
 

ANCHORAGE METROPOLITAN AREA TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 

Planning & Development Center 

Main Conference Room, 1
st
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4700 Elmore Road 

Anchorage, Alaska 

 

December 1, 2011 

2:30 p.m. 

 

Technical Advisory Committee members Present: 

Name Representing 

Jennifer Witt Alaska Dept. of Transportation & Public Facilities (DOT&PF), Central 

Region, Planning 

Ken Morton DOT&PF 

Steve Morris MOA/Dept. of Health & Human Services 

Stephen Ribuffo MOA/Port of Anchorage 

Stephanie Mormilo   MOA/Traffic Department (TD) 

Jerry Weaver MOA/Planning Department (PD) 

Jerry Hansen MOA/Project Management & Engineering (PM&E) 

Lance Wilber  MOA/Public Transportation Department 

Lois. Epstein AMATS Air Quality Advisory Committee 

Bruce Carr Alaska Railroad Corporation 

 

Also in attendance  

Name Representing 

Craig Lyon  MOA/PD 

Vivian Underwood MOA/PD 

Bart Rudolph  DOT&PF/PF 

Gary Katsion  Kittleson and Associates 

Anne Brooks  Brooks and Associates 

Jon Spring  MOA MTP Project Manager 

Judy Dougherty KABATA 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

CHAIR MORMILO called the meeting to order at 2:34 p.m.  Cindy Heil was absent and Steve. 

Morris arrived @ 2:39. 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. 

 



ANCHORAGE METROPOLITAN AREA TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS 

Technical Advisory Committee 

December 1, 2011 

Page 2 of 11 

 

 

 

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 

MR. LYON described the changes to the agenda, and informed members of the continuation 

meeting scheduled for next week in anticipation of additional time needed for the deliberation of 

the Metropolitan Transportation Plan.  MR. LYON asked to move up items 5b and 5c and take 

care of them first, then go back to regular agenda. 

 

MR. WILBER moved to approve the agenda as modified.  MR. CARR seconded.  Hearing no 

objections, the agenda was approved unanimously as modified. 
 

4. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES - None 

 

 

5. BUSINESS ITEMS 

 

 

a.  2011 Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP), Major Amendment  
MR. LYON provided a report and reminded the TAC that the goal was to obligate 100% of the 

budget in an element and if AMATS were to go over 110% in element they would not get 

reimbursed for that amount over 110% by FHWA.  This amendment would move money from 

task 130 into the 200 element..  Minor moves, but it requires a major amendment due to the 

dollar amount. MR. LYON also pointed out that the amendment added funding into travel 

options that came out of E.R.CBD Study to assist Public Transportation with training for next 

year which AMATS will pay this year if amendment passes.   

 

No comments from public. 

 

MS. WITT moved to approve the major amendment to the 2011 UPWP.  MR. CARR seconded.  

Hearing no objections, the motion was approved unanimously. 
 

 

b. 2010-2013 TIP Amendment 3 

MR. LYON reported this TIP amendment takes into account some changes in project priorities 

and funding, and updates the Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) project list.  The 

amendment also adds 3 new projects into table 3, all studies, 10, 11 and 12 (Driftwood Bay 

Study, South Anchorage Hillside Intersection Study, and the Regional Household Travel 

Survey).  Since studies are not specific projects they don’t affect conformity and are exempt.  

Table 6 (NHS) – project 3 used to be Glenn Highway To Seward Hwy Reconnaissance Study 

now renamed to read Seward Highway (Tudor Road to 20
th

) and the dollar figure did not change.  

It is no longer shown as a reconnaissance study and the TIP reflects a design phase.  The other 

change is in Table 8 where a new project was added, # 22, People Mover Maintenance Facility 

Roof Replacement.  This change reflects an FTA grant received by the Public Transit 
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Department.  Finally AMATS needs to add language on Table 8 projects 3 and 4, under “source” 

column it should say FHA/Private Illustrative.   

 

MR. RUDOLPH stated that in the outer tables after table 4 tried to match draft STIP so some 

could still change by end of the public comment period on the STIP. 

