
 

 Interagency Consultation   
Richardson Highway MP346 Bridge Replacements 

Meeting Agenda 
Monday, February 26, 2024, 10:00 – 11:00 AM 

100 Cushman Street, Suite 215 (Key Bank Building) 
 

 

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: 857-5847-1432 

 
1. Call to Order 

2. Introduction of Members & Attendees 

3. Meeting Minutes from February 5, 2024  

4. Public Comment Period 

5. Project Review: Richardson Highway MP 346 Chena Bridges Replacement 

6. Next Steps 

7. Adjournment 
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Interagency	Consultation	
Fairbanks	PM2.5	Area	Conformity	Freeze	

Meeting	Summary	
February 5, 2024 – 10:00am to 12:00pm (AK Time) 

 
	

Attendees	
	
FAST	Planning – Jackson Fox, Corey DiRutigliano 
Federal	Highway	Administration	(FHWA) – Julie Jenkins, Patrick Lentlie, Theresa 

Hutchins 
Federal	Transit	Administration	(FTA) – Ned Conroy 
U.S.	Environmental	Protection	Agency	(EPA) – Tess Bloom, Claudia Vaupel, Aaron 

Letterly, Rudolph Kapichak, Matt Jentgen 
Alaska	Department	of	Transportation	&	Public	Facilities	(DOT&PF) – Randi Bailey, 

Adam Moser, Joseph Kemp, Lauren Little, Brett Nelson, Judy Chapman, Jennifer Wright, 
John Netardus 

Alaska	Department	of	Environmental	Conservation	(ADEC) – Adeyemi Alimi, Jason 
Olds, Nick Czarnecki 

Fairbanks	North	Star	Borough	(FNSB) – Steven Hoke 
Other	Attendees – Mary Farrell, Barbara Schuhmann, Jon Cook, Travis Malin, Luke 

Hopkins, Greg Bringhurst, Patrice Lee, Jennifer Campbell, Patrick Gilchrist 
 

	
Introduction	&	Public	Comment	

	
Jackson	Fox (FAST Planning) led attendee introductions/roll call and asked if there were 
any members of the public present wishing to provide comment before discussion of the 
main agenda items.   
 
Patrice	Lee stated she appreciated all the work that went into FAST Planning and the 
degree of detail that has to be worked out. She added that everyone wants to have their 
Federal Highway dollars back, but we have known for years and years that if we did not 
clean up our air this was going to happen. She said it is of upmost concern to clean up our 
air and there are some important things people can support such as how we can use 
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renewable energy to offset how much fossil fuels we burn. She added there is a concept in 
environmental studies called “picking up the pennies” and every little bit of pollution you 
can offset brings us to a better place. She said if we take advantage of everything we can do 
we can clean up the air and we can get back to having our highway money available, 
undictated to, so what we can do what we need to do when we need do it. 
 
Luke	Hopkins stated he was particularly concerned following the presentation that was 
made to the FNSB Assembly during a work session where FAST Planning and other 
comments were made on the impact of restricted funds because of our air quality. He 
stated he certainly hopes that those issues are well understood and the votes that may be 
taken today beyond a presentation will so note that we have this very impactful EPA 
restriction on our transportation plans that are out here in public with FAST Planning. He 
added he looks forward to the discussion and hopes he can feel some relief from votes that 
might be taken today concerning these particular projects and the requirements that we 
are well aware of from the EPA.  
 
Jon	Cook stated he wanted to comment on the agenda items and a little bit of confusion as 
to why the Richardson Highway MP346 bridge replacement is in as well as the Steese 
Highway MP5 bridge replacement are in. He added that neither project received local 
planning approval to be added to the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program 
(STIP). The current draft of the STIP submitted by DOT&PF to FHWA does has the Steese 
Highway MP5 bridge in for illustrative purposes only and it has the Richardson Highway 
MP346 bridge replacement in, but again neither are allowed to be included in the 
document because they did not receive local planning approval. He stated he was not sure 
why they would even be placed on the agenda, as neither will be allowed in the final draft 
of the STIP. He added one thing he would add to the agency partners, because the 
conformity freeze does affect items being added to the STIP, is that the Deputy 
Commissioner of DOT&PF the other day told Fairbanks Chamber of Commerce 
Transportation Committee that they intended to add Steese Highway MP5 bridge via 
emergency bridge funding.  He added that whether that's allowed or whether it is an 
available pot of funding is one question, but whether use of that funding could be subject to 
the air quality conformity freeze, he does not have any idea. He said that is for you all to 
know, but just looking at a different path that DOT&PF may intend to use if they cannot get 
that particular bridge into the STIP, he just thought he would bring that to this group's 
attention. 
 

