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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 Chris Birch arriving at 1:15 pm and George Vakalis sitting in 
for Mayor Sullivan until his arrival at 1:35 pm. A quorum was established. 
 
2. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT ANNOUNCEMENT 
 
MR. LYON encouraged public involvement in this meeting of the AMATS Technical 
Advisory 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. VAKALIS moved to approve the agenda. MS. EDWARDS seconded. Hearing no 
objections, the agenda was approved unanimously. 
 
4. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES - None 
 
5. BUSINESS ITEMS 
 

a. 2035 METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN, MTP 
 
MR. KATSION introduced himself and started discussing the 3 projects lists, roadways 
bike/pedestrian/trails and public transit projects and looking for action on the 
maintenance and operations methodology, as well as the methodology that was used for 
the Knik Arm Crossing Financial Analysis. The TAC met on Tuesday and passed these 
on to you.  
 
For the MTP projects there is a list in front of you that has been broken up into road, bike 
and ped, and transit projects. There are 80 road projects in the list and about $2.1B 
investment between now and 2035; 115 separate bike/ped trail projects that equate to 
$83M and 24 transit projects that total $176M of capital improvements. In terms of the 
road projects there are 80 of them, 39 are in the short-term, 17 in the long-term for the 
total $2.1B and because of the financial constraint analysis we went through, $770M of 
projects are categorized as illustrative and we know they’re needed projects in the longer 
term but because of financial constraints we’d better pare it back. All of these project 
numbers are in 2010 dollars.  
 
As fair as the bike/ped/trails projects, there are 115 of them, 77 in the short-term and 32 
in the long-term for a total of $83M and there are 6 illustrative projects that are out 
beyond the 2035 time frame for about $42M worth of projects. Some examples are listed. 
 
For the Public Transit projects there are 24 projects, 19 short-term and 5 in the long-term 
for just over $175M and $22M for the illustrative for the full blown bus rapid transit 
project. We are looking for discussion and action on these project lists forward into the 
Plan.  
 
MR. FLYNN asked about the three different categories and the break down for the roads. 
It does not seem to comport within our operating rules for the MPO, which is 75 to 80% 
roads, 10-15% for TE, and 10% transit.  
 
MR. KATSION replied it matches the allocation of the AMATS dollars. We basically 
have taken all the AMATS dollars that have been allocated to bike/ped and trail and 
that’s where approximately $83M comes in. MR. LYON noted we should keep in mind 
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these numbers take into account Federal, State, and Municipal bonds, etc, and the 
AMATS percentages you are referring to reflect only our federal funds so this also 
includes a lot of State money and a lot of bonds so that’s why our numbers are off.  
 
MR. BIRCH asked about the integration of some of the local M&O stuff; some of the 
actual projects that DOT or the City does. How do we have a forecast for those? CHAIR 
CAMPBELL asked if we incorporate M&O dollars into our projected revenues in the 
future. MR. KATSION replied yes but the M&O is the next section and the motion is for 
the capital projects.  
 
MR. FLYNN noted at the top of the road project list, #104 part of the study of the H2H 
how its inclusion in this list affects that EIS and other parts of the process. Does it 
commit you to something beyond this or is it a stand alone?  
 
MR. KATSION explained what’s been done with the H2H project because of the 
financial constraints is it has been broken into 3 logical construction pieces for this 
analysis so we can spread the money out over the period of time. Phase 1 and 2, phase 1 
is the interchange at 36th; phase 2 is the midtown improvements between 33rd Ave. to 
Chester Creek, and the 3rd piece was moved to the long-term. MR. FLYNN asked which 
project numbers those were.  MR. KATSION responded 114 and 201 is the first one in 
the long-term. 
 
MR. KATSION noted it’s like the previous transportation plan because it can go to the 
next step without it being in the Plan itself. It doesn’t preclude it or override any of the 
environmental analysis that still needs to be done as you take it from Plan to actual 
project.  
 
MR. FLYNN noted he was a little concerned that we’re not giving a lot of discussion to 
the phasing of which direction you start from with this project in terms of neighborhood 
impacts. He is concerned that as funds become more scarce this budget can be de-scoped 
rather than enhanced, it will further divide it and separate it so he’s a little nervous about 
saying we’re going forward with this, 36th and the highway, and we’re going to do 33rd 
down to 20th and then maybe get to Fairview and he’s a little uncomfortable the way it’s 
structured at this time. 
 
CHAIR CAMBELL asked if this organization is in any particular priority; we’ve got long 
and short term are the projects here listed in priority?  
 