 

MR. WILBER asked to clarify the new language Table 8, project 3 & 4.  MS. WITT stated this 

change was to make it consistent with what is showing in the STIP based on conversation 

between headquarters and KABATA.  MS. MS. EPSTEIN asked for an explanation on what 

private illustrative means, and should the STIP change as a result of public comments how did 

that get reflected in this?   

 

MR. LYON replied that if STIP changes AMATS has to match that.  MR. RUDOLPH clarified 

that the PPP portion is still being negotiated and the state doesn’t know exactly how that is being 

financed, and the draft STIP has it showing as illustrative and when that is clarified AMATS will 

then need to match that. 

 

MR. WILBER asked if it would not make more sense to keep the PPP as the private. MR. 

WILBER felt if the purpose was to keep it consistent with the STIP then he didn’t have any 

objections, but using illustrative in the first 4 years of TIP, thus showing it in your constrained 

TIP seemed a little out of character. 

 

MS. WITT asked if Kris Riesenberg with FHWA was on teleconference.  MR. WILBER restated 

the portion of the amendment related to KABATA, with the change from FHWA private to 

illustrative. MR. RIESENBERG responded that there is some instability right now and that the 

planning regulations don’t really fit these types of projects very well.  In the first 2 years of the 

STIP the funding needs to be committed if it is in a non-attainment area.  If the Alaska 

Legislature would have passed the backstop last year for the project that would have been a 

commitment to project, as it is now, since it just went over to first 2 years of STIP as of October 

1 it needs to be committed and needs to show committed in the STIP. 

 

MR. CARR asked about the new project in Table 3 project 12, the Regional Household Travel 

Survey.   MR. CARR asked if by using the term regional did we mean are we going to be 

looking at Wasilla, the Mat-Su Valley, or are we referring just to the AMATS boundaries.  MR. 

LYON responded that we would be looking at the Mat-Su Valley also.  MR. CARR wanted to 

make sure we didn’t waste the effort done by KABATA. 

 

MR. CARR referred to Table 8, project 5, C ST construction phase 4 and stated that was an 

earmark (C Street Railroad Bypass), and it does not necessarily mean construction.  He stated he 

was working with DOT&PF and the MOA to come up with some ITS application with that that 

will allow residents to bypass the crossing by taking alternate routes.  It should refer to project 8 

in table 3 and not project 10 in table 3.   
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MS. WITT asked for the actual title of earmark.  MR. CARR stated he believed it was C Street 

Railroad Bypass in Anchorage, and he will confirm with MR. LYON and send it to him. 

 

No public comment. 

 

MS. WITT moved to approve the release of the TIP amendment with the changes recommended 

by staff including the changes to table 8 and to correct the title of project 5 to reflect the earmark 

title.  MR. CARR seconded.  Hearing no objections, the motion was approved unanimously. 

 

 

a. 2035 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) Update 

 

GARY KATSION with Kittelson and Associates stated the purpose of the agenda item today 

was to release the public review draft on Oct. 1.  MR. KATSION discussed the public 

involvement activities that had occurred.  He stated the project team had also been collecting 

public comments.  Comments had been received from 33 individuals with over 250 comments 

and had also received written comments from 7 different agencies and governmental groups.  

The team also had received direct feedback from 3 community organizations, including 

Turnagain, North Start and Rabbit Creek Community Councils.  The Project Oversight 

Committee (POC) had grouped comments into each individual chapter, and had divided 

comments into specific groups of comments that were opinions given by people.  MR. 

KATSION stated the plan today was to have the TAC offer their recommendations to go forward 

to PC on 12/15.  Then the Project Team would publish the public hearing draft to be used for a 

set of hearings before PZC and Assembly and then back to TAC with any changes from those, 

and then final changes to final draft, coupled with the air quality analysis and then forward on to 

the Policy Committee and then FHWA and FTA. 

 

Document-wide technical edits for consent agenda 

 

MR. KATSION started by saying the team had a group of comments they consolidated as the 

consent agenda.  1 late comment from Kenai Peninsula from a group asking for a Turnagain Arm 

crossing using Northern Lights Boulevard as the access point to go across Turnagain Arm.  Not 

on consent agenda. 

 

MR. KATSION stated that most of the consent agenda comments were primarily editorial such 

as street name corrections.   

 

No public comments on first 6 pages constituting the consent agenda. 

