
TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING 
Wednesday, May 4, 2022, 12:00 – 2:00 P.M. 

To join the Zoom Meeting via computer, go to: www.fastplanning.us/keepup/zoom 

Zoom Meeting Phone Number: 1 (253) 215-8782, enter Meeting ID# 825-7088-5594 

1. Call to Order

2. Introduction of Members and Attendees

3. Approval of the May 4, 2022 Agenda

4. Approval of the April 6, 2022 Meeting Minutes     Pg 2-20
5. Committee/Working Group Reports (including the Chair’s Report)     Pg 21-29
6. Public Comment Period (Non-Action Items)

7. Old Business

a. Draft Public Participation Plan (PPP) Update (Action Item)     Pg 30-67
• Consideration of adopting updated PPP

b. FFY23-27 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Project Scoring Criteria &
Nomination Form (Action Item)     Pg 68-91
• Consideration of adopting revisions to Project Scoring Criteria and Nomination

Form for FFY23-27 TIP

8. New Business

a. Yankovich/Miller Hill Road Reconstruction – Right-of-Way Increase (Action Item)

• Consideration of authoring an increase of $150,000

b. Alaska Electric Vehicle Program – Guest Presentation by Alaska Energy Authority

c. FNSB Funding Request for Community Purpose Grant (Action Item)     Pg 95-100
• Request from FAST Planning for $20,000 to develop implementation plan to

provide Borough-wide Regional Transportation Planning services

9. Other Issues

10. Informational Items

a. Infrastructure Investment & Jobs Act (IIJA) Update     Pg 101-136
b. Obligations and Offsets     Pg 137-140

11. Committee Member Comments

12. Adjournment

Next Scheduled Technical Committee Meeting – Wednesday, June 1, 2022 
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TECHNICAL COMMITTEE 
Meeting Minutes – April 6, 2022 

Zoom Meeting URL: https://fastplanning.us/keepup/zoom/ 
Telephone Number: 1 (253) 215-8782, Meeting ID: 869-1903-4191 

1. \Call to Order 
Jackson Fox, Chair, called the meeting to order at 12:01 p.m. 

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

Name   Representing
*Jackson Fox, Chair FAST Planning 
*Olivia Lunsford, Vice Chair FAST Planning 

**Tim Zinza for Andrew Ackerman City of Fairbanks Engineering 
**Kevin McKinley FNSB Borough Planning Commission 
**Bob Pristash City of Fairbanks Engineering 
**Steven Hoke   ADEC Air Quality  
**Kate Dueber  Alaska Railroad Corporation 
**Judy Chapman DOT&PF Planning 
**Sarah Schacher DOT&PF Preconstruction 
**Kellen Spillman FNSB Community Planning 
**Michelle Denton  FNSB Transportation 
**David Sanches Fort Wainwright  
**Justin Burgess (absent) AES Transportation 
**Lt. Mike Roberts (absent) Alaska State Troopers 
**Jakob Theurich UAF 
**RJ Stumpf Fairbanks International Airport 
  *Deborah Todd FAST Planning 
  *Randi Bailey DOT&PF Planning 

Don Galligan FNSB Community Planning 
John Netardus DOT&PF 
Jason Hill DOT&PF 
Michael Lukshin FHWA 
Brian Lindamood Alaska Railroad Corporation 
Jack Barnwell Fairbanks Daily News-Miner 

   Andrew Ooms Kittelson & Associates 
Phoebe Bredlie Kinney Engineering 
Dan Bross KUAC 
Tara O’Hanley Davis Constructors 
Tripp Collier Exclusive Paving 
Sarah Lefebvre Participant 
Luke Hopkins Participant 
Zach Person Participant 

   Gary Wilken Participant 
Steve Hovenden Participant 

* FAST PLANNING Staff members
   ** FAST PLANNING Technical Committee members 
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3. Approval of the April 6, 2022 Agenda 
Motion: To approve the April 6, 2022 Technical Committee Agenda. (Denton/Schacher). 
Discussion: No discussion. 
Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

4. Approval of the March 2, 2022 Meeting Minutes 
Motion: To approve the March 2, 2022 Meeting Minutes as presented. 
(Denton/Chapman) 
Discussion: No discussion. 
Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

5. Committee/Working Group Reports (including the Chair’s Report) 
Mr. Fox noted the following updates: 

 The Policy Board adopted a Resolution in support of a trail from Creamers Field to 
the Birch Hill Recreation Area on March 16, 2022. 

 

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

7. Old Business 
a. 2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) Update 

 Review of Draft Existing Conditions Report and Comment Deadline 
 Website: https://fastplanning.us/mtpupdate/ 
Mr. Fox introduced Andrew Ooms of Kittelson & Associates who provided a brief 
overview of the Draft Existing Conditions Report and project schedule. A link to the 
website (listed above) was posted in the Chat Box during the meeting. 
 

b. Draft Public Participation Plan (PPP) Update 
 Public Comment Period Closes April 15, 2022 
 Website: https://fastplanning.us/docs/plans/ 
Mr. Fox noted that the Public Participation Plan was still out for a 45-day public 
review and comment period that ended on April 15, 2022. A link to the Plan is 
listed above. 
 

8. New Business 
a. Fairbanks and North Pole Area 2022 Construction Program 

 Presentation by Alaska DOT&PF 
Mr. Fox introduced Sarah Schacher, Preconstruction Engineer and Jason Hill, 
Construction Engineer of DOT&PF, to provide a presentation of the 62 projects 
scheduled for construction this year. The link to the construction projects is:  
https://akdot-cy2022-projects-akdot.hub.arcgis.com/ 
 

b. FFY23-27 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Project Scoring Criteria 
 Review of New Project Eligibilities for the Surface Transportation Program 
and Discussion of Changes to TIP Project Scoring Criteria and Nomination 
Form 
Mr. Fox explained that a graphic was put together showing the MTP development 
over the course of the year concurrently with the development of the new TIP. 
Mr. Fox explained that as they were producing a candidate project list, they 
needed to also be working on new scoring criteria for those projects to align with 
funding eligibility criteria in the new Infrastructure Investment & Jobs Act Bill. 
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c. Letter to Kinross Gold Corporation on Partnership for Traffic Study on 
Trucking Plan (Action Item) 
Mr. Fox explained the meeting packet contained a draft letter to Kinross for the 
Technical Committee to consider recommending for Policy Board approval. 
Mr. Fox explained that the Traffic Study would be limited to the MPO area 
boundaries and not outside. Mr. Fox explained that Kinross declined to assist with 
funding this Study but agreed to provide information. Mr. Fox explained that Alaska 
DOT was pursuing a technical analysis but that would be a safety and traffic 
operations review of the trucking plan. Mr. Fox stated that it was his understanding 
that DOT had not defined a scope of work for the plan and what that would entail. 
Mr. Fox stated that looking at the current road conditions and road safety with 
increased truck traffic. Mr. Fox explained that the funding for this traffic study, as 
indicated in this letter, was still in question at this time and might be included in 
DOT’s larger analysis. Mr. Fox stated that if it is not included in that funding, FAST 
Planning would consider funding this study to develop a more publicly accessible 
document explaining what the impacts would be to our area. 
 

Public Comment:  
Luke Hopkins stated that he was making comment today as a former member of 
what is now called the FAST Planning organization not in any way related to his 
current position on the Interior Gas Utility. Mr. Hopkins stated that speaking as a 
public member, he would say that he was involved with the Advocates for Safe 
Alaska Highways which has also been quite involved in the concerns about the 
Kinross Ore Transportation Plan. Mr. Hopkins stated that he had attended many 
public meetings where Kinross has discussed their Ore Transportation Plan. 
Mr. Hopkins stated that he commented on the need for a study, both at those 
public meetings, at the Borough Assembly, and had also spoken for a request for 
this traffic analysis before the Policy Committee of the FAST Planning group. 
Mr. Hopkins stated that he was pleased that the Policy Committee has asked for 
this letter to be developed and thought it was a very important document. 
Mr. Hopkins stated that he certainly hoped that the Technical Committee approves 
the Plan to move forward to the Policy Committee. Mr. Hopkins stated that he 
thought the Plan gives valuable information with the update through these Items 1-
7. Mr. Hopkins stated that he was particularly concerned that we will also get an 
analysis and an update for the Traffic Congestion Analysis for Air Quality 
Conformity for Mobile Source Emissions with the MTP that is currently being 
updated. Mr. Hopkins stated that he has submitted those concerns both to ADEC 
and to EPA. Mr. Hopkins stated that he thought that having all of these items 
focused through the FAST Planning, in partnership with Kinross and Alaska DOT, 
but he would ask that the Technical Committee not act to have DOT be the lead 
agency in this. Mr. Hopkins stated that he would hope that the Technical 
Committee will approve or allow to move forward to the Policy Committee, that the 
FAST Planning organization is the entity that would best be able to take input and 
focus on the concerns within our transportation area. Mr. Hopkins stated that he 
had long been involved with these issues locally, both as an Assembly member 
and a Mayor and he understood that it was best kept at the local level for the input 
and guidance. Mr. Hopkins stated that as he said, the Items 1-7 are very important. 
Mr. Hopkins stated that Item 4 for example, is of utmost concern to himself with the 
safety implications for increased truck traffic. Mr. Hopkins stated that when he has 
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heard, not seen, but heard of the instance of the Richardson Highway closed in the 
Badger Road area and thinking of multiple vehicles then going down Badger Road; 
all of these issues are safety concerns for our residents. Mr. Hopkins stated that he 
thought it was best to be analyzed and get input from entities through the FAST 
group. Mr. Hopkins stated that in that he would close and just ask that they please 
consider moving this forward to the Policy Committee. Mr. Hopkins stated that if 
any recommendations are going to be made, that it be focused with the FAST 
Policy group contracting out for the services and holding committee meetings as 
needed to put together a final safety analysis of the ore transportation plan through 
our metropolitan planning area. Thank you. 
 

The following public comments were received, in writing, via email to 
Jackson Fox and read into the public record under Public Comments at the 
Technical Committee Meeting: 
 

Jennifer Campbell – Mr. Fox, I have reviewed your letter to Kinross in prep for the 
Technical Committee meeting this Wednesday. Thank you for your action on this 
important issue. As a community member of the FNSB, I fully support: 
 A critical analysis of this unprecedented ore haul plan by a third party without a 

financial incentive of a certain outcome 
 FAST approval of funding to analyze the impacts of the plan so that proper 

planning can be completed 
 A full analysis on the impacts to our quality of life - in addition to the safety 

impacts and infrastructure impacts 
 

Thank you for taking the time to bring more awareness and decision making to 
this issue. -Jennifer Campbell 

 

Mary Farrell – Dear Mr. Fox, I wholeheartedly support your efforts to commission 
a FAST Planning traffic study for that portion of the Kinross ore trucking route that 
runs through the Fairbanks and North Pole transportation corridor. It is very 
important that a critical analysis of this ambitious ore hauling plan be undertaken, 
so that informed decisions of the long-term impacts on our quality of life in the 
Interior can be made. I sincerely hope that funds can be appropriated to perform a 
proper planning effort. Sincerely, Mary Farrell, Fairbanks, AK 

 

Jennine Williamson – Hello Mr. Fox, Please support the traffic study re: ore being 
trucked hither and yon from Kinross. We need proper planning to know what the 
impacts this will have on our community and the State. I have lived here 40 some 
years and this is one of the worst ideas that’s come along. Driving around here is 
already fraught...this is scary. Thanks for your consideration of my voice. -Jennine 
Williamson, PO Box 323, Ester, AK 99725 
 

David Waldo – Hi Jackson, I’d like to offer my support for a critical analysis of the 
Kinross ore haul by FAST Planning to assess impacts to our Fairbanks area roads. 
Please vote to approve funds to analyze the impacts of the ore haul so proper 
planning can occur. Potential long-term impacts on our quality of life are also at 
issue, including noise, safety, congestion, and air quality. Please share my public 
comment to the committee at the appropriate time in the meeting. Thank you. -
David Waldo, 1115 W Chena Hills Dr, Fairbanks 
 

Gary Wilken – Good Morning Mr. Fox, I write this morning in strong support of the 
FAST letter to Kinross, one of the developers of the Manh Choh gold deposits (on 
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course to become the world’s highest-grade open-pit gold mine” with the “best in 
the world open-pit gold grade.” (M. Kozak, Cantor Fitzgerald equities analyst 
2/7/22]). 
  Clearly this development effort stretches well beyond the “five years - medium 

size mine” characterization being set forth by the developer. This development is 
the beginning of major open pit gold mining in the Tetlin Mining District and beyond 
and stretches for not years, but decades. 
  I am a member of a grass roots organization, Advocates for Safe Alaska 

Highways and have even been authorized to speak on the organization’s behalf. 
FAST should know we organized ourselves, not to question the Manh Choh mining 
effort itself, but to express our serious concern about the audacious, 
unprecedented, and above all, unsafe nature of the 248-mile ore haul component. 
Your letter is a breath of fresh air as you clearly align the interests of FAST with the 
simple request to finally bring critical thought to this ore hauling plan. To date, and 
indeed for the last 19 months, this illusive plan has been kept behind a shroud of 
secrecy supported by the developer promises and one-way public “meetings” 
completely void of meaningful good faith questions being answered with good faith 
replies. 
  In the interests of safety for our families, our friends, and our visitors, I 

respectfully request the Technical Committee of FAST, in your regularly scheduled 
meeting of April 6, to discuss and then approve your effort to bring clarity to the ore 
haul proposal and do so in your letter so appropriately addressed to the developer 
as you enlist their assistance in understanding this critical and troublesome 
component of the Manh Choh development.  
Respectfully submitted, Gary Wilken, Spokesman – ASAH, 
www.everyfivemiles.com 
 

Dermot Cole – Jackson, This is a public comment on the need for a traffic study 
about the Kinross trucking plan from Tetlin to Fort Knox. Please share it with the 
committee. The plan to use our public highways for transporting millions of tons of 
rock long distances has not been analyzed in regard to the long-term impact on 
road safety, quality of life and maintenance costs. These are essential elements in 
transportation planning that should be understood. This trucking plan is not just 
about a 5-year mining prospect. Potentially it is the first of what would be a series 
of long-range hauling operations to feed the Fort Knox mill. The proponents of the 
trucking option have made that long-term vision for developing other prospects 
clear. That has to be taken into consideration. And yes, it is true that the other 
mining prospects remain theoretical at this point. Please fund the study and involve 
the public. Sincerely, Dermot Cole 
 

Sam Decker – Hello Mr. Fox, I am writing you in support of the traffic study; I 
would like to know what alternatives have been considered and how the 
alternatives have been evaluated. I support adequate funding so that proper 
planning can be done. I support well planned mining operations, but this does not 
appear well planned so far. You may share my comments publicly if you wish. 
Thank you for your time and consideration, Sam Decker, 196 Lemon Lane, 
Fairbanks, AK 99709 
 

Patty Kastelic – I am in full support of proper planning and assessment before any 
final decisions are made concerning the hauling of ore on our public and fragile 
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roads. Please add my voice to the many others who are concerned about 
inadequate review of the current plan’s consequences. Sincerely, Patty Kastelic 
 

Christina Repasky – Dear Mr. Fox, As a small business owner, I support the 
Mahn Choh project that Kinross is proposing because it will benefit our local 
economy here in Fairbanks. I also support the traffic study you propose in the 
attached letter. All those trucks on the road are going to have an impact and it only 
makes sense to allocate funds to study the situation so that we can plan 
accordingly. This way we can support mining operations in our region while 
minimizing adverse effects on the community. Thank you for your consideration, 
Christina Repasky 
 

Jeff Cook – Dear Mr. Fox, I am writing in strong support of the FAST letter to 
Kinross, one of the developers of the Manh Choh gold deposits near Tetlin. Clearly 
this development effort stretches well beyond the “five years - medium size mine” 
characterization being set forth by the developer. This development is the 
beginning of major open pit gold mining in the Tetlin Mining District and beyond 
and stretches for not years, but decades. In the interest of safety for our families, 
our friends, and our visitors, I respectfully request the Technical Committee of 
FAST discuss and approve your effort to bring clarity to the ore haul proposal at 
your regularly scheduled meeting of April 6, 2022. A letter appropriately addressed 
to the developer enlisting their assistance in understanding this critical and 
worrisome component of the Manh Choh development is essential. Most Sincerely, 
Jeff Cook, 1899 RJ Loop, Fairbanks, Alaska 99709 
 

Diana Lingle – Dear Mr. Fox, I wish to express strong support for the traffic study 
you have proposed regarding plans to haul ore from the Manh Choh site to 
Ft. Knox. I am extremely concerned about the impact on our road infrastructure (in 
poor shape already); air quality (already very bad); safety issues posed by massive 
trucks continuously rumbling by (on bad roads and sometimes with poor visibility 
due to weather conditions) and noise pollution--all of which will negatively impact 
the overall quality of life for those of us living and working in Fairbanks. A properly 
funded independent study of the impacts of this proposal is essential to provide for 
adequate planning and consideration of alternatives. Thank you for your efforts in 
proposing such a study. Sincerely, Diana Lingle, PO Box 395, Ester, AK 99725 
 

Chris McDevitt – Mr. Fox, I support the traffic study that you are proposing. 
Interior Alaska roads in their current condition are poor and are generally unsafe. 
These roads require constant maintenance as is. The introduction of 
bigger/heavier trucks/equipment on said roads will undoubtedly exacerbate already 
deteriorating conditions and will increase the likelihood of more deaths on our 
highways and smaller roads. Further, an increase in noise and pollution will result 
from this increased truck traffic as well. The health/safety of Interior Alaskans is not 
a priority for Kinross. Please share these comments. Thanks, Chris McDevitt, 
Goldstream Valley 
 

Susan Grace Stoltz – I am in support of Mr. Fox’s proposal of a traffic study and 
analysis of impacts of the ore hauling as I am concerned that proper planning must 
be done. I am very concerned about the huge impact this will have on our 
community here in Fairbanks. - Susan Grace Stoltz 
 

Bob Groseclose – Mr. Fox, I understand that FAST is meeting to consider a traffic 
study and the study’s scope of Kinross’s proposed ore-haul through Fairbanks. 
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The ore-haul is proposed to begin near Tok with continuous large ore-haul trucks 
running through Fairbanks to Kinross’s Ft. Knox mill location. The unprecedented 
number of proposed ore-haul vehicles impacting Fairbanks traffic requires careful 
planning. Please enabling funding to analyze the expected impact so that proper 
planning and infrastructure changes can be implemented to accommodate the 
traffic. The maxim “failing to plan is planning to fail” seems most apt to the situation 
Fairbanks faces with Kinross’s proposed ore-haul. Thank you. - Bob Groseclose, 
520 Marshall Drive, Fairbanks, AK 99712 
 

Marcia Trainor – Dear Mr. Fox, I’m writing in support of the traffic study you are 
proposing in regard to the Manh Choh Ore Transportation Plan. The need for a full 
comprehensive study of the real impacts to the quality of our life, and impacts to 
the roads and bridges is great. The proposal that I heard from the representative of 
Kinross Corp didn’t even come close to addressing any of the major concerns in 
their decision to use public roads to haul tons of ore every day through our 
communities and along roads that traverse some extremely fragile terrain. Proper 
planning must be done. I am a 50 plus year resident of Fairbanks and I’m 
extremely concerned about the potential long-term impact to our lifestyle and road 
system. Please share my support for your proposal with the committee tomorrow 
night at the appropriate time. Thank you, Marcia Trainor, 1381 Spring Glade Rd, 
Fairbanks, AK 99709 
 

Barbara Schuhmann – Dear Mr. Fox, I understand that the FAST group, and its 
Technical and Policy Committees, will be deciding whether to obtain information on 
the Kinross/Peak Gold ore transportation plan and whether to study and plan 
ahead for that proposal. I ask that your group go forward with that inquiry and 
analysis, and that you share my comments at the appropriate time, when this issue 
is considered. 
  Kinross/Peak Gold has not provided detailed configurations for the trucks it plans 

to use for transporting ore the 248 miles from Tetlin to Fort Knox. No detailed 
transportation or safety plan has been provided. Basic information is needed for 
any analysis of the traffic and safety impacts of the proposal. Time is needed for 
study and analysis. I hope that FAST pursues the needed information and 
analysis. We need to protect the public from this ill-advised plan to use the one 
public road linking Alaska to Canada and the Lower 48 for ore hauling. We need a 
thorough and impartial critical analysis of the negative impacts of the proposal and 
the threats to public safety it would bring to the communities of Tok, Delta, Salcha, 
North Pole and Fairbanks.  
  I applaud your efforts and hope you will vigorously pursue the needed 

information and analysis. Thank you. Sincerely, - Barbara Schuhmann, 
520 Marshall Drive, Fairbanks, AK 99712 
 

Sue Wilken – On December 23, 2004, the State of Alaska designated the North 
Richardson Highway Scenic Byway as a world class scenic byway and " 
represents the best that Alaska has to offer". Communities on a Scenic Byway 
Corridor benefit from the added economic development and increased tourism and 
recreation along the designated route. In addition, marketing nationally and 
internationally promoting the byway not only expands the number of visitors but 
also educates the traveling public about the byway’s environment, beauty, history, 
and culture. Over 100,000 resident Alaskan’s have chosen to live, work, and play 
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in this corridor in Fox, Fairbanks, North Pole, Salcha, and Delta and welcome the 
traveling public to join us to enjoy our community festivals and State Parks for 
world class recreation. The volume and size of the Kinross Ore Haul Plan is not 
compatible with our North Richardson Scenic Byway. Turning it into a Haul Road 
and mixing with the traveling public is a staggering safety issue. School Buses, 
RV’s, Teen Drivers, Elderly drivers, tourists stopping to take pictures, winter 
darkness and weather, tour buses, motorcycles, permafrost, mom & pop 
businesses (these trucks don’t stop for snacks & trinkets), bicycles, pedestrians 
and so much more that are NOT on a typical HAUL ROAD. For the sake of our 
communities and the goodwill that Kinross has built in the past, they must come up 
with an alternative that will meet the safety issues and not give mining a bad name. 
Thank you for asking the critical questions. Sincerely, Sue Wilken 
 

Michelle Gillette – Mr. Fox, I’m writing to support your proposal to study the 
effects of the Kinross Ore Haul Plan on transportation in the Fairbanks area. It is 
important that we look at the big picture and identify the effects of a shift in the way 
mining will be affecting our community as it expands in the Interior. We have a 
need for critical minerals but need to minimize energy use and its effects on our 
community. The Technical Committee should support this proposal and so should 
the Policy Committee. Sincerely, Michelle Gillette 
 

Jennifer Moss – Hello, I'm writing in support of your traffic study that you are 
proposing for the Mahn Cho / Fort Knox trucking plan. I am interested to hear more 
about potential long-term impacts on our quality of life and a critical analysis of how 
the ore haul will impact our roads and communities. As someone who accesses 
the highways for recreation in Interior Alaska and on behalf of friends and family 
who travel for work on highways that will be impacted, I am concerned about 
regular traffic mixed with so many ore trucks and the impacts that will have. This 
will set a huge precedent for other big trucking operations, which will greatly impact 
both Interior Alaska residents and tourists on many levels. Please share my 
comment with the committee. Thank you, Jennifer Moss, Fairbanks resident 
 

Oded Shalom – Mr. Jackson Fox, I am writing to urge you to go ahead with the 
traffic study in the gold stream valley. The concerns being quality of life/health, 
danger to existing community, and the impact and change it would have on the 
residents. Thank you. -Oded Shalom 
 

Sarah Keller – Mr. Fox, I am enthusiastically supportive of your plan to study the 
potential effects of the proposed hauling of ore through our borough. It seems 
more than prudent to know in advance what the effects will be of what sounds like 
an unprecedented amount of load (weight, speed, density of traffic) on our roads. 
These effects must be anticipated and evaluated, so options and mitigation can be 
defined. This would be a sign of reasonable standard planning. 
I hope this project will be funded to the maximum extent possible so that all your 
excellent list of valid points can be addressed. I particularly appreciate attention 
paid to the seasonal variability of road conditions upon traffic, and the definition of 
the impacts, immediate as well as long term, of added heavy duty traffic on our 
community under these conditions. Residents have certainly seen some 
unseasonable weather affect our roadways this past winter. Such "unseasonable" 
weather events are not likely to remain so but continue to increase in frequency 
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according to scientists. Thus, these extreme driving conditions must be considered 
part of the norm and should be weighed as so in the planning process. 
Thank you for all of your efforts to provide our community with solid and thorough 
information. Sincerely, Sarah W. Keller, 169 Eagle Ridge Rd, Fairbanks, AK 99712 
 

Leslie Campbell – Dear Mr. Jackson Fox, I am writing in support of the traffic 
study of the potential impacts (air quality, safety, cost to infrastructure) of Kinross’s 
ore haul plan. Thank you for considering requiring it. I am a big supporter of mining 
but am having a hard time thinking that there isn’t a better solution. -Leslie 
Campbell 
 

Cyndie Warbelow – Dear Mr. Fox; I am writing in support of your request for a 
traffic study of the Manh Choh proposed ore transport on public highways from 
Tetlin to Fort Knox.  
 

I grew up at Milepost 1338 on the Alaska Highway, I have family members in Tok, 
and I have lived in Fairbanks since the mid-1970s. As a result, I have driven the 
stretch of road in question many, many times. Giving it to Kinross truck traffic for 
an over-length truck every seven minutes year-round night and day essentially 
takes it away from those of us who use it to access homes and businesses and for 
the recreational enjoyment of driving on this part of our highway system from Tetlin 
to Fairbanks. 
 

Trucks are big and they are driving to make their destination in as short a time as 
they can. Even if they are respectful of other drivers, they are still the ones that rule 
the road based on their size and their mission to make the best possible time. Any 
miscalculation by any of the truck drivers or private vehicle drivers in this situation 
will bode poorly if not fatally for the smaller vehicles. Bicycles and motorcycles 
would be wise to avoid the Alaska Highway-Richardson Highway haul road if 
Kinross is allowed to haul ore on this highway route. All of this will be much more 
hazardous in the winter, especially when there is blowing snow on the road. School 
buses stopped for pickups or drop offs, public passenger vehicles stopped at 
railroad crossings, and disabled vehicles will be gambling with their lives every 
fifteen minutes at least. 
 

Consider also that not all truck drivers are respectful of other drivers. I have 
personally witnessed some basically bullying tactics by truck drivers on the Dalton 
Highway. While I was in graduate school in Oregon, one of the considerations and 
often deterrents to driving up in the Cascades for skiing and hiking was the logging 
trucks that pretty much acted like they owned the roads. 
 

