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1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
CHAIR CAMPBELL called the meeting to order at 1:00 p.m. All Policy Committee members 
were present with the exception of Chris Birch and a quorum was established. 
 
2. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT ANNOUNCEMENT 
 
MR. LYON encouraged public involvement in this meeting of the AMATS Policy Committee. 
He explained staff would first make their presentation, followed by any comments from 
Committee members, and the floor would then be open to public comment. 
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3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 

MR. LYON noted he would only be giving an update on items 5a: MTP and 5b: 2010-2013 
Transportation Improvement Program, Amendment #2. He also announced that Kris Reisenberg, 
Transportation Planner with FHWA, based out of Juneau was listening by phone. Hearing no 
objections, the agenda was approved unanimously. 
 
4. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES – AUG. 26, 2010; SEPT 23, 2010; &  
 Nov. 18, 2010 
 
AUGUST 26, 2010 – MAYOR SULLIVAN moved to approve. MR. FLYNN seconded. MS. 
HEIL noted that her name should replace MS. EDWARDS as the person who seconded for 
adjournment. MR. FLYNN noted on page 3 the word “dot” should be “received.” Hearing no 
objections, the August 26, 2010 minutes were approved as amended. 
 
SEPTEMBER 23, 2010 - MR. FLYNN moved to approve. MS. HEIL seconded. Hearing no 
objections, the September 23, 2010 minutes were approved unanimously. 
 
NOVEMEBER 18, 2010 - MR. HEIL moved to approve. MR. FLYNN seconded. Hearing no 
objections, the November 18, 2010 minutes were approved unanimously. 
 
CHAIR CAMPBELL asked if AMATS staff had a plan for getting the minutes caught up for the 
PC. MR. LYON replied he had just edited all of them today and they should be on the next 
meeting agenda. CHAIR CAMPBELL asked if today’s meeting minutes would be at the next 
meeting as well. That is the plan and we are getting through them as fast as we can replied MR. 
Lyon. 
 
5. BUSINESS ITEMS 
 

a. 2035 METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN (MTP) 
 
MR. SPRING explained that we are trying to give a quick update every month to keep the PC 
up-to-date on the progress and on track to finish on time. TWO chapters are completed and 
available on the AMATS website; Chapter 1 and 3. The project team is also diligently working 
on other chapters. Last week we held several workshops assessing the efficiencies of the 
roadways, transit, transportation demand strategies, and bike/ped projects. The next TAC + 
meeting, which is the advisory group that is giving advice to the consulting team, is June 9th. 
They will review the results of the workshops and the financial analysis that we are conducting.  
 
The Assembly approved on Tuesday an amendment to the TORA with the State that provides 
additional money for the consulting contract with Kittelson & Associates. Work will now be able 
to continue uninterrupted and will keep us on schedule.  
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No comments from committee or public. 
 

b. 2010-2013 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM,  
 AMENDMENT #2 
 

MR. LYON stated that the Amendment was released by the TAC for a 30-day public review 
period ending June 13, 2011. There are two projects in the STIP that are within the AMATS 
Boundaries and need to be added to Table 8 where we show other state and local funded projects. 
This table is not part of the AMATS Allocation, but these are federal funds being used inside the 
Muni and the AMATS Boundary and thus we need to reflect them in the TIP. Both are 
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) projects. Table 8 has the two projects listed: Seward 
Highway-Anchorage to Portage Glacier and the Glenn & Parks Highway projects. The Air 
Quality consultation team met and agreed that these projects don’t affect our Air Quality 
Conformity determination. Since they weren’t in the TIP before, this is considered a Major 
Amendment and requires a 30-day public review, PZC hearing, and Assembly hearing. It will 
come back before the PC for final approval several months from now.  
 
No comments from committee or public. 
 