 

MR. CARR moved to adopt the presentation by staff named the consent agenda as presented.  

MR. WILBER seconded.  Hearing no objections, the motion was approved unanimously.. 

 

Chapter 1, Introduction 
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MR. KATSION briefly reviewed the changes in Chapter 1; first that the POC looked at making a 

minor change on page 1-7, and the second recommendation was to clarify that the MTP frames 

the plan for transportation facilities and that it will be an element of the comprehensive plan. 

 

No public comments. 

 

MS. WITT suggested some minor edits to the wording of the first POC recommendation.  MS 

WITT moved to approve the POC recommendations for Chapter 1 with her editorial changes. 

MR. CARR seconded.  Hearing no objections, the motion was approved unanimously. 

 

 

Pg. 2.  MR.CARR moved to accept recommendation from staff that no change be made to 

chapter 1, page  1-9. MS. WITT seconded.  Hearing no objections, the motion was approved 

unanimously. 
 

Chapter 2, Public Involvement 

 

MR. KATSION briefly reviewed the changes in Chapter 2 which included a request to provide a 

summary of public involvement activities that were held.   

 

No public comments. 

 

MS. WITT moved to accept the recommendation from staff for Chapter 2.  MR. MORRIS 

seconded.  Hearing no objections, the motion was approved unanimously. 

 

 

 

Chapter 3, Goals and Objectives 

 

MR. KATSION reviewed the comments related to Chapter 3. 

 

Comment #1 related to a request to add some text to the first bulleted item which would 

highlight the diversity and uniqueness of Chugiak/Eagle River and the Hillside. 

 

Comment #2 dealt with public health impacts, and recommended moving the 2
nd

 objective in 

goal 8 to be a new objective under goal 3 to balance the benefit of improvements against the 

impacts to neighborhoods relative to environmental justice issues. 

 

Comment #3 clarified language related to transit signal priority/preempt.   

 

MR.CARR moved to change the language to say “to reinforce the link between transit and land 

use to increase density by establishing as a priority building a transit friendly residential and 
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commercial development in downtown Anchorage and Downtown Eagle River.”  He clarified to 

say his change would just add the words “to increase density.”  MR. WEAVER seconded.  

Hearing no objections, the motion was approved unanimously. 
 

KAROL FINK, State Division of Public Health stated in looking at comment 2 (chronic diseases 

and public health) and felt the answer given by moving objective 2 from goal 8 only addresses 

the asthma issue, air quality and air quality, and the language is about the neighborhood and 

population served not people health and does not feel it accurately addresses issue.  She provided 

comments which were not reflected on sheet and offered to resubmit them. 

 

MS. FINK also mentioned goal 7 objective 1 where there is the use of the term “promote and 

develop a safe network of trails and sidewalks.”  She felt that trails and sidewalks were not the 

only solution for a network and recommended using broader language that would include paths, 

bike lanes, bike boulevards, etc, thus leaving out a lot of opportunities for building a network 

that works for everybody.  CHAIR MORMILO asked if the term pedestrian and bike facilities 

would work better.  MS. FINK replied affirmatively but stated that Mr. Spring might have a 

better idea.  MR. SPRING stated that was what AMATS did when creating the Pedestrian and 

Bicycle Plans.  MS. WITT confirmed that we should be using the term pedestrian and bike 

facilities instead of trails and sidewalks.  MR. CARR stated he thought AMATS was changing to 

the term multi-use paths.  MR. SPRING replied to meet concern we should say a safe network of 

bicycle and pedestrian facilities.   

 

MS. FINK pointed out in goal 6 objective 6 it states coordinate planning efforts across 

disciplines, it should list public health as a discipline. 

 

MS. EPTSTEIN stated the TAC didn’t discuss how environmental justice fits into goals and if 

the TAC is going to have to continue that discussion in order to not lose that information. 

 

MR. WILBER moved to adopt staff recommendations on chapter 3 as submitted and also include 

those edits that were proposed 3-5 on goal 6 to add “public health” on the last bullet, and on goal 

7 to edit “trails and sidewalks” to say “pedestrian and bicycle facilities.”  Also, on page 3-7, land 

use, “to increase density by establishing.”  MS. WITT seconded. 