If Kinross were allowed to take over the public road from Tetlin to Fairbanks, word 
would soon get out to the tourism industry and this stretch of road and the services 
along it would no longer be part of tourist traffic. This would not only impact tourism 
on this section of the road but also on the Richardson from Delta south and the 
Denali Highway. Tourism is a sustainable industry; mining is not.  
Kinross is a for-profit company. Like any other business, it must be responsible for 
the costs that go into generating its profits. This is not a statement of anti-mining 
sentiment. It is simply a statement of one of the tenets of doing business...for 
anybody anywhere. Those of us who live in Alaska and use the Alaska Highway-
Richardson from Tetlin to Fairbanks should not have to support/subsidize Kinross 
profits with our tax dollars, our quality of life or possibly our lives. 
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Please turn instead to one of the safer alternatives that puts the burden of cost 
squarely on the shoulders of Kinross, the company that plans to take Alaskan 
resources in exchange. These alternate choices would be an extension of the 
railroad from Fairbanks to Tok (possibly with future tourism benefits), a Kinross-
funded road on an alternate route, or processing of the ore on site at Tetlin. Since 
there is active mining exploration in the surrounding area, Kinross will most likely 
be around far longer than necessary to pay for any of these choices. – 
Cyndie Warbelow, 545A Farmers Loop Road, Fairbanks, Alaska 99712 
 

Raymie & Adam Rushing – Dear Mr. Fox, Please share our support of your 
proposed traffic study in your meeting tomorrow. We are residents of Delta 
Junction and greatly feel your traffic study is needed not only for us, but for the 
residents of every affected community, from Tok to Fairbanks! Please note the 
following that is a concern for us: 
 A traffic study is demanded by the citizens of Delta Junction as outlined in your 

letter to Kinross Gold Corporation dated April 20, 2022. 
 A Critical analysis of this unprecedented ore haul is needed! 
 As part of this analysis: 

o Look into building their own road, i.e., across the 40-mile country, 
      potentially linking up with POGO. 
o The possibility of having POGO process the ore instead of Ft Knox. 
o Completing the Railroad to Ft Greely in Delta Junction, then having them 

build a spur off of that at both ends, connecting the mines. 
 Railroads are much safer and more efficient than trucks. 

o We need to ensure the analysis is conducted during all months, in every 
weather condition. This is especially important during the winter months 
after a fresh snowfall, and the accompanying complete loss of visibility that 
every one of these trucks will most certainly create. 

o We need to know how this would affect/effect the traffic when military 
convoys are on the road at the same time. 

o We need to know how an ambulance (and any other emergency vehicle) 
would be able to get around the trucks immediately when coming upon 
them, and how this could/would happen during all months of the year as 
well. 

o How much will this increase the travel time from Tok to Fox (and every 
town in between) during both winter and road construction seasons. 

o How is this likely to effect spawning salmon and other aquatic life in the 
event a truck enters the river? 

o How is this likely to affect other wildlife, the Moose, Caribou, Delta Buffalo, 
etc? 

 We would like you to vote to approve funds to analyze the impacts of the ore 
haul so “proper planning can be done.” 
o This includes, but not limited to defining the proper number of lanes as well 

as overall construction of the roads - meaning can they even handle it in 
their current state? 

o Many spots along the Richardson Highway (i.e., just north of Tenderfoot) 
require repair every year as is, what will this astronomical increase in the 
amount of traffic and wear on the surface itself do to the roads and bridges 
along the way?  
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o Bridges that are currently at the end of their lifespan, or close to - how 
much faster would this traffic degrade them. 

 This situation at hand has potential long-term impacts on our quality of life as 
Alaskans - not only for this mine on this route, but for all of Alaska and any 
future projects, be they ore mines or not - leading into the next point. 

 Since this has never happened before in this state, there is a strong possibility 
of initiating a slippery slope here in which the state becomes financially liable 
for road construction/maintenance/etc. with any/all upcoming industrial 
expansions. 
o This would mean that all new roads from this point forward should require 

forethought in the planning stage for this probability or eventuality - 
significantly increasing their respective costs. 

o Revamping existing roads means bigger roads equal higher costs when it 
comes to the 3R’s (resurfacing, restoration, and rehabilitation). So, once 
the project is finished and the company is done with that part of Alaska, it 
would logically fall to the state to keep the new and improved road in good 
shape with no benefit of revenue from that previous source. This would 
mean higher annual maintenance costs every single year or footing the bill 
to put the road back to the way it was. 

 

Thank you for including us in your meeting and appreciate all the support to help 
let our voice be heard! -Adam and Raymie Rushing 
 

Tracy Vanairsdale – Hello Jackson, I am writing to you with great concern over 
the existing ore haul plan being introduced. I support the further study of this plan 
with focus on public safety with significant impact to traffic along highways north 
and south of Fairbanks as well as air quality. Thank you for your time and effort. 
Sincerely, Tracy Vanairsdale 
 

Wanda & Stephen Sorensen – Mr. Fox, My husband and I are writing to support 
the traffic study you are proposing for the Manh Choh Ore Transportation Plan. As 
long time Alaskans, and as residents of Delta Junction, we have extreme concerns 
about the current Kinross Gold Corporation plan to transport ore along the Alaska 
Highway to the Fairbanks area. The sheer number of high volume trucks and 
trailers Kinross plans to put on the highway in a 24/7 scenario is unprecedented, 
and frankly, frightening, especially considering the winter conditions of the highway 
between Delta Junction and Fairbanks. 
 

Such a plan as Kinross proposes should NOT be considered without the critical 
analysis of a thorough study and public comment. We vote/request approval of 
funds to analyze the impacts of the Manh Choh Transportation Plan so that proper 
planning can be accomplished, and so negative impacts can either be negated or 
mitigated to the point of acceptability as relates to safety, infrastructure 
maintenance, and environmental protection. 
 

In its current form, the Manh Choh Transportation Plan is untenable as it relates to 
our ability to travel the Alaska Highway safely, as well as its potential impact on 
wildlife and other factors which make Alaska unique as a home and which provide 
us a healthy quality of life. 
 

Please feel free to share our comments as necessary in meetings or other 
scenarios you see fit to further the request for a traffic study. Thank you, 
Wanda Sorensen and Stephen Sorensen, P.O. Box 625, Delta Junction, AK 99737 
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Pamela Weaver – Dear Mr. Fox, I must say after reading your traffic study 
proposal it was like a very welcome breath of fresh air. Since I first heard of this 
trucking plan, it has weighed heavily in my mind, becoming even heavier after 
attending the Kinross/DOT presentation via zoom. I have lived in Fairbanks for 42 
years and this trucking plan has the potential to cause huge impacts on our roads 
and in our communities. It seems to me that if Kinross Gold wants to truly be a 
good neighbor, they too, will welcome a thorough analysis with sincere proper 
planning which include neighborly input, before just plowing ahead. I believe our 
community has a right to know the impacts on our air quality (already a major 
problem), noise pollution, traffic congestion, road safety, quality, and the all-
important maintenance in a time of melting permafrost. Who actually pays for this?!  
So yes! I strongly support approving funds so that proper planning can begin, and I 
love the basic outline of matters that need attention which your letter beautifully 
highlights. Ever so many thanks, Pamela S Weaver, 1305 Eriophorum Drive, 
Fairbanks, AK 99709 
 

Marilyn Biagi – I support your proposed traffic study from Tetlin to Fort Knox 
through our Fairbanks urban area. The communities involved in the proposed ore 
haul need to know the potential long-term impacts on our quality of life. Please 
vote to analyze the impacts of the ore haul so proper planning can be done. Thank 
you. Safety first. - Marilyn Biagi 
 

Douglas Yates – Mr. Jackson, I support your efforts to develop better metrics re: 
intensive use of Interior Alaska roadways. As you are aware, the plan devised by 
Kinross and its partners is unvetted. Your study will gather information, answer 
questions, and draw attention to issues and consequences posed by the 
Kinross/Mahn Cho trucking plan. If Alaskans can’t apply proper planning to 
projects of this sort, the state’s natural-resource future may as well revert to a free-
for-all. I urge a unanimous vote to fund this initial first step in vetting the safety and 
effectiveness of the Kinross trucking plan. You have my permission to share this 
communication with FAST committee members and the press. -Douglas Yates, 
Ester, Alaska 
 

Linda Baker – Hello Mr. Fox, I would like to offer my words of support for the 
proposed traffic study for the Manh Choh mine project at the 4/6/22 Fairbanks Area 
Surface Transportation Committee meeting. I would like to please encourage the 
approval of enough funding to analyze the impacts of this project on Fairbanks 
roads, air pollution, traffic, and other facets so that proper planning can be done. 
These potential impacts may well be both immediate and long term to the health 
and well-being of the Fairbanks infrastructure and population overall. Please work 
to ensure that this study goes forward. Thank you very much. - Linda Baker, 
long-term resident of Fairbanks 
 

Deborah Horner – Dear Mr. Fox, Please be advised that I am in full support of the 
FAST letter to Kinross relative to the development effort for the Manh Choh mine in 
Tetlin. The fact that this mine is being developed without careful analysis of the 
proposal to haul the ore an unprecedented 248 miles on public highways is 
unconscionable. In my opinion, the safety issues associated with this proposal 
make it untenable, not only for the Fairbanks area, but all of the communities along 
the route. I would like to request that the Technical Committee of the FAST discuss 
and approve your effort to bring judicious analysis of the ore haul proposal. It is 
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only through careful consideration of the proposal that the safety interests of the 
traveling public can be adequately protected. Respectfully, Deborah Horner 
 

Candace Smith – I have lived in Salcha for 30 years and know, only too well, what 
the Richardson Hwy is like from Fairbanks to Delta. We dealt with the twice-daily 
school bus stops along the road when our kids were still in school. Our daughters 
spent 1 hour each way to Eielson Jr and Sr High School, 6 years of their 
education. It still amazes me that there were no bus accidents back then. But with 
the roads becoming icier and icier with every passing winter, how quickly can any 
one of us stop safely? And with the double heavy loads of these trucks, speeding 
ahead so as to not lose time, how quickly can they stop if they have to? The 
answer? They can’t. 
 

I wish I could think of 1 positive aspect of having these trucks on the road. Oh, yes! 
I have one! They will totally benefit Kinross! But at what cost? 
Does it really pay the Borough and State to allow a multi-national company to use 
and abuse our highway, and cause ever-present danger, especially in winter on icy 
roads, to local traffic including school busses putting our children at risk? I think 
not. With various other options available to them that would bypass the majority of 
the route, they should not be allowed to travel on the Richardson Highway at all. 
Why should we be responsible for damage and repairs to our highway, why should 
we put our lives and that of our children at risk so that these companies can use 
the cheapest route possible? This route should not even be considered. 
Respectfully, Candace E Smith 
 

Pamela Groves – Dear Mr. Fox, I strongly support your proposed traffic study. The 
currently proposed ore transport plan is very concerning to many local residents. It 
will negatively impact our lives when we drive on our state roads and will cause 
long term damage to those roads that we taxpayers will have to pay to fix. We 
need the funds approved to analyze the impacts of the ore transportation plan so 
proper planning can be done. Please share my comments with the committee 
when appropriate at the meeting. Sincerely, Pamela Groves, Fairbanks, Alaska 
 

Ken Severin – Dear Mr. Fox, I heartily support your proposed study of the Kinross 
ore trucking plan with regards to its various impacts on the Fairbanks area. Please 
inform the FAST committee of my support. Quite honestly the plan as I understand 
it based on Kinross’s presentations, with four double trailer ore trucks going each 
way between Tok and Fairbanks twenty-four hours a day, every day of the week, 
scares me. Nothing Kinross has presented has done anything to lessen my worries 
about the impact these trucks will have on other road users, wildlife along the 
route, and perhaps most important, the air quality in the Fairbanks North Star 
Borough. 
My fear is that as things seem to be now Kinross will benefit and the local citizens 
will pay the costs of increased traffic, degraded roads, and more air pollution. But I 
am not a traffic/highway engineer, and my fears may be unfounded or 
exaggerated. A study such as the one you are proposing for FAST where 
competent unbiased experts can examine Kinross’s plan may help relieve my 
fears, and indeed may help Kinross implement a plan that is beneficial not only to 
Kinross itself, but also to the citizens of the Fairbanks North Star Borough. 
I wish you the best of luck with your proposed study and hope that it benefits all 
parties involved. - Ken Severin, 2904 Gilmore Trail, Fairbanks, AK 99712 
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David DeLong – Mr. Jackson, I am writing regarding the ore hauling proposal from 
the gold mine in Tetlin. This plan is fraught with dangers for the public and high 
costs for the Alaska DOT. Clearly, a flaw in how we allocate costs for use of our 
highways is revealed by this plan. I urge to fund [the] study [and] consider the 
significant concerns that the public has concerning the ore hauling plan. Thank 
you, David DeLong 
 

Irina & Vitaliy Obolentseva – Dear Mr. Fox, We support your proposal to study 
the Kinross ore haul through the road system in Alaska. We encourage everyone 
to approve funds to analyze the impact it will have on roads, bridges, driving 
condition, traffic load, and on the effect, it will have on smaller communities (like 
Delta Junction). Richardson Hwy is the only thing that connects us with Fairbanks 
Hospital, School, and businesses year-round. Please, share this comment with the 
committee. We appreciate this important work you are doing, and hope funds will 
be approved so proper planning can be done. Thank You, Irina and Vitaliy 
Obolentseva, Residents of Delta Junction 
 

Mary Corcoran – Dear Mr. Fox and Members of the Technical Committee, I fully 
support your proposal for a traffic study from Kinross Gold’s Manh Choh Ore 
Transportation Plan. Although I am not a FNSB resident, I am a property owner 
and have for over 40 years used city and borough roadways for travel to most of 
my medical and shopping needs. I have virtually attended 3 Kinross community 
meetings and have learned nothing that addresses the vital topics of your 
proposal. Impacts on people and infrastructure must be analyzed to see the Plan’s 
true costs. Without this proposal, all those adversely affected will be forced to react 
to a lack of comprehensive planning. Some effects will be permanent. I will plan my 
trips to Fairbanks accordingly. Those who truly care about cost to communities 
plan ahead. I urge you to vote to approve funds to analyze these impacts. All 
residents and those who travel in the FNSB must be assured that there has been 
proper planning. Do share this with the committee when appropriate at your next 
meeting. Thank you for your time and efforts. Sincerely, Mary Corcoran, Delta 
Junction, AK 
 

Michael Farrell – Hi Jackson, I just wanted to write in to express my support for 
your efforts to commission a FAST Planning traffic study for that portion of the 
Kinross ore trucking route that runs through the Fairbanks and North Pole 
transportation corridor. It important that an analysis of this ore hauling plan be 
conducted, so that informed decisions of the long-term impacts on our quality of life 
in the Interior can be made. Regards, Michael Farrell 
 

Deborah Ryan – Dear Mr. Fox, Please support funding to analyze safety and 
impact of hauling heavy ore, all day long, every day on 500 miles of Alaska's 
roads. These enormous, double trailers will not bypass Fairbanks. The Richardson 
Highway and Steese are heavily trafficked. Since these trucks will run 24 hours, 
morning, and afternoon, commuting for thousands is unimaginable under these 
conditions. A constant flow of these trucks in the Van Horn area is unacceptable 
and accidents waiting to happen. Traffic safety is of course a huge priority, but air 
quality, noise and of degradation of roads are also concerning. Please consider all 
of these implications for residents of the Interior. Decisions should be based on the 
kind of communities and activities we support, not to the detriment of safety and 
wellbeing. Please allow for as much funding as is necessary for studying traffic 
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along this well-traveled corridor, and the short and long term affects. Thank you. 
Sincerely, Deborah Ryan, 1308 Miller Hill Ext. Rd, Fairbanks, Alaska 99709 
 

Steve Hovenden – The Reason foundation released their 26th annual Highway 
Report State Summaries in November 2021.The Report is based on data provided 
by state transportation officials to the Federal government to secure Federal 
Highway Funds. Alaska ranks 48th overall among the 50 states. We rank 38th in 
structurally deficient bridges; 48th in rural interstate pavement in poor condition 
and 46th in rural interstate highway Fatalities. 46th. The Kinross proposal to truck 
ore using 500 lane miles of Alaska's public highways is beyond foolish. It is 
dangerous and completely self-serving to Kinross, there is truly no benefit to 
Alaskans. At all. Kinross and their partner, Contango, have made it abundantly 
clear they intend to "Use the road, rail and river systems" to move ore to Ft. Knox, 
in a 300-mile radius from their mill there. 96 sets of doubles is just the beginning, 
there absolutely will be more and more as they develop their many mining 
prospects. It should be noted that Kinross has proposed to the US Army Corps of 
Engineers in their permit application, they intend to not co-mingle Tetlin village 
traffic with these ore haul trucks by constructing a 5 mile long "Twin Manh Choh 
road. Kinross stated that "Co-use of the same road..crucially would have negative 
potential Life and Safety impacts to the Tetlin Village residents by increasing the 
potential for vehicle collisions. Yet they tell us that by putting these trucks on the 
road, 24/7, 365 is somehow 'safe'. Heavy semi trucks stress and damage roads 
more than the average vehicle, but by how much? A simple formula has been 
designed by the American Association of State Highway [Transportation] Officials 
(AASHTO). Using the number of trucks and weights put forth by Kinross, in the first 
year of operation these trucks will do the equivalent road damage of 900 Million 
pick ups. When asked how they would help mitigate the damage caused by their 
trucking operation(s), Kinross publicly stated “The state should double the gasoline 
tax." In the interests of safety for our families and the traveling public, I respectfully 
request the Technical Committee of FAST discuss and approve your effort to bring 
clarity to this ill-advised and dangerous ore haul proposal. Sincerely, 
Steve Hovenden 
 

Pat Lambert – Dear Mr. Fox, This is to express my support for a traffic study such 
as you suggest in your draft letter to Kinross Gold Corporation. You raise several 
valid points and ask pertinent questions, questions that merit considered thought-
out response based on careful analysis. It's an important matter for the community 
and bears quite directly on our way of life. In order to enable proper planning, it's 
necessary to have a good understanding of the overall impact that ore hauling 
would have on roadways. And of course, funding needs to be made available to 
perform the analysis. Sincerely, Pat Lambert, PO Box 114, Ester, AK 99725 
 

Public Comment: No public comment. 
 

Motion: To forward the draft letter [to Kinross Gold Corporation on traffic study for 
trucking plan] to the Policy Board for their approval. (Pristash/Sanches). 
 

Discussion: Mr. Pristash stated that he could see that basically they were going 
up the Alaska Highway, Richardson, Steese Highway but asked if there was a 
graphic that showed how they were actually getting into the mine and whether they 
were going into the normal entrance towards Cleary Summit. 
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Mr. Fox stated that Mr. Pristash was correct. Mr. Fox explained that he did not 
have a graphic handy but had a screenshot from one of their community 
presentations showing the route through the urban area. Mr. Fox explained that 
generally described, the trucking plan coming up from the south would go along 
the Richardson, connect to the Mitchell Expressway, then travel north up Peger 
Road to the Johansen Expressway, then travel east to the Steese Highway, and 
then up the Steese Highway all the way to Kinross Mine. 
 

Mr. Pristash asked for clarification if Mr. Fox said “up Peger Road.” 
 

Mr. Fox explained that “up Peger Road” was correct. Mr. Fox explained that route 
was discussed between Kinross and Alaska DOT as the preferred route. Mr. Fox 
stated that he understood that there was a lot of planning as to what that preferred 
route would be, but he could not comment as to what the factors were. 
 

Mr. Pristash asked if they would not be staying on the Steese all the way and 
would divert onto Peger Road.’ 
 

Mr. Fox stated that was correct and they would be diverting onto Peger Road. 
 

Ms. Schacher explained that the assigned truck route is Richardson-Mitchell to 
Peger to Johansen to Steese, so they would rejoin the Steese at the Johansen 
Expressway and that is the truck route through Fairbanks. Ms. Schacher explained 
that there were two reasons for that. #1. The Steese at Chena River Bridge cannot 
accommodate the heavier trucks as much as other bridges can, so it was a way to 
bypass and have more repetitive truck loading on other bridges. #2. There was a 
lot of closely spaced signals in the Steese corridor as we all know, so there is a lot 
more capacity and a lot less traffic on that route than the Steese Expressway. 
 

Mr. Pristash asked Mr. Fox if there was a hammer to require this completion of a 
traffic study like when they had a traffic generator on the Johansen and were 
required to do a traffic impact analysis for the intersections. Mr. Pristash asked if 
this letter was just a request to them or a requirement. 
 

Mr. Fox explained that this was just a request. Mr. Fox explained that as he 
understood it, the traffic study for the trucking plan does not meet the thresholds to 
be required by the DOT, however; part of this plan may include a trucking depot in 
Fairbanks and as part of that new facility, there might be a traffic impact analysis 
for that location similar to a new retail store like Walmart going up. Mr. Fox stated 
that as he understood, this kind of traffic study did not meet the thresholds to be 
required so this letter was a request to answer some of the questions that had 
been raised by the public. 
Mr. Pristash asked if that meant that trucks moving through the area did not meet 
the threshold for a traffic impact analysis and that was determined by the DOT? 
 

Mr. Fox stated that Mr. Pristash was correct and that was his understanding. 
Mr. Fox stated that Ms. Schacher or Ms. Chapman could correct him if he 
misspoke. 
 

Ms. Chapman stated that it was really clear that there was a lot of concern 
amongst the citizens about the land use impacts and traffic/safety impacts of this 
operation. Ms. Chapman stated that she thought that was crystal clear. 
Ms. Chapman stated that the State was doing an independent study with an 
independent contractor for evaluating the impacts on this route and that is a funded 
study. Ms. Chapman stated that it occurred to her that maybe we take this letter 
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and all of the things that are requested and fold that into the scope of the study that 
DOT is funding with the independent contractor. Ms. Chapman stated that was just 
an idea since she did not see in the letter that they had a funding commitment. 
Ms. Chapman stated that was personally cautious to spend FAST funds when 
DOT is already pursuing a quarter analysis. Ms. Chapman stated that she thought 
that the strength of that analysis would be having one effort go forward. 
Ms. Chapman stated that they would want everyone who was involved in that effort 
to be able to concentrate on it and provide the information and the data, etc. 
Ms. Chapman continued that having two efforts out there, she was a little confused 
how that would work and whether it would address what people were saying or 
their very real concerns. Ms. Chapman stated that she thought there was room in 
the State study to include all those things and a TIA potentially as it goes through 
the Fairbanks corridor. Ms. Chapman stated that her understanding was that the 
State study was on a fast track so it would start in April with the first kickoff meeting 
and then by August there would be some kind of draft recommendations going 
back to Kinross. Ms. Chapman stated that Kinross would sit on the committee in 
addition to several potential stakeholders. Ms. Chapman stated that she was not 
sure who all of the stakeholders were, but it would be a combination of Fairbanks 
North Star Borough, FAST Planning, the Military, Salcha, Delta, Tok, some Native 
Corporations, Tourism, the Trucker’s Association, Kinross, DOT, and DEC. 
Ms. Chapman stated that she thought there was room for all of that to be 
addressed. Ms. Chapman stated that she did not at all oppose this letter. 
Ms. Chapman stated that she thought it was good. Ms. Chapman stated that she 
thought it was complementary to FAST that 1. FAST got out in front of this and 
offered this solution, and 2: It was clear the public had a lot of confidence in FAST 
as an impartial entity that tries to address community concerns. Ms. Chapman 
stated that she thought that was all really great. Ms. Chapman stated that the 
impacts of this particular ore haul go way beyond the FAST boundaries and even 
the Borough boundaries. Ms. Chapman stated that she felt like we should focus 
and support this larger effort and then, if it does not pan out or there was 
something that cannot be addressed, then FAST puts up some passion and 
addresses it or sees whether Kinross would pay for it. Ms. Chapman stated that it 
was unclear to her that they could proceed with two efforts going forward in a really 
efficient way. Ms. Chapman stated that she had this feeling that maybe they wait 
for the State effort to kick off and get down the road a little bit and then we consider 
whether this is needed at that point. 
 

Mr. Fox reminded everyone that the letter did not indicate who would conduct the 
study, whether it was FAST Planning or DOT as part of a larger corridor analysis. 
Mr. Fox stated that at this time it was just a recommendation. Mr. Fox stated that 
he was sure that the Policy Board would appreciate a recommendation as to who 
should pay for this study and who should conduct it. Mr. Fox stated that they would 
be weighing that decision at some point in the future and might not be able to act 
on that until the DOT study gets underway and we see if our interests are covered 
or not covered.  
 

Ms. Schacher stated she thought this was a good letter and it got to the issues of 
what FAST was responsible for, which was planning. Ms. Schacher stated that she 
was not sure if a lot of the people that submitted public comments were aware that 
we could only spend FAST funding in the MPA which is about thirty miles of this 
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240-mile haul route. Ms. Schacher stated that she thought this letter was a little 
premature because of the independent analysis that DOT was going to fund of the 
whole corridor which would be inclusive of the MPA. Ms. Schacher stated that the 
other reason is that she thought sending this letter without any other kind of 
commitment to funding – does that say something? Ms. Schacher stated that she 
thought that the intent of this letter was trying to send a message that we have 
concerns, and we would like to work with Kinross. Ms. Schacher stated that maybe 
there was another way to go about that. Ms. Schacher stated that she would 
entertain a motion to basically rewrite this letter but direct it to the Advisory 
Committee that will be responsible for helping develop the scope of the 
independent analysis that DOT is funding because she thought that was where 
these concerns were better directed. Ms. Schacher stated that there was no doubt 
that Kinross is going to see those and be part of that process and hear those 
concerns. Ms. Schacher stated that personally she had a concern with directing 
this to Kinross only in the sense that, she was all for consistency and agreed with 
people that said, “We’ve never seen anything like this before proposed,” but are we 
going to also write letters to the US Army about the convoys? Ms. Schacher asked 
if we were going to write to the Air Force about the F35s and all the families 
coming into the MPO that are adding traffic? Ms. Schacher stated that it sort of 
sets a precedent that we anticipate a traffic change, and we want you to work with 
us. 
 

Amendment to the Motion To redirect this letter to the Advisory Committee for 
the Tetlin to Fort Knox Corridor Analysis. (Schacher/Hoke). 
 

Motion: To extend the meeting to 2:30 pm. (Pristash/Denton). None opposed. 
Approved. 
 

Public Comment: Steve Hovenden commented as a point of clarification to 
Mr. Pristash, they mentioned a depot. If Kinross has to put in a breakdown yard 
south {inaudible} to make things more conducive to traffic flow, remember that is 
192 trailers coming into Fairbanks that means 192 trips from the depot yard south 
if they do it north and 192 south that puts 384 more trucks in that north-south 
corridor. Just for point of information. Thank you. 
 

Discussion: Mr. Pristash asked if the Policy Board will see everything that was 
talked about at the Technical Committee and that the letter would go to the 
Advisory Board instead of to them. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that was correct and they would see all that. 
 

Ms. Chapman commented that at the Advisory Committee, under the facilitation of 
an independent facilitator, would be charged with developing the scope for the 
study itself. Ms. Chapman explained that was to make sure this was truly an 
independent effort, and no one was driving it, including the DOT, to determine what 
was important to the study. Ms. Chapman stated that she supported the 
amendment Ms. Schacher made and thought it made a lot of sense at this point. 
 

Vote on Amendment to the Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

Discussion: Mr. Pristash stated that it made sense and he did not realize there 
was going to be two studies going on at the same time. Mr. Pristash stated that it 
made sense to incorporate these ideas into one study for the Advisory Board to 
consider. 
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Vote on Motion as Amended: None opposed. Approved. 
 

Amended Motion: To forward the draft letter [to Kinross Gold Corporation on 
traffic study for trucking plan] to the Policy Board for their approval and redirect this 
letter to the Advisory Committee for the Tetlin to Fort Knox Corridor Analysis. 
 

9. Other Issues 
No other issues. 
 

10. Informational Items 
a. Infrastructure Investment & Jobs Act (IIJA) Update 

Mr. Fox provided an update on the IIJA funding available to Alaska. 
 

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

 

11. Technical Committee Member Comments 
 Mr. Sanches commented that John Weinberger would be taking over for him after this 

meeting. 
 

12.  Adjournment 
Motion to Adjourn: (Denton/Chapman). The meeting adjourned at 2:12 p.m. The next 
Technical Committee meeting is Wednesday, May 4, 2022. 
 