Overview	of	Conformity	Freeze	
 
Mr.	Fox introduced a couple slides from the January 22nd training provided by Patrick 
Lentlie (FHWA) and thanked him for hosting the training for all the Federal, State, and local 
partners in the meeting.  He reminded the group the Conformity Freeze took effect on 
January 4th and ADEC plans to resubmit their State Implementation Plan (SIP) to the EPA 
by July and the EPA has 18 months to review for approval.  He added that from speaking 
the ADEC and EPA we should expect the review to take the full 18 months so the 
Conformity Freeze will likely last 24 months (2 years).   
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Mr.	Fox then explained that under the Conformity Freeze, FAST Planning’s long- and short-
range transportation plans are frozen, but that does not necessarily mean that Federal 
Highway dollars are being withheld from our area at this time.  The current program of 
projects that we have in those plans are allowed to move forward over the next four years 
as scheduled and as budgeted, but our ability to modify those plans is significantly 
hampered by the Conformity Freeze. He offered some examples that we can make some 
minor adjustments to projects, but we cannot add new Non-Exempt projects into our plans 
or approve any substantial funding increases or modify the original project intent or 
purpose and need of existing Non-Exempt projects.  He then explained the differences 
between Exempt and Non-Exempt projects under 40 CFR 93.126-128.  He stated FAST 
Planning could potentially move forward with Amendments to our long- and short-range 
transportation plans for Exempt projects, which generally include safety projects, transit 
related activities, air quality beneficial projects, and planning activities that do not lead 
directly to construction projects.  He added that is why this Interagency Consultation 
meeting was important to do with our Federal and State partners to look at some specific 
projects of concern and see what we can or cannot do to move them forward under various 
provisions in the CFR.  Mr. Fox then provided a brief overview and introduction to the four 
projects listed on the agenda for review later in the meeting.   
 
Mr.	Fox then introduced the 1996 guidance referenced in the January 22nd training – 
‘Exemption Criteria Policy for Highway Sanctions’ [FHWA Docket No. 94-29; Federal 
Register, Vol. 61, No. 63, p. 14363-14372; April 1, 1996].  He stated that under this 
guidance there is an additional standard that needs to be met for Exempt projects under 
the Safety criteria from 40 CFR 93.126 that those projects must resolve a demonstrated 
safety problem and result in a significant reduction or avoidance of accidents.  Patrick	
Lentlie [FHWA] clarified for the group this Federal Register notice was for a Highway 
Sanctions situation and Fairbanks is not yet in a sanctions situation.  He added that 
everyone should be careful about use of the term Exempt and referred the group to the 
provision in 40 CFR 93.105 [Interagency Consultation Procedures] that talks about any 
project that is otherwise Exempt under 40 CFR 93.126 can be classified Non-Exempt if it 
has adverse impacts for any reason.  Rudolph	Kapichak [EPA] stated he agreed with Mr. 
Lentlie that we are not at a point where there are sanctions yet so right now what applies is 
the Exempt project criteria in the Transportation Conformity rule which largely is in 40 
CFR 93.126 as noted.  He added Mr. Lentlie was also right that there is a provision in 40 
CFR 93.105 that talks about whether a given project, which would generally be Exempt 
from conformity, might have some impacts that need to be considered.  He then stated the 
Interagency Consultation group should talk about that just to make sure a project actually 
is Exempt. 
 

Select	Project	Review	
 
Mr.	Fox then led the group through a project-by-project review of the four projects listed 
on the agenda.  Below are summaries of the group’s discussion for each project. 
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Steese/Johansen	Expressway	Interchange  
 Project replaces an at-grade intersection with a grade-separated interchange 
 Project is Non-Exempt and included in FAST Planning’s Metropolitan 

Transportation Plan (MTP) and Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 
 Project scope has not changed from MTP and TIP 
 Construction cost increase requires redemonstration of fiscal constraint in MTP 

which triggers an Amendment [Mr. Fox added that the revenue forecasts for the 
MTP come from Alaska DOT&PF Planning as the basis for fiscal constraint] 

 Amount of cost increase (>30%) triggers a TIP Amendment 
 Moving construction phase from “beyond years” of TIP into one of the first four 

years of TIP triggers an Amendment 
 Conclusion:  Amendments for this Non-Exempt project triggers conformity per 40 

CFR Part 93.104(b)(2), which is not allowed during Conformity Freeze. 
 