 

MR. WILBER also asked if the POC and project team could look at #2 to see if these is some 

language that they can offer. 

 

Hearing no objections, the motion was approved unanimously. 
 

Chapter 4, Anchorage Today 

MR. KATSION outlined the comments and stated the POC didn’t recommend any changes 

based on the comments received.   
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MR. CARR moved to adopt chapter 4 as presented by staff.  MR. MORRIS seconded.  Hearing 

no objections, the motion was approved unanimously. 
 

Chapter 5, Anchorage in 2035 

 

MR. KATSION discussed the comments for Chapter 5.  He described the first one that related to 

the use of ISER data for the development and operation of the TransCAD model which added a 

note pointing out the ISER data had been modified to correspond to the AMATS MTP planning 

boundaries.   

 

Discussion occurred related to a grid system and how to reflect that on the maps in the MTP.  

MS. WITT asked if the TAC could have maps come back to us have more discussion then as part 

of the continuation meeting.  MR. MORRIS asked how would study areas, etc be identified on 

the map.  MR. KATSION replied that the POC didn’t want to imply any specific connections.  

The project team would either put a star or make something corresponding or make it a gray 

area.  MR. HANSEN questioned whether or not it was true that the Corps of Engineers said the 

MOA can’t build Aero Avenue, but didn’t think we should delineate that until anything could be 

verified.  MS. MS. EPSTEIN requested this item should be something to take up at a 

continuation meeting, and also recommended AMATS be sure to involve the Turnagain 

Community Council to make sure they know it is going to be discussed and would have an 

opportunity to be there for that discussion.  MR. KATSION stated that Table 5-8 has been 

updated to reflect the latest model result numbers. 

 

MR. CARR asked if the POC was only using numbers from PeopleMover when talking about 

transit, or if they we’re using all forms of public transit. MR. KATSION replied that this 

information comes out of the TransCAD model and that the document is clear that there is more 

public transit than just the bus system. 

 

MR. KATSION pointed out that comment #7 related to making the description of the Knik Arm 

Crossing Project the same in chapter 5 as it is in chapter 7.  MS. EPSTEIN asked Mr. Katsion if 

the project team had verified if this description of the KAC project was consistent with the cost 

numbers that AMATS had.  MR. KATSION responded that he would be going over that in 

chapter 6 and 7. 

 

MR. KATSION discussed comment 8, which related to prioritizing projects 508 and 509 and 

others.  He stated the tables in chapter 5 do not have any prioritization put to them, and that the 

only prioritization done in the entire plan is separating them into short term and long term.  They 

are just numbered.  Further prioritization would be done as part of the TIP process. 

 

MR. KATSION stated that tables 5-9, 5-10 and 5-11 are going to be changed as part of a 

wholesale listing of all projects up for consideration and to make sure those tables all match each 

other. 
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MR. WILBER asked if the text explicitly states that in the tables that the projects are not in 

priority order.  MR. KATSION responded that he wasn’t sure but would double check that.  MS. 

WITT suggested that maybe a footnote on each page could be added. 

 

MR. KATSION discussed the comment on Page 5 which expressed opposition to a bicycle path.  

The POC recommended no change due to the project being shown in the AMATS Bicycle Plan. 

 

MS. EPSTEIN asked if the figure of 37,000 related to the KAC was documented with no toll. 

MR. KATSION replied in the affirmative. 

 

MR. RIBUFFO asked to make an edit on page 5-65 related to the description of the  Port Of 

Anchorage Intermodal Expansion Project in order to keep description and explanation consistent, 

and make it more generic over time.  MS. BROOKS  suggested bringing those back on Tuesday 

at the continuation meeting.  MR. RIBUFFO agreed.  He also commented on the chart, 

suggesting it was misleading because bars are stacked, but they should be side by side.   

 

MR. RUDOLPH clarified to MS. EPSTEIN that the no-toll numbers for the KAC project were 

on page 5-22. 

 

MR. CARR commented on the public transportation section which includes an extensive 

discussion on bus transportation, but not a lot on Share-A-Ride or car and van pools, and he was 

concerned we could make this chapter stronger in some of those areas – 5-38, 5-50.   

 

MR RIBUFFO left @ 3:52.   