MR. LYON also presented a separate document for the Administrative Modification #3 that the 
TAC approved. It moved some funding around in Table 7, which is also not part of the AMATS 
allocation and is separate from the Major Amendment #2. In this case, the Administrative 
Modification was approved by the TAC and then we notify the PC, the FHWA and DOT&PF. In 
this modification, the dollar figure stayed the same; we moved some funds from Fleet Expansion 
and Replacement into ADA Paratransit in order to add more money into AnchorRIDES. Again, 
this is not part of AMAT’s allocation and doesn’t affect the Air Quality Conformity 
determination. We are just notifying the PC of the change. 
 
MR. FLYNN asked that if after 2015, would we be migrating $120,000 from Paratransit into 
AnchorRIDES. MR. LYON responded he believes that is correct. MS. KARCZ noted what we 
are doing is moving funding every year not just after 2015; it is from 2010 and beyond. We are 
allowed to use 10% of our FTA allocation to pay for AnchorRIDES. We have enough funding 
for vehicle replacement, so moving it into paying for trips helps us balance our budget. MR. 
FLYNN stated what is not clear is how much money is being moved from one category to 
another and he believes they have the final numbers and not what the shift was. MS. KARCZ 
believes it was $120,000 from vehicles that went into ADA Complimentary Paratransit. MR. 
FLYNN noted the 2015 column is what it used to be and what it will be in the future, but the in 
the intervening years it will be this other number. MS. KARCZ commented that the 2014 -2015 
are illustrative years anyway and when AMATS does a new TIP, we’ll keep the numbers 
$480,000 and $560,000 unless there’s more funding coming from FTA.  
 
No comments from the committee or public. 



ANCHORAGE METROPOLITAN AREA TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS 
Policy Committee 

May 26, 2011 
Page 4 of 11 

 
 

 
c. URBANIZED AREA BOUNDARY MODIFICATION 

 
MR. LYON explained the letter from Jill Sullivan, Highway Data Programs Manager at 
DOT&PF. The AMATS Boundary is usually on a very small map, but if you blow it up you can 
see the lines are off a little bit. Looking at the first map, the Eagle River Urbanized Boundary, 
you can see one of the lanes-the south bound lane-was left out and we didn’t get all the ramps in 
the urbanized boundary. The next page shows the Potter Marsh area and the boundary currently 
ends where the four lanes end and this would extend it a little further out past Potter Marsh. 
These changes were discussed at the TAC and they approved the recommendation to the FHWA. 
We are asking FHWA to modify the boundary to include those changes identified in the memo 
from Jill Sullivan. MR. RUDOLPH noted it’s a joint effort between the MPO and DOT. After 
AMATS approves the changes, DOT&PF will also need to give approval before it is sent to 
FHWA. It’s mainly for recording requirements and roadway functional classification. 
 
No comments from the Committee or public. MAYOR SULLIVAN moved to approve the 
boundary changes. MR. FLYNN seconded.  
 
CHAIR CAMPBELL noted that he doesn’t have concerns for the reporting requirements to 
include the ramps. He’s a little concerned that some of this route is inconsistent. The route 
between Anchorage and Eagle River is classified as rural highway with urban highway 
characteristics. It is remarkably similar when you drive from Anchorage to Wasilla. He will talk 
with our data collectors and our safety people to make sure this doesn’t cause us problems in 
terms of how our accident data is recorded. As this has certain characteristic all the way. CHAIR 
CAMPBELL stated he intends to support this motion. Hearing no objections, the Urbanized 
Area boundary modification was unanimously approved. 
 

d. OTHER BUSINESS ITEMS - NONE 
 
6. INFORMATIONAL ITEMS 
 

a. NON-MOTORIZED TRANSPORTATION STATUS 
 
MS. SCHANCHE explained that the MOA is working on the Areawide Trails Plan; it is a little 
slow to get started but we are working on a survey to start. She noted that the MOA recently 
published an Anchorage Bicycle Map. This map was put together with donations; CRW 
Engineering group offered free layout and for the map; the safety graphics are from the City of 
Chicago. They allowed us to use them as long as we gave them credit; we did modify them a 
little bit to suit our conditions. All the routes identified on the map are identified as are bicycle 
friendly streets that we took from the Bicycle Compatibility Index that was part of the Bicycle 
Plan. The Bicycle Compatibility Index looks at width of the road, the speed, the zoning and how 
comfortable it would feel for the bicyclist. Many of these streets are smaller streets and have bike 
lanes already. The solid lines indicate roads and the dashed lines are trails. There is information 
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on how to put your bike on the bus. All the bike shops in town are highlighted with the exception 
of the big box stores, a wildlife safety portion, and the Mayor has a statement on here as well.  
 
