligibility to use Program funds for micromobility, including bike shares and shared 

scooters, as well as the purchase of medium‐ or heavy‐duty zero emission vehicles and related 

charging equipment 

 Clarifies eligible transit operating costs are not subject to a time limitation or phase‐out 

requirement for areas with population less than 200k 

 MPOs may receive assistance, if requested, with tracking progress made in minority or low‐

income populations as part of a performance plan 

Metropolitan Planning Program (Sec. 11201)   $3 million (↑23% from FFY21) 

 Allows and encourages MPOs to use social media and other web‐based tools to further public 

participation and solicit public feedback during the transportation planning process 

 Adds several policy changes to better coordinate transportation planning with housing, 

including as a new eligible activity that MPOs may develop a Housing Coordination Plan that 

includes projects and strategies that may be considered in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan 

National Highway Freight Program (Sec. 11114)  $17 million (no change) 

 Increases maximum number of highway miles a State can designate for Critical Rural Freight 

Corridors from 150 to 300 miles, and as Critical Urban Freight Corridors from 75 to 150 miles 

 Provides additional flexibility for lower‐population density States to designate Critical Rural 

Freight Corridors a maximum of 600 miles of highway, or 25% of the primary highway freight 

system mileage in the State, whichever is greater 
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 Increases the percent of Program funds that can be used for eligible multimodal projects from 

10% to 30% 

Carbon Reduction Program (Sec. 11403)  $16 million (NEW program) 

 Establishes a new Carbon Reduction Program to reduce transportation emissions 

 Eligible projects include traffic monitoring, management, and control facility or program, 

including advanced truck stop electrification systems; public transportation; construction, 

planning, and design of on‐road and off‐road trail facilities for pedestrians and bicyclists; a 

advanced transportation and congestion management technologies; deployment of 

infrastructure‐based intelligent transportation systems and vehicle to infrastructure 

communications equipment; replacing street lighting and traffic control devices with energy‐

efficient alternatives; and development of a Carbon Reduction Strategy 

 Not later than 2 years from date of enactment the State, in consultation with its MPOs, shall 

develop a Carbon Reduction Strategy, and update every 4 years 

 65% of Program funds are to be suballocated by population (5k‐50k, 50k‐200k, >200k)  

 For Urbanized Areas >50k population, the State must consult with MPOs to determine which 

activities/projects will be carried out  

 States are required to make obligation authority available in Urbanized Areas >50k population; 

each State, affected MPO, and the Secretary shall jointly ensure compliance 

PROTECT Formula Program (Sec. 11405)  $18 million (NEW program) 

 Establishes a new Promoting Resilient Operations for Transformative, Efficient, and Cost‐Saving 

Transportation (PROTECT) Grant Program with funding distributed both by formula to States 

and through competitive grants 

 Eligible projects include the use of natural infrastructure or construction or modification of 

storm surge, flood protection, or aquatic ecosystem restoration elements related to highway 

projects, public transportation facilities, intercity rail facilities or service, or port facilities 

 MPOs are eligible to receive Resilience Planning Grants (100% Federal share), which can be used 

for developing a Resilience Improvement Plan, scenario development and vulnerability 

assessments, technical capacity building, and/or evacuation planning and preparation  

 MPOs are eligible for Resilience Improvement Grants (80% Federal share), which can be used for 

a wide variety of uses to “enable an existing surface transportation infrastructure asset to 

withstand one or more elements of a weather event or natural disaster, or to increase the 

resilience of surface transportation infrastructure from the impacts of changing conditions, such 

as sea level rise, flooding, extreme weather events, and other natural disasters”  

 MPOs are eligible for Community Resilience & Evacuation Route Grants (80% Federal share) for 

projects that will strengthen and protect evacuation routes 

 MPOs in coastal states are eligible for At‐Risk Coastal Infrastructure Grants (80% Federal share) 

for “strengthening, stabilizing, hardening, elevating, relocating, or otherwise enhancing the 

resilience of highway and non‐rail infrastructure, including bridges, roads, pedestrian walkways, 

and bicycle lanes, and associated infrastructure such as culverts and tide gates”  

o Federal share can be increased by 7% if the recipient State or MPO has developed a 

Resilience Improvement Plan and prioritized the funded project on that plan 
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o Federal share can be increased by 3% for MPOs that have incorporated their Resilience 

Improvement Plan into the Metropolitan Transportation Plan 

Bridge Investment Program (Title VIII)   $225 million (NEW program) 

 Provided to States for “highway bridge replacement, rehabilitation, preservation, protection, or 

construction projects on public roads” 

 $45 million minimum per state per year (Alaska received minimum) 

 Requires 15% set‐aside for off‐system bridges 

o For off‐system bridges that are owned by a county, town, township, city, municipality or 

other local agency, or Federally‐recognized Tribe, the Federal share shall be 100% 

National Electric Vehicle Program (Title VIII)  $52 million (NEW program) 

 Provided to States to “strategically deploy electric vehicle charging infrastructure and to 

establish an interconnected network to facilitate data collection, access, and reliability” 

 Eligible uses include electric vehicle charging infrastructure acquisition, installation, operation, 

maintenance, and data sharing; only for publicly accessible charging stations 

 Federal share is set at 80%; can be used for a contractor, and contractor can cover 20% non‐

Federal share 

 Must be used on a designated Alternative Fuel Corridor 

 States required to develop plans for use of funding for each fiscal year 2022 to 2026; if actions 

are not taken, funds could be reallocated to localities and other States 
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NOTE: The list below is not a comprehensive summary of other Highway Program provisions in the IIJA; 
the list is limited to provisions most relevant to MPOs and our local governments.   