Old	Steese	Highway	Reconstruction  

 Project reconstructs roadway, adds new sidewalks for pedestrians, and widens half 
of the length of the roadway from three to five lanes 

 Project is Non-Exempt and included in FAST Planning’s MTP and TIP 
 Project scope has not changed from MTP and TIP 
 Cost increase does not require redemonstration of fiscal constraint in MTP 
 Amount of cost increase (>30%) triggers a TIP Amendment 
 Moving construction phase from “beyond years” of TIP into one of the first four 

years of TIP triggers an Amendment 
 Conclusion:  Amendments for this Non-Exempt project triggers conformity per 40 

CFR Part 93.104(b)(2), which is not allowed during Conformity Freeze. 
 
Steese	Highway	MP	5	Bridge	Replacement	

 Project replaces existing bridge with a new bridge with no additional travel lanes, 
may increase load capacity, helps trucks avoid having to use at-grade bypass 

 Project is not included in FAST Planning’s MTP and TIP 
 Project likely Exempt under 40 CFR Part 93.126 Safety criteria for ‘reconstructing 

bridges (no additional travel lanes)’ 
 Need to consult at local level pursuant to 40 CFR Part 93.105(c)(iii) to confirm 

project is Exempt 
 Conclusion:  Group seemed leaning towards the project being Exempt, and if so this 

project can be added to MTP and TIP by Amendment if fiscal constraint and other 
planning requirements are met. 

 
Richardson	Highway	MP	346	Chena	Bridges	Replacement	

 Project replaces existing bridge with a new bridge with no additional travel lanes, 
may increase load capacity, helps trucks avoid having to use at-grade bypass 

 Truck activity from mine is already accounted for in VMT estimates 
 Project is not included in FAST Planning’s MTP and TIP 
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 Project is not located entirely within FAST Planning’s Metropolitan Planning Area 
boundary, but is partially and such projects typically are included in MTP and TIP; 
there was disagreement between Mr. Fox [FAST Planning] and Lauren Little [Alaska 
DOT&PF] about whether or not the project was within the FAST Planning boundary; 
regardless, project is located entirely within the PM2.5 Non-Attainment Area 

 Project likely Exempt under 40 CFR Part 93.126 Safety criteria for ‘reconstructing 
bridges (no additional travel lanes)’ 

 Need to consult at local level pursuant to 40 CFR Part 93.105(c)(iii) to confirm 
project is Exempt 

 Conclusion:  Group seemed leaning towards the project being Exempt, and if so this 
project can be added to MTP and TIP by Amendment if fiscal constraint and other 
planning requirements are met. 
 

 
Next	Steps	&	Adjournment	

 
Mr.	Fox thanked everyone for their attendance and input, and then asked what the process 
was for making the Exempt versus Non-Exempt determinations for these projects moving 
forward.  Adeyemi	Alimi [ADEC] said normally the Alaska DOT&PF is required to send the 
scoping documents of the individual projects to ADEC to look at the project level 
conformity determination. When they receive the scoping documents, they review the 
projects and if they believe it is actually an Exempt project, they seek consensus of the 
Federal partners. If the FHWA, FTA, and EPA believe that the project is Exempt, we provide 
the response back to Alaska DOT&PF.  Lauren	Little	[Alaska DOT&PF] commented that for 
the bridge replacement projects part of this has been done through the scoping process 
with ADEC.  Julie	Jenkins [FHWA] responded by stating that yes, that sounds exactly like 
what FHWA would expect as they are looking for Alaska to make a recommendation and 
EPA to look at that recommendation and then provide us with their thoughts on that as 
well.  Tess	Bloom [EPA] added that just looking at the bridge replacement projects, it 
seems like at the surface they are Exempt, but without really looking at the very specific 
details of the project it would be difficult right now to make a determination.  She added 
that she thinks going through the process that Mr. Alimi mentioned makes sense.  It is her 
understanding that DOT&PF Northern Region will send an email with bridge project details 
to the Interagency Consultation partners as EPA was not consulted in the preliminary 
concurrence by ADEC on Exempt status. 
 