MS. SCHANCHE noted it was reviewed by several departments, APD, Muni Traffic, DOT&PF 
Traffic and DOT&PF Planning. The only costs we had were the cost of printing and we got 
approval from FHWA to use AMATS funds for printing.  
 
MS. SCHANCHE passed out information on Bike-to-Work Day counts. She noted that she just 
received a change for station ten - Campbell Trail, Bittner House from 134 to 136, in total we 
were up 28% from last year. This year, with the Goose Lake overpass opened up and the new 
Chester Trail Connection open, the numbers of riders through Lake Otis and 36th dropped 
slightly, but the Goose Lake overpass numbers increased. Overall, we have 12 stations and we 
count every year using volunteers from 6:30 to 9:00 am.  
 
MR. FLYNN asked where this bike map was going to be available. MS. SCHANCHE responded 
that the map was taken to all the bike shops in town and she sent a letter with contact info to all 
the bike shops managers. So far REI and Paramount have already asked for extra boxes; she just 
dropped a box of at BCA and there are maps here at City Hall. She believes that BCA is 
distributing them in the Clean Air Challenge packets. If anyone needs them, all they need to do is 
call her at 343-VENT and she will deliver some. CHAIR CAMPBELL noted he would like some 
dropped off at his office. MS. SCHANCHE noted she did drop some off with Scott Thomas, but 
she could deliver more if needed. CHAIR CAMPBELL replied that Mr. Thomas would be a 
great place. She’ll put some in the lobby as well replied MS. SCHANCHE. 
 
CHAIR CAMPBELL commented he noticed that there is construction on this map. He asked if 
she was planning to re-issue the map every year. MS. SCHANCHE replied we are hoping to, we 
will be moving those little cones on the map around town. This year we printed 100,000 for just 
over $5,000, which really isn’t a lot. 
 

b. NORTHERN ACCESS TO U-MED PRESENTATION 
 
MR. NOBLE noted he was giving the presentation on the update to the Northern Access to U-
MED project with Maryellen Tuttle from DOWL, Kelly Peterson and Alvin Talbert who are the 
project manager and assistant project manager with DOT.  
 
There are three master plans from the major institutions in the area. All three have plans for 
developing the lands that are under their control. We’ve seen the UMED District is one of the 
largest employment centers and continues contribute to jobs and traffic generation. There is 
congestion on the surrounding arterials and LRTP traffic model even with those improvements 
plus the improvement in the MTP, there is still a need for additional improvements.   
 
This project grew out of the UMED District Plan planning process, East Anchorage Study of 
Transportation (EAST) and the LRTP, which identified that something needed to be done in the 
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UMED area to improve access. Due to the controversy surrounding the UMED District, there 
were no specific improvements included in the LRTP but there was a need for a study of access 
into the UMED area so it could identify what would be included in the LRTP.  
 
We are in the reconnaissance study phase of the project. We’ve been working on this project for 
about 18 months and there is a decision point on whether or not the project will move forward. 
We are nearing completion of the reconnaissance study phase and a final report will be issued at 
the end of June. At that point, DOT will make the decision on whether or not to move to the 
engineering and environmental phases. 
 
The purpose of the reconnaissance phase is to gather as much information as we can get and to 
be able to make a decision on which alternatives are feasible and reasonable for carrying forward 
into the environmental process. Everything from traffic, public comments, accident data, as well 
as environmental, land use, right-of-way acquisition, and existing utilities, all these things we 
could get ready access to for the project area.  
 