MR. KATSION replied they’ve been listed according to the initial screening numbers 
we’ve used. It’s really not in priority. How the projects get funded is they get split over 
the different years in the short and long term, basically a balancing of the funds. You 
can’t build things you don’t have funds for. The way they are listed is matched up with 
the screening numbers.  
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CHAIR CAMBPELL stated we have before us the MTP Road projects based on criteria 
that this PC approved a month ago. It has been screened by the TAC and this will be the 
release in draft form for public comment. Is that correct? MR. KATSION agreed. 
 
CHAIR CAMPBELL asked what the recommendation from the TAC is. MR. LYON 
replied they recommended all three of road, bike/ped and transit all together. CHAIR 
CAMPBELL asked to be released together? MR. LYON replied yes. 
 
MS. EDWARDS motioned to move the final Roadways, Bike/Ped RBP and Transit 
project lists to public comment. MR. BIRCH seconded.  
 
MR. FLYNN stated releasing them for public comment; he is not going to support them 
as it’s written right now. He will get in touch with his community council and see what 
thoughts they have. The motion was approved by a 4-1 vote. 
 
MR. KATSION stated the bike/ped/trails were all grouped into one. Basically, the same 
crews do the work and you have a handout that shows the flow of the dollars, the funding 
assumptions, and the flow of the money over the time period. Some of the assumptions 
that were used for this were that DOT and MOA will maintain the system to current 
levels of service. The maintenance and operations budget will grow at the same rate of 
the needed expenditures.  
 
MR. WILBER pointed out when we worked with the people at DOT for the cost per lane 
mile; the things incorporated into it are not the same as what’s incorporated into. The 
Muni includes everything, utilities, lights, drainage, MS4 that are the EPA sweeping 
requirements etc…there is significant amount more done in the ARDSA one. The DOT 
includes the plowing, the potholes. He doesn’t believe it includes the MS4 or the utilities, 
they do pay for those things but it’s a separate funding source. 
 
MR. BIRCH noted he was looking for apples to apples comparison between who is doing 
it better and cheaper. He lives in south Anchorage and has a number of LSRSA in the 
area and they are generally pretty proud of their maintenance costs, etc…and he thinks it 
would be helpful to see some comparison by lane miles, maybe equipment or vehicle 
hour or whatever units you might choose to identify might be good to and that might help 
address some of the concerns that come up on whether it’s City or State maintenance. He 
would like to engage some discussion on some of the projects that got held up because 
there is a dispute over whether the State is going to continue maintenance or we’ve had a 
kind-of misalignment on some of our capital projects.  
 
CHAIR CAMPBELL commented he would get with him after the meeting to discuss 
getting involved.  
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MR. KATSION gave a brief background on the Public Transportation; basically the plan 
is to more than double the People Mover service. It’s consistent with all the plans, the 
previous LRTP, the Anchorage 2020 Plan, the Downtown Plan and Human Services 
Coordination Plan. It’s also part of the recommendation from the Public Transit Board 
and a lot of the public requests for increasing transit over the next period of time. The 
annual operating budget increases from $26M today to $46M in the long term.  
 
What you get with all this increased services is  
 

• the Anchorage Bowl routes go to 30 minute headways up until 6 o’clock.  
• 6 routes within the system ending up with 15 minute peak headways  
• it reinstates the local Eagle River service.  
• it provides 10 minute peak headways from the Eagle River Park-N-Ride facilities;  
• it begins the initial bus rapid transit service from Downtown, Midtown, UMed 
• it brings online a new South Park-N-Ride 

 
As part of the illustrative project, it brings on the full bus rapid transit system. That’s why 
you’re seeing an increase in the operating costs. You put more buses, more services out, 
it takes more money to operate and that’s why you’re seeing cost increases.  
 
MR.BIRCH noted he talked with Mr. Wilber about the Community Health Center under 
construction at C and International and they’re forecasting a significant increase in 
population that may have need for the service. He was curious does it need to be 
integrated in this effort or we can get an update on this.  
 
MR. WILBER stated the question is whether the new neighborhood health center off of C 
Street is figuring out some options for transit service. Pretty detailed for a location from a 
planning level we didn’t address that specific issue directly in here. If we were able to 
expand routes or provide additional service that might be an opportunity. What we did 
provide were some options and what we recommended to them was not to deviate from a 
route we currently have; currently 13% of their clientele use transit service and they’re 
located on 3 existing routes right now outside Fairview. We did offer to provide a van 
and they provide the shuttle service from their facility to one of our routes, it’s not 
resolved but we are working together to devise a solution.  
 
MR. FLYNN stated he wished we’d get into the 15 minute headways sooner than 2024. 
He likes the plan anyway.  
 