 
 
Approved: ______________________________________ Date: __________ 

Jackson Fox, Chair 
FAST Planning Technical Committee 
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April 20, 2022 
  
 
To: Alaska Department of Transportation & Public Facilities  

Transportation Advisory Committee for Corridor Analysis from Tetlin to Fort Knox 
 
Subject:  Manh Choh Ore Transportation Plan 
   
Fairbanks Area Surface Transportation (FAST) Planning is the State-designated Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO) for the Fairbanks and North Pole area, and we would like to formally communicate 
our interest in completion of a detailed traffic study for the portion of the trucking plan that routes 
through our urban area.  Our organization serves the City of Fairbanks, City of North Pole, Fairbanks 
North Star Borough, and State of Alaska Department of Transportation & Public Facilities (DOT&PF) to 
develop short- and long-range transportation plans that aim to move goods and people safely and 
efficiently, while simultaneously supporting economic progress, environmental protection, and 
improved quality of life.  Based on the questions and comments raised by residents of our community 
over the past few months about the trucking plan, we believe a traffic study could benefit all parties in 
the conversation as the plan progresses.  We are therefore hopeful this work can be accomplished in 
coordination with Alaska DOT&PF’s Corridor Analysis from Tetlin to Fort Knox.  Ultimately, our desire is 
for the study to develop a publicly accessible document that addresses the following topics: 
 

1. Why is trucking the ore preferred over building an onsite mill? 
 For background information for the public, this section would be written by Kinross Gold 

Corporation (Kinross) to summarize their determination that trucking the ore is the most 
feasible approach to make the project viable 

 Information/commentary from Kinross should also be provided for other alternatives 
mentioned by the public such as constructing an onsite mill, extending the rail line south of 
Fairbanks to Delta Junction/Tok, or building an industrial access road to Fort Knox   

2. How was the truck route through our urban area selected, and what alternate routes were 
considered? 
 This section would rely on information provided by Alaska DOT&PF, which we understand 

has been working collaboratively with Kinross on a preferred route through the urban area 
 The criteria used for selecting a preferred route should be highlighted (i.e. pavement and 

bridge condition, legal load limits, traffic safety, traffic volumes and capacity, etc.), as well as 
all alternate routes considered but later dismissed with pros and cons for each alternative 

 Part of this analysis should also evaluate consistency with the FAST Planning’s Freight 
Mobility Plan (2019) for our urban area (see https://fastplanning.us/docs/plans/), 
designated urban freight corridors, known freight bottleneck locations, and performance 
measures for travel time reliability 
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3. Will the increased truck traffic cause congestion/delay on our roadways? 
 This section would be an engineering analysis of the increase in truck traffic (by percent) for 

each road segment along the preferred and alternate routes, as well as a tabulation of the 
impacts to level-of-service (i.e. qualitative operating conditions of the roadway such as 
speed, travel time, and maneuverability) along road segments and at signalized 
intersections during regular and morning/evening peak traffic demand 

 Special consideration in the analysis should be given for road/rail crossing locations along 
preferred and alternate routes 

 This new information should be cross-referenced/compared with the alternative analysis 
documented under Question #2 

4. What are the safety implications of increased truck traffic? 
 This section would include research on case studies nationwide on potential safety impacts 

of increased truck traffic in small urban areas (50-100k population) and highlight general 
trends for the cause of accidents with the understanding that our roads, vehicle to truck 
ratios, winter weather conditions, and driver behavior may be different from those case 
studies  

 Safety implications should be separately distinguished for all users of the transportation 
network (vehicles, motorcyclists, bicyclists, pedestrians, transit, school buses, etc.) 

 The legal parameters and safety culture for operating commercial vehicles should be 
documented, including driver training, operating protocols, safety management systems, 
truck weight and configuration restrictions, and any special permits Kinross will/will not 
apply for to implement the trucking plan 

 This section should also highlight Kinross’ preliminary safety measures for the contractor 
they select to implement the trucking plan, including any considerations for truck 
configuration, truck frequency (daily/weekly/seasonally), morning/evening peak traffic 
demand, alternate routes for summer road construction season, and extreme weather 
events 

5. Can our existing infrastructure (roads and bridges) handle the extra loads? 
 This section would rely on information provided by Alaska DOT&PF on existing pavement 

and subsurface conditions of the roadway segments and bridge conditions for the preferred 
and alternate routes, including an analysis of the life expectancy of this infrastructure 

 This section should also highlight a list of specific infrastructure improvements that are 
needed, or could at least support, the trucking plan’s preferred route; including, but not 
limited to, bridge rehabilitation/replacement, road resurfacing/reconstruction, auxiliary 
traffic lanes, and intersection safety improvements 

 The list of infrastructure improvements should be prioritized for consideration for inclusion 
in the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) and/or MPO’s Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP) 

 This section should also discuss any implications for annual roadway maintenance efforts 
6. Will increased truck traffic significantly contribute to our community’s air quality issue? 

 This analysis will be done separately under the air quality conformity analysis for the 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan update (currently underway), and can be summarized in 
this section of the study 

7. Where will the trucking depot be located in Fairbanks?   
 Once known, this section can highlight the location of the trucking depot in Fairbanks and 

whether or not a traffic impact analysis will be required for that facility by the Alaska 
DOT&PF  
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We understand Kinross has not yet selected a contractor to perform the ore transportation and Alaska 
DOT&PF’s larger Corridor Study is not yet underway.  Later this summer, however, we expect more 
information to be available on how the trucking operation will actually be implemented (following 
selection of a contractor) and Alaska DOT&PF should have a more detailed scope and schedule for the 
Corridor Analysis in coordination with your Transportation Advisory Committee.  At that time, we would 
like to continue our conversations and collaboration with your Committee and Kinross and Alaska 
DOT&PF on partnering with FAST Planning to accomplish the objectives outlined in this letter.   
 
Thank you in advance for considering our interests in a traffic study for the trucking plan for our 
community.  If you have any questions or need additional information from our MPO, please contact me 
at jackson.fox@fastplanning.us or (907) 590-1618.   
 

 
Sincerely, 
 

 
_________________________________________________________________ 

Jackson C. Fox 
Executive Director 
 
Copy: Joe Kemp, P.E., Alaska Department of Transportation & Public Facilities 
 Pam Golden, P.E., Alaska Department of Transportation & Public Facilities 
 Judy Chapman, Alaska Department of Transportation & Public Facilities 
 Sunil Kumar, Kinross Gold Corporation Energy Strategy/Project Director 
 Anna Atchison, Kinross Gold Corporation External Affairs 
 Patrick Filbin, Kinross Gold Corporation Operations Readiness 
 Mayor Bryce Ward, Fairbanks North Star Borough 
 Mayor Jim Matherly, City of Fairbanks 
 Mayor Michael Welch, City of North Pole 
 Savannah Fletcher, Fairbanks North Star Borough Assembly 
 Aaron Gibson, City of Fairbanks Council 
 Alice Edwards, Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 
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Non-motorized Projects to be Prioritized February 22, 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 Steese Expy to Farmer's Loop Road
6 Steese Highway Path Johansen Expy to Trainor Gate Road
7 8th Avenue Path Snowman Lane 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
12 Chena Lakes Recreation Area Trails "Peninsula Trail" gravel to pavement; repair "South Lake Loop" asphalt path
13 Chena River Bike Path Repair/reseal/resurfacing existing asphalt path (Peger Road to power plant)

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 Geist Road to Goldhill Road
8 Old Steese Hwy/Johansen Expy Signs Install guide signs to direct northbound non-motorized users 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
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Non‐Motorized Project Score Sheet April 2022

FAST Planning Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee

EXAMPLE 0 1 2 3 Weight Total

Project improves accessibility for… X 3 = 6

PROJECT NAME:

SAFETY 0 1 2 3 Weight Total

Project improves safety for non‐motorized users X 4 =

Project addresses ADA deficiencies X 3 =

Project repairs/replaces damaged/deficient surface X 3 =

Project separates bicyclists/pedestrians from roadway X 4 =

CONNECTIVITY 0 1 2 3 Weight Total

Project address a gap in, or expands, the non‐motorized network X 4 =

Provides a connection to Transit stops X 4 =

Provides a connection to Essential Services (i.e. schools,  X 4 =

     medical facilities, social services, and/or senior centers)

Project serves a Low Income/Minority population area X 5 =

Provides a connection to apartments/multi‐family housing, X 3 =

     hotels and tourism destinations, parks or other recreational 

     facilities and/or businesses (employment/retail)

EXISTING/FUTURE USE

Sidewalk/path is used for daily communting X 3 =

Sidewalk/path is used for recreational activities X 3 =

Sidewalk/path has (or will have) high walking/biking use X 5 =

PROJECT READINESS & PUBLIC SUPPORT 0 1 2 3 Weight Total

Project has a local government sponsor for matching funds and  X 5 =

     preliminary/existing maintenance commitment

Project is included in an approved Plan X 4 =

Project has broad public support X 4 =

Field reconnaisance has been completed and can proceed to X 3 =

     construction with limited design effort

Project does not require right‐of‐way acquisition or major  X 3 =

     utility relocations

PROJECT TOTAL

**STAFF WILL SCORE THESE CRITERIA***

When scoring use the range (0‐3) below to select how well the criteria is addressed:                                            

0= is not addressed, 1= slightly addressed, 2= moderately addressed, 3= fully addressed   
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Non‐Motorized Project Priorities April 22, 2022

FAST Planning ‐ Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee

Priority Project Score

1 Bike Lane Signing & Striping 128

2 College Road Safety & Access Improvements 116

3 Geist Road Sidewalk Safety Improvements 111

4 College Road Pedestrian Crossings 108

5 Farmers Loop Path 102

6 Geist Path South Side 101

7 Chena River Bike Path 99

8 2nd Avenue Dog Park 95

9 Phillips Field Road Path 95

10 Danby Road Area Paths 92

11 Davis Road Path 91

12 8th Avenue Path (North Pole) 90

13 Steese Highway Path 87

14 Lathrop Street Bicycle Facilities 86

15 Van Horn Road Bicycle Facilities 85

16 Old Steese Hwy/Johansen Expy Signs 85

17 Chena Lakes Recreation Area Trails 84

18 South Cushman Street Crossing Improvements 83

19 Van Horn Rd/University Ave/Peger Rd 83

20 Clay Street Bicycle Facilities 82

21 Mitchell Expressway Path 79

22 Farmer's Loop Extension Path 73

23 5th Avenue ADA Improvements (North Pole) 72

24 Parks Highway Path Rehabilitation 72

25 Airport Way Frontage Road Conversion 71

26 Chena Landing Loop Path 64
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Danby Road Area Paths
• Scope: Resurface existing asphalt 

paths from Evergreen Street to 
Anne Wien Elementary and Randy 
Middle School, as well as the path 
between schools

#10
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Danby Road Area Paths

Criteria Weight Stern Richardson Zervos Naibert Bissell Belz Coleman Average

SAFETY

Project improves safety for non‐motorized users 4 3 1 3 1 1 7.2

Project addresses ADA deficiencies 3 2 0 0 1 0 1.8

Project repairs/replaces damaged/deficient surface 3 3 3 3 3 3 9

Project separates bicyclists/pedestrians from roadway 4 3 0 3 0 3 7.2

CONNECTIVITY

Project address a gap in, or expands, the non‐motorized network 4 0 0 2 0 0 1.6

Provides a connection to Transit stops 4 1 1 2 0 0 3.2

Provides a connection to Essential Services (i.e. schools,  4 3 3 3 3 3 12

     medical facilities, social services, and/or senior centers)

Project serves a Low Income/Minority population area 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 5

Provides a connection to apartments/multi‐family housing, 3 2 2 2 1 3 6

     hotels and tourism destinations, parks or other recreational 

     facilities and/or businesses (employment/retail)

EXISTING/FUTURE USE

Sidewalk/path is used for daily communting 3 3 3 1 2 2 6.6

Sidewalk/path is used for recreational activities 3 2 1 2 1 3 5.4

Sidewalk/path has (or will have) high walking/biking use 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 5

PROJECT READINESS & PUBLIC SUPPORT

Project has a local government sponsor for matching funds and  5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 5

     preliminary/existing maintenance commitment

Project is included in an approved Plan 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 4

Project has broad public support 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 4

Field reconnaisance has been completed and can proceed to 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3

     construction with limited design effort

Project does not require right‐of‐way acquisition or major  3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 6

     utility relocations

PROJECT TOTAL 92

**STAFF SCORED THESE CRITERIA***
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FAST Planning - Draft Public Participation Plan April 28, 2022
Public Comment Period: February 27 - April 15, 2022

Name Comment Action Taken

Peter Stern The PPP plan is well written, nice job. None. 

Peter Stern You heavily use acronyms for agencies and depts in the document. 
Some are defined within paragraphs near the beginning of the 
document. For the general public I think this poses a problem trying 
to remember and easily find the definitions.

Table added to the beginning of the PPP with a list of acronyms. 

Peter Stern The challenges for good internet access affects the entire MPO not 
just the lower income population.

Clarified with the commentor what section of the plan they were 
referring to (p. 24). Amended language to highlight that internet 
access largely affects the FNSB as a whole, not just historically 
disenfranchised populations (low income, minority, etc.). 

Peter Stern Asked about the inclusion of the appendices in the draft plan online. Clarified with the commentor that the appendices were not attached 
to the draft plan download due to its size. Added the following 
language to the draft plan comment page: "Does not include 
appendices. If you’d like the appendices, please let us know using the 
comment form below." Also let the commentor know that there were 
paper copies of the plan (with appendices) at Noel Wien Library and 
we could print them a copy at the office as well. 

Kathryn Wenger The plan is very well written, organized and current on the latest 
regulations and participation methods. A great PPP. 

None. 

Kathryn Wenger Per 23 CFR 450.316 (a) (see excerpt in yellow below), please be sure 
to include consultation with Federal Lands Highway 
(https://highways.dot.gov/federal-lands) and other federal land 
management agencies (forestry, wildlife, EPA, etc.) Also, if you 
coordinate with any tribes, please include them as well. This might fit 
well on pg. 8 of the document and/or elsewhere. 

Revised the plan to add the United States Army (as Fort Wainwright is 
within our planning area), the Western Federal Lands Division of the 
Office of Federal Lands, and the Alaska Native Cultural Coalition of 
the Interior (who represents Tanana Chiefs Conference, Doyon, Ltd., 
and Denakkanaaga, Inc.) to agencies that we work with.

Kathryn Wenger I was not able to find your Title VI plan. It was mentioned to be in the 
appendix but could not find it there or on your website. Is this still 
being updated?

Clarified with the commentor that our Title VI Plan is housed on the 
“Civil Rights” page of our website (far right tab on the menu bar): 
https://fastplanning.us/civilrights/
Also noted that we have linked directly to this web page on page 25 
of the Draft PPP. 
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II. UNDERSTANDING THE MPO 

All Urbanized Areas over 50,000 in population must have a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) to 
carry out a 3C transportation planning process, as stipulated in the Federal Highway Act of 1962. On May 
1, 2002, the U.S. Census Bureau published a notice in the Federal Register identifying an area surrounding 
Fairbanks and North Pole as a Qualifying Urbanized Area under the 2000 Census. The Metropolitan 
Planning Area (MPA) boundary (See Appendix A) was adjusted and finalized in December 2002, and the 
Fairbanks MPO was subsequently established in April 2003. 

The following is a list of acronyms that are used throughout this document: 

Common Acronyms in Transportation Planning 

MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization 

MPA Metropolitan Planning Area 

PPP Public Participation Plan  

FAST Planning Fairbanks Area Surface Transportation Planning 

FHWA  Federal Highway Administration 

FNSB Fairbanks North Star Borough 

FTA Federal Transit Administration 

Alaska DOT&PF Alaska State Department of Transportation and Public 
Facilities 

PL Metropolitan Planning funds 

PB Policy Board 

TC Technical Committee 

BPAC Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee 

PEC Project Enhancement Committee 

SMTF Seasonal Mobility Task Force 

FWW Fort Wainwright Military Base 

UAF University of Alaska Fairbanks 

FAI Fairbanks International Airport 

STIP Statewide Transportation Improvement Program 

TIP (Metropolitan) Transportation Improvement Program 

UPWP Unified Planning Work Program 

MACS Transit Metropolitan Area Commuter System Transit 

EPA US Environmental Protection Agency 

ADEC Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 

FDNM Fairbanks Daily News-Miner  

ARRC Alaska Railroad Corporation 
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PURPOSE OF THIS PLAN 

This Public Participation Plan (PPP) aims to serve as a procedural document for engaging residents in 
Fairbanks Area Surface Transportation (FAST) Planning processes for the MPA. By providing this plan, 
FAST Planning will comply with the federal public participation requirements that are listed in Section V of 
this document. In addition to compliance with these federal requirements, FAST Planning strives to 
incorporate consistent efforts for public participation that are outlined in the Fairbanks North Star 
Borough (FNSB) Regional Comprehensive Plan.  

FAST PLANNING HISTORY 

The MPO was originally operated in-house by Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities 
(Alaska DOT&PF) and FNSB staff from 2003 to 2008.  In 2008, the MPO hired a coordinator and opened 
an office in Fairbanks City Hall with continued planning support from Alaska DOT&PF and FNSB staff. The 
MPO was hosted by the City of Fairbanks from 2008 to 2018, at which time the MPO transitioned to an 
independent, non-profit organization. The MPO’s new organization, FAST Planning, opened a new office 
in downtown Fairbanks on May 1, 2019, and currently has two full-time and one part-time staff members. 
FAST Planning continues to be supported by Alaska DOT&PF and FNSB staff and shares its allocation of 
Metropolitan Planning (PL) funds with these agencies for their respective planning activities. 

CORE FUNCTIONS 

As the MPO, FAST Planning is responsible for the development and implementation of federally required 
short and long-range plans. Each of these required plans are highlighted in Section IV. Participating with 
the MPO of this PPP. In brief, FAST Planning is primarily responsible for the planning and programming of 
transportation infrastructure projects within the MPA. Regular meetings and decision-making 
opportunities are key for the MPO to achieve such a level of coordination between community partners, 
stakeholders, and the public. Given the importance of said opportunities, the MPO relies heavily on both 
its required and supplemental plans and other documents to maintain strength in organization and 
function.  

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 

As mentioned above, FAST Planning relies on what is required of it as an MPO which includes a balanced 
decision-making and planning process, that is open for the public to participate and engage in. FAST 
Planning hosts several recurring meetings throughout the year to meet the federally mandated goals and 
objectives of transparency, community awareness, and opportunity for public testimony. Three of the 
meetings, which include the Policy Board (PB), Technical Committee (TC), and Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Advisory Committee (BPAC) meetings, are held monthly. The Project Enhancement Committee (PEC) 
meetings are held quarterly. In addition to these regularly scheduled meetings, FAST Planning hosts a 
suite of subcommittee, working group, special, and project-specific meetings throughout the year.  
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FAST Planning operates under hierarchical leadership through the direction of boards and committees. 
The top tier decision-makers are those who serve on the PB. This board is made up of the FNSB Mayor, 
the City of Fairbanks Mayor, and the City of North Pole Mayor, the Alaska DOT&PF Northern Region 
Director, the Director of the Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC) Air Quality Division, and 
representatives from the FNSB Assembly and Fairbanks City Council. Policy Board Meetings are held on 
the 3rd Wednesday of each month, unless otherwise posted.  

The second-tier decision-makers are those who make up the TC. This large committee is advisory to the 
Policy Board and enacts on matters related to policies, plans, and programs. It is made up of engineers, 
planners and other specialists from the Cities of Fairbanks and North Pole, the FNSB, ADEC Air Quality 
Division, Alaska DOT&PF, Fort Wainwright Military Base (FWW), University of Alaska Fairbanks (UAF), 
MACS (Metropolitan Area Commuter System) Transit, Alaska 
Railroad Corporation (ARRC), Fairbanks International Airport 
(FAI), Alaska Department of Public Safety, the local freight 
industry, and local tribal entities.  

The third-tier decision-makers are those who make up the 
BPAC and PEC. These committees are advisory to the TC and 
have minimal decision-making power, but strong opportunity 
for influence over planning efforts and scenarios thanks to 
their popularity with the public and “boots on the ground” 
knowledge. Both committees seat citizen representatives for 
the Cities of Fairbanks and North Pole, the FNSB, the State of 
Alaska, and FAST Planning. The Seasonal Mobility Task Force 
is another committee that advises the Technical Committee, 
and it is made up of area maintenance managers who 
represent the Cities of Fairbanks and North Pole, the FNSB, 
the State of Alaska, UAF, and an organization for accessibility 
(i.e., Access Alaska). How and when each of these important 
decision-making bodies meet is discussed in Section III. Public 
Involvement of this document.  
 

PLANNING AREA 

The MPA designates the boundary within which FAST 
Planning can spend its federal funds. This boundary 
encompasses the cities of Fairbanks and North Pole, as well 
as the urbanized center of the FNSB. The MPA was updated 
recently to include the boundaries of two FNSB parks, and it is up for readjustment again sometime in 
2022 with the 2020 Census (See Appendix A).  
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FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION LEGISLATION

As a recipient of funding from surface transportation programs, FAST Planning is subject to both the 
legislation and regulations outlined in the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA), Fixing America’s 
Surface Transportation (FAST) Act (Pub. L. 114-94, FAST) and 23 United States Code (USC) Section 134, 23 
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 450, 49 U.S.C. Section 5303, and 49 CFR Part 613. To meet the 
requirements of these regulations, FAST Planning, like other MPOs, must develop this participation plan 
to define a process for providing the public, agencies, organizations, and other interested parties with the 
opportunity to be involved in its planning process. 

FAST Planning will continue engage with the following stakeholders/stakeholder groups as a part of this 
effort for fair involvement opportunities, in no order:   

public agencies
public transportation agencies
freight shippers and transportation service providers
private transportation providers
public transportation users
bicycle and pedestrian facility users
disability community
individuals and other parties

COMMUNITY PARTNERS 

FAST Planning works to maintain a constructive and cooperative relationship with federal, state, and local 
agencies, as shown in Section I. Understanding the MPO of this PPP. FAST Planning coordinates with these 
community partners using various methods of communication including, but not limited to, email, 
conference calls, and virtual or in-person meetings. In addition, FAST Planning distributes information and 
materials related to its plans, programs, and activities to these community partners, as well as 
consultation agencies, digitally and by mail or hand-delivered promotional materials (i.e., flyers). 

Federal Agencies 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) are responsible for 
providing oversight to Alaska DOT&PF and FAST Planning processes. Particularly, FHWA provides 
oversight to all areas that relate to the financial integrity and project delivery of the MPO. FHWA also 
regularly reviews FAST Planning processes, programs, activities, and plans to ensure its compliance with 
the applicable federal laws and regulations. FAST Planning also coordinates with the United States Army 
(as Fort Wainwright is within our planning area) and the Western Federal Lands Division of the Office of 
Federal Lands. 
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State Agencies 

Alaska DOT&PF and ADEC’s Air Quality Division are responsible for providing oversight, technical 
assistance, and supporting the development and maintenance of FAST Planning’s plans, programs, and 
activities.  

FAST Planning will continue to involve and coordinate with these agencies in the development of its plans 
and programs. The input, feedback, and guidance FAST Planning receives from these agencies will be 
considered and implemented when and where appropriate.  

Local Agencies 

As previously mentioned, FAST Planning works closely with the many local agencies that operate within 
the MPA boundary. These agencies include the Cities of Fairbanks and North Pole, the University of Alaska 
Fairbanks, and the FNSB. The FNSB provides many services to the community as it operates local transit, 
parks and recreation, the school district, and planning and zoning. The Alaska Native Cultural Coalition of 
the Interior (who represents Tanana Chiefs Conference, Doyon, Ltd., and Denakkanaaga, Inc.) is the 
organization that FAST Planning coordinates with to maintain open dialogue with the Alaska Native 
community. All these local agencies and community partners work to provide insight on infrastructure 
needs or desires and participate in the development of FAST Planning’s required and supplemental plans 
and programs.  

  

Page 39



6 

 

III. EVALUATING FORMER AND CURRENT METHODS 

The PPP is updated on an as needed basis. FAST Planning staff take the time to evaluate existing outreach 
strategies for effectiveness and research new strategies that could maintain or enhance an inclusive and 
transparent metropolitan planning process. For the update of this plan, FAST Planning staff conducted a 
peer review of other PPPs across the country, focusing on smaller communities with similarities to 
Fairbanks, analyzed past and current meeting activity, and consulted with the various community 
partners outlined in the previous section.  

WHAT WE KNOW 

In July 2021, FAST Planning provided a Title VI Program Review to Alaska DOT&PF Civil Rights Office upon 
request. In the process of putting the materials together that were necessary for the review, FAST 
Planning staff identified where some improvements could be made to garner stronger public input, but 
that participation from community partners remains strong and is increasing, even in the times of Covid-
19 and the challenges presented to MPO’s nationwide.  

SUMMARY OF CHANGES 

Since the previous PPP update, FAST Planning has progressed toward boosting the public participation 
process with data visualization tactics such as graphics and mapping, as well as virtual engagement 
opportunities. With these themes as a key focus for this PPP review, FAST Planning intends to identify 
best practices and better understand different techniques and processes for outreach and public 
involvement.  

Goals and Objectives 

As shown in Section III of this plan, FAST Planning has updated its goals and objectives to reflect advances 
in technology, and changes in expectations from the public in terms of materials and meeting access, 
brand representation, and any regulations since the previous PPP update of January 2017.  

Strategies  

The types of public engagement tools that currently or possibly will help accomplish the goals and 
objectives that drive FAST Planning’s outreach efforts are also updated in Section III this plan.   

Socio-Demographic Analysis  

As an MPO, FAST Planning is required by law to do its best to involve anyone and everyone in its planning 
processes. The socio-demographic analysis in the FAST Planning Title VI Plan (October 2020) outlines the 
demographics within the MPO’s planning area. The Title VI plan analyzes these findings and highlights 
who the MPO reaches inherently, and who/where needs additional targeting and accommodation for 
lively public participation opportunities. The Title VI Plan is shown in Appendix B.  
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Measures of Effectiveness

The MPO should assess and evaluate public outreach efforts to ensure they not only meet federal and 
state requirements, but that they are also successful. The measures of effectiveness that are paired with 
the objectives outlined in Section III. Public Involvement of this PPP aim to provide a starting point for 
determining whether the MPO is succeeding at outreach and public involvement. 

PLAN REVIEW & APPROVAL MILESTONES

Like the other required plans of the MPO, this PPP has undergone a robust process of review and 
comment. Comments have been documented and the plan revised accordingly. From review to adoption, 
the PPP approval process has adhered to the following key steps: 

Draft provided to FAST Planning decision-makers including the TC and PB
Revised draft provided to the public for a 45-day review and public comment period 
Final revised plan approved by the TC and adopted by the PB
Plan updated on the FAST Planning website and forwarded to FHWA and FTA for their records.
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IIII. PUBLICC INVOLVEMENTT 

ACCESSIBLE INFORMATION AND MEETINGS

This section highlights the crucial role that FAST Planning’s open public meetings play in the planning 
process and overall success of the MPO. FAST Planning makes every effort to host open public meetings 
virtually and at convenient, accessible locations, taking into consideration the availability of ADA
compliant facilities, relation to transit routes or bus stops, and proximity to general neighborhoods/areas 
within the MPA. 

Regular Meetings

FAST Planning hosts several regular meetings throughout the year and builds on those meetings with 
additional working group, subcommittee, and other open public meetings. These meetings are held for 
the MPO’s timely implementation of the goals and objectives outlined in this chapter to meet the federal 
requirements for public participation and accomplish effective work for the community. 