 

Federal Lands Access Program (Sec. 11113) – makes FLAP projects eligible for 100% Federal share 

Safe Routes to School Program (Sec. 11119) – codifies SRTS Program and amends it to apply the 

Program through 12th grade 

Bicycle Transportation & Pedestrian Walkways (Sec. 11133) – provides definition for Class 1, 2, & 3 

electric bikes; and requires States to fund up to two positions for Statewide Bicycle & Pedestrians 

Coordinators (previously it was just one position)  

Recreational Trails Program (Sec. 11134) – allows States to use apportioned funds for recreational trails 

to be administered as if the funds were made available to carry out the Recreational Trails Program 

Updates to MUTCD (Sec. 11135) – requires updates to the MUTCD to provide for the protection of 

Vulnerable Roads Users, preparation necessary for integration of automated vehicles on public 

roadways, appropriate use of variable message signs to enhance public safety, and minimum 

retoreflectivity of traffic control devices and pavement markings  

Fiscal Constraint on Long‐Range Transportation Plans (Sec. 11202) – clarifies for purposes of developing 

a financial plan under a Metropolitan Transportation Plan, any years beyond the 4‐year planning horizon 

shall be considered outer years 

Increasing Safe & Accessible Transportation Options (Sec. 11206) – requires each State and MPO to 

develop Complete Street standards and policies, including a Complete Streets Prioritization Plan; 

exemptions are provided for States and MPOs that already have such standards, policies, and a Plan 

Preliminary Engineering (Sec. 11310) – eliminates the requirement in Title 23 that a State repay Federal‐

aid reimbursements for preliminary engineering costs on a project that has not advanced to right‐of‐way 

acquisition or construction within 10 years 

Early Utility Relocation prior to Transportation Project Environmental Review (Sec. 11315) – allows 

Federal‐aid reimbursement under Title 23 for an “early utility relocation project” prior to completion of 

environmental review for a larger, authorized transportation project 

Buy America (Sec. 11513) – adds construction materials in addition to manufactured products, but 

exempts “cement and cementitious materials, aggregates such as stone, sand, or gravel, or aggregate 

binding agents or additives” 
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NOTE: The list below is not a comprehensive summary of Discretionary Grants in the IIJA; the list is limited to grants most relevant to MPOs and 
our local governments.   

Existing/New  DISCRETIONARY GRANT PROGRAM 
5‐year 
Funding 

Existing 
Rebuilding American Infrastructure with Sustainability & Equity (RAISE; formerly BUILD/TIGER) 
Competitive grants for road, rail, transit, and port projects that have significant local or regional impact 

$7.5 B 

Existing 
Infrastructure for Rebuilding America (INFRA) 
Competitive grants for highway, bridge, and multimodal freight projects of national and regional significance 

$8.0 B 

Existing 
Federal Lands Access Program (FLAP) 
Competitive grants improve transportation facilities that provide access to, are adjacent to, or are located within 
Federal lands with an emphasis on high‐use recreation sites and economic generators 

$1.5 B 

New 
Safe Streets for All 
Competitive grants for initiatives to prevent fatalities and serious injuries on roadways; referred to as “Vision Zero” 

$5.0 B 

New 
National Culvert Removal/Replacement/Restoration 
Competitive grants for removal, replacement, and restoration of culverts to address anadromous fish passage 

$1.0 B 

New 
Bridge Investment 
Competitive grants to address the nationwide backlog of bridge repair and rehabilitation projects 

$12.5 B 

New 
Promoting Resilient Operations for Transformative, Efficient, and Cost‐Saving Transportation (PROTECT) 
Competitive grants for resilience planning and projects, evacuation routes, and at‐risk coastal infrastructure 

$1.4 B 

New 
Electric Vehicle Charging & Fueling Infrastructure 
Competitive grants to build out alternative fuel corridors along the National Highway System and electric vehicle 
charging infrastructure and alternative (hydrogen/propane/natural gas) fueling infrastructure 

$2.5 B 

New 
Healthy Streets 
Competitive grants for projects that mitigate urban heat islands, improve air quality, and reduce stormwater runoff 

$500 M 

New 
Railroad Crossing Elimination  
Competitive grants to improve safety at highway railway crossings including separation, closure, track relocation, 
installation of protective devices, and other safety improvements 

$3.0 B 

New 
Wildlife Crossings Pilot Program 
Competitive grants for projects that reduce wildlife‐vehicle collisions 

$350 M 

New 
Project Prioritization Pilot Program 
Competitive grants to develop/support transparent project prioritization processes for locally determined priorities 

$50 M 

New 
Reconnecting Communities Pilot Program 
Competitive grants for planning and projects to remove, retrofit, or mitigate existing roadways that were built 
through neighborhoods and created a barrier to mobility and economic development; downtown revitalization 

$1.0 B 
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