MR. NOBLE stated they have had a very extensive public involvement process, attending all the 
Community Councils, held public meetings and campus briefings. We had one on one meetings 
with all the area institutions to gather input prior to analysis and evaluation of the alternatives. 
There is a high desire that if we do a project, it have context sensitive principles implemented 
and that we don’t just don’t push a road through or add an alignment through and bisect the 
universities. We’ve heard opposition to anything being done with people not wanting any road or 
any access improvements made to the UMED area. There are concerns about splitting the 
campus and trail connectivity those two are closely related to the first two, interest in non road 
ideas like transit, and park-n-ride, improving bicycle and pedestrian facilities. There were good 
comments about the trail facilities coming in from the south that are recently constructed along 
Elmore Road those have increased pedestrian access from the south into the UMED District. 
There were concerns about the wetlands and wildlife habitat and we’ve also heard people 
supporting improvements that recognized the need for some improved access into the district.  
 
One of the more interesting bits of data that came out of our process was we were able to get zip 
code information from the major institutions in the UMED area for their employees, staff, 
students, and patients to find out where the trips are coming from. You can see we have roughly 
a third of the western half of the grid, a third of the trips coming from the southeast Anchorage, a 
third of the trips coming from Northeast Anchorage, and Chugiak. The census data shows 
particularly the Mat-Su Borough continues to be a fast growing area, and we see the percentage 
of northeast trips are getting higher and higher. 
 
To briefly summarize the traffic analysis, the area intersections as well as surrounding arterials 
are over capacity. We have area intersections at elevated crash and severity of crash rates and we 
have a high reliance in the improvements to the UMED District on the existing projects that are 
in the LRTP. The Lake Otis Parkway extension and the H2H project is heavily reliant on those 
two projects coming to fruition in the time frame we are looking at for the project.  
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MR. NOBLE showed a slide representing elevated crash and injury rates along Lake Otis 
Parkway, Tudor Road, and Boniface Parkway, red indicates corridors and intersections that have 
elevated crash severity rates. MR. NOBLE explained if you’re in a crash at one of those 
intersection, you’ll more likely to be injured in an accident than at any other comparable 
intersection so Lake Otis, end of Tudor Road here. Yellow means a higher elevated rate but not 
an elevated severity rate but you can see virtually all with the exception of Lake Otis and Tudor 
here have higher elevated crash and severity rates.  
 
MR. NOBLE noted we have a couple of choices to use. We can reduce demand or increase 
capacity. On the reducing demand side, we can limit future growth in the UMED district and we 
can cap the development. We’re not going to approve any new development with new traffic 
generation but we can see on the master plans that is not really consistent with what the 
institutions have planned. They have considerable additional growth planned, so other 
alternatives on the reducing demand side include some form of travel demand management. It 
could be improving non-motorized transportation, Park-N-Ride or Transit. We did look at a 
Park-N-Ride option as part of one of the alternatives. On the other side of the equation, we can 
increase capacity by building new roads or improvement existing roads. 
 
MR. NOBLE discussed potential solutions that came out of the study, including different 
corridors and TDM’s (Travel Demand Management).   
 
MR. NOBLE stated they were accepting public comments through the 30th and we’re getting 
close to that point DOT will need to make a decision on whether or not to move forward with 
this project and into the next stages of the project. 
 
No public comment. 
 
MR. FLYNN asked you made the point even improving the University Drive might require 
parkland acquisition and frankly even any of these proposals that require parkland will probably 
doom them. Could it be done without acquiring parkland for the University Drive option? MR. 
NOBLE stated there only a few options there that require parkland. That is one of the 
misconceptions involved in the project from the beginning. The only park in the area is Goose 
Lake Park, the rest of this is not parkland; it’s all university land and/or endowment lands. The 
only options that require parklands are UAA Drive, if we were to widened it to 4 lanes, or 
extending C Street to Tudor Center Drive, as this is parkland here, and than J and L are likely to 
require some parkland as well or acquisition or removal of existing parking or facilities adjacent 
to the other side of the road to expand to the south. All of the other options don’t require 
parkland. 
 