FAST Planning holds its regularly scheduled, open-public meetings to high standards that aim to ensure 
consistency, opportunity, and efficiency for public participation. The MPO’s regularly scheduled BPAC, TC, 
and PB meetings are held monthly, and the regularly scheduled PEC meetings are held quarterly. The 
following details show the times that these meetings are reliably held, unless otherwise posted: 

BPAC | Fourth Thursday, 5:00 - 7:00 PM 
TC | First Wednesday, 12:00 – 2:00 PM
PB | Third Wednesday, 12:00 – 2:00 PM
PEC | First Thursday of January, April, July, and October, 11:00-1:00 PM 

Non-regular Meetings

In addition to regularly scheduled meetings, FAST Planning will oftentimes host working group meetings 
to familiarize any committee or board members with information-heavy agenda topics. Subcommittee 
meetings are also a regular occurrence for the MPO, as each of the committees works through a 
substantial amount of material monthly and sometimes needs the additional opportunity to digest it and 
determine solutions to then bring back to the whole committee. 

FAST Planning also holds stakeholder group meetings for projects within the MPO that have yet to be 
designed. Some past examples of these stakeholder group meetings include those held for the 5th Avenue 
Reconstruction Project and Reimagining Lacey Street. The stakeholders who are present at these 
meetings vary by project. Otherwise, there is consistency in the stakeholder group process which 
ultimately results in providing engineers with the priorities of those directly impacted by or invested in a 
potential project. Stakeholder group style meetings are further described in the Strategies portion of this 
section. 
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Advertisement of Meetings

For all the above meetings (both regular and non-regular), FAST Planning utilizes the same outreach 
practices to both meet the federal requirements of the MPO and provide ample opportunity for the 
public to engage in the planning and programming processes. 

To advertise the meetings, FAST Planning adheres to (at minimum) the following routine: 

post ads in the local newspaper with zoom and/or in-person meeting information for the Sunday-
before and day-of papers for the meeting(s)  
request DOT&PF to post an online public notice to their website at 
https://aws.state.ak.us/OnlinePublicNotices
request the FNSB to post an online public notice to their website at 
https://www.fnsb.gov/calendar
post the event with zoom and/or in-person meeting information on the FAST Planning online 
calendar at https://fastplanning.us/calendar/
make (at minimum) two social media posts prior to the meeting time on Facebook, Instagram, 
LinkedIn, and Twitter that contain engaging dialogue, with zoom and/or in-person meeting 
information, and a link to the meeting agenda and packet 
post meeting information to the local newspaper’s online event calendar which is then featured 
on local television channels 
circulate calendar cards that feature regularly scheduled meeting dates and times, as well as how 
to access meeting materials and the meetings, for the whole calendar year  

Refer to Appendix C for an example of a Title VI Report that is generated after every regularly scheduled 
meeting. It shows examples of social media posts, newspaper ads, online public notices, and calendar 
posts that are created for one meeting. 

Public Process at Meetings 

At each of the meetings outlined in this section, a variety of strategies are implemented to ensure that 
public participation is straightforward and easy. At in-person meetings, the physical arrangement of 
committee/board members will make it clear to the public who is representing what agency and if they 
are a member of said committee or board. When in a virtual meeting space, committee or board 
members are renamed by the virtual meeting host to reflect that they are in a decision-maker position 
(i.e., “PB | Bryce Ward” or “BPAC | Nathan Belz”). The public is encouraged to sign-in to any meeting 
using the MPO’s sign-in sheet/form, which is made available at both in-person and virtual meetings. 
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Each of the regularly scheduled meetings follow the Robert’s Rules of Order structure. Therefore, each of 
these meetings operates within the following guidelines to allow for optimum public involvement 
opportunity:

A public comment period for items not listed on the agenda as an action item will occur at the 
beginning of every meeting. The length of the comment period, per speaker, may be determined 
at the discretion of the Chair at the beginning of any public meeting. Members of the public shall 
not use this limited time forum to initiate debate or discussion with Committee/Board members, 
but rather to just provide public comment and subsequently, Committee/Board members can ask 
follow-up questions.

Members of the public will also have secondary opportunity to provide concise comments during
the meeting regarding specific agenda items listed as “Action Item” as they are introduced to the 
Committee/Board. 

Any groups or organizations that wish to address a Committee/Board should select a 
representative to present the group’s comments or position. 

Members of the public who wish to submit written comments for any of the public comment 
periods on the agenda are allowed to do so and should provide these to the Executive Director of 
the MPO prior to the meeting date to be read aloud into the record. 

VALUES, GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Values 

Since transitioning to a non-profit MPO model in 2018, the outreach and planning of FAST Planning has 
shifted to be even more transparent, engaging, and enthusiastic about garnering public input and 
stakeholder involvement. Since the last PPP update, FAST Planning has begun to learn how quickly some 
projects can come to fruition with the aid of meaningful input from the public, stakeholders, and industry 
professionals. The MPO’s updated outreach process focuses heavily on doing more than the bare 
minimum by engaging as many individuals as possible. With the overarching goal to “become a household 
name” as the Fairbanks MPO, FAST Planning’s values have evolved to comprise of transparency, 
creativity, and efficiency. Keeping these values in mind, FAST Planning has identified the following goals
and objectives to serve as an outline for all public involvement processes. 

Goal 1

Provide the public and other interested parties with the opportunity to review and comment on the 
development of all MPO plans, programs, and activities. 

Objective 1.1 
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Prioritize a transparency-based approach by providing stakeholders and the public with consistent 
opportunity for meaningful review, comment, and consideration at key decision points throughout plan 
and program development.  

Objective 1.2  

Provide timely, repetitive notice of, and well-rounded access to information regarding MPO issues, 
initiatives, projects, and programs.  

Objective 1.3 

Ensure accessibility of information for all interested, or potentially interested, parties in the community 
with special consideration for populations who are traditionally underserved by existing transportation 
systems including, but not limited to, low-income, minority, and limited English proficient households.  

Objective 1.4 

Hold in-person meetings at convenient and accessible locations for members of the public. Tailor the 
specific locations of certain project-specific meetings to venues that are central to the residents most 
impacted by said project. Re-evaluate regularly scheduled meeting locations annually and regularly 
scheduled meeting times bi-annually. 

Objective 1.5 

Provide a virtual/call-in option for all open, public meetings for the foreseeable future by utilizing Zoom.  

Goal 2 

Develop and implement outreach strategies that are effective for the whole community both within the 
MPA and beyond, including those who have been historically disenfranchised.  

Objective 2.1  

Circulate information to any interested, or potentially interested, party by utilizing various 
communication platforms including both digital and print media.  

Objective 2.2  

Use data visualization techniques (i.e., GIS, vimeo, etc.) where possible to describe project plans and 
transportation or MPO-related information.  

Objective 2.3 
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Evaluate outreach strategy effectiveness per effort, at the time of the Title VI Annual Report, and during 
periodic review of the procedures and strategies contained in the PPP. Document outreach efforts, public 
comments, and MPO responses in all required MPO plans (see Section IV).  

Goal 3 

Coordinate public involvement efforts and consultation processes with federal, state, and local agencies 
where applicable.  

Objective 3.1  

Integrate other agency performance-based transportation plans and processes into the metropolitan 
planning process and coordinate with the statewide transportation planning public participation process.  

Objective 3.2  

Maintain compliance with federal and state regulations that pertain to public involvement.  

Objective 3.3 

Continue the promotion of all MPO open, public meetings and other significant public outreach efforts to 
the appropriate federal, state, and local agencies.  

STRATEGIES 

The strategies that are already implemented into the MPO’s usual workings are broken into the two 
categories of “standard” and “robust” in this section. The idea behind separating these outreach efforts 
out is to show that the baseline efforts that go into the routine promotion of FAST Planning meetings, 
how to get in contact with the organization, and generally what the MPO does are strong and heavily 
relied upon. The more robust and costly outreach strategies apply to planning initiatives, project 
processes, and anything else that is longer-range and will directly impact the community. These efforts 
are executed in tandem with the standard practices to approach the public with opportunities for 
engagement from all angles. More information regarding these strategies is defined in this section.  

Standard 

The following strategies are implemented on a regular basis across various outreach efforts pertaining to 
routine MPO processes, including regularly scheduled, subcommittee, and working group meetings. 
These strategies serve as the baseline for outreach efforts of the MPO and are deployed on a near-weekly 
basis.  
 
 

Page 46



13

logo and branding
o FAST Planning has worked to develop a recognizable and consistent 

brand identity to increase awareness of the MPO and its 
plans and processes. The longer the brand identity is 
maintained, the more the community will recognize the 
MPO as an organization that is involved in a myriad of local 
transportation-related projects. 

public meetings
o As addressed in Section III. Public Involvement, open, public meetings are crucial to the 

transparency and success of the MPO. While public meetings are advertised by way of 
the outreach strategies listed here, they also act as an advertisement on their own. 
Between all of the notices, ads, and general time that the MPO puts into facilitating these 
meetings, the meeting space itself serves as a place where the curious individual can 
attend to not only answer questions but determine questions they might not know they 
had about the transportation infrastructure planning process in their community. 

other community meetings
o Given that FAST Planning works closely with so many local, state, and federal agencies, 

there is always a meeting to attend, should the need arise for clarification on a program, 
project, or general MPO process. 

online public notices
o For every regularly scheduled meeting or additional open, public meeting, FAST Planning 

posts online public notices to local and state agency website the week before the 
meeting occurs (See Appendix C).

newspaper advertisements
o For every regularly scheduled meeting or additional open, public meeting, FAST Planning 

posts two advertisements on the Sunday before the meeting, and the day of the meeting,
in the local newspaper. These advertisements are distributed to thousands of subscribers 
by means of print or digital copies of the Fairbanks Daily News-Miner. These 
advertisements contain all the necessary information for an individual to understand 
what the meeting is about, how to access the meeting in-person or virtually, and how to
access important meeting materials (See Appendix C).

online calendars and calendar cards
o For every regularly scheduled meeting or additional open, public meeting, FAST Planning 

schedules calendar events on the local news community events calendar, as well as the 
FNSB events calendar and the MPO’s own calendar. For each of these calendar events, 
the details list how to access the meeting in-person and virtually, and who to contact if 
there is any additional information needed. On the FAST Planning calendar, a link directly 
to the digital meeting materials is posted, as well as a link to the recurring Facebook 
event. 

onsistent 

l 
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o Each year, FAST Planning prints 4X6 color, double-sided cards that show the regularly 
scheduled meeting calendar for the year, broken down by committee or board (See 
Appendix G). These calendar cards are distributed throughout town at popular locations
and taken to all the local, state, and federal agencies that the MPO works with for 
distribution as well.

social media 
o Social media is a critical component to any outreach process. FAST Planning utilizes 

LinkedIn, Facebook, Twitter, and Instagram (coupled with Linktr.ee) to keep the public 
who is on social media informed about regularly scheduled meetings (See Appendix C), as 
well as any additional projects, programs, or general MPO happenings. 

o For any prolonged outreach event such as a survey period, public comment period, or 
planning effort, FAST Planning will create an event and invite all its “followers” and 
encourage community partners and local agencies to do the same, to the event page for 

more information. Staff will post event milestones in the discussion section 
and create engaging content for those interested in the event. These 
events provide a reference option to other agencies or groups for when 

they are hoping to share content about the planning event. 
o On Facebook, at the start of each calendar year, FAST Planning creates a “recurring 

event” for each of the regularly scheduled meetings on the calendar. This allows 
Facebook users to keep tabs on when a meeting is coming up, or when one has passed. 
FAST Planning will post the meeting materials specific to each meeting date within the 
event page, to provide another easy way for the public to access meeting materials. 

o When FAST Planning staff are distributing flyers for a specific planning effort or project, 
they will spend a portion of time on their route posting images and tagging businesses to 
the FAST Planning Instagram Story and sharing that story to Facebook. This heightens 
local business’ awareness of the MPO and lets the users on Instagram see that the MPO 
is familiar with ways to reach those who are not on social media. It also promotes local 
businesses. 

data visualization and mapping
o FAST Planning utilizes several tools to help translate messages from technical to 

digestible for the public. Such tools include the likes of Adobe Illustrator,
NounProject.com, KineMaster, and ESRI GIS software such as ArcGIS Pro, StoryMaps, 
and Dashboards for various efforts. These tools help FAST Planning to brand graphics and 
create concise, articulate maps, dashboards, and more for the outreach 
process. By employing tools and visuals like these, the public begins to rely 
on this level of transparency, which has been shown to lead to maintained 
engagement throughout a planning process as a result. 

website
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o FAST Planning maintains a simple, aesthetic website that aims to reduce information 
overload, increase navigability, and serve as a primary mode of communication with the 
public. The goal with the website is to promote FAST Planning’s efforts and processes in a 
way that is digestible. The website is updated for every meeting, as all meeting materials 

including agendas/packets, minutes, and signed action items are stored 
there for public consumption. The website also houses all the web pages, 
or links to websites, for project and program efforts. The FAST Planning

website is an integral part of all continuous outreach efforts for the MPO. 
meeting-in-a-box (per request only)

o To serve any member of the public, FAST Planning always notes in its advertisements that 
if someone does not have a phone, computer, or a way to digitally access a meeting or 
meeting materials, they can come by the office, and we can work to provide them with 
anything they might need to participate. All advertisements have the office address, so 
that anyone who does not have the means to call can still get in touch with the MPO. 

sandwich boards
o FAST Planning has four sandwich boards that are placed around the downtown core 

(near the office) for regular meetings, as well as large events like the Annual Winter 
Maintenance Forum (See Appendix F). This method of outreach only occurs from March-
September because of the more intense, winter weather conditions in Fairbanks.  

Robust 

The following strategies are typically deployed in addition to those in the “standard” category. These 
more robust strategies apply to major projects and required plans that typically require longer public 
comment periods. These methods can add cost to the outreach process and therefore are not feasible as 
an option for baseline outreach for every effort of the MPO. The following methods are often deployed in 
a mix and match fashion, depending on the project, plan, or program. 

paid advertisements
o FAST Planning will place color ads in the local paper known as the Fairbanks Daily News-

Miner (FDNM) that are eye-catching and informative. On social media, the MPO will 
utilize “boosts” to reach a wider or targeted audience. These efforts typically see an 
increase in engagement in the form of interaction with a public comment period, a 
survey, or a comment section on a post. Paid advertisements could also be done across 
media such as TV, radio, or transit. 

television/radio
o As of 2022, radio has proven to be a very useful tool for the MPO to reach a broader 

audience on significant planning matters and efforts. Local radio stations such as Magic 
101.1 FM and KUAC 89.9 FM will at times host or interview MPO staff to discuss key 
points about a project or planning effort. Television is a less-frequently utilized option as 
the MPO is made up of a small staff and utilizing valuable staff time to create commercial
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quality videos is not readily within the capabilities of the MPO during large scale planning 
efforts. Eventually, FAST Planning would like to fund a video public service 
announcement (PSA) for cycling safety or other important transportation-related issues. 
Though video production is not accessible to the MPO currently, FAST Planning calendar 
items are shared on the local news channel with other items, which does provide a form 
of television-related exposure and does not cost the MPO anything.

featured stories
o newspaper 

One of the best ways that FAST Planning can become a “household name” is 
through exposure. The FDNM local newspaper has become increasingly 
interested in running featured stories about the planning efforts of the MPO. This 
form of outreach is optimal as it does not cost the MPO anything and helps the 
public identify what the organization is about. FAST Planning maintains 
relationships with local media outlets and provides them with about planning 
efforts, important agenda items, and the likes. 

o local news stations
Like how featured stories work with the newspaper, FAST Planning will reach out 
to the local news stations if there is a project or planning process that it thinks 
warrants television coverage. To date, FAST Planning has been featured on the 
local television news broadcast a handful of times and continues to work towards 
solidifying a relationship with broadcasters to increase mentions and story 
covers. 

surveys
o For almost all large-scale planning efforts or projects, FAST Planning will solicit feedback 

from the public via survey. In survey design, staff strive to be unbiased, and write for
clarity and simplicity. The overall look and feel of the survey are important as well, and
should be well-designed to evoke a sense of calm and understanding of where the 
respondent is in the surveying process. Surveys may be conducted online, in-person, or 
via hard copies at public facilities such as the local library. As of January 2022, FAST
Planning has utilized Esri’s Survey123, MetroQuest, and SurveyMonkey for various 
outreach efforts.

direct mailings
o For projects that require the input of specific stakeholders, in addition to the public, the 

MPO will at times utilize direct mailings in the form of a letter or postcard. 
These direct mailings are typically eye-catching and provide information 
about a planning timeline or process and where individuals can get more 
information. They are dispersed based on location/proximity to a potential 
project. 
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contact lists
o At times, FAST Planning will put together a contact list of relevant state, local, and federal 

agencies, and stakeholder groups/interested citizens for a specific plan, program, or 
process. This contact list is then used for email announcements such as project 
milestones or feedback requests. 

open houses
o An open house is generally an informal option for spreading the word where the MPO 

pairs up with other local entities for projects or other efforts warranting an open house. 
Typically, open house events are designed to be more passive with opportunities for the 
public to provide comment on a series of large post-it notes, in a comment drop box, or 
in person with a staff member. Considering the Covid-19 pandemic, FAST Planning 
transitioned to virtual open house options for multiple projects and planning efforts. 
Transitioning to this form of engagement for a temporary fix brought attention to the 
need for a virtual open-house option in the planning process in general. As a result, FAST 
Planning will stive to host open houses both in-person and virtually as “hybrid events” 
that offer more than one way to participate. Appendix D shows a Title VI Report for all of 
the outreach done on a recent planning effort (Non-Motorized Plan Update) and an 
example of an open-house web page that is hosted on the FAST Planning website. 

flyers/handouts or other print materials
o Flyers are used for all large planning efforts and some smaller, more routine efforts (such 

as meeting calendar distribution or general promotion of the MPO). FAST Planning 
utilizes a “flyer routes” list (See Appendix F) as a guide for distribution of materials 
around town and one staff member can oftentimes scatter 200+ flyers throughout 
Fairbanks, Fox, Ester, and North Pole in a couple of workdays. This is a more financially 
and energetically expensive outreach option but given that such a large portion of the 
Fairbanks area is still without internet, posting flyers in public places like local gas 
stations, grocery stores, and coffee shops is a crucial part of the planning process for the 
foreseeable future. All flyer materials should contain information about who to contact if 
any of the listed methods of engagement are not accessible for any individual. There are 
some examples of flyers from previous events in Appendix F as well. 

o FAST Planning will print a few copies of each of its draft plans for the public to have 
access to at the office and local libraries, should they have no other means to access the 
draft for review. 

o Other print materials might include banners for advertisement during large events or at 
booths, calendar cards, signs for the sandwich boards, printed maps for in-person 
interactive exercises. 
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library packets
o There are 3 public libraries within the MPA. When a final draft of a plan is ready for public 

comment, FAST Planning will distribute a printed and bound copy to the local libraries for 
the public to review in person. A way for the public to comment on the plan will be made 
possible in conjunction with this review option as well. Information about these items will 
be included in all digital and print advertisements. 

videos
o Unlike a commercial quality video, FAST Planning does have the ability and allotted time 

to develop short 30-second to 1-minute videos that promote open public comment 
periods, show new users how to access zoom meetings or how to participate in MPO 
activities like the Annual Bicycle and Ped Count. Staff utilize the Kinemaster and 
GoRecord apps on their smartphone to effectively articulate navigation of a website or 
virtual open house page.  

stakeholder group/steering committee meetings
o During a specific project, FAST Planning may coordinate stakeholder group meetings for 

decision-making efforts. Stakeholder groups and steering committees change from 
project to project, but typically include individuals who represent those who might be 

impacted by a project or plan (business owners, homeowners, network 
users, etc). Schedules for these meetings are typically identified within the 
first meeting and are dependent on the level of commitment a project or 

effort requires and what stakeholder group members can contribute. To 
continue towards the vision of transparency, as of 2020, FAST Planning will maintain a 
web page with recordings of any in-house stakeholder group meetings and 
accompanying materials for the public to reference at any time. Appendix E shows a Title 
VI Report and a screenshot of the webpage from a stakeholder group meeting/meeting 
process to highlight how this outreach strategy is supported. 

interactive mapping
o This level of outreach and engagement is rapidly becoming an expectation for agencies 

like MPO’s to provide. For transportation network specific planning efforts, comment 
maps are a standard and should be provided by the MPO or consultant for the project. 
Interactive mapping could be as simple as offering a space for individuals to place 
designated pins or categories on locations or as complex as offering a space for the public 
to learn about how the budget is allocated to certain projects. Interactive mapping relies 
on the power of GIS and FAST Planning will use ESRI mapping products for in-house 
efforts and defer to project consultants when applicable. Maps may be posted online, 
used in conjunction with a survey, or printed for use at public meetings. 

project briefings
o FAST Planning may engage social organizations, attend civic club meetings, or speak at 

schools as an opportunity to engage with an existing audience. Print materials such as 
flyers, postcards, or trifolds about the project at hand should always be brought to these
briefings, as well as FAST Planning business cards and swag such as stickers. 
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events and crowdsourcing opportunities 
o As of January 2022, the Annual Bicycle and Pedestrian Count and Annual Winter 

Maintenance Forum are two events hosted by FAST Planning that draw a dependable 
crowd. For the Bicycle and Pedestrian Count, individuals volunteer to collect data at 
intersections that help all agencies with their transportation planning efforts. For the 
Winter Maintenance Forum, citizens attend to hear local and state maintenance 
authorities present on their winter maintenance strategies and are provided with the 
opportunity to have their questions about transportation in the winter answered. See 
Appendix F for examples of the flyers that promote these events, as well as screenshot 
from a hosted Facebook event. 

Strategies to Implement 

There are a few strategies that are implemented by other MPOs nationwide that FAST Planning has yet to 
incorporate. This list will continue to grow as staff grow in their roles and obtain inspiration from trainings 
and other forms of education in the public outreach and involvement sector. The following strategies are 
ones that FAST Planning hopes to implement within 2 years of the adoption of this PPP (2022). 

MailChimp
o MailChimp is an email marketing platform that aids business organizations in the 

distribution of newsletters and general updates. FAST Planning hopes to use MailChimp 
Ideally upon implementation, FAST Planning would be able to send out a quarterly 
newsletter to any agency affiliates, community partners, stakeholders (both current and 
previous), and any other interested parties. The quarterly newsletter would ideally have, 
at minimum, the following: 

Upcoming meeting dates
Status of various projects
Committee status and current vacancies
Exciting transportation/planning news (local, statewide, or national level) 
Opportunity for some form of action (i.e., “sign up now!”)
Links to all social media content 
Interesting graphics or a map

public booths 
o Prior to the Covid-19 pandemic, FAST Planning hoped to incorporate this outreach 

strategy into its standard practices. The idea is to host a booth at large events like the 
Tanana Valley State Fair, the Interior Alaska Building Association’s Home Show, or any 
Alaska DOT&PF open houses, for example. At the booth, staff would provide various 
maps and digitally interactive activities such as virtual tours of completed projects, 
current surveys, and more. FAST Planning would offer swag such as stickers and reflective 
gear. The goal in hosting these booths would be to have citizens sign-up for the quarterly 
newsletter through MailChimp, as well as spread the word about the MPO and that there 
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are at least three opportunities for public comment on transportation issues every month
(i.e., public meetings). This outreach strategy continues to be a priority for incorporation 
but is dependent on events and event venues returning to a place of “normalcy” in 
schedule, occupancy, and whether it is even occurring. 

PSA video(s)
o The MPO’s BPAC had begun the process of creating a PSA video about bicyclist safety 

back in 2019, but soon realized that the quality of content needed to be stronger to 
present it to the public. FAST Planning hopes to eventually resurrect this effort and 
create a video for local television that is valuable and useful to the community and that 
will promote the MPO. 

pictures
o FAST Planning will work to bolster its database of transportation network-related 

photographs for the promotion of the MPO across social media platforms. It has been 
observed by staff that social media posts with local photographs on them typically rank a 
little higher in the engagement category than those with only text and logos. 

sign-in sheet modification
o Easily implementable, modifying the sign-in sheet to include questions like “how did you 

hear about this meeting” will help the MPO to further gauge how to best reach the 
public. 

MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS

It is federally required that the MPO periodically reviews its public participation process. The FAST 
Planning PPP will be reviewed annually to ensure that the process provides full and open access to all 
members of the public, and meets federal and state requirements. Should something change that needs 
to be addressed in the PPP, FAST Planning will execute the standard review, draft, and approval process 
for all major plans and programs. 

FAST Planning is aware that it is important to assess and evaluate public outreach efforts not only to meet 
federal and state requirements, but also to ensure that these outreach efforts are successful and are 
meeting the needs of the public. As this PPP is implemented and the various public participation
strategies are utilized over the coming years, information concerning public comment patterns and 
trends will be collected. 
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The following chart highlights baseline options for the evaluation of outreach efforts and strategies. 
These parameters will help the MPO during periodic reviews to identify what is being done well and 
where improvements could be made.  

MMETHODS  MMEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS  

Meetings, workshops, forums (either verbal or 
written) 

Total number per quarter of meetings, attendance 
numbers and demographics, comments received, 
nature of comments, number of community groups 
who are represented, meeting-in-a-box requests 

Telephone comments Total number received per quarter of calls, nature of 
calls (positive or negative), follow-up required 

Letters and Emails 

Total number received per quarter of letters and 
emails, nature of letters/emails (positive or negative), 
number of letters/emails needing translation, follow-
up required  

Website 
Total number of website visits per quarter, comments 
received through website form, number of clicks on 
meeting packets per quarter 

Social Media 

Total number per quarter of post views or interactions, 
posts by FAST Planning, number of shares of FAST 
Planning original posts, number of comments or other 
important social media-related engagements 

Active Public Outreach 

Total number per year of radio or television interviews 
conducted, features in the newspaper, other 
community meetings attended, presentations given 
(schools, civic groups, conferences, etc.), flyers and 
info cards distributed throughout town 

Surveys/Maps Total number per survey/map of clicks on the link, 
engagements, responses 
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IIV. PARTICIPATINGG WITHH THEE MPOO 

FAST Planning is responsible for producing four major transportation plans and programs which are 
outlined in this section. In addition to these required plans, FAST Planning conducts special transportation 
plans and studies (i.e., supplemental plans) as they are needed, usually in support of a required plan or 
program. Meeting these requirements keeps the MPO busy with engaging the public, local agencies, and 
other community partners. This section provides information about the public involvement process 
behind the major plans, which can be assumed to apply to supplemental plans and other plans and 
programs hosted by the MPO. 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS

From the local level to the federal level, the transportation planning process is a complex system that
relies on continuous and meaningful public engagement. Each of the plans the MPO produces, whether 
required or supplemental, incorporates public input from various stages of each individual planning 
process. The diagram featured here, courtesy of FHWA, provides a summary of the complex planning 
process and procedures that help FAST Planning to produce high-quality planning documents that are
representative of community needs. 

Page 56



23 

 

REQUIRED PLANS 

Federal regulations require that MPOs produce a set list of transportation plans and programs. The table 
below presents these plans and programs, all of which require public participation in their development. 
For each, FAST Planning has established a process by which the public can participate in meetings and 
provide input during public comment periods that range from 30- to 45-days. In addition to these 
required plans and programs, FAST Planning also develops supplemental plans that support specific 
transportation needs. *Supplemental plans are further detailed in the next section.  