MS. EDWARDS asked what the motion we might need on this is. Do we need to approve 
this as well? MR. LYON replied he believed we are doing the same thing as the first one.  
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MS. EDWARDS motioned to approve the Maintenance and Operations costs as 
presented for public comment. MR. VAKALIS seconded. Hearing no objections, the 
motion was approved unanimously. 
 
CHAIR CAMPBELL noted the 3rd section here is the Knik Arm Crossing Financial Plan, 
correct? MR. LYON responded yes and Mr. Wilber will be presenting.  
 
MR. WILBER stated the TAC is asking the PC to approve the basic assumptions of the 
revenue sources for the Knik Arm Crossing. We’ve had a lot of discussion about the 
revenues, the costs, the tolls and the risks and what the TAC was able to decide on was 
the double-sided handout before you. It’s similar to the transportation network we 
brought before the PC and what we need to have the PC be comfortable with are whether 
these are reasonable assumptions out for public review. MR. WILBER went on to discuss 
phases and funding assumptions. He noted in the future they will bring back to the PC 
further information on the toll revenues and the traffic and we are not asking you to 
approve those at this time.  
 
MR. BIRCH stated we had some discussion in the Assembly about tax increment 
financing. It speaks to the fact that there is some recognition of an acre on the north end 
of the bridge today would be some multiple value upon completion of the bridge and that 
there might be some mechanization put in place to capture some of that incremental 
increase and tax increment financing and he knows it was used in utility extensions and 
so forth. He was curious as to whether there are any alternatives or other means of 
financial sources and funding evaluated or maybe that’s included in here.  
 
MR, WILBER replied he defers to Knik Arm and would speak with Mr. Hemenway 
about it.  
 
MR. BIRCH commented it’s in the Mat-Su Borough and not in our jurisdiction and our 
being the Anchorage Municipal Assembly, but certainly might be something to provide 
another avenue for funding.  
 
MR. FLYNN noted he was curious when reading the text of private equity and it says the 
Pro Forma assumes a $78.6M figure and over in the numbers column it says $77M, any 
reason for this. MR. WILBER replied no, they should match and we’ll make it consistent.  
 
MR. FLYNN asked if in fiscal constraint we allow ourselves to consider pending 
legislation as a source of funds as opposed to passed legislation without regard to it 
actually passing. MR. WILBER said the question is what is reasonable to expect in 
regard to pending legislation, and the FHWA has allowed us to consider that as 
reasonable. We are using that same approach in other parts of the network as well.  
 
MR. FLYNN commented that there are differently degrees of reasonableness.  
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CHAIR CAMPBELL asked if Mr. Wilber could explain to the Committee why this is 
being contained in this document. It’s not really an MPO project; it’s not anything we’ve 
generated here, why are we putting it in this document.  
 
MR. WILBER responded when we approved our existing LRTP in 2007 and since that 
time AMATS goes through a re-certification process every 3 years with FHWA. One of 
the things they asked us to do was in the next update was to incorporate the Knik Arm 
Crossing with a little more detail and a lot more discussion about the financial analysis, a 
little more scrubbing of the toll and the traffic so it’s in the current plan and the reason 
we’re spending a little more time on it in this update is based on some guidance from 
FHWA and FTA during our certification.   
 
CHAIR CAMPBELL stated it’s his understanding that when we talk about the definition 
of reasonableness here and have different opinions there of that FHWA will be the final 
arbitrator of the assumptions when they approve this plan ultimately, is that correct?  
 
MR. WILBER noted in part yes, more so they will approve the reasonableness of 
financing when it comes to the project. When it comes to the Plan, FHWA’s role is to 
make sure we are following our process, that we’re meeting the planning requirements. 
They will review and recommend but the key Federal agency that approves the Plan is 
the EPA for the conformity, which we will have to incorporate. We’re seeking a lot of 
help and guidance from them to make sure what we are assuming is reasonable meets a 
federal attempt.  
 
CHAIR CAMPBELL wanted to further clarify that the level of assumptions that we’re 
making on this component of the Plan is consistent with the level of assumptions we’re 
making on the rest of the financing within the Plan. Also, we are making assumptions on 
future legislature action, for example for our own roads and the trails component of the 
Plan which may or may not come to fruition but its reasonable based on past experience 
and therefore we are able to include in this plan, is that correct? MR. WILBER replied 
that is correct.  
 
CHAIR CAMPBELL noted we have this before us to release as part of the public review 
draft? MR. LYON responded in the affirmative. 
 