Mr. Fox concluded the meeting by stating he would draft notes from the meeting to share 
with the group for review and editing or correction.  The meeting ended at 11:16 am 
(Alaska Time).   
 
 
 

Page 6



 

Page 7



Richardson Hwy MP 346 Flood Control Bridges Replacement 
Project Summary for Interagency Air Quality Consultation

Project Introduction 
The project will replace the Northbound (NB) #1364 and Southbound (SB) #1866 Chena Flood 
Control Bridges. The bridges are located at milepost (MP) 346.8 of the Richardson Highway 
between North Pole and Moose Creek.  

In the project area the Richardson Highway is a four-lane divided facility with 12-ft lanes, 4-ft
inner shoulders and 10-ft outer shoulders. The bridges are narrow, each is comprised of two 12-ft 
lanes, 2.5-ft inner shoulders and 6.5-ft outer shoulders. The highway is classified as a Rural 
Interstate throughout the project area.  

The existing bridges cross the Chena Flood Control Project, an initiative to prevent flooding after 
the 1967 flood, located between North Pole and Eielson Airforce Base. Both bridges are 14 span 
concrete girder bridges, approximately 982 feet long and 36 feet wide. The bridges were built in 
1977 and are nearing the end of their design life of 50 years. The inventory load ratings of the 
NB #1364 and SB #1866 bridges are HS 14 and HS 13, respectively.  These are some of the 
lowest load ratings on the North Richardson Highway. The shear capacity for both bridges is
insufficient, and the structures are functionally obsolete. Both bridges do not meet current design 
standards for width, railing, and railing ends. A life cycle cost analysis was completed to 
determine if rehabilitation or reconstruction was most appropriate, and reconstruction was 
determined the most cost effective option.  

Figure 1. Existing Bridges 
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Project Description 
The preferred design alternative is full replacement for both NB #1364 and SB #1866 bridges 
with one bridge structure. The new bridge structure will be a multi-span concrete girder bridge. 
The net structure width and footprint of this option would be narrower and would allow for fewer 
piers and foundational elements. This will result in a larger net hydraulic opening, reduce overall 
construction time, and reduce the impact to the traveling public. This option is less costly over 
the life of the structures and will result in a structure that meets current design standards for 
structural capacity, barriers, and geometric standards. 
 
The overall roadway typical section will remain unchanged by this project.  The Richardson 
Highway consists of paved two 12-ft lanes in each direction with 10-ft outer shoulders and 4-ft 
inner shoulders. Along the proposed bridge the inner shoulders will be separated by a 2-ft wide 
concrete barrier. The pavement will be upgraded to accommodate projected traffic loading. 
 
All work will be constructed within existing DOT&PF right-of-way. There is an existing utility 
line owned by ACS attached to the current southbound bridge which will be removed and 
relocated prior to demolition of the southbound structure. Road building material will come from 
existing commercial sources in the greater Fairbanks area, no new material site development is 
planned for this project. 
 
Construction Traffic Impacts 
This project is not considered significant for traffic control per DOT&PF’s Policy and Procedure 
05.05.015. The Richardson Highway is not in a Transportation Management Area, the AADT is 
less than 30,000 vehicles per day, and it is not expected to fully close the highway for more than 
one hour at a time.  

 
A generalized construction/demolition sequence may consist of: 

 
1. Divert traffic to one lane in each direction on the southbound bridge. 
2. Construct half of the new bridge between the existing bridges. 
3. Move northbound traffic to new bridge. 
4. Remove existing northbound bridge. 
5. Construct the second half of the new bridge. 
6. Move all traffic to new bridge. 
7. Remove existing southbound bridge. 