 

ERIKA MCCONNELL requested that language be considered that talks about the intent of these 

maps to clarify that it isn’t the intent of the MOA to fill in all of the grids, but that it is 

illustrative to show what a gridded system would look like. 

 

CHAIR MORMILO stated that there was proposed text that clarified that a complete grid system 

may not be practical in all areas.  MS. WITT suggested further clarification with a footnote or 

changing name of figures would help. 

 

No other comments from public. 

 

MS. WITT moved to accept recommendations for everything except for comments dealing with 

numbers #3, 6 and 88 where consultants will be bringing back maps and changed language, and 

numbers 517 and 18 which relate to whether there are any needed changes for TSAIA and 

comment 88 regarding putting footnote on tables to make it clear that the porojects are not listed 

in priority order.  MR. WILBER seconded. Hearing no objections, the motion was approved 

unanimously. 
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MR. WILBER moved that consultants get correct language for the Port of Anchorage to figure 5-

42 on page 5-65 and language from Mr. Carr related to public transportation.  MS. WITT 

seconded.  Hearing no objections, the motion was approved unanimously. 

 

Chapter 6, Financial Plan 

 

MR. KATSION stated that the consultant team had discussions about having a separate chapter 

on Knik Arm Crossing Project and ultimately decided to have the project integrated in. 

 

MR. CARR suggested that the KAC project should be a separate chapter and AMATS’ function 

would be ensuring the federal regulations were followed and that adequate fiscal constraint 

analysis was done. 

 

MR. WILBER asked if the comments received on KAC were pertinent to whether it should be 

separate chapter or integrated.  MR. KATSION didn’t believe so.  MR. WILBER suggested 

going through the comments first and then deciding if the TAC should make it stand alone or 

integrated. 

 

MS. EPSTEIN stated she sent a note to the TAC yesterday related to an updated pro forma which 

was developed on October 28 and wanted to make sure the latest information was included. 

 

MS. WITT noted that the TIFIA grant application includes a typo related to the $6 toll, and that 

she did look at traffic and toll information included in the Tiger grant application, which is pretty 

much identical to the TIFIA application.    The traffic and toll forecasts from the TIFIA 

application have already been vetted by FHWA, and she suggested to the TAC that it would be 

appropriate to continue using information that has been vetted by FHWA since they are the ones 

who need to ultimately approve the financial plan. 

 

MS. EPSTEIN asked Ms. Dougherty if FHWA has been notified there is a typo?  MS. 

DOUGHERTY replied they are aware, and that they are also aware that a $5 toll is what has 

been run through the model. 

 

MS. EPSTEIN was concerned we have not gotten full information from KABATA when we are 

developing this and was not comfortable going back to earlier document, and that the TAC 

should take the time to go through this more carefully.  MS. WITT agreed that it was important 

to take time to compare and stated she had taken the time to compare the information and felt 

comfortable with it.   

 

MS. WITT asked Mr. Riesenberg what FHWA’s expectation of AMATS was with regards to the 

pro forma agreement on which we based the update, and if there was a specific expectation that 

AMTS would modify the document with every new application and change as we are going 

through development process.   
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MR. RIESENBERG responded that the plan in itself was a snapshot in time on what is going on 

with the financial plan, and what was the best vision from that time and that place.  MR. 

RIESENBERG continued that it was FHWA’s expectation that there are some timing issues 

because things change and AMATS needed to use their best info at time when they put the MTP 

together.  They understand that AMATS is up against some tight timelines with their MTP with 

air quality conformity issues and updating the MTP for those timelines,  so to continue to change 

with every twist and term of project development is impractical to expect the info to be perfect 

that you try to get best of what you have at that. 

 

MS. EPSTEIN suggested a 9200 foot versus 8200 foot bridge is a very significant change, and 

asked if it made sense as a technical committee to request updated cost numbers associated with 

that.  MR. RIESENBERG stated his main comment is the KAC project will be listed as 

illustrative so it will have to be pulled back in and cost estimates updated in the future also, but 

in the end how an updated estimate for the MTP would that affect how the plan plays out is a 

judgment call to make there to see if does add value.  He added that he didn’t believe FHWA 

would hold AMATS to that as there would be other opportunities for this project to be pulled in 

front of the MPO. 