MAYOR SULLIVAN moved. MR. BIRCH seconded. MR. FLYNN noted he was 
really concerned about the removal of the firewall. A basic precondition of every step of 
the process we have gone through with this particular project is the firewall, and releasing 
the financial plan without that douses that. He doesn’t think it’s appropriate and he can’t 
support it.  
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CHAIRI CAMPBELL stated ultimately he believes this Committee is the firewall so if 
there is future funding for the project, it will be the responsibility of this Committee to 
determine where and how that money is spent.  
 
He’s shares the concern with the tendencies for projects to cost more than they are 
expected in their initiation phase but he also thinks it’s our responsibility as Committee 
members to appropriate the money to where it’s appropriate in the future and with that he 
states he supports this release and he will call for a vote on this: 
 
Mr. Birch   Yes 
Mr. Flynn  No 
Mayor Sullivan Yes 
Ms. Edwards   Yes 
Chair Campbell Yes 
 
CHAIR CAMPBELL noted it was 4 to 1 and is approved for release.  

 
6. INFORMATION ITEMS 
 

a. HIGHWAY SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM, HSIP 
 
MR. LYON stated as part of our public involvement plan we are scheduled in the month 
of August to present a status update on the Highway Safety Improvement Program, HSIP. 
Ron Martindale has retired from Central Region’s employ and at this time there is no 
replacement.  
 
MR.LYON presented the current list of projects from 2011 through 2013 to the 
committee. 
 
CHAIR CAMBPELL stated the Committee can take this under advisement and if we 
have questions we can bring someone forward at the next meeting to give us some more 
detail.  

 
b. STATUS OF THE SYSTEM REPORT 

 
MR. SPRING presented the new Status of the System report 2010. He noted it was going 
to be released for the public this week. It’s the 4th in a series of reports; the first one was 
done in 1998. We are now starting to have a data base of statistics on not only roadways 
but transit, trails and sidewalks.  
 
One of the things we did differently in this report is to begin to evaluate the impact of 
new roadway and trail projects on the system. We taking a look at how it’s changing in 
relation to for instance, the opening of new roadways, such as Elmore, the New Dowling 
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Extension, and the new Dr. Martin Luther King Blvd extension to look at is that really 
helping congestion and our intent was these roads will help relieve congestion and we 
really don’t evaluate those types of things as we take it for granted that what we intended 
to do does happen.  
 
You’ll see in this report there is a little more detail in the investigation and evaluation of 
those projects, and it shows he thinks in some of the road projects that have opened and 
have had a dramatic congestion relief, especially along Lake Otis and Tudor Road. That 
area has seen probably a decade’s worth of congestion relief. Back in 1998, when we first 
did this and up to now it’s about the same delay as it was in the past some 10 years ago. 
In spite of the fact that the area has grown significantly over time and the UMed district 
is growing by leaps and bounds. He thinks it’s something AMATS can be proud of the 
job they’ve done trying to get projects, not only roadway projects but transit and trail 
projects implemented through the planning process. 
 
CHAIR CAMPBELL asked if this was a requirement every 3 to 4 years. Is this part of 
our communications plan? MR. SPRING responded there is a requirement in the federal 
planning regulations to develop a congestion management program and one of the items 
they mention is to keep track of the Status of the System on a regular basis but it doesn’t 
necessarily say we have to do exactly this kind of report every 4 years.  
 
CHAIR CAMPBELL noted he wanted to second other comments on the fine work and he 
looks forward to reading it.  
 

c. OTHER INFORMATIONAL ITEMS 
 
MR. WILBER commented as Transit Director, we’ve been doing a lot of public outreach 
at People Mover and 3 weeks ago we had an open house at the Transit Center that was 
well attended and through some FTA grant funds we received to promote and market 
transit we’ll be at the fair for 3 days with staff and one of our newer buses.  
 

d. COMMITTEE COMMENTS 
 
MR. FLYNN noted if we can break down projects 201. Looking at the Highway to 
Highway bullets we’ve got 36th Avenue and New Seward Interchange that’s pretty 
discreet, 33rd to 20th, which is larger but manageable than we go to Chester Creek all the 
way to Airport Heights and that’s a pretty good chunk to chew at one time. So if we 
could break that down into smaller pieces that might make it easier to digest and for 
people to make their recommendations about their preference.  
 
MAYOR SULLIVAN also wanted to note about how on page 31 of the Status of the 
System Report how much better we’re doing with similar sized cities around the nation in 
terms of delay, congestion and relief measures with roadways we’ve built and how we 
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compare and how our city is growing more than most cities we compare with it’s pretty 
impressive.  
 
7. SCHEDULED AMATS MEETINGS 

 
 Technical Advisory Committee, September 15, 2011 

Policy Committee, Sept 22, 2011 
 
8. ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting adjourned at 1:56 p.m. 

 