 
Preliminary Construction Schedule 
 

Work Scope Duration 
Install Southbound (SB) Bridge Foundation & 

Abutments 
October 2024-July 2025 (9 months) 

Traffic Diverted to SB Prism May 2025-October 2025 (6 months) 
Demolish Existing Northbound (NB) Bridge May-July 2025 (2 months) 

Install SB Bridge Girders June-July 2025 (1.5 months) 
Complete SB Bridge & Pavement July-October 2025 (2 months) 
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Work Scope Duration 
Return Traffic to 2-lane NB/SB Configuration October 2025 

Install NB Bridge Foundation & Abutments August 2025-December 2025 (5 months) 
Winter Shutdown December 2025-April 2026 

Continue NB Bridge Foundation & Abutments April 2026-June 2026 (3 months) 
Traffic Diverted to new SB Prism May 2026-October 2026 (6 months) 

Construct NB Bridge May 2026-October 2026 (6 months) 
Return Traffic to 2-lane NB/SB Configuration October 2026-May 2027 

Winter Shutdown October 2026-May 2027 
Traffic Returned to Single Lane Each NB/SB May 2027-August 2027 (4 months) 

Demolish Existing SB Bridge May 2027-August 2027 (4 months) 
Final Grading & Paving May 2027-August 2027 (4 months) 

Project Complete September 2027 
 
Total duration of traffic impacts is estimated to be 16 months with traffic returned to 2-lane 
NB/SB configuration each winter. 
 
Attachments:  
Preliminary Plan & Profile and Typical Section Drawings 
Regional Traffic & Safety Engineer Analysis 
CMGC Contractor Construction Sequence Proposal 
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Engineer Name
ENGINEER STAMP NUMBER

Attachment No. 1
Preliminary Plan & Profile and Typical Section Drawings
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Engineer Name
ENGINEER STAMP NUMBER
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From: Stephan, Nathan J (DOT)
To: Little, Lauren M (DOT)
Subject: RE: traffic analysis question
Date: Thursday, February 15, 2024 5:50:08 PM

The Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities (DOT&PF) adopted the Transportation Research Board
Special Report 209, Highway Capacity, 2010, (HCM) as policy.  The HCM is a tool for calculating capacity.
 
Chapter 15 of the HCM addresses Two-Lane Highways.  For Rural Two-Way, Two-Lane Highways, the HCM methodology
reports single-direction capacities, with a flow rate of 1,700 pc/h used as the capacity under base conditions, with a limit
of 3,200 pc/h for the total of the two directions.
 
In order to compare calculated capacity vs existing conditions, the Alaska Traffic Data website was utilized to select
traffic count stations near the projects in question:
 
Chena Flood Control Bridge Project:
Richardson Hwy @ Moose Creek (MP 346)
https://alaskatrafficdata.drakewell.com/sitedashboard.asp?node=AKDOT_CCS&cosit=000013920528
 
Steese MP 5 (CHSR Overcrossing):
Steese Expwy North of Farmers Loop Rd
https://alaskatrafficdata.drakewell.com/sitedashboard.asp?node=AKDOT_ST&cosit=000039206003
 

Highest Observed Hourly Flow
(2023)

HCM Capacity for
a Two-Lane Highway

Both Directions
pc/h

Single Direction
pc/h

Both Directions
pc/h

Single Direction
pc/h

Richardson Hwy @ Moose Creek (MP
346) 1,498 1,229 3,200 1,700
Steese Expwy North of Farmers Loop Rd 1,297 833 3,200 1,700

When comparing the highest observed hourly flow at each site vs. the HCM criteria for a Two-Lane highway capacity, the
data shows that both locations are fully capable to handle the capacity for both single direction travel, and combined
travel, for a one-lane in each direction configuration.
 
 

From: Little, Lauren M (DOT) <lauren.little@alaska.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, February 15, 2024 10:20 AM
To: Stephan, Nathan J (DOT) <nathan.stephan@alaska.gov>
Subject: RE: traffic analysis question

 
Can you send me a quick white paper summarizing the volumes, the criteria and a statement that one-lane in each
direction is within tolerable limits per the MUTCD (or whatever the reference is)?
 
Thanks,
L
 
From: Stephan, Nathan J (DOT) <nathan.stephan@alaska.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, February 15, 2024 9:59 AM
To: Little, Lauren M (DOT) <lauren.little@alaska.gov>
Subject: RE: traffic analysis question

 
Yes
 

From: Little, Lauren M (DOT) <lauren.little@alaska.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, February 15, 2024 9:59 AM

Attachment No. 2
Regional Traffic & Safety Engineer Analysis
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Attachment No. 3
CMGC Contractor Construction Sequence Proposal
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