PLAN UPDATE PUBLIC MEETINGS 
PUBLIC 
REVIEW 
PERIOD 

ADOPTION/ 
APPROVAL 

Unified Planning 
Work Program Every 2 Years TC & PB 30 Days PB, Alaska DOT, 

FHWA, & FTA 

MPA Boundary Every 10 Years 2 Open House Events, TC, & 
PB 30 Days PB & Governor 

Intergovernmental 
Operating Agreement As Needed TC, PB, & City Councils & 

FNSB Assembly  30 Days 
PB, City Councils, FNSB 
Assembly, Alaska DOT, 
ADEC, & Governor 

PPP As Needed TC & PB 45 Days PB 
Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan Every 4 Years 2 Open House Events, TC,  

& PB 30 Days PB, FHWA, & FTA 
Transportation 
Improvement 
Program 

Every 4 Years 1 Open House Event, TC, & 
PB 30 Days 

PB, Governor (through 
DOT Commissioner), 
FHWA, & FTA 

Annual Listing of 
Obligated Projects Annually N/A (posted online when 

complete) N/A N/A 

Self-Certification Every 4 Years N/A (done concurrently w/ 
TIP) 

30 Days 
w/ TIP PB & Alaska DOT 

Supplemental Plans* As Needed BPAC, PEC, TC, & PB 30 Days PB 

Refer to the previous Section III. Public Involvement for the standard and robust strategies that are 
implemented for the major plans and programs shown above. As a community-oriented, non-profit 
organization, it is crucial to the success of the MPO that the availability of draft plans, comment periods, 
surveys, and more are made known to the public every step of the way. Therefore, these core documents 
and any supplemental plans are supported by the most rigorous outreach efforts possible for the MPO.  
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SUPPLEMENTAL PLANS

As previously noted, FAST Planning will conduct other multimodal plans and studies to supplement the 
required plans and programs. In coordination with local, state, and federal partners, these supplementary 
plans follow a similar outreach process to those outlined in the previous section. Any combination of 
outreach methods, engagement strategies, and public comment periods may be used in the development 
of these plans or studies. All of these plans or studies are hosted on the FAST Planning website and in the 
local office. Some examples of supplementary plans that FAST Planning has produced in the past include: 

Non-motorized Transportation Plan 
Freight Mobility Plan
Safe Routes to School Plans
Green Streets Plan
Road Service Expansion Plan
Road/Rail Reduction/Realignment Plan (FBXings)
Corridor Studies

For more information on the MPO plans and studies, go FAST Planning’s at 
https://fastplanning.us/docs/plans/. 
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VV. INVOLVINGG EVERYONEE 

It is the policy of FAST Planning in accordance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 USC 2000d et 
seq, Non- Discrimination on Basis of Race, Color, or National Origin), and other related nondiscrimination

statutes and regulations listed below, that no person shall, solely on the grounds of race, 
color, national origin, or sex (gender), be excluded from participation in, be denied the 
benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to discrimination under any transportation planning 

program or activity regardless of whether or not FAST Planning receives federal assistance 
from the U. S. Department of Transportation (DOT), including the FHWA and the FTA.

POTENTIAL OBSTACLES TO PARTICIPATION

FAST Planning strives to consider the entire community in its outreach efforts for everything from 
regularly scheduled meetings to large-scale planning efforts. While accomplishing this mission with 
notable success can be difficult, staff are regularly attending trainings and taking advantage of other 
educational opportunities to remain creative and inspired to reach those they might not normally. 
Potential obstacles to participation in the community of Fairbanks could include factors like: 

lack of physical access to a location (non-ADA compliant, lack of a vehicle, transit operations 
closed, etc.) 
finding time to participate
lack of internet or general inability to participate virtually or by telephone in pandemic-era 
meeting spaces 
a pre-existing level of distrust between citizens and decision-makers 

These potential obstacles are just a few that have been observed by staff within the Fairbanks area MPO. 
Unfortunately, they do not fully describe what community members face when it comes to being involved 
with agencies like an MPO. This PPP has been updated to reflect the outreach strategies that as of 2022 
are believed to have the most effective approach to reach citizens who might encounter obstacles like 
the ones listed above.
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PROTECTED CLASSES & NON-DISCRIMINATION LEGISLATION

FAST Planning is actively engaged in applying all non-discrimination legislation to its planning efforts. Title 
VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 forbids discrimination against anyone in the United States because of 
race, color or national origin by any agency receiving Federal funds. The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973 
added the requirement that there be no discrimination on the grounds of sex, and the Civil Rights 
Restoration Act of 1987 defined the word “program” to make it clear that discrimination is prohibited 
through an entire agency if any part of the agency receives federal financial assistance. FAST Planning’s
Title VI Plan (See Appendix B) ensures that all races, income levels, ages, abilities, and genders have equal 
input in, and equally benefit from, the planning and project delivery processes of FAST Planning.  

For more information about how FAST Planning addresses non-discrimination in its planning 
efforts and practices, view the Title VI Plan in Appendix B or at 
www.fastplanning.us/civilrights. 
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AAPPENDIX A – FAST PLANNING MPA 
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AAPPENDIX B – TITLE VI PLAN 
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APPENDIX C – REGULARLY SCHEDULED MEETING TITLE VI REPORT EXAMPLE 
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APPENDIX D – OPEN HOUSE MATERIALS 
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APPENDIX E – STAKEHOLDER MEETING MATERIALS 
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APPENDIX F – EVENT MATERIALS 
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APPENDIX G – CALENDAR CARD 
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Proposed Funding Program Consolidation for Project Nominations to FAST Planning – March 2022 

 

 

 

 

 

1 Surface Transportation Block Grant Program; 2 Transportation Alternatives Program; 3 Set‐aside for PM2.5 Non‐attainment Area 

TIP

STP1

$8.9m

CMAQ‐
Flexible

$800k

TAP2

$500k

Carbon 
Reduction

$1.0m

STIP

CMAQ‐
Mandatory3

$2.3m

Call for Project Nominations #1 
Motorized, Non‐motorized, & 

Multimodal Projects

Call for Project Nominations #2 
Transporation Projects that 

Improve Air Quality

$10.2m  $3.3m 
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Considerations for Updating FFY23‐27 TIP Project Scoring Criteria 

Surface Transportation Block Grant Program (STP) Funding – Eligible Projects  

23 USC 133, Abbreviated – New Eligibilities under the Infrastructure Investment & Jobs Act (IIJA) 

1. Construction of highways, bridges, tunnels, ferry boats and terminal facilities, transit capital 

projects, infrastructure‐based intelligent transportation systems capital improvements 

(including vehicle‐to‐infrastructure communication equipment), truck parking facilities, border 

infrastructure projects, and wildlife crossing structures 

2. Operational improvements and capital and operating costs for traffic monitoring, management, 

and control facilities and programs. 

3. Environmental measures, including transportation control measures  

4. Highway and transit safety infrastructure improvements and programs, including rail/highway 

crossings and installation of safety barriers and nets on bridges 

5. Fringe and corridor parking facilities and carpool projects 

6. Recreational trails projects (including the maintenance and restoration of existing recreational 

trails) and pedestrian and bicycle projects (including modifications to comply with accessibility 

requirements under the Americans with Disabilities Act and the Safe Routes to School Program) 

7. Planning, design, or construction of boulevards and other roadways largely in the right‐of‐way of 

former Interstate System routes or other divided highways 

8. Development and implementation of a State asset management plan for the National Highway 

System and a performance‐based management program for other public roads 

9. Protection (including painting, scour countermeasures, seismic retrofits, impact protection 

measures, security countermeasures, and protection against extreme events) for bridges 

(including approaches to bridges and other elevated structures) and tunnels on public roads, 

and inspection and evaluation of bridges and tunnels and other highway assets 

10. Surface transportation planning programs, highway and transit research and development and 

technology transfer programs, and workforce development, training, and education 

11. Surface transportation infrastructure modifications to facilitate direct intermodal interchange, 

transfer, and access into and out of a port terminal 

12. Projects and strategies designed to support congestion pricing, including electronic toll 

collection and travel demand management strategies and programs 

13. Projects and strategies designed to reduce the number of wildlife‐vehicle collisions, including 

project‐related planning, design, construction, monitoring, and preventative maintenance 

14. The installation of electric vehicle charging infrastructure and vehicle‐to‐grid infrastructure 

15. The installation and deployment of current and emerging intelligent transportation 

technologies, including the ability of vehicles to communicate with infrastructure, buildings, and 

other road users 

16. Planning and construction of projects that facilitate intermodal connections between emerging 

transportation technologies, such as magnetic levitation and hyperloop 

17. Protective features, including natural infrastructure, to enhance the resilience of a 

transportation facility  

18. Measures to protect a transportation facility from cybersecurity threats 

19. Subsidy and administrative costs necessary to provide an eligible entity Federal credit assistance  

Page 69



20. The creation and operation by a State of an office to assist in the design, implementation, and 

oversight, including conducting value for money analyses or similar comparative analyses, of 

public‐private partnerships  

21. Any type of project eligible under this section as in effect on the day before the date of 

enactment of the FAST Act 

22. Rural barge landing, dock, and waterfront infrastructure projects  

23. Projects to enhance travel and tourism 

New (2021) Planning Emphasis Areas (emphasized by FHWA & FTA) 

1. Climate Change & Resilience – transportation plans and infrastructure investments that help 

achieve the national greenhouse gas reduction goals, net‐zero emissions, accelerate the 

transition toward electric and other alternative fueled vehicles, and increase resilience to 

extreme weather events and other disasters resulting from the increasing effects of climate 

change 

2. Equity – to advance racial equity and support for underserved and disadvantaged communities 

through the use of strategies that: (1) improve infrastructure for non‐motorized travel, public 

transportation access, and increased public transportation service in underserved communities; 

(2) plan for the safety of all road users, particularly those on arterials, through infrastructure 

improvements and advanced speed management; (3) reduce single‐occupancy vehicle travel 

and associated air pollution in communities near high‐volume corridors; (4) offer reduced public 

transportation fares as appropriate; (5) target demand‐response service towards communities 

with higher concentrations of older adults and those with poor access to essential services; and 

(6) consider equitable and sustainable practices while developing transit‐oriented development 

including affordable housing strategies and consideration of environmental justice populations 

3. Complete Streets – plan, develop, and operate streets and networks that prioritize safety, 

comfort, and access to destinations for people of all ages and abilities who use the street 

network, including pedestrians, bicyclists, transit riders, micro‐mobility users, freight delivery 

services, and motorists 

4. Public Involvement – early, effective, and continuous public involvement brings diverse 

viewpoints into the decision‐making process, including use of Virtual Public Involvement tools to 

broaden the reach of information to the public and makes participation more convenient and 

affordable to greater numbers of people 

5. STRAHNET/DOD Coordination – coordinate with representatives from the Department of 

Defense (DOD) in the transportation planning and project programming process on 

infrastructure and connectivity needs for Strategic Highway Network (STRAHNET) routes and 

other public roads that connect to DOD facilities 

6. Federal Land Management Agency Coordination – coordinate with Federal Land Management 

Agencies in the transportation planning and project programming process on infrastructure and 

connectivity needs related to access routes and other public roads and transportation services 

that connect to Federal lands 

7. PEL Studies – implement Planning & Environmental Linkages (PEL) as part of the transportation 

planning and environmental review processes 

8. Data in Transportation Planning – incorporate data sharing into the transportation planning 

process across multiple programs for efficient use of resources and improved policy and 

decision‐making 
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FAST Planning TIP Project Scoring Criteria ‐ Proposed Revisions ‐ April 22, 2022

Criteria  Weight Total Points

GENERAL ‐ ALL PROJECTS

SAFETY Rate 0‐3

Project addresses a high accident crash location 5 0

Project improves safety for all users 4 0

Project addresses a geometric design deficiency 3 0

Project reduces modal conflicts 2 0

Project has a history of safety complaints 1 0

PUBLIC SUPPORT Rate 0‐3

Project has a local government sponsor for matching funds 5 0

     and preliminary/existing maintenance commitment

Project included in Metropolitan Transportation Plan 4 0

Project included in another approved Plan 3

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 improves resiliency of at‐risk infrastructure 4 0

Project reduces summer maintenance effort 2 0

Project reduces winter maintenance effort 3 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 or school 5 0

Serves a low income/minority/underserved population 5 0

Increases equity and accessibility for all users 4 0

Addresses a gap in the transportation network 3 0

Project serves a school, park or other recreational facility 2 0

Provides a connection to hotels or tourism destinations 2 0

Project serves businesses or industrial district employment area 2 0

ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION Rate 0‐3

Project will improve air quality 4 0

Project will improve water quality 2 0

PROJECT READINESS Rate 0‐3

Project‐specific planning/preliminary engineering completed 4 0

Preliminary engineering work right‐of‐way research completed 3 0

Environmental research initiated 2 0

Matching funds have been identified and/or secured 1 0

Coordination with utility companies initiated 2 0

Project Name: __________________________________     Scorer Name: ____________________________________

Points Possible: XXX

When scoring a "Rate 0‐3" use the range to select how well 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 ‐ Proposed Revisions ‐ April 22, 2022

LAND USE Rate 0‐3

Is consistent with  Regional Comprehensive Plan 1 0

Is consistent with current land use 1 0

Is consistent with expected future land use 1 0

Provides/enhances connection to Military/other Federal lands 2 0

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 2 0

Incorporates Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) 1 0

Will improve LOS/reduce traffic congestion or delay 1 0

Will increase mobility for freight movement 2 0

NON‐MOTORIZED ONLY PROJECTS

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

EXISTING/FUTURE USE Rate 0‐3

Sidewalk/path/trail used for daily commuting 1 0

Sidewalk/path/trail used for recreational activities 1 0

Sidewalk/path/trail has (or will have) high walking/biking use 2 0

IMPROVEMENTS Rate 0‐3

Addresses a prioritized non‐ADA compliant facility 3 0

Project area is/will be served by transit 3 0

Widens/extends an existing facility 1 0

Separates non‐motorized users from driving lane 2 0

Will have minor/no permanent ROW acquisition 3 0

Removes physical barriers for non‐motorized users 1 0

Improves connection to apartments/multi‐family housing 1 0

     and/or neighborhoods where people live, work, and play

Supports Safe Routes to School Program 1 0

Adds traffic calming measures, lighting, and/or other safety‐ 2 0

     related infrastructure for vulnerable users

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 ABOVE, CHOOSE THE APPROPRIATE SUB‐SECTION BELOW TO COMPLETE THE EVALUATION

Points Possible: XX

Points Possible: XX
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Project nominations are accepted from the public and are scored based on the adopted Project 
Scoring Criteria. The score the project receives will be used to determine the project’s eligibility 
for funding in the Transportation Improvement Program, or TIP. The TIP identifies, prioritizes 
and allocates anticipated funding for transportation improvements over a 4 year period. 

All projects must complete the General section of the nomination form and then choose one of 
the appropriate subsections (Road Projects or Non-Motorized Projects). Projects such as rail, 
lighting, signing, striping, transit, bridges, new road segments, or other projects that may fit 
into one of FAST Planning’s programs, will not be scored with these criteria but will be reviewed 
individually by subcommittee.   

Please note that project nominations may be disqualified if matching funds have not been 
identified and/or if a preliminary maintenance commitment has not been made by a local 
government agency. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Name of Proposed Project:  ____________________________________________ 

Project Scope/Description:  

 

 

 

 

 
Please attach photos of existing conditions and project figure(s) showing the proposed improvements. 

      

     NAME:  ________________________________     DATE:  _______________________   

     AGENCY NAME:  ________________________________________________________ 

     AGENCY ADDRESS:  ______________________________________________________ 

     PHONE:  _______________________________________________________________ 

     EMAIL:  ________________________________________________________________ 
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GENERAL – ALL PROJECTS 

SAFETY   

1. Does the project address a high crash location? (0-15pts) 
A high crash location has an above average crash rate compared to similar roads in the region. 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 
 

 

 

 
2. Does the project improve safety for either motorized, non-motorized or transit users? (0-12pts)  

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 
 

 

 

 
3. Does the project address a design deficiency? (0-9pts) 

For example, curves, poor sight distance, narrow shoulders, inadequate signing, striping, lighting, etc. 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 
 

 

 

  

4. Will the project reduce modal conflicts? (0-6pts) 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 
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5. Does the project have a history of safety complaints? (0-3pts) 
If so, please provide documented complaints as part of the nomination package. 
 

  Yes   No 
 

PUBLIC SUPPORT 

1. Does the project have a local government sponsor for matching funds and preliminary/existing 
maintenance commitment? (0-15pts) 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 
 

 

 
 
 

2. Is the project included in FAST Planning’s Metropolitan Transportation Plan? (0-12pts) 
See https://fastplanning.us/docs/plans/. 

  Yes   No 
If “Yes,” identify the project number (i.e. SR-3), title, and description.   

 
 
 
 

 

3. Is the project included in another approved Plan? (0-9pts) 
For example, if the project is specifically listed in FAST Planning’s Non-motorized Plan, Road/Rail Crossing 
Reduction/Realignment Plan, Freight Mobility Plan, Green Streets Plan, or Airport Way Plan; FNSB Trails 
Plan, Roads Plan, or Transit Plan; or other local/regional approved Plan. 

  Yes   No 
If “Yes”, identify the Plan(s) and project information presented in the Plan(s): 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4. Does the project have a Resolution of support from a local government? (0-9pts) 
If so, please provide documented support as part of the nomination package. 

  Yes   No 
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5. Are there letters of support or petitions from neighborhoods or organizations? (0-6pts) 
If so, please provide documented support as part of the nomination package. 

  Yes   No 

 
6. Does the project have documented public comments? (0-3pt) 

If so, please provide documented support as part of the nomination package. 

  Yes   No 
 

MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS 

1. Will the project improve the resiliency of at-risk infrastructure? (0-12pts) 
For example, resiliency to the impacts of extreme weather events, flooding, melting permafrost, 
earthquakes, wildfires, and other natural disasters; and to withstand or rapidly recover from these events.  

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 
 
 
 

2. Will the project reduce summer maintenance effort? (0-6pts)  
For example, crack sealing, patching, sweeping, pumping/thawing, sign replacement, restriping, etc.  

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 

 

 

 
 

3. Will the project reduce winter maintenance effort? (0-9pts)  
For example, snow removal, snow storage, anti-icing, removal of obstructions for plowing efforts, etc. 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 
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4. Will the project lower operational costs? (0-6pts)  
For example, converting to more energy efficient systems, upgrading/replacing 
aging/antiquated/undersized utilities, installing automated technologies, etc.  

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 

 

 

 
 

SYSTEM PRESERVATION 

With the proposed improvements, how long will this project extend the life of the existing facility? (1-4 pts) 

  30+ years 

  15-29 years 

  10-14 years 

 5-9 years 
 

Explain: 

 

 

 

 

 

CONNECTIVITY 

1. Will the project provide a connection to an essential service or school? (0-15pts) 
Examples of essential services are health care facilities, social services, police/fire/EMS, etc.  

  Yes   No 
Explain: 
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2. Does the project serve a low income/minority/underserved population? (0-15pts) 
See https://ejscreen.epa.gov/mapper/mobile/index.html. Click on the icon at top left corner and select 
“Show EJSCREEN Maps,” then select “Socioeconomic Indicators” and “Low Income” and “People of Color” 
population parameters. 
 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. Will the project increase equity and accessibility for all users? (0-12pts) 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 

 

 

 
4. Will the project address a gap in the transportation network? (0-9pts) 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 

 
 

5. Will the project serve a park or other recreational facility? (0-6pts) 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 
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6. Will the project provide a connection to hotels or tourism destinations? (0-6pts) 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7. Will the project serve businesses or an area of employment? (0-6pts) 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 
 
 

 

 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION 

1. Will the project improve air quality? (0-12pts)  
For example, result in emission reductions from vehicles with congestion mitigation, reducing idling time, 
installing motor vehicle plugins, reducing vehicle dependence, electric vehicle charging infrastructure, etc. 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 

 

 

 

2. Will the project improve water quality? (0-6pts) 
For example, include permanent stormwater Best Management Practices. 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 
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PROJECT READINESS 

1. Has any project-specific planning/preliminary engineering been completed? (0-12pts) 
If so, please provide supporting documents as part of the nomination package. 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 

 

 

 

2. Has any preliminary right-of-way research been completed? (0-9pts) 
If so, provide a summary of the anticipated right-of-way impacts (temporary and/or permanent). 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 

 
 
 

 

3. Has environmental research been initiated? (0-6pts) 
For example: contaminated sites review, historic properties, wetland research, etc.  

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 

 
 
 

 

4. Have matching funds been secured for the project? (0-3pts) 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

Page 83



 

 

Page 9 of 16 

 

5. If necessary, has coordination with utility companies been initiated? (0-6pts) 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 

 
 
 
 

 

LAND USE 

1. Is the project consistent with the goals/strategies/actions of FNSB Regional Comprehensive Plan? (0-3pts) 
See https://www.fnsb.gov/DocumentCenter/View/900/Regional-Comprehensive-Plan-PDF.  

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 
 
 
 
 
 

2. Is the project consistent with current land use? (0-3pts) 

Yes   No 
Explain: 

 

 

 

 

3. Is the project consistent with expected future land use? (0-3pts) 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 
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4. Will the project provide/enhance connection to Military/other Federal lands? (0-6pts) 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 
 

 

 

 

ROAD/MULTIMODAL PROJECTS ONLY 

The following portion of the nomination form shall be completed only for projects that include road 
reconstruction or road extensions. 

AVERAGE ANNUAL DAILY TRAFFIC 

What is the current AADT of the existing road, or projection of AADT for a new road? (1-4 pts) 
See https://alaskatrafficdata.drakewell.com/publicmultinodemap.asp. 

  

If the number is a projection, explain how it was estimated: 
 
 

 

 
 

IMPROVEMENTS 

1. Will the project upgrade or add a non-motorized facility? (0-12pts) 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 
 

 

 

2. How much permanent right-of-way acquisition is expected? (0-6pts) 

  None 

  Minor (i.e. parcel corners for utilities) 

  Moderate (i.e. parcel strip acquisition) 

  Major (i.e. entire parcels and/or building demolitions)  

 

 

 

Page 85



 

 

Page 11 of 16 

 

3. Will the project improve drainage? (0-6pts) 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
4. Will the project include upgrades to signing, striping, or signals? (0-6pts) 

  Yes   No 
 

Explain: 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
5. Will the project incorporate Intelligent Transportation System (ITS)? (0-3pts) 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
6. Will the project reduce traffic congestion or delay? (0-3pts) 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 
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7. Will the project increase mobility for freight movement? (0-6pts) 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

PROJECT COST 

 
What is the project cost estimate?  

Explain why this cost is reasonable and should be allocated to this project: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NON-MOTORIZED PROJECTS ONLY 

The following portion of the nomination form shall be completed only for projects that are exclusive 
to non-motorized facilities. 

POPULATION REACHED 

What type of population will be served by the proposed project? (1-4 pts) 

  Regional/area wide users 

  Less than area wide/single community 

  Multiple neighborhoods/destinations 

  Single neighborhood/destination 
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EXISTING/FUTURE USE 

1. Is the sidewalk/path/trail used for daily commuting? (0-3 pts) 

Yes   No 
Explain: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2. Is the sidewalk/path/trail used for recreational activities? (0-3pts) 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. Does the sidewalk/path/trail have (or will have) high walking/biking use? (0-6pts) 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 
 

 

 
 

 

IMPROVEMENTS 

1. Will the project address a prioritized non-ADA compliant facility? (0-9 pts) 

Yes   No 
Explain: 
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2. Is the project area currently, or will be, served by transit? (0-9pts) 
See https://www.fnsb.gov/349/Metropolitan-Area-Commuter-System-MACS.  

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
3. Will the project widen or extend an existing facility? (0-3pts) 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 
 

 

 
 

4. Will the project separate non-motorized users (minimum 4 feet) from the driving lane? (0-6pts) 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 
 

 

 
 

5. How much permanent right-of-way acquisition is expected? (0-9pts) 

  None 

  Minor (i.e. parcel corners for utilities) 

  Moderate (i.e. parcel strip acquisition) 

  Major (i.e. entire parcels and/or building demolitions)  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

Page 89



 

 

Page 15 of 16 

 

6. Will the project remove physical barriers for non-motorized users? (0-3pts) 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 
 

 

7. Will the project improve connection to apartments/multi-family housing and/or neighborhoods where 
people live, work, and play? (0-3pts) 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 
 

 

8. Does the project support the Safe Routes to School Program? (0-3pts) 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 

 
 

 

9. Will the project add traffic calming measures, lighting, and/or other safety-related infrastructure for 
vulnerable users? (0-6pts) 
Vulnerable users are defined as pedestrians, bicyclists, and skateboards/roller skates/scooter, 
motorcycles/moped/E-bike, and wheelchair/crutch/walker users. 

  Yes   No 
Explain: 
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PROJECT COST 
 

What is the project cost estimate?  

Explain why this cost is reasonable and should be allocated to this project: 

 

 

 

 

end of form 

 

Please submit completed form and attachments to  
the following staff members via mail or email:  
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1

Jackson Fox

From: Schacher, Sarah E (DOT) <sarah.schacher@alaska.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, April 26, 2022 12:54 PM
To: Jackson Fox
Cc: Ackiss, Colleen M (DOT); Rainey, Evan E (DOT)
Subject: Ph 3 Increase Request: Yankovich-Miller Hill Road Reconstruction and Multi-Use Path

Hello Jackson, 
 
Please add this funding request to the upcoming May 4 TC agenda. 
 
We are requesting an increase to Ph 3 (Right of Way) in the amount of $150,000. Our original budget of $123,500 has 
shown to be an underestimate of all effort involved. Reasons for that and a general status update on acquisition are as 
follows: 

 Initially temporary construction permits (TCPs) for driveway permits were not anticipated, but they were found 
to be needed later. We have obtained 13 of 15 TCPs needed to date. 

 1 of 6 easements needed for the project have been acquired. With 5 to go, including complex title issues on 2 of 
those parcels, we expect more Right of Way (ROW) agent time will be needed to work through those issues with 
property owners and/or department of law. 

 ROW engineering time is already over budget (preparing ROW map and plats) and we still have final record of 
survey to complete post‐construction. Also, it is common that ROW engineers need more time if something 
comes up during negotiations that necessitate a change to the acquisition plats. We have already had owner 
requests for field survey to mark acquisition extents on the ground to help visual impacts. This is not 
uncommon—but wasn’t anticipated in the original budget. 

 Appraisals and title reports cost more than originally budgeted. 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
Sarah Schacher, P.E. 
Northern Region Preconstruction Engineer 
Alaska Department of Transportation & Public Facilities 
2301 Peger Road, Fairbanks AK 99709 
Office: (907) 451‐5361 
Cell: (907) 750‐0796 
sarah.schacher@alaska.gov 
www.dot.alaska.gov 

 

Page 92



FAST Planning 2019 - 2023 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
Amendment #5, Approved 02.23.2022

Page 9 of 17

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

Wembley Avenue Improvements CMAQ 136.4

ACC -136.4

FAF 40.9

SM 4.1

40.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Woll Road Resurfacing & Widening STP 350.2 272.9

SM 34.8 27.1

STP 2.3

SM 0.2

STP 181.9

SM 18.1

STP 2,001.3

SM 198.7

385.0 0.0 0.0 300.0 202.5 2,200.0

Yankovich/Miller Hill Road Reconstruction STP 236.1

AC 236.1

ACC -236.1

SM 23.4

STP 112.4

AC 112.4

ACC -112.4

SM 11.2

STP 454.9

SM 45.2

STP 4,159.1

AC 4,159.1

ACC -4,159.1

SM 412.9

0.0 383.1 0.0 500.0 4,572.0 0.0

29969 NFHWY00137

Construction

Reconstruct Wembley Avenue from Aurora Drive to Danby Street 
and construct a pedestrian facility.                                                      
Bicycle and pedestrian facilities that are not exclusively 
recreational and reduce vehicle trips are eligible under CMAQ.

Project Total

9939 NFHWY00139

DesignReconstruct Miller Hill Road and Yankovich Road, and improve 
existing separated multi-use path as needed. Project work will 
include roadside hardware, drainage improvements, and utilities.

Right-of-Way

Utilities

Construction

Project Total

32178 NFHWY00448
Design

Resurface and widen Woll Road from Bradway Road to Ownby 
Road.