MR. FLYNN asked if you go to 4-lanes for UAA Drive you have to get into Goose Lake Park. 
There is no way around that. MR. NOBLE replied its park on both sides of the road. MR. 
FLYNN replied he was just looking at that and thinking if you had a better intersection and 
maybe some grade separations at UAA Drive and Northern Lights. MR. NOBLE noted there is a 
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project right now at this location where DOT is putting in dual left turn lanes because of the 
safety and operational issues they are putting dual turn lanes onto UAA Drive. That is going to 
require widening through here to have two receding lanes but they are immediately going to 
taper down into one lane. 
 
MR. FLYNN asked how much involvement did the UMED and university people have and what 
were their thoughts on developing in this area and how it should look in 20 years? MR. NOBLE 
replied for the last 18 months we’ve been talking to everybody and anybody that would listen to 
us and this is just a rough list of everybody we spoke to.  
 
MR. FLYNN stated it seems you have the expansion plan that you laid out here in the beginning, 
which obviously has future development on there. Those developments by their plan have future 
transportation enhancements through this area. Do they have when the university talks about 
adding buildings, do they talk about developing roads to serve them?  
 
MR. NOBLE noted that is a good question. It depends on the specific projects. If you look at 
APU’s master plan for example, they do show new circulation roads internal here and we’ve 
shown this as other roads that might happen in addition to what’s independent of this project. 
APU has taken that kind of look that existing internal roads situation; they have not increased 
access to the north. The University master plan discusses it but it doesn’t show any specific road 
improvements to the north. It shows virtually full development of all their lands, some of its 
recreational and some of its other types of uses.  
 
MR. NOBLE stated that Providence is build out of their campus and every building has a traffic 
impact analysis. If we choose to do nothing, these institutions and other institutions are going to 
continue to try to incrementally develop their master plans as they’ve got here. So really there 
might not be a do nothing option unless we’re going to say we’re not going to allow any more 
development in the UMED area. Then there is a do nothing option we choose its solution and we 
choose one of the alternatives by doing nothing. We incrementally develop and we don’t have a 
good plan and we try to solve it when it tries to break.  
 
MR. FLYNN asked where the new arena is. MR.NOBLE noted, from the slide, it’s proposed 
right here. As far as he knows, this is the area where the arena is planned. Providence and APU 
have additional projects coming online and all decisions need to be made on how are we are 
going to accommodate traffic. Maybe the answer is we are going to try and do more transit 
improvements and we’re going to try encourage pedestrian and bicycle use but those things are 
going to require the institutions to come up with some plan particularly on the parking side.  
 
MR. FLYNN concurred clearly one size is not going to fit all. It’s going to have to be a 
combination of those factors. You can’t expect somebody with a broken leg to take the bus to the 
hospital; it’s just not going to work. There are factors clearly there and other uses that require 
additional access to that area.  
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CHAIR CAMPBELL noted so you are still accepting comments for the next 30 days? MR. 
NOBLE replied that’s right, June 30 and then we’ll be trying to get a final report by the end of 
June. 
 
MS. GROTH asked you indicated that there is a bottleneck because of the access to these 
parking lots at these different facilities. Do you not see that as a problem with this new road or 
with one of these new roads? She doesn’t see that option at these different facilities making 
traffic move a little smoother into those parking areas. MR. NOBLE explained right now as far 
as the existing plans go, there is no plan to make those improvements. 
 
MS. GROTH asked is there still going to be a bottleneck at these parking lots, to get into these 
parking lots. MR. Noble noted even if one of these options is constructed, we’re still going to be 
a congested area. UMED district, due to its high employment growth and high number of trips 
even with one of these options and with everything else in the LRTP, we still have congestion in 
the UMED District.  
 
MR. KATSION discussed one of the things that has happened in the UMED District realizes 
where it was-even the last 10 year. A lot of the development that has occurred has started to 
piece together the internal roadways system and not all of it is public streets. Mostly it’s private 
and with some of the other additional developments going on, you’re actually getting a pretty 
good grid system within the network. For example, with the sports arena if that gets approved 
and constructed, the dash yellow line that basically an extension of Health Drive going east-west 
across to Elmore starts completing that grid system. So, circulation to the properties is actually 
starting to get better. Similarly, with the extension of Piper that happened a while ago, you’re 
now getting additional locations for traffic to get in to the district particularly from the south and 
it seems like one big issue is from the northeast.  
 