 

MS. DOUGHERTY suggested the difference in cost between a 9200 foot versus 8200 foot 

bridge was not very much in relation to the entire project.  MS. EPSTEIN asked that the MTP 

show in the document that the cost estimate is for an 8200 foot bridge and what KABATA is 

constructing is a 9200 foot bridge. 

 

MS. DOUGHERTY noted that a 9200 ft bridge would be a 2% difference in the overall project 

cost and felt that no other project in the MTP has been held to that level of accuracy.  MS. 

EPSTEIN stated she was not convinced of that.  MS. DOUGHERTY stated that information was 

in KABATA’s financial plan, those numbers had been vetted, and she was concerned that 

KABATA was being held to higher standard. 

 

MR. WEAVER asked if the KAC project was included in the previous MTP, and if it was 

included before as a separate chapter, why it isn’t proposed as a separate chapter today. 

 

MR. KATSION stated in the proposed MTP phase 1 of the KAC is in the short term and phase 2 

is in the long term.  CHAIR MORMILO stated the document says the KAC project is not funded 

by MTP.  MR. KATSION answered that AMATS does not fund the KAC project.   

 

MR. WILBER answered Mr. Weaver’s question by saying the reason the KAC project was a 

separate chapter before was because it was added as an amendment and with this update it would 

be integrated.  MS. WITT stated what AMATS  needs is to have broad understanding about the 

cost and risk and to document its status as best we can recognizing it is a snapshot in time and 

will change.  One of our key assumptions is that it does not affect the fiscal constraints of the 

MTP   MR. MORTON agreed that a 2% difference was minimal for the purposes of the MTP.  
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MS. EPSTEIN agreed that a 2% difference was not much, but requested the documentation from 

Ms. Dougherty showing the difference.  MS. DOUGHERTY answered KABATA will consider 

it. 

 

MS. EPSTEIN reminded the TAC about the previous discussion about language similar to this 

and in the middle of the page recommended eliminating the phrase “MTP currently assumes that 

the” and change to “State legislature may approve a $150 million” in new proposed language.  

Also change “will” to “may.”   

 

CHAIR MORMILO stated the MTP needed to be clear that is one of the key assumptions.   MS. 

EPSTEIN answered that it needs to be clear that was meant to be a loan.  MR. KATSION said it 

calls it out as a loan.  MS. WITT reminded the TAC that this was adopted by the TAC and the 

PC as one of our key assumptions.  MS. EPSTEIN remarked that this draft doesn’t say anything 

about the $150 million legislative appropriation although it was included in a chart.  MR. 

MORRIS felt AMATS needs to support chart with assumptions.  MS. EPSTEIN stated she could 

not agree to assume the State would approve this legislative appropriation. 

 

CHAIR MORMILO stated this was one of the assumptions that were made.  MS. EPSTEIN 

replied putting in chart is one thing, but she would not endorse this because she does not believe 

State Legislature would approve it. 

 

MS. WITT remarked that the TAC will have an opportunity to vote on.  MS. EPSTEIN agreed 

the TAC should have that vote.   

 

MR. MORRIS helped clarify what the language meant regarding assumptions, and that it meant 

the MTP and not the committees themselves.  MS. WITT agreed, stating the TAC did not vote 

on whether we think legislature will approve the $150 million appropriation, but that the MTP 

makes a reasonable assumption that it may be approved. 

 

MS. DOUGHERTY stated she preferred the sentence Ms. Epstein is talking about be stricken 

entirely, noting that there was nothing in this plan that speculates on the financial plan failing for 

any other project in the plan, so she doesn’t think AMATS should speculate on KABATA’s 

financial plan failing.   MS. DOUGHERTY also requested that the sentence previous to the one 

discussed be rephrased to state KABATA’s financial plan anticipates that toll revenues would 

not be sufficient to cover the availability payments for the first several years of operation.   

 

MR. WILBER moved to continue meeting until date to be determined. MS. WITT seconded.   

MR. LYON confirmed that the continuation meeting would be in the Mayor’s conference room 

on Tuesday 12/6 @ 1:30 until done, and that the informational items would be carried over until 

the January TAC meeting.  Hearing no objections, the motion was approved unanimously.  

  

The meeting was recessed at 4:35. 