Right-of-Way

Utilities

Construction

Project Total

STP: Surface Transp. Prog., SM: State Match, 3PF: 3rd Party Funding, CMAQ: Congestion Mitigation Air Quality, TAP: Transp. Alts Prog., ILLU: Illustrative, AC: Adv. Constr., ACC: Adv. Constr. 
Conversion, FAF/FAM:  FAST Approp. Funds/Match
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FAST Planning FFY22 Offsets April 28, 2022

PROJECT OFFSETS Federal Total w/ Match

FMATS Sidewalk Improvement Program FFY16‐18 (Design) $193,786 $213,022
Wembley Avenue Improvements $45,398 $49,904
Road Service Area Expansion Plan $133 $146
Non‐Motorized Plan Update $7,398 $8,133
Advanced Project Definition FFY19‐21 $35,474 $38,995
Old Richardson Highway Intersection Improvements $64,592 $71,004
Tanana Loop & South Chandalar Drive Intersections $67,217 $73,889
FMATS Sign Replacement Stage III ‐ Design Phase $11,626 $12,780

Total     $425,624 $467,873

COMMITTED OFFSETS

FAST Improvement Program FFY22 (6th & Lacey Intersection) ‐$104,616 ‐$115,000 Policy Board approved 10.20.2021

College Road Bus Pullouts ‐ Construction Phase ‐$17,947 ‐$19,729 Executive Director approved 04.18.2022

FMATS Sign Replacement Stage III ‐ Construction Phase ‐$90,431 ‐$99,408 Executive Director approved 04.13.2022

Total  ‐$212,994 ‐$234,137

NEW/AVAILABLE TIP FUNDS*

FAST Improvement Program FFY22 $141,629 $155,688 Pending TIP modification

Old Richardson Highway Intersection Improvements $25,081 $27,571 Pending TIP modification

Total  $166,710 $183,258
*Funds made available from obligating projects for construction at a lower amount than programmed in the TIP.

Remaining Funds to be Obligated $379,339 $416,995

3
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100 CUSHMAN STREET, SUITE 205 | FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 99701 | www.fastplanning.us 
 

May 18, 2022 
  
 
Mayor Bryce Ward 
Fairbanks North Star Borough 
907 Terminal Street 
Fairbanks, Alaska 99701 
 
Subject:  Request for Community Purpose Grant to develop Implementation Plan for  
 Regional Transportation Planning Services 
   
Dear Mayor Ward, 
 

From our conversations earlier this year we understand you are interested in exploring the possibility of 
Fairbanks Area Surface Transportation (FAST) Planning providing Regional Transportation Planning 
services for the rural portion of the Borough outside our Metropolitan Planning Area boundary.  To 
explore this possibility, we would like to assist the Borough with developing an Implementation Plan to 
define the scope of services, strategic actions, schedule of activities, funding plan, and potential future 
organizational changes at FAST Planning to accomplish this work.  As you are aware, however, we 
cannot use our existing Federal Metropolitan Planning funds to develop the Plan or provide the services.  
We are therefore requesting $20,000 under a Community Purpose Grant from your Office to develop 
the Implementation Plan as the initial step in this process for future consideration by our Policy Board to 
take on these additional responsibilities. 
 
FAST Planning is currently limited to providing transportation planning services to the urban portion of 
the Borough (Fairbanks and North Pole).  We acknowledge, however, there are 16 rural communities 
outside our boundary that do not have a framework for transportation planning at the local level:  
 

 Chena Ridge 
 Ester 
 Goldstream 
 Farmers Loop 
 Fox 
 Haystack 

 Chatanika 
 Steele Creek  
 Two Rivers 
 Pleasant Valley 
 Chena River State 

Rec Area/Hot Springs 

 Badger 
 Moose Creek 
 Eielson AFB 
 Salcha 
 Harding-Birch Lakes 

 
These communities need a local organization to facilitate conversation and champion their 
transportation goals, objectives, and regionally unique priorities.  Across the U.S. it is common to have 
Regional Transportation Planning Organizations (RTPOs) fill this role, but Alaska currently does not have 
any RTPOs.  It is also common, however, for Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) such as 
ourselves to expand their operations to become a combined MPO/RTPO to serve surrounding rural 
communities provided dedicated funding is made available separate from our Metropolitan Planning 
funds.  The primary benefit of this arrangement is to have a concerted voice at the table for integrating 
Regional (urban and rural) transportation needs into the Statewide Transportation Improvement 
Program; and currently, these rural communities do not have an adequate voice at the table.  
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Attached is a two‐page Fact Sheet outlining the roles of an RTPO to better familiarize yourself with what 
they do, how they are formed and funded, comparison with the role of MPOs, and benefits of 
establishing an RTPO.  I have also attached a map showing the urban areas currently served and rural 
areas not currently served with regard to transportation planning at the local level.     
 
Thank you in advance for considering granting funding to develop an Implementation Plan to explore 
the possibility of FAST Planning providing Regional Transportation Planning services for the rural portion 
of the Borough.  If you have any questions or need additional information from FAST Planning, please 
contact me at jackson.fox@fastplanning.us or (907) 590‐1618.   
 

Sincerely, 

 
 
 
_________________________________________________________________ 

Jackson C. Fox 
Executive Director 
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Proposed Budget for Community Purpose Grant 
Prepared by FAST Planning ‐ April 28, 2022

Description Director 
Transportation 

Planner
Total

1 Research/Literature/Peer Review 16

a Federal regulations and guidance for RTPOs 4

b Standard operating procedures for RTPOs 6

c Interviews with combined MPO/RTPOs 6

2 Purpose & Need 10

a Vision and goals 4

b Local need for regional/rural transportation planning services 4 2

3 Scope of Services 8

a Range of regional/rural transportation planning services 4

b Recommendation of services to meet local needs 4

4 Strategic Actions 16

a Federal, State, and local approval processes 4

b Recommendations for rural policy committee makeup 2 2

c Outline of public paticipation plan 2

d Framework for long‐ and short‐range transportation plans 6

5 Schedule of Activities 6

a Chronological work plan for strategic actions 4 2

6 Funding Plan 24

a Funding options for regional/rural transportation planning service 4

b Draft multi‐year budget for work plan 6

c Communications with Alaska DOT&PF Program Development 4

d Communications with Borough Mayor's Office 4

e Funding plan recommendations 6

7 Organizational Changes at FAST Planning 18

a Review of bylaws, policies, and procedures 4

b Alternatives for staffing and contract management 6 2

c Recommendations for organizational changes 6

8 Final Report  44

a Draft report, resolution of comments, and final report 32

b Presentations to Technical Committee and Policy Board 6

c Presentation to Borough Planning Commission and Assembly 6

Total Hours 132 10 142

Labor Rate (per hour) 145.64$                92.77$                 ‐

Labor Cost 19,224.48$          927.70$               20,152.18$      

*Labor rate includes direct labor cost + indirect cost (benefits/administrative costs) in accordance with State‐Audited Indirect Cost Rate

Task
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Establishing a Regional Transportation Planning Organization (RTPO) 

for the Fairbanks North Star Borough 
DRAFT – March 18, 2022 

 

What is an RTPO? 

 An RTPO is an organization that identifies local transportation needs, conducts transportation 

planning, assists local governments, and supports the Statewide transportation planning process 

in non‐metropolitan regions of the State 

 Serves areas with population size less than 50,000 (i.e. regional communities outside the 

Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) boundary 

 Designation of an RTPO is outlined under 23 USC 135(m) 

What does an RTPO do? 

 Provides a framework for rural transportation planning at the local level 

 Prepares a Regional Long‐Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) 

 Prepares a Regional Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 

 Coordinates local planning, land use, and economic development 

 Provides technical assistance to local officials 

 Participates in national, multi‐State, and State policy and planning development processes 

 Facilitates a forum for public participation in regional and Statewide planning 

 Coordinates plans and programs with DOT&PF, MPOs, other RTPOs, and tribal organizations 

How do you form an RTPO? 

 Establish a policy committee, with a majority of members being non‐metropolitan local officials, 

and as appropriate, representatives from the State, private business, transportation service 

providers, economic development practitioners, and the public in the region 

 Select a fiscal/administrative agent to provide professional planning, management, and 

administrative support  

 Establish a technical committee to advise the policy committee 

 Identify communities to be served and a physical boundary for the RTPO, and request RTPO 

designation by the State 

How are RTPOs funded? 

 There is no dedicated funding for RTPOs in Alaska (State or Federal) 

 At the State’s discretion they can grant Federal funds from general pools of Statewide Planning 

& Research (PL), Surface Transportation Program (STP), and Rural Transit Planning (FTA 5304); a 

9.03% local match would be required 

 Some States grant State‐funded legislative appropriations and/or use Borough/County funding  

 For projects identified and prioritized in the LRTP and TIP process, the RTPO would have to 

compete for STP and TAP funding in the Statewide TIP (STIP)  
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Comparing Roles of RTPOs & MPOs 

Topic  RTPO  MPO 

Federal 
Regulations 

 Voluntary 

 Established by local officials and 
designated by State 

 Required to develop a LRTP and TIP and 
provide forum for public participation 

 Codified under 23 USC 135(m) 

 Required for Federal funding 

 Established by local officials and 
designated by State 

 Required to develop a LRTP, TIP, 
UPWP, and PPP 

 Codified under 23 USC 134 

State 
Regulations 

 To be defined by State; there are 
currently no provisions in Alaska 
Statute or Administrative Code 

 Defined under AS 19.20.200 and 17 
AAC 05 with limited provisions 

Geographic 
Area 

 Rural Area <50k populations 

 

 Urban Area >50k population 

 
Planning  
& Project 
Funding 

 No dedicated funding under current 
State and Federal programs 

 Planning: RTPO would need to submit 
funding requests to Borough Assembly 
and/or State DOT/Legislature, or apply 
for Federal grant opportunities for rural 
transportation planning activities 

 Projects: RTPO would need to nominate 
projects in their TIP to State DOT 
programs in STIP and/or apply for 
Federal grant opportunities  

 Federal funding provided to MPO by 
formula within specified population 
category to complete required 
Planning activities and design and 
construct Projects 

 

What are the benefits of establishing an RTPO? 

 Facilitates conversation among rural communities within a region, and improves conversation 

between those rural communities and the State DOT 

 Provides a means to establish transportation goals, objectives, and regionally unique priorities 

under a more local and robust public involvement process 

 Instills a systematic transportation planning process for a regional area, and produces the same 

documents as an MPO to streamline their incorporation into the Statewide planning process 

 Improves the ability to identify and prioritize projects, creating a stronger basis for integrating 

those rural transportation needs into the STIP 
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Federal Funding is Available 
For Electric Vehicle Charging 
Infrastructure On the  
National Highway System

April 22, 2022
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Federal Funding is Available For Electric 
Vehicle Charging Infrastructure On the 

National Highway System

► (Above) A DC fast charger in use at the Dinosaur Welcome Center in Dinosaur, Colorado. 
Photo credit: Colorado Department of Transportation
(Cover) Electric vehicle charging at DC Fast charging station at Tejon Pass Rest Area along Interstate 5 in California. 
Photo credit: Caltrans (California Department of Transportation)

2

FEDERAL FUNDING IS AVAILABLE FOR ELECTRIC VEHICLE CHARGING 
INFRASTRUCTURE ON THE NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM 
The U.S. Department of Transportation’s (DOT) Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) supports the 
Biden-Harris Administration’s goal of installing 500,000 new electric vehicle (EV) chargers by 2030. In order 
to accelerate the deployment of EV chargers, FHWA is highlighting the policies and funding available today 
for partners in States, Tribes, Territories, metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs), and Federal land 
management agencies (FLMAs) to build out electric vehicle chargers along the National Highway System. These 
EV chargers will support inter-city, regional, and national travel, build consumer confidence by addressing 
driver range anxiety, and accelerate awareness of and public interest in the use of electric vehicles. 

USING FEDERAL FUNDING TO ACCELERATE CONSTRUCTION OF 
FAST EV CHARGING 
Several DOT funding and finance programs are available to plan for and build EV chargers; support workforce 
training for new technologies; and integrate EVs as part of strategies to address commuter, freight, and public 
transportation needs. This document highlights eligibilities under each of these programs. Many of these 
programs are oversubscribed, and EV charging infrastructure competes with many other types of eligible 
projects. The Bipartisan Infrastructure Law (BIL), enacted as the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA), 
Public Law 117-58 (Nov. 15, 2021), makes the most transformative investment in EV charging in United States 
(U.S.) history that will put us on a path to a nationwide network that ensures a convenient, reliable, affordable, 
and equitable charging experience for all users. 

In February 2022, Program Guidance was released for the $5 billion National Electric Vehicle Infrastructure 
(NEVI) Formula Program1 to build out this national electric vehicle charging network. In addition, a new Joint 
Office of Energy and Transportation has been established to provide technical assistance, data and tools for 
States, including a new website at DriveElectric.gov.

The FHWA strongly encourages transportation partners in States, Tribes, Territories, MPOs, and FLMAs both 
to use existing DOT funding and finance programs to build out EV charging, as well as to use these programs to 
leverage private sector investment in such a national EV charging network. 
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Federal Funding is Available For Electric 
Vehicle Charging Infrastructure On the 

National Highway System

3

FORMULA PROGRAMS

DISCRETIONARY PROGRAMS

OTHER ALLOCATED PROGRAMS

INNOVATIVE FINANCE PROGRAMS 

National Highway Performance 
Program (NHPP)   

Surface Transportation Block Grant 
Program (STBG) 

Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality 
Improvement Program (CMAQ) 

National Highway Freight Program 
(NHFP) 

State Planning and Research (SPR)

Metropolitan Planning (PL)

Carbon Reduction Program

National Electric Vehicle (NEVI) 
Formula Program   

$28.4 B�

$12.5 B���

$2.5 B�

$1.4 B�

$983.3 M�

$438.1 M�

$1.2 B���

$685 M�����

$1.3 B���

$173 M�

$46 M�

Federal Lands and Tribal Transportation 
Program (FLTTP)

Puerto Rico Highway Program (PRHP) 

Territorial Highway Program (THP)

Varies

$250 M�

State Infrastructure Banks (SIBs)

Transportation Infrastructure 
Financing and Innovation Act (TIFIA)

Rebuilding American 
Infrastructure with Sustainability 
and Equity (RAISE) (formerly 
known as BUILD)

Infrastructure for Rebuilding America 
(INFRA) Grant Program 

Advanced Transportation and 
Technologies and Innovative 
Mobility Deployment  

Discretionary Grant Program for 
Charging and Fueling Infrastructure 

Rural Surface Transportation Grant 
Program

Reduction of Truck Emissions at Port 
Facilities Program

$1.5 B

$1.64 B���

$60 M�

$300 M���

$300 M���

$80 M�����
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* All eligibility determinations are fact speci�c.  Limitations may apply.  Additional low and zero-emission fuel types also may be eligible under these 
programs.
Note: Total (in millions and billions, rounded to one decimal place)

For more information on the DOT funding and finance programs with EV eligibilities see page 10.
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ADDRESSING THE CLIMATE CRISIS IS A TOP PRIORITY 
In January 2021, President Joseph R. Biden, Jr. issued Executive Order 14008, titled Tackling the Climate 
Crisis at Home and Abroad, which states that the Nation faces “a climate crisis that threatens our people 
and communities, public health and economy, and starkly, our ability to live on planet Earth.”2 The Federal 
government has an opportunity to “build a modern and, sustainable infrastructure, deliver an equitable, clean 
energy future, and put the United States on a path to achieve net-zero emissions, economy-wide, by no later than 
2050.”3 

President Biden has directed the Federal government “to organize and deploy the full capacity of its agencies 
to combat the climate crisis to implement a Government-wide approach that reduces climate pollution in every 
sector of the economy[,]” including through the “deployment of clean energy technologies and infrastructure.”4

THE TRANSPORTATION SECTOR IS AN IMPORTANT PART OF  
THE SOLUTION
Burning fossil fuels creates greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, which build up in the Earth’s atmosphere and 
warm the climate, leading to many other changes around the world—in the atmosphere, on land, and in the 
oceans. The transportation sector is responsible for the largest share of GHG emissions in the U.S., and more 
than half of these emissions are from passenger cars and light-duty trucks traveling on our Nation’s highways.5

EVs, which produce zero tailpipe emissions and can be powered by clean, renewable energy instead of gasoline 
or diesel fuel, are an important part of the solution.

The Biden-Harris Administration has set the ambitious goal of building 500,000 new public EV chargers across 
the U.S. by 2030 as a key strategy for reducing GHG emissions.

► Electric vehicle charging at solar-powered DC (direct current) charging station at Camp Roberts Rest Area 
along U.S. 101 in California. Photo credit: Caltrans (California Department of Transportation)
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ELECTRIC VEHICLES WILL IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN  
CITIES AND STATES
EVs will substantially reduce air pollution from combustion engines, lower fuel and vehicle maintenance costs, 
and decrease the use of oil and gas for personal transportation.6 Analyses have shown that spending less on 
oil and gas can create opportunities to build wealth by freeing individuals to spend more in other areas, from 
education to construction, and that lower fuel costs enable owners to direct some of their fuel savings to local 
businesses that create local jobs.7 

Climate Change 
EVs have no direct (tailpipe) GHG emissions, but all vehicles produce some level of life cycle 
emissions, which are the emissions related to a vehicle’s production and fuel consumption. 

Emissions from EVs throughout their lifecycle (including the life cycle emissions) are about 
three times lower than gasoline-powered vehicles,8 in part because EVs can be powered by renewable 
energy sources including solar, wind, and hydropower without producing GHGs. Even when electricity 
is produced from non-renewable energy sources, EVs generally produce fewer life cycle emissions than 
gasoline and diesel-powered vehicles.9 

Air Quality, Noise, Public Health, and Equity 
People who live near major roadways face disproportionate 

exposures to harmful air pollution and noise from combustion 
engines. Significantly reducing air pollution and noise10 

will save thousands of lives and avoid tens of billions of 
dollars of health costs while improving the quality of life in 

communities adjacent to our roadways.11 

 
Economy 
By using electricity rather than gasoline or diesel fuel, EVs have the potential to save 
consumers money, leaving them with more disposable income to spend in the State and local 
economy. Also, the electricity rates paid to local electric utilities and generation companies 

keeps more money in the local economy than money spent on gasoline, which typically flows to oil 
producers, refiners, and gasoline distributors in other States.12 

Jobs 
Producing EVs and installing new EV charging infrastructure while promoting 

strong labor, training, and installation standards creates good-paying jobs (research, 
raw materials extraction, manufacturing, technology, maintenance and services, and 

supportive industries) in clean energy industries of the future.

► Signage showing prices for gasoline and DC fast charge in Denver, Colorado. Photo credit: Colorado 
Department of Transportation
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AS TECHNOLOGY ADVANCES, CONSUMER DEMAND FOR ELECTRIC 
VEHICLES GROW
EVs currently represent a small, but rapidly growing portion of new vehicle sales. A variety of factors point to 
increased EV adoption in the coming years. 

The tax credits, point of sale rebates, and other incentives offered by the Federal, State, and local governments 
for the purchase of EVs – as well as the installation of EV chargers – will further encourage more consumers to 
adopt EVs.

Changing Policies:
• Improving Fuel Economy Standards: At President Biden’s direction, the National 

Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) and the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) are working to increase fuel economy and GHG standards. As standards 
get tighter, car companies are making more and more electric vehicles, which they can 
use to comply with the standards. By 2040, more than half of all new cars could be 
electric.13 

• Phasing Out Gasoline-Powered Vehicles: Several countries, regions, and cities 
around the world – and the State of California14 – have announced plans to require all 
zero emission vehicles (ZEVs) in the years ahead.15 Several large automakers, following 
consumer demand and public policy are committing to bold new goals for all-electric or 
mostly electric fleets. 

Increasing Consumer Demand:
• Lower Operating Costs: Consumers save money because EVs are cheaper to maintain 

and charge.16 In fact, over an EV’s lifetime consumers can save $3,500-4,200 in fuel costs 
compared to gasoline-powered vehicles.17 

• Increasing Driving Range: There are currently several EV models with a maximum 
range over 200 miles.18 As battery technology improves, EVs will be able to go even 
farther between charges. 

• Increasing Charging Speeds: Fast charging technology is improving, decreasing 
charging time.

• Decreasing Prices: In conjunction with lower operating costs, the price of purchasing 
a new EV, even without tax incentives, is projected to decrease. By the mid-2020’s, EV 
purchase costs are expected to be comparable to gasoline-powered vehicles.19

Increasing EV Production:
• Increasing Models: Automakers are producing an increasing number of EV models, and 

one market analysis indicates that by 2022, there will be more than 500 EV models available 
globally,20 up from only a few dozen models available in 2020.21 

• Transitioning to EVs: Several automakers have announced plans to transition to producing 
only EVs, discontinuing production of gasoline-powered vehicles, in the coming years.
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► The U.S. Department of Energy’s Alternative Fuel Data Center maintains an Alternative Fueling Station Locator at 
https://afdc.energy.gov/stations or through an app available for iPhone and Android devices. 

CONSUMERS NEED TO KNOW THEY CAN FIND A CHARGING STATION
One of the primary obstacles to more widespread adoption of EVs is the limited network of EV charging 
stations, including along highway corridors throughout the National Highway System. According to national 
survey data, 78 percent of Americans believe that finding an EV charging station is at least moderately 
difficult.21 Of drivers who are not planning to buy or lease an EV when they purchase their next vehicle, 48 
percent reported concerns about not enough public charging stations.22

Unlike the existing national network of gas stations, which are estimated to number more than 150,00023, 
as of April 2022, there were only approximately 41,000 publicly-accessible, non-Tesla EV charging stations 
nationally with approximately 89,000 charging outlets.24 For drivers taking lengthier trips along the country’s 
Interstates and highways, fast charging is particularly critical, yet there are fewer than 4,800 non-Tesla DC fact 
charging stations nationally with approximately 9,800 charging outlets.25 Currently, over 600 of these stations 
meet the NEVI Program criteria.

(continued on the next page)

DC Fast Charging Stations in the Continental U.S.
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Most EVs have ranges over 100 miles per charge and several models have ranges over 200-300 miles. These 
distances well exceed typical personal trip distances on a single charge.22 

While personal trips distances of 31 miles or farther account for less than five percent of all trips, consumer 
“range anxiety” may limit demand for EV purchases until drivers are confident that they will easily be able to 
find charging stations on long-distance trips. Because many such longer trips use Interstates and the National 
Highway System, DOT and its State partners have a unique opportunity to address this key challenge by using 
existing Federal funding streams to help build out a network of EV charging stations– and particularly DC 
(direct current) fast chargers – along our Interstates and other roads on the National Highway System. 

Representative Operational Characteristics of EV Chargers for Light-Duty Vehicles

Share of Passenger Vehicle Trips By Distance

► National Household Travel Survey, 2017.

► U.S. Department of Transportation Volpe Center, U.S. Department of Energy, March 2021; Alternative 
Fuels Data Center, https://afdc.energy.gov/fuels/electricity_infrastructure.html, U.S. Department of Energy, 
www. fueleconomy.gov, March 2021.

* Note: To prolong battery life, charging slows after an 80% charge level is reached.

Charger Type Primary Use Typical Power 
Output

Estimated EV Charge Time
from Empty (~60 kWh battery)

Level 1  
Residential 
Charging

1 – 1.5 kW 40 - 50 hours

Level 2 Residential and 
Public Charging

7 - 19 kW 4 - 10 hours

Older Level 3 DC 
Fast Charge

Public
Charging

50 kW < 1 hour [to 80% charge]*

State-of-the-Art DC
Fast Charge

Public
Charging

150 kW + 20 minutes [to 80% charge]*
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BUILDING A NATIONAL EV CHARGING NETWORK
The eventual National Highway System network of fast charging stations will build on the work already done by 
FHWA and State partners to designate Alternative Fuel Corridors. The FHWA designates national Alternative 
Fuel Corridors for electric vehicle charging as well as hydrogen, propane, and natural gas fueling infrastructure 
based on nominations from State and local officials.23 The purpose of the program is to add visibility to sections 
of the National Highway System that can sustain long-distance travel for alternative fuel vehicles. Once FHWA 
designates these corridors, States may install Alternative Fuel Corridor signs along the designated highway 
corridor.24 

The FHWA designates EV corridors with public DC fast charging stations as: 

• Corridor ready with EV charging stations located no greater than 50 miles apart and no greater than 5
miles off the highway, and

• Corridor pending with some EV charging stations, but not at the right frequency or locations to fully
meet the standard of “corridor ready.” 25

The FHWA has designated EV corridors on approximately 58,980 miles of the National Highway System in 
48 States plus the District of Columbia, including segments of 106 Interstates along with 104 US highways and 
State roads. South Dakota and Mississippi are the only two states without an EV corridor designation. 

The FHWA issued the 2022/Round 6 Request for Nominations for State and local officials to nominate 
Alternative Fuel Corridors for designation by May 13th, 2022.

Existing and Pending Electric Vehicle Fuel Corridors

► FHWA, Alternative Fuel National Corridors map, https://hepgis.fhwa.dot.gov/fhwagis/
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DOT FUNDING AND FINANCE PROGRAMS EV ELIGIBILITIES* 

PROGRAM ELIGIBLE EV ACTIVITIES

National Highway Performance  
Program (NHPP)
NHPP funds may be used for a project or program 
of projects aimed toward supporting progress 
toward the achievement of national performance 
goals on the National Highway System. 

     

Surface Transportation Block Grant  
Program (STBG)
The STBG  program (STBG) provides flexible funding 
that may be used by States and localities for 
projects to preserve and improve the conditions 
and performance on any Federal-aid highway, 
bridge and tunnel projects on any public road, 
pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, and transit 
capital projects, including intercity bus terminals.

   

  

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) 
Improvement Program 
The CMAQ program provides a funding source 
for States and local governments to fund 
transportation projects and programs that help 
meet the requirements of the Clean Air Act.

    

  

National Highway Freight Program (NHFP) 
The NHFP aims to improve the efficient movement 
of freight on the National Highway Freight Network. 
The program supports several goals including 
reducing the environmental impacts of freight 
movement. 

  

Formula Programs

*All eligibility determinations are fact specific. Limitations may apply.
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PROGRAM ELIGIBLE EV ACTIVITIES

State Planning and Research (SPR)
This program provides funding for making 
transportation investment decisions throughout 
the State. The goals of the funding are to develop 
cooperative planning efforts that support 
transportation investment decisions statewide. 

Metropolitan Planning (PL)
This program provides funding for regional 
efforts within a designated urbanized area with 
a population of 50,000 or more. The goals of the 
funding are to develop cooperative planning efforts 
that support transportation investment decisions 
within urbanized areas.

Carbon Reduction Program
This program provides funding for projects to 
reduce transportation emissions or the 
development of carbon reduction strategies.

National Electric Vehicle Infrastructure 
Formula Program (NEVI)  
This program provides funding to States to 
strategically deploy electric vehicle charging 
infrastructure and to establish an interconnected 
network to facilitate data collection, access, and 
reliability

PROGRAM ELIGIBLE EV ACTIVITIES
Rebuilding American Infrastructure with 
Sustainability and Equity (RAISE) (formerly 
known as Better Utilizing Investments to 
Leverage Development (BUILD). 
The RAISE program provides an opportunity for the 
DOT to invest in road, rail, transit and port projects 
that promise to achieve national objectives. 

Discretionary Programs

(continued on the next page)
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Infrastructure for Rebuilding America (INFRA)
Grant Program
The INFRA grant program provides Federal
financial assistance to highway and freight projects
of national or regional significance. INFRA has
multimodal eligibility and increases the impact
of projects by leveraging non-Federal funding
contributions and incentivizing project sponsors to
pursue innovative delivery and financing 
strategies, including public-private partnerships.