MR. NOBLE noted Piper Street is not in the model we have so that’s definitely one of those grid 
streets that’s being added like 40th Ave. Eventually this area is going to be finished building out 
and they’ll look to the next area. We have very large area here with no internal collector road 
system and that’s got to come to pass or these master plans will not. 
 
MR. THOMPSON with the Alaska Trucking Association mentioned one of their concerns is 
access into this area and there are virtually hundreds of commercial vehicles trips in and out of 
this area each and every month by truck. We want to be sure if we construct this alternative, that 
there needs to be access. We are sympathetic to aesthetic considerations and we think an access 
route can be built that would be pleasing to the community, to those that live in that area and our 
general support is for the alternative that goes from Elmore Road north right straight up to 
Bragaw. 
 
MR. SPRING stated Mr. Noble mentioned the possible closing of UAA Drive if alternative H 
was put in. Is it possible to do that and still have access to the parking structure there by the 
library? MR. NOBLE clarified from what direction Mr. Spring was referring. MR. SPRING said 
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he assumes they want to close it to thru traffic on UAA Drive and it would really help relieve the 
conflict with pedestrians but he is assuming they have to close it in both directions. MR. NOBLE 
stated the idea really hasn’t been looked at in detail to close it off and to allow access into the 
back side of campus from the north as well as to allow access in but not allow the thru movement 
to continue on. MR. SPRING asked if Mr. Noble thought it was possible to get access from both 
directions and still have access to the parking garage. MR. NOBLE replied he thought so but 
hadn’t looked at that in detail yet. 
 
MAYOR SULLIVAN stated it seems like on UAA Drive the main conflict is that one crosswalk 
that stops traffic even though they have a bridge above. You could actually solve that problem by 
closing the pedestrian access at street level and making them use the sky bridge that was built to 
connect those two facilities. He wouldn’t recommend closing UAA Drive just because of 
pedestrian conflict, they have options. 
 
MS. KOVAC stated one of the criteria you have mentioned is reducing thru traffic and she is 
wondering how realistic is it and is it really achievable or maybe you should figure out that you 
are going to have thru traffic and make the road to handle that.  
 
MR. NOBLE agreed. One of the dilemmas he has when talking about this project is a lot of 
people tend to talk about traffic that is not UMED traffic as cut-thru traffic. Theoretically, things 
could potentially reduce that number but it’s still going to carry non-UMED traffic no matter 
what we do. UAA Drive carries non-UMED traffic and people cut-thru there to get across 
campus sometimes, even though it might not be the fastest way. You can’t stop it completely 
without eliminating the thru traffic but we can do things to the road design to make it more 
fitting in to the campus instead of a 4-lane highway. For lack of better wording - you can reduce 
the speed to 35-40 instead of a 50 mph road. Those kinds of things tend to change the feel of the 
actual road itself.  
 
c. COMMITTEE COMENTS  
 
MAYOR SULLIVAN mentioned when he met with Mr. Lyon yesterday and they discussed the 
MTP and the portion that deals with the Knik Arm Bridge Project and their access through the 
port area. He has asked MR. LYON to schedule KABATA for the next PC meeting because 
there is conflict behind the port area expansion with the access road that would connect the 
bridge into downtown Anchorage. The Port design plan has a new barge dock in that area that 
would be compromised by the ROW that has been identified by KABATA. MAYOR 
SULLIVAN asked to have KABATA give a presentation on how they are going to manage that 
conflict.  
 
CHAIR CAMPBELL asked if he thinks it should be an informational item. MAYOR 
SULLIVAN commented that it may be informational at this stage, but may lead to some specific 
language in our LRTP that defines more specifically were the road should go and avoid conflict 
with the port expansion. 
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7. SCHEDULED AMATS MEETINGS 
 Technical Advisory Committee, June 9, 2011 
 Technical Advisory Committee Plus, June 9, 2011 
 Policy Committee, June 23, 2011 
 
8. ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting adjourned at 4:09 p.m. 