For the FY 2021 Notice of Funding Opportunity
(NOFO), DOT is seeking projects that address
climate change either as part of a comprehensive
strategy to address climate change or the
deployment of zero-emission-vehicle 
infrastructure. DOT seeks projects that apply 
innovative technology, delivery, or financing 
methods with proven outcomes to deliver projects 
in a costeffective manner.

Discretionary Grant Programs for Charging and 
Fueling Infrastructure 
This program provides funding to deploy electric 
vehicle charging and hydrogen/propane/natural 
gas fueling infrastructure along designated 
alternative fuel corridors and in 
communities.

Advanced Transportation Technologies and 
Innovative Mobility Deployment
This program provides grants to eligible 
entities to develop model deployment sites for 
large scale installation and operation of advanced 
transportation technologies to improve safety, 
efficiency, system performance, and infrastructure 
return on investment. Demonstration projects 
could include EV charging infrastructure integrated 
with intelligent transportation systems with the 
Smart Grid and other energy distribution and 
charging systems or associated with advanced 
mobility and access technologies such as dynamic 
ridesharing.

PROGRAM ELIGIBLE EV ACTIVITIES

(continued on the next page)
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PROGRAM ELIGIBLE EV ACTIVITIES

Federal Lands and Tribal Transportation 
Program 
The programs under the umbrella of the Federal 
Lands and Tribal Transportation, including the 
Tribal Transportation Program (TTP), Federal 
Lands Transportation Program (FLTP), and Federal 
Lands Access Program (FLAP), aim to improve 
transportation to and within Federal and  
Tribal lands. 

Puerto Rico Highway Program (PRHP)
The purpose of the PRHP is to carry out a highway 
program in the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. 

Territorial Highway Program (THP) 
The purpose of the THP is to assist each territory in 
the construction and improvement of a system of 
arterial and collector highways and necessary inter-
island connectors. 

Other Allocated Programs

Reduction of Truck Emissions at Port Facilities 
Program 
This program provides funding to reduce truck 
idling and emissions at ports, including through 
the advancement of port electrification.

Rural Surface Transportation Grant Program 
This program provides funding to Improve and 
expand the surface transportation infrastructure 
in rural areas to increase connectivity, improve the 
safety and reliability of the movement of people 
and freight, and generate regional economic 
growth and improve quality of life.

PROGRAM ELIGIBLE EV ACTIVITIES

Page 113



Federal Funding is Available For Electric 
Vehicle Charging Infrastructure On the 

National Highway System

14

INNOVATIVE FINANCE PROGRAMS ELIGIBLE EV ACTIVITIES

State Infrastructure Banks (SIBs)
Capitalized with Federal support, these State-
controlled infrastructure investment funds can 
offer a range of loans and credit enhancement 
products to public and private sponsors of highway 
or transit capital projects. The law governing SIBs 
expressly allows two or more States to establish a 
“multi-state infrastructure bank,” although there is 
no requirement that the States be geographically 
contiguous. 

Transportation Infrastructure Financing and 
Innovation Act (TIFIA)
The TIFIA program provides Federal credit 
assistance to eligible surface transportation 
projects. Many large-scale, surface transportation 
projects - highway, transit, railroad, intermodal 
freight, and port access - are eligible for assistance. 
Eligible applicants include State and local 
governments, transit agencies, railroad companies, 
special authorities, special districts, and  
private entities.

The capital cost of projects must be at least 
$50 million (or 33.3 percent of a State’s annual 
apportionment of Federal-aid funds, whichever is 
less) or $15 million for Intelligent Transportation 
Systems (ITS) projects. 

Innovative Finance Programs
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24. Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act , Section 1413, Pub. L. No. 114-94.

25. Signing for Designated Alternative Fuels Corridors, Federal Highway Administration, December 21, 2016, https://mutcd.fhwa.
dot.gov/resources/policy/alt_fuel_corridors/index.htm.

26. 2022 Round 6 - Request for Nominations, Federal Highway Administration, https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/
alternative_fuel_corridors/nominations/2022_request_for_nominations_r6.pdf

DOT FUNDING AND FINANCING PROGRAMS WITH EV ELIGIBILITIES TABLE
1 This table is limited to amounts made available for FY 2022.  Unobligated balances of funds made available in prior fiscal years 
may also remain available for EV eligibilities.  For FY 2021 amounts made available for EV eligibilities, see Federal Funding is 
Available For Electric Vehicle Charging Infrastructure On the National Highway System, April 2021, page 3.  

2 Highway authorizations under the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law.  Set-asides have not been excluded except where specifically 
noted.  https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bipartisan-infrastructure-law/docs/highway_authorizations_nov302021.pdf

3 Amount does not include the Transportation Alternatives set-aside.

4 Amount includes set asides.  

5 New funding program under Bipartisan Infrastructure Law.  Pending program establishment.  Please refer to program specific 
guidance.

6 Reflects the net amount after set-asides for FHWA operations and administration and for the Joint Office of Energy and 
Transportation.

7 Amount includes contract authority from the Highway Trust Fund and amounts appropriated in the Bipartisan Infrastructure 
Law.

8 Includes EV funding eligibilities under one or more FLTTP programs.
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CARBON REDUCTION PROGRAM (CRP) 
 

 FAST Act 
(extension) 

Bipartisan Infrastructure Law (BIL) 

Fiscal year 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 

Contract authority --- $1.234 B* $1.258 B* $1.283 B* $1.309 B* $1.335 B* 

 
*Calculated (sum of estimated individual State Carbon Reduction Program apportionments) 

 
Note: Except as indicated, all references in this document are to the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law (BIL), 
enacted as the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act, Pub. L. 117-58 (Nov. 15, 2021). 
 
Program Purpose 
 
The BIL establishes the Carbon Reduction Program (CRP), which provides funds for projects designed to 
reduce transportation emissions, defined as carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions from on-road highway 
sources.   
 
Statutory Citation 
 

• § 11403; 23 U.S.C. 175 
 
Funding Features 
 

Type of Budget Authority 
 
• Contract authority from the Highway Account of the Highway Trust Fund, subject to the overall 

Federal-aid obligation limitation. 
 

Apportionment of Funds 
 
• As under the FAST Act, the BIL directs FHWA to apportion funding as a lump sum for each State 

then divide that total among apportioned programs. 
 

• Each State’s CRP apportionment is calculated based on a percentage specified in law.  
[23 U.S.C. 104(b)(7)] (See “Apportionment” fact sheet for a description of this calculation) 

      
Transferability to Other Federal-aid Apportioned Programs 

 
• A State may transfer up to 50% of CRP funds made available each fiscal year to any other 

apportionment of the State, including the National Highway Performance Program, Surface 
Transportation Block Grant Program, Highway Safety Improvement Program, Congestion 
Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) Program, National Highway Freight Program, 
and [NEW] Promoting Resilient Operations for Transformative, Efficient, and Cost-saving 
Transportation (PROTECT) Formula Program. Conversely, subject to certain limitations, a State 
may transfer up to 50% of funds made available each fiscal year from each other apportionment 
of the State to CRP. [23 U.S.C. 126(a)] (See other program-specific fact sheets for additional 
details.) 
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Suballocation  
 

• 65% of a State’s CRP apportionment is to be obligated in the following areas in proportion to their 
relative shares of the State’s population. [§ 11403; 23 U.S.C. 175(e)(1)(A)] Funds attributed to an 
urbanized area may be obligated in the metropolitan area established under 23 U.S.C. 134 that 
encompassed the urbanized area [23 U.S.C. 175(e)(2)]: 
 
o Urbanized areas with an urbanized area population greater than 200,000: This portion is to 

be divided among those areas based on their relative share of population, unless the 
Secretary approves a joint request from the State and relevant MPO(s) to use other factors. 
[§ 11403; 23 U.S.C. 175(e)(1)(A)(i) and (e)(3)]  
 

o Urbanized areas with an urbanized area population of at least 50,000 but no more than 
200,000: This portion is to be divided among those areas based on their relative share of 
population, unless the Secretary approves a joint request from the State and relevant MPO(s) 
to use other factors. [§ 11403; 23 U.S.C. 175(e)(1)(A)(ii) and (e)(3)] 
 

o Urban areas with population at least 5,000 and no more than 49,999. [§ 11403; 23 U.S.C. 
175(e)(1)(A)(iii)] 

 
o Areas with population of less than 5,000. [§ 11403; 23 U.S.C. 175(e)(1)(A)(iv)]   

 
• The remaining 35% of the State’s CRP apportionment be obligated in any area of the State. [§ 

11403; 23 U.S.C. 175(e)(1)(B)]   
 

• Requires each State, over the period of FY22-26, to make available to each urbanized area with 
a population of at least 50,000 obligation authority for use with the suballocated CRP funding.  
[§ 11403; 23 U.S.C. 175(e)(6)] States are required to divide the funding to urbanized areas with a 
population of at least 50,000 based on the relative population of the areas. [23 U.S.C. 175(e)(3)]  

 
Federal Share 
 

• In accordance with 23 U.S.C. 120. (See the “Federal Share” fact sheet for additional detail.) 
[§ 11403; 23 U.S.C. 120 and 175(f)]  
 

Eligible Projects 
 

• CRP funds may be obligated for projects that support the reduction of transportation emissions, 
including, but not limited to— [except as noted, § 11403; 23 U.S.C. 175(c)(1)] 

o a project described in 23 U.S.C. 149(b)(4) to establish or operate a traffic monitoring, 
management, and control facility or program, including advanced truck stop electrification 
systems;  

o a public transportation project eligible under 23 U.S.C. 142;  
o a transportation alternative (as defined under the Moving Ahead for Progress under the 

21st Century Act [23 U.S.C. 101(a)(29), as in effect on July 5, 2012]), including, but not 
limited to, the construction, planning, and design of on-road and off-road trail facilities for 
pedestrians, bicyclists, and other nonmotorized forms of transportation; 

o a project described in 23 U.S.C. 503(c)(4)(E) for advanced transportation and congestion 
management technologies; 

o deployment of infrastructure-based intelligent transportation systems capital 
improvements and the installation of vehicle-to-infrastructure communications equipment; 

o a project to replace street lighting and traffic control devices with energy-efficient 
alternatives; 

o development of a carbon reduction strategy developed by a State per requirements in 23 
U.S.C. 175(d); 
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o a project or strategy designed to support congestion pricing, shifting transportation 
demand to nonpeak hours or other transportation modes, increasing vehicle occupancy 
rates, or otherwise reducing demand for roads, including electronic toll collection, and 
travel demand management strategies and programs; 

o efforts to reduce the environmental and community impacts of freight movement; 
o a project that supports deployment of alternative fuel vehicles, including— 

 acquisition, installation, or operation of publicly accessible electric vehicle 
charging infrastructure or hydrogen, natural gas, or propane vehicle fueling 
infrastructure; and 

 purchase or lease of zero-emission construction equipment and vehicles, 
including the acquisition, construction, or leasing of required supporting facilities;  

o a project described in 23 U.S.C. 149(b)(8) for a diesel engine retrofit; 
o certain types of projects to improve traffic flow that are eligible under the CMAQ program, 

and that do not involve construction of new capacity; [§ 11403; 23 U.S.C. 149(b)(5); and 
175(c)(1)(L)] 

o a project that reduces transportation emissions at port facilities, including through the 
advancement of port electrification; and 

o any other STBG-eligible project, if the Secretary certifies that the State has demonstrated 
a reduction in transportation emissions, as estimated on a per capita and per unit of 
economic output basis. (Note: FHWA will issue guidance on how the Secretary will make 
such certifications.) [§ 11403; 23 U.S.C. 133(b) and 175(c)(2)]   
 

Coordination in Urbanized Areas Other Than Transportation Management Areas 
 

Before obligating CRP funds for an eligible project in an urbanized area that is not a 
transportation management area, a State shall coordinate with any MPO that represents the 
urbanized area prior to determining which activities should be carried out under the project. 
[§ 11403; 23 U.S.C. 175(e)(4)] 

 
Consultation in Rural Areas 
 

Before obligating CRP funds for an eligible project in a rural area, a State shall consult with any 
regional transportation planning organization or MPO that represents the rural area prior to 
determining which activities should be carried out under the project. [§ 11403; 23 U.S.C. 
175(e)(5)] 
 

Program Features 
 

Carbon Reduction Strategy  
 
• Requires each State, in consultation with any MPO designated within the State, to— 

[§ 11403; 23 U.S.C. 175(d)] 
o develop a carbon reduction strategy not later than 2 years after enactment; 

[§ 11403; 23 U.S.C. 175(d)(1)] and  
o update that strategy at least every four years; [§ 11403; 23 U.S.C. 175(d)(3)]  

 
• Requires the carbon reduction strategy to— 

o support efforts—and identify projects and strategies—to support the reduction of 
transportation emissions; 

o at the State’s discretion, quantify the total carbon emissions from production, transport, 
and use of materials used in the construction of transportation facilities in the State; and 

o be appropriate to the population density and context of the State, including any MPO 
designated within the State. [§ 11403; 23 U.S.C. 175(d)(2)] 
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• Allows the carbon reduction strategy to include projects and strategies for safe, reliable, and cost-

effective options to— 
o reduce traffic congestion by facilitating the use of alternatives to single-occupant vehicle 

trips, including public transportation facilities, pedestrian facilities, bicycle facilities, and 
shared or pooled vehicle trips within the State or an area served by the relevant MPO; 

o facilitate use of vehicles or modes of travel that result in lower transportation emissions 
per person-mile traveled as compared to existing vehicles and modes; and  

o facilitate approaches to the construction of transportation assets that result in lower 
transportation emissions as compared to existing approaches. [§ 11403; 23 U.S.C. 
175(d)(2)(B)] 
 

• Requires FHWA to— 
o review the State’s process for developing its carbon reduction strategy and certify that the 

strategy meets statutory requirements; and 
o at the request of a State, provide technical assistance in the development of the strategy. 

[§ 11403; 23 U.S.C. 175(d)(4) and (5)] 
 
Treatment of Projects 

 
• Treats every project funded under the program as if it were located on a Federal-aid highway. 

This ensures applicability of Davis-Bacon wage requirements. [§ 11403; 23 U.S.C. 175(g)] 
 
Additional Information and Assistance 

 
• FHWA can connect you with your local FHWA office and support you with technical assistance for 

planning, design, construction, preserving, and improving public roads and in the stewardship of 
Federal funds. For assistance, visit: 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bipartisan-infrastructure-law/technical_support.cfm  
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Memorandum 

 

 

Subject: INFORMATION:  Carbon Reduction Program  

(CRP) Implementation Guidance 

 

 

From: Gloria M. Shepherd 

 Associate Administrator, Office of  Planning, 

Environment, and Realty 

 

To: Division Administrators 

Directors of Field Services 

 

On November 15, 2021, the President signed the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA) 

(Public Law 117-58, also known as the “Bipartisan Infrastructure Law”) (BIL) into law.  The BIL 

authorizes a new Carbon Reduction Program codified at 23 United States Code (U.S.C.) 175 to 

reduce transportation emissions.  The attached Carbon Reduction Program (CRP) Implementation 

Guidance provides information on funding, eligible activities, and requirements of the CRP. 

 

Except for the statutes and regulations cited, the contents of this document do not have the force and 

effect of law and are not meant to bind the States or the public in any way.  This document is 

intended only to provide information regarding existing requirements under the law or agency 

policies. 

 

This document will be accessible on the Sustainability Website (FHWA Sustainability Website), the 

BIL Website (FHWA Bipartisan Infrastructure Law Website), and through the Policy and Guidance 

Center (FHWA Policy and Guidance Center). 

 

If you have questions, please contact: Becky Lupes (202-366-7808 or Rebecca.Lupes@dot.gov)  

or John Davies (202-366-6039 or JohnG.Davies@dot.gov) of the Office of Natural Environment.

Date:   

In Reply Refer To: 

HEP-1 

 

 

Date:  April 21, 2022 
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A. Definitions 

 

In this guidance, the following definitions apply: 

 

Consultation means that one or more parties confer with other identified parties in 

accordance with an established process and, prior to taking action(s), considers the views of 

the other parties and periodically informs them about action(s) taken (See 23 CFR 450.104). 

 

Coordination means the cooperative development of plans, programs, and schedules among 

agencies and entities with legal standing and adjustment of such plans, programs, and 

schedules to achieve general consistency, as appropriate (23 CFR 450.104). 

 

Metropolitan Planning Organization means the policy board of an organization established 

as a result of the designation process under 23 U.S.C. 134(d) (23 U.S.C. 134(b)(2); 23 

U.S.C. 175(a)(1)). 

 

Transportation Emissions means carbon dioxide emissions from on-road highway sources of 

those emissions within a State (23 U.S.C. 175(a)(2)). 

 

Transportation Management Area means a transportation management area identified or 

designated by the Secretary under 23 U.S.C. 134(k)(1) (See 23 U.S.C. 175(a)(3)). 

 

Urbanized Area means a geographic area with a population of 50,000 or more, as determined 

by the Bureau of the Census (23 U.S.C. 134(b)(7); 23 U.S.C. 175(a)(1)). 

 

B. PROGRAM PURPOSE 

 

The purpose of the Carbon Reduction Program (CRP) is to reduce transportation emissions 

through the development of State carbon reduction strategies and by funding projects 

designed to reduce transportation emissions (See 23 U.S.C. 175 as established by the 

Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA) (Public Law 117-58, also known as the 

“Bipartisan Infrastructure Law” (BIL)) (BIL § 11403). 

 

 

C. GUIDANCE ON ADMINISTRATION PRIORITIES AND USE OF THE FEDERAL-

AID HIGHWAY FORMULA FUNDING 

 

1. Overview:  This document provides background and guidance to clarify eligibility 

requirements for the CRP.  On December 16, 2021, FHWA issued guidance, Policy on 

Using Bipartisan Infrastructure Law Resources to Build a Better America, that serves as 

an overarching framework to prioritize the use of BIL resources on projects that will 

Build a Better America.  That policy is available on FHWA’s BIL resources 

implementation website at the following URL: https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bipartisan-

infrastructure-law/building_a_better_america-policy_framework.cfm. 
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2. Safety: 

Prioritizing Safety in All Investments and Projects 

The National Roadway Safety Strategy (NRSS) (issued January 27, 2022) commits the 

United States Department of Transportation (USDOT) and FHWA to respond to the 

current crisis in traffic fatalities by “taking substantial, comprehensive action to 

significantly reduce serious and fatal injuries on the Nation’s roadways,” in pursuit of the 

goal of achieving zero highway deaths.  FHWA recognizes that zero is the only 

acceptable number of deaths on our roads and achieving that is our safety goal.  FHWA 

therefore encourages States and other funding recipients to prioritize safety in all Federal 

highway investments and in all appropriate projects, using relevant Federal-aid funding, 

including funds from CRP. 

 

The Safe System approach addresses the safety of all road users, including those who 

walk, bike, drive, ride transit, and travel by other modes.  It involves a paradigm shift to 

improve safety culture, increase collaboration across all safety stakeholders, and refocus 

transportation system design and operation on anticipating human mistakes and lessening 

impact forces to reduce crash severity and save lives.  To achieve the vision of zero 

fatalities, safety should be fully reflected in a State’s transportation investment decisions, 

from planning and programming, environmental analysis, project design, and 

construction, to maintenance and operations.  States should use data-driven safety 

analyses to ensure that safety is a key input in any decision made in the project 

development process and fully consider the safety of all road users in project 

development. 

 

FHWA encourages State and local agencies to consider the use of funds from CRP to 

address roadway safety and implement the Safe System approach wherever possible.  

Improvements to safety features, including traffic signs, pavement markings, and 

multimodal accommodations that are routinely provided as part of a broader Federal-aid 

highway project can and should be funded from the same source as the broader project as 

long as the use is eligible under that funding source. 

 

Because of the role of speed in fatal crashes, FHWA is also providing new resources on 

the setting of speed limits and on re-engineering roadways to help “self-enforce” speed 

limits.  To achieve the vision of zero fatalities on the Nation’s roads, FHWA encourages 

States to assess safety outcomes for all project types and promote and improve safety for 

all road users, particularly vulnerable users.  FHWA recommends that streets be designed 

and operated to maximize the existing right-of-way for accommodation of nonmotorized 

modes and transit options that increase safety and connectivity. Pedestrian facilities in the 

public right-of-way must comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act. 

 

Complete Streets 

As one approach to ensuring the safety of all roadway users, FHWA encourages States 

and communities to adopt and implement Complete Streets policies that prioritize the 

safety of all users in transportation network planning, design, construction and 

operations.  Section 11206 of the BIL defines Complete Streets standards or policies as 
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those which “ensure the safe and adequate accommodation of all users of the 

transportation system, including pedestrians, bicyclists, public transportation users, 

children, older individuals, individuals with disabilities, motorists, and freight vehicles.”  

A complete street includes, but is not limited to, sidewalks, bike lanes (or wide paved 

shoulders), special bus lanes, accessible public transportation stops, safe and 

accommodating crossing options, median islands, pedestrian signals, curb extensions, 

narrower travel lanes, and roundabouts.  A Complete Street is safe, and feels safe, for 

everyone using the street. 

 

3. Transit Flex:  FHWA, working with FTA, seeks to help Federal-aid recipients plan, 

develop, and implement infrastructure investments that prioritize safety, mobility, and 

accessibility for all transportation network users, including pedestrians, bicyclists, transit 

riders, micromobility users, freight and delivery services providers, and motorists.  This 

includes the incorporation of data sharing principles and data management. 

 

Funds from CRP can be “flexed” to FTA to fund transit projects. For title 23 funds that 

are flexed to FTA, section 104(f) of title 23, U.S.C., allows funds made available for 

transit projects or transportation planning to be transferred to FTA and administered in 

accordance with chapter 53 of title 49, U.S.C., except that the Federal share requirements 

of the original fund category continue to apply (See 23 U.S.C. 104(f)(1)).  

 

The use of Federal-aid funding on transit and transit-related projects can provide an 

equitable and safe transportation network for travelers of all ages and abilities, including 

those from marginalized communities facing historic disinvestment.  FHWA encourages 

recipients to consider using funding flexibility for transit or multimodal-related projects 

and to consider strategies that: (1) improve infrastructure for nonmotorized travel, public 

transportation access, and increased public transportation service in underserved 

communities; (2) plan for the safety of all road users, particularly those on arterials, 

through infrastructure improvements and advanced speed management; (3) reduce single-

occupancy vehicle travel and associated air pollution in communities near high-volume 

corridors; (4) offer reduced public transportation fares as appropriate; (5) target demand-

response service towards communities with higher concentrations of older adults and 

those with poor access to essential services; and (6) use equitable and sustainable 

practices while developing transit-oriented development.  

 

4. Transferability Between FHWA Programs:  Section 126 of title 23, U.S.C., provides 

that a State may transfer up to 50 percent of the amount apportioned for the fiscal year for 

certain highway programs, including CRP, to other eligible apportioned highway 

programs.1  See also FHWA Order 4551.1, “Fund Transfers to Other Agencies and 

Among Title 23 Programs”, (Fund Transfers to Other Agencies and Among Title 23 

Programs).  Historically States have used this flexibility to address unmet needs in areas 

where apportioned funding was insufficient. 

 

The BIL made historic investments in highway programs including more than $300 

billion in Contract Authority from the Highway Trust Fund.  This represents an average 

 
1 States may only transfer CRP funds that are allocated for use anywhere in the State. 
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annual increase of 29 percent in Federal-aid funding over the amount of Contract 

Authority for FHWA programs compared to fiscal year 2021.  Congress also established 

more than a dozen new highway programs to help address urgent surface transportation 

needs. 

 

States have the flexibility to transfer funds out of CRP to other apportioned programs, but 

we encourage States to first consider the need to transfer in light of the significant 

increase in apportioned funding and the considerable funding for new programs.  States, 

working with FHWA, should determine the need for CRP funds – including the ability to 

apply CRP funds to eligible assets owned by local governments, counties, and Tribes – 

and identify and prioritize projects that maximize the CRP funding before deciding to 

transfer funds out of the CRP. 

 

5. ADA:  The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990 and Section 504 of the 

Rehabilitation Act of 1973 prohibit discrimination against people with disabilities and 

ensure equal opportunity and access for persons with disabilities.  The Department of 

Transportation’s Section 504 regulations apply to recipients of the Department’s financial 

assistance (See 49 CFR 27.3(a)).  Title II of the ADA applies to public entities regardless 

of whether they receive Federal financial assistance (See 28 CFR 35.102(a)).  The ADA 

requires that no qualified individual with a disability shall, because a public entity’s 

facilities are inaccessible to or unusable by individuals with disabilities, be excluded from 

participation in, or be denied the benefits of the services, programs, or activities of a 

public entity, or be subjected to discrimination by any public entity (See 28 CFR 35.149).  

A public entity’s pedestrian facilities are considered a “service, program, or activity” of 

the public entity.  As a result, public entities and recipients of Federal financial assistance 

are required to ensure the accessibility of pedestrian facilities in the public right-of-way, 

such as curb ramps, sidewalks, crosswalks, pedestrian signals, and transit stops in 

accordance with applicable regulations. 

 

If the project reduces transportation emissions, funds from CRP are available to improve 

accessibility and to implement recipients’ ADA transition plans and upgrade their 

facilities to eliminate physical obstacles and provide for accessibility for individuals with 

disabilities.  FHWA will provide oversight to recipients of CRP funds to ensure that each 

public agency's project planning, design, and construction programs comply with ADA 

and Section 504 accessibility requirements. 

 

6. Equity:  The BIL provides considerable resources to help States and other funding 

recipients advance projects that consider the unique circumstances affecting community 

members’ mobility needs and allocate resources consistently with those needs, enabling 

the transportation network to effectively serve all community members.  FHWA will 

work with States to ensure consideration of using CRP funds for projects and inclusion of 

project elements that proactively address racial equity, workforce development, economic 

development, and remove barriers to opportunity, including automobile dependence in 

both rural and urban communities as a barrier to opportunity or to redress prior inequities 

and barriers to opportunity. 
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Federal-aid recipients, including recipients of CRP funds, are responsible for involving 

the public, including traditionally underserved and underrepresented populations in 

transportation planning and complying with participation and consultation requirements 

in 23 CFR 450.210 and 23 CFR 450.316, as applicable.  “Underserved populations” 

include minority and low-income populations but may also include many other 

demographic categories that face challenges engaging with the transportation process and 

receiving equitable benefits (See FHWA's Environmental Justice Reference Guide for 

additional information).  In addition, CRP projects can support the Justice40 Initiative, 

which establishes a goal that at least 40 percent of the benefits of federal investments in 

climate and clean energy infrastructure are distributed to disadvantaged communities.  

(See OMB’s Interim Implementation Guidance for the Justice40 Initiative or its successor 

for additional information). 

 

To assist with these public engagement efforts, FHWA expects recipients of CRP funds 

to engage with all impacted communities and community leaders to determine which 

forms of communication are most effective.  Recipients should gain insight on the unique 

circumstances impacting various disadvantaged and underrepresented groups so that new 

channels for communication may be developed.  And, the recipients should use this 

information to inform decisions across all aspects of project delivery including planning, 

project selection, and the design process. 

 

Among other things, recipients of CRP funds are also required to assure equitable 

treatment of workers and trainees on highway projects through compliance with Equal 

Employment Opportunity requirements under 23 CFR Part 230, Subpart A, as well as 

ensuring nondiscrimination in all of their operations on the basis of race, color, or 

national origin under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.  Recipients of CRP funds 

should ensure that they have the capacity and expertise to address Federal civil rights 

protections that accompany grant awards. 

 
7. Climate Change and Sustainability:  The United States is committed to a whole-of-

government approach to reducing economy-wide net greenhouse gas pollution by 2030.  

The BIL provides considerable resources—including new programs and funding—to help 

States and other funding recipients advance this goal in the transportation sector.  In 

addition, the BIL makes historic investments to improve the resilience of transportation 

infrastructure, helping States and communities prepare for hazards such as wildfires, 

floods, storms, and droughts exacerbated by climate change. 

 

FHWA encourages the advancement of projects that address climate change and 

sustainability.  To enable this, FHWA encourages recipients to consider climate change 

and sustainability throughout the planning and project development process, including 

the extent to which projects under CRP align with the President’s greenhouse gas 

reduction, climate resilience, and environmental justice commitments.  In particular, 

consistent with the statute and guidance below, recipients should fund projects that 

reduce carbon dioxide emissions.  FHWA encourages recipients to fund projects that 

support fiscally responsible land use and transportation efficient design, or incorporate 

electrification or zero emission vehicle infrastructure.  In addition, FHWA encourages 
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recipients to consider projects under CRP that support climate change resilience, 

including consideration of the risks associated with wildfires, drought, extreme heat, and 

flooding, in line with guidance for projects in floodplains.  FHWA also encourages 

recipients to consider projects under CRP that address environmental justice concerns. 

8. Labor and Workforce:  Highway programs, including CRP, may provide opportunities 

to support the creation of good-paying jobs, including jobs with the free and fair choice to 

join a union, and the incorporation of strong labor standards, such as the use of project 

labor agreements; employer neutrality with respect to union organizing; the use of an 

appropriately trained workforce (in particular registered apprenticeships and other joint 

labor-management training programs); and the use of an appropriately credentialed 

workforce in project planning stages and program delivery.  

 

Recipients should work with FHWA, to the extent possible, to identify opportunities for 

Federal-aid highway investments to advance high-quality job creation through the use of 

local or other geographic or economic hire provisions authorized under section 25019 in 

the BIL, and Indian employment preference for projects that are located on or near Tribal 

reservations authorized under 23 U.S.C. 140(d), or other workforce strategies targeted at 

expanding workforce training opportunities for people to get the skills they need to 

compete for these jobs, especially underrepresented populations: women, people of color, 

and groups with other systemic barriers to employment (people with disabilities, formerly 

incarcerated, etc.).  

 

9. Truck Parking:  Truck parking shortages are a national concern affecting the efficiency 

of U.S. supply chains and safety for truck drivers and other roadway users. Jason’s Law, 

which was passed in 2012, established a national priority on addressing the shortage of 

long-term parking for commercial motor vehicles on the National Highway System 

(NHS). 

 

Many Federal-aid highway funding programs have eligibility for truck parking projects, 

including the CRP.  CRP funds may be obligated for a project on an eligible facility that 

reduces transportation emissions. FHWA anticipates that such projects may support 

progress toward the achievement of national performance goals for improving 

infrastructure condition, safety, congestion reduction, system reliability, or freight 

movement on the NHS.  Advanced truck stop electrification systems are eligible under 23 

U.S.C. 175(c)(1)(A) and projects that reduce transportation emissions at port facilities are 

eligible under 23 U.S.C. 175(c)(1)(M). 

 

States should consider working with private sector truck stop operators and the trucking 

community in the siting and development of specific truck parking projects.  States also 

are encouraged to offer opportunities for input from commercial motor vehicle drivers 

and truck stop operators through their State Freight Advisory Committees established 

under 49 U.S.C. 70201. 

 

D. GOVERNING AUTHORITIES 

 

1. Section 11101 of the BIL authorizes contract authority for the CRP. 
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2. Section 11104 of the BIL updates apportionment instructions in 23 U.S.C. 104. 

3. Section 11403 of the BIL establishes the CRP in 23 U.S.C. 175. 

 

E. FUNDING 

 

1. Authorization Levels:  Estimated annual CRP funding under the BIL is: 

 

 Estimated Annual CRP Funding  

Fiscal Year (FY) 2022 $1.234 B 

FY 2023 $1.258 B 

FY 2024 $1.283 B 

FY 2025 $1.309 B 

FY 2026 $1.335 B  

 

The BIL sets each State’s initial share of Federal-aid highway program apportioned 

(formula) funds annually based on the share of formula funds each State received in fiscal 

year 2021.  The methodology for calculating the apportionments for FY 2022 under 23 

U.S.C. 175 is discussed in FHWA Notice N4510.858. For FY 2023 through 2026 funds, 

please revisit FHWA’s Notice website at the appropriate future time. 

 

The Fiscal Management Information System Program Codes for these CRP funds 

are as follows: 

 

Program 

Code 

Program Description Title 23 

Reference  

Y600 Carbon Reduction Program (CRP) Flexible Section 

175(e)(1)(B); 

Section 104(b)(7) 

Y601 CRP – Urbanized Areas with Population Over 200K Section 

175(e)(1)(A)(i) 

Y606 CRP – Urbanized Areas with Population 50K to 200K Section 

175(e)(1)(A)(ii) 

Y607 CRP – Urban Areas with Population 5K to 49,999 Section 

175(e)(1)(A)(iii) 

Y608 CRP – Areas with Population less than 5K Section 

175(e)(1)(A)(iv) 

 

For urbanized areas with population over 200K and urbanized areas with population 50K 

to 200K, the CRP funding in FMIS will be provided at the individual urbanized area 

level.2 

 
2 For example see FHWA Notice N 4510.864 Fiscal Year (FY) 2022 Supplementary Tables – Table 18 - 

Apportionments Pursuant to the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act and FHWA Notice N 4510.864 Fiscal Year 

(FY) 2022 Supplementary Tables – Table 19 - Apportionments Pursuant to the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs 

Act. 
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2. Period of Availability:  CRP funds are contract authority.  CRP obligations are 

reimbursed from the Highway Account of the Highway Trust Fund.  CRP funds are 

available for obligation for a period of 3 years after the last day of the fiscal year for 

which the funds are authorized (See 23 U.S.C. 118(b)).  Thus, CRP funds are available 

for obligation for up to 4 years. 

 

3. Obligation Limitation:  CRP funds are subject to the annual obligation limitation 

imposed on the Federal-aid highway program.  

 

In general, a State that is required under 23 U.S.C. 175(e) to obligate CRP funds in an 

urbanized area with an urbanized area population of 50,000 or more shall make available 

during the period of fiscal years 2022 through 2026 an amount of obligation authority 

distributed to the State for Federal-aid highways and highway safety construction 

programs for use in the area that is equal to the amount obtained by multiplying: 

a. the aggregate amount of funds that the State is required to obligate in the area 

under this subsection during the period; and 

b. the ratio that— 

i. the aggregate amount of obligation authority distributed to the State for 

Federal-aid highways and highway safety construction programs during 

the period; bears to 

ii. the total of the sums apportioned to the State for Federal-aid highways and 

highway safety construction programs (excluding sums not subject to an 

obligation limitation) during the period.  (See 23 U.S.C. 175(e)(6)(A)) 

 

Each State, each affected Metropolitan Transportation Planning Organization (MPO), and 

the Secretary shall jointly ensure compliance with 23 U.S.C. 175(e)(6)(A).  (See 23 

U.S.C. 175(e)(6)(B))  

 

4. Federal share:  The Federal share for CRP-funded projects is governed by 23 U.S.C. 

120, as amended by the BIL. It is generally 80 percent (See 23 U.S.C. 120(b)).   

 

5. Combining CRP Funds with Other Eligible USDOT funding:  CRP funds can be 

spread further by combining them with other eligible USDOT funding for projects that 

support the reduction of transportation emissions, if the eligibility requirements and 

applicable Federal share are met for each program. 

 

6. Deobligations of Other Title 23 Obligated Funds:  Project Agreements should not be 

modified to replace one Federal fund category with another unless specifically authorized 

by statute (See 23 CFR 630.110(a)).  

 

7. Suballocation Within a State (See 23 U.S.C. 175(e)) 

Specified Areas 

For each fiscal year, 65 percent of funds apportioned to the State for the CRP shall be 

obligated, in proportion to their relative shares of the population in the State: 

Page 130



 
 

11 

 

• In urbanized areas of the State with an urbanized area population of more than 

200,000 (these funds may be obligated in the metropolitan area established under 

23 U.S.C.134 that encompasses the urbanized area.); 

• In urbanized areas of the State with an urbanized population of not less than 

50,000 and not more than 200,000; 

• In urban areas of the State with a population of not less than 5,000 and not more 

than 49,999; and 

• In other areas of the State with a population of less than 5,000. 

The State may obligate these funds suballocated for specified areas based on other factors 

if the State and relevant MPOs jointly apply to the Secretary for permission to base the 

obligation on other factors, and the request is approved by the Secretary. 

 

Any Area of State 

The remaining 35 percent of funds apportioned to a State for the CRP each fiscal year 

may be obligated in any area of the State.  

 

F. CARBON REDUCTION STRATEGIES 

 

1. General: By November 15, 2023, States are required to develop a Carbon Reduction 

Strategy in consultation with any MPO designated within the State (23 U.S.C. 175(d)(1)).  

The State Carbon Reduction Strategy shall support efforts to reduce transportation 

emissions and identify projects and strategies to reduce these emissions.  The Carbon 

Reduction Strategy must be updated at least once every four years (23 U.S.C. 175(d)(3) 

and (4)). States and MPOs are encouraged to obligate CRP funding for projects that 

support implementation of the State’s Carbon Reduction Strategy. 

 

2. Development: States, in coordination with MPOs, are encouraged to develop their 

Carbon Reduction Strategies as an integral part of their transportation planning processes, 

such as by integrating them into the State’s Long-Range Statewide Transportation Plan 

(LRSTP), the MPO’s Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP), or by developing a 

separate document which is incorporated by reference into the LRSTP and MTP.  

 

States may request technical assistance from FHWA for the development of their Carbon 

Reduction Strategy (See 23 U.S.C. 175(d)(5)).  

 

Development of a Carbon Reduction Strategy is an allowable use of CRP funds (see 

Eligibilities below). 

 

3. Contents: Each Carbon Reduction Strategy shall (See 23 U.S.C. 175(d)(2)): 

A. support efforts to reduce transportation emissions; 

B. identify projects and strategies to reduce transportation emissions, which may include 

projects and strategies for safe, reliable, and cost-effective options— 

i. to reduce traffic congestion by facilitating the use of alternatives to single-

occupant vehicle trips, including public transportation facilities, pedestrian 

facilities, bicycle facilities, and shared or pooled vehicle trips within the State 
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or an area served by the applicable MPO, if any; 

ii. to facilitate the use of vehicles or modes of travel that result in lower 

transportation emissions per person-mile traveled as compared to existing 

vehicles and modes; and 

iii. to facilitate approaches to the construction of transportation assets that result 

in lower transportation emissions as compared to existing approaches;  

C. support the reduction of transportation emissions of the State; 

D. at the discretion of the State, quantify the total carbon emissions from the production, 

transport, and use of materials used in the construction of transportation facilities 

within the State; and 

E. be appropriate to the population density and context of the State, including any 

metropolitan planning organization designated within the State. 

 

4. Review: Not later than 90 days after the State submits a request for the approval of a 

Carbon Reduction Strategy, the Secretary will review the process used to develop the 

Carbon Reduction Strategy and either certify that the Carbon Reduction Strategy meets 

the requirements of 23 U.S.C. 175(d)(2) or deny certification and specify the actions 

necessary for the State to take to correct the deficiencies in the State’s process for 

developing the Carbon Reduction Strategy (23 U.S.C. 175(d)(4)). 

 

G. ELIGIBILITIES AND COORDINATION REQUIREMENTS 

 

1. General:  CRP funding may be used on a wide range of projects that support the 

reduction of transportation emissions.  Projects must be identified in the Statewide 

Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)/Transportation Improvement Program 

(TIP) and be consistent with the Long-Range Statewide Transportation Plan and the 

Metropolitan Transportation Plan(s). (23 U.S.C. 134 and 23 U.S.C. 135) 

 

Projects are subject to requirements under the National Environmental Policy Act (42 

U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 

Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 4601 et seq.), and other applicable Federal laws.  Projects funded 

with CRP funds are required to be treated as projects on Federal-aid highways (23 U.S.C. 

175(g)). 

 

2. Program Evaluation 

States are encouraged to incorporate program evaluation including associated data collection 

activities from the outset of their program design and implementation to meaningfully 

document and measure their progress towards meeting an agency priority goal(s). Title I of 

the Foundations for Evidence-Based Policymaking Act of 2018 (Evidence Act), Pub. L. No. 

115-435 (2019) urges federal awarding agencies to use program evaluation as a critical tool 

to learn, to improve equitable delivery, and to elevate program service and delivery across 

the program lifecycle. Evaluation means “an assessment using systematic data collection 

and analysis of one or more programs, policies, and organizations intended to assess their 

effectiveness and efficiency.” Evidence Act § 101 (codified at 5 U.S.C. § 311). Credible 

program evaluation activities are implemented with relevance and utility, rigor, 
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independence and objectivity, transparency, and ethics (OMB Circular A-11, Part 6 Section 

290).  

 

Evaluation costs are allowable costs unless prohibited by statute or regulation, and such 

costs may include the personnel and equipment needed for data infrastructure and expertise 

in data analysis, performance, and evaluation. (2 CFR Part 200). 

 

3. Eligible Activities:  Subject to the general eligibility requirements described in Section E.1 

of this memorandum, the following activities are listed as eligible under 23 U.S.C. 175(c): 

A. a project described in 23 U.S.C. 149(b)(4) to establish or operate a traffic monitoring, 

management, and control facility or program, including advanced truck stop 

electrification systems;  

B. a public transportation project eligible for assistance under 23 U.S.C. 142 (this 

includes eligible capital projects for the construction of a bus rapid transit corridor or 

dedicated bus lanes as provided for in BIL Section 11130 (23 U.S.C. 142(a)(3));  

C. a transportation alternatives project as described in 23 U.S.C. 101(a)(29) as in effect 

prior to the enactment of the FAST Act,3  including the construction, planning, and 

design of on-road and off-road trail facilities for pedestrians, bicyclists, and other 

nonmotorized forms of transportation;  

D. a project described in section 23 U.S.C. 503(c)(4)(E) for advanced transportation and 

congestion management technologies; 

E. a project for the deployment of infrastructure-based intelligent transportation systems 

capital improvements and the installation of vehicle-to-infrastructure communications 

equipment, including retrofitting dedicated short-range communications (DSRC) 

technology deployed as part of an existing pilot program to cellular vehicle-to-

everything (C-V2X) technology; 

F. a project to replace street lighting and traffic control devices with energy-efficient 

alternatives; 

G. development of a carbon reduction strategy (as described in the Carbon Reduction 

Strategies section above); 

H. a project or strategy designed to support congestion pricing, shifting transportation 

demand to nonpeak hours or other transportation modes, increasing vehicle 

occupancy rates, or otherwise reducing demand for roads, including electronic toll 

collection, and travel demand management strategies and programs; 

I. efforts to reduce the environmental and community impacts of freight movement; 

J. a project to support deployment of alternative fuel vehicles, including— 

(i.) the acquisition, installation, or operation of publicly accessible electric vehicle 

charging infrastructure or hydrogen, natural gas, or propane vehicle fueling 

infrastructure; and 

(ii.) the purchase or lease of zero-emission construction equipment and vehicles, 

including the acquisition, construction, or leasing of required supporting facilities;  

K. a project described under 23 U.S.C. 149(b)(8) for a diesel engine retrofit; 

L. certain types of projects to improve traffic flow that are eligible under the CMAQ 

 
3 See Transportation Alternatives Set-Aside Implementation Guidance as Revised by the Infrastructure Investment 

and Jobs Act 
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program, and that do not involve construction of new capacity; (23 U.S.C. 149(b)(5) 

and 175(c)(1)(L)); and 

M. a project that reduces transportation emissions at port facilities, including through the 

advancement of port electrification.  

 

Other projects that are not listed above may be eligible for CRP funds if they can 

demonstrate reductions in transportation emissions over the project’s lifecycle.  

Consistent with the CRP’s goal of reducing transportation emissions, projects to add 

general-purpose lane capacity for single occupant vehicle use will not be eligible absent 

analyses demonstrating emissions reductions over the project’s lifecycle.  For example, 

the following project types may be eligible for CRP funding: 

 

Sustainable pavements and construction materials 

Sustainable pavements technologies that reduce embodied carbon during the manufacture 

and/or construction of highway projects could be eligible for CRP if a lifecycle 

assessment (LCA) demonstrates substantial reductions in CO2 compared to the 

implementing Agency’s typical pavement-related practices.  The LCA Pave Tool can be 

used to assess the CO2 impacts of pavement material and design decisions. 

 

Climate Uses of Highway Right-of-Way 

Projects including alternative uses of highway right-of-way (ROW) that reduce 

transportation emissions are also eligible.  For example, renewable energy generation 

facilities, such as solar arrays and wind turbines, can reduce transportation emissions.  

And, biologic carbon sequestration practices along highway ROW to capture and store 

CO2 may demonstrate potential for substantial long-term transportation emissions 

reductions. State DOTs Leveraging Alternative Uses of the Highway Right-of-Way 

Guidance provides information on these practices. 

 

Mode Shift 

Projects that maximize the existing right-of-way for accommodation of nonmotorized 

modes and transit options that increase safety, equity, accessibility, and connectivity may 

be eligible.  Projects that separate motor vehicles from pedestrians and bicyclists, match 

vehicle speeds to the built environment, increase visibility (e.g., lighting), and advance 

implementation of a Safe System approach and improve safety for vulnerable road users 

may also be eligible.  Micromobility and electric bike projects, including charging 

infrastructure, may also be eligible. 

 

States should work with the FHWA on eligibility questions for specific projects. The 

CMAQ Emissions Calculator Toolkit is an available resource for estimating the CO2 

emissions benefits of certain projects. 

 

4. Flexibility on Use of Funds and Certification of Emissions Reduction 

 

In addition to the above eligibilities, a State may use funds apportioned under CRP 

for any project eligible under the Surface Transportation Block Grant program (23 

U.S.C 133(b)) if the Secretary certifies that the State has demonstrated a reduction in 
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transportation emissions (1) as estimated on a per capita basis, and (2) as estimated on 

a per unit of economic output basis.  In the first year of this program, States should 

initially focus on developing their Carbon Reduction Strategies and using CRP 

funding to begin implementing their Carbon Reduction Strategies once adopted to 

establish a baseline; for this reason, the Secretary will not certify flexibility for the 

CRP until at least FY 2023.  FHWA will publish additional guidance on the process 

under which the Secretary will certify state transportation emissions reductions.  

Section C.4 of this memo discusses the separate flexibility on transferability between 

FHWA programs. 

 

5. Consultation and Coordination 

 

Coordination in Urbanized Areas 

Before obligating funds for eligible projects in an urbanized area that is not a 

transportation management area, a State must coordinate with any MPO that represents 

the urbanized area prior to determining which activities should be carried out under the 

project (23 U.S.C. 175(e)(4)). The State and MPO must also use their documented public 

involvement processes, including their process for seeking out and considering the needs 

of those traditionally underserved by existing transportation systems, such as low-income 

and minority households, who may face challenges accessing employment and other 

services (23 U.S.C. 450.210(a)(1)(viii) and 450.316(a)(1)(vii)). 

 

 Consultation in Rural Areas 

Before obligating funds for an eligible project in a rural area, a State must consult with 

any regional transportation planning organization or MPO that represents the rural area 

prior to determining which activities should be carried out under the project (23 U.S.C. 

175(e)(5)). The State and MPO must also use their documented public involvement 

processes, including their process for seeking out and considering the needs of those 

traditionally underserved by existing transportation systems, such as low-income and 

minority households, who may face challenges accessing employment and other services 

(23 U.S.C. 450.210(a)(1)(viii) and 450.316(a)(1)(vii)). 

 

H. DAVIS-BACON ACT REQUIREMENTS 

 

As provided at 23 U.S.C 175(g), all projects funded with CRP funding shall be treated as 

located on a Federal-aid highway.  Accordingly, 23 U.S.C 113 applies, and Davis-Bacon 

wage rates must be paid.  In general, Davis-Bacon requires that all laborers and mechanics 

employed by the applicant, subrecipients, contractors or subcontractors in the performance of 

construction, alteration, or repair work on an award or project in excess of $2000 funded 

directly by or assisted in whole or in part by funds made available under CRP shall be paid 

wages at rates not less than those prevailing on similar projects in the locality, as determined 

by the Secretary of Labor in accordance with subchapter IV of chapter 31 of title 40, United 

States Code commonly referred to as the “Davis-Bacon Act” (DBA). 

 

For additional guidance on how to comply with DBA provisions and clauses, see 

https:/www.dol.gov/agencies/whd/government-contracts/construction and 
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https:/www.dol.gov/agencies/whd/government-contracts/protections-for-workers-in-

construction.  See also https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/construction/cqit/dbacon.cfm. 
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ALLOCATIONS PHASE AMOUNT
FFY22 

OBLIGATIONS
PERCENT 

OBLIGATED

STP All $6,416.2 $2,919.6 46%

STP AC All $5,475.7 $5,475.7 100%

CMAQ All $727.8 $727.8 100%

CMAQ AC All $727.8 $727.8 100%

PL All $321.2 $321.2 100%

OFFSET All $425.6 $213.0 50%

TOTAL $14,094.4 $10,385.2 74%

IRIS STP PHASE
OBLIGATION 

DATE 
TIP AMOUNT

FFY22 
OBLIGATIONS

PERCENT 
OBLIGATED

COMMENTS

NFHWY00445 5th Avenue Reconstruction Right-of-Way $121.8 0%

NFHWY00648 Advanced Project Definition Planning 10/21/2021 $91.0 $91.0 100%

NFHWY00280 Chena Riverwalk, Stage III Right-of-Way 1/24/2022 $76.8 $76.8 100%

HFHWY002017 Coordinator's Office Planning $100.0 0%

Z622070000 Cushman Street Bridge Rehabilitation Construction 2/3/2022 $5,475.7 $5,475.7 100% FFY23 AC

Design 1/18/2022 $305.7 $305.7 100%

Construction 4/20/2022 $1,020.4 $878.8 86%

Utilities $727.8 0% Transfer to FTA

Construction $467.6 0% Transfer to FTA

Utilities $2.3 0% Phase Placeholder

Construction $1,455.5 0%

Utilities 1/18/2022 $545.8 $545.8 100%

Construction 1/18/2022 $818.7 $793.6 97%

NFHWY00014 Woll Road Resurfacing & Widening Design 2/3/2022 $227.9 $227.9 100%

NFHWY00139 Yankovich/Miller Hill Road Reconstruction Utilities $454.9 0%

TOTAL $11,891.9 $8,395.3 71%

IRIS CMAQ PHASE
OBLIGATION 

DATE 
TIP AMOUNT

FFY22 
OBLIGATIONS

Percent 
Obligated

COMMENTS

NFHWY00280 Chena Riverwalk, Stage III Right-of-Way 1/24/2022 $127.4 $127.4 100%

NFHWY00290 College Road Bus Pullouts Construction 4/27/2022 $600.4 $600.4 100%

Z622070000 Cushman Street Bridge Rehabilitation Construction 2/3/2022 $727.8 $727.8 100% FFY23 AC

 TOTAL $1,455.6 $1,455.6 100%

IRIS PL PHASE
OBLIGATION 

DATE 
TIP AMOUNT

FFY22 
OBLIGATIONS

Percent 
Obligated

COMMENTS

HFHWY002017 FAST Coordinators Office Planning 10/1/2021 $321.2 $321.2 100%

TOTAL $321.2 $321.2 100%

Old Richardson Highway Intersection 
Improvements

NFHWY00158

NFHWY00269

FAST Planning TIP Amendment #5 - FFY22 OBLIGATION STATUS REPORT (as of April 28, 2022)

ALLOCATION TOTALS (Federal Share)

STP FUNDS (Federal Share)

CMAQ FUNDS (Federal Share)

PL FUNDS (Federal Share)

North Pole Streetlight Standardization - 
Phase I

FAST Improvement ProgramNFHWY00603

Lathrop Street Extension TBD
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IRIS OFFSET PHASE AMOUNT
FFY22 

OBLIGATIONS
OBLIGATION 

DATE
PROJECT

NFHWY00138 FMATS Sidewalk Imp Program FFY16-18 Design $193.8 $104.6 Pending
FAST Imp Pgrm 
FFY22 (6th/Lacey)

NFHWY00137 Wembley Avenue Improvements
Design & 

Construction
$45.4 $17.9 4/27/2022

College Road Bus 
Pullouts

NFHWY00463 Road Service Area Expansion Plan Planning $0.1 $90.4 4/27/2022
FMATS Sign 
Replacement S-III

NFHWY00446 Non-Motorized Plan Update Planning $7.4

NFHWY00395 Advanced Project Definition Planning $35.5

NFHWY00014
Tanana Loop & South Chandalar Drive 
Intersections

Design & 
Construction

$67.2

NFHWY00158
Old Richardson Highway Intersection 
Improvements

Construction $64.6

NFHWY00246 FMATS Sign Replacement - Stage III Design $11.6

 TOTAL $425.6 $213.0
Percent 

Obligated
50%

OFFSET FUNDS (Federal Share)
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FAST Planning FFY22 Offsets April 28, 2022

PROJECT OFFSETS Federal Total w/ Match

FMATS Sidewalk Improvement Program FFY16‐18 (Design) $193,786 $213,022
Wembley Avenue Improvements $45,398 $49,904
Road Service Area Expansion Plan $133 $146
Non‐Motorized Plan Update $7,398 $8,133
Advanced Project Definition FFY19‐21 $35,474 $38,995
Old Richardson Highway Intersection Improvements $64,592 $71,004
Tanana Loop & South Chandalar Drive Intersections $67,217 $73,889
FMATS Sign Replacement Stage III ‐ Design Phase $11,626 $12,780

Total     $425,624 $467,873

COMMITTED OFFSETS

FAST Improvement Program FFY22 (6th & Lacey Intersection) ‐$104,616 ‐$115,000 Policy Board approved 10.20.2021

College Road Bus Pullouts ‐ Construction Phase ‐$17,947 ‐$19,729 Executive Director approved 04.18.2022

FMATS Sign Replacement Stage III ‐ Construction Phase ‐$90,431 ‐$99,408 Executive Director approved 04.13.2022

Total  ‐$212,994 ‐$234,137

NEW/AVAILABLE TIP FUNDS*

FAST Improvement Program FFY22 $141,629 $155,688 Pending TIP modification

Old Richardson Highway Intersection Improvements $25,081 $27,571 Pending TIP modification

Total  $166,710 $183,258
*Funds made available from obligating projects for construction at a lower amount than programmed in the TIP.

Remaining Funds to be Obligated $379,339 $416,995
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Pending Deobligations from Project Closures April 28, 2022

Construction   Estimated Federal

IRIS Project Year  Deobligation Notes

NFHWY00170 FMATS Sidewalk Improvement Program FFY19 2019‐20 TBD Pending construction closeout

Z637840000 Gillam Way Rehabilitation 2019 TBD Pending construction closeout

NFHWY00434 FAST Improvement Program FFY20 2020 TBD Pending construction closeout

NFHWY00165 FAST Intersection Improvement Program FFY20 2020 TBD Pending construction closeout

NFHWY00524 FAST Intersection Improvement Program FFY21 2021 TBD Pending construction closeout

NFHWY00559 FAST Sidewalk Improvement Program FFY21 2021 TBD Pending construction closeout

NFHWY00246 Sign Replacement, Stage III 2021 TBD Pending construction closeout

TOTAL TBD
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