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1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
CHAIR MORMILO called the meeting to order at 2:31 p.m.  Todd Cowles, Jerry Weaver, and 
Bruce Carr were absent.  Jerry Hansen arrived at 2:32 p.m.  A quorum was established. 
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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. 
 
 
3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
MR. WILBER moved to approve the agenda with removal of the approval of the minutes.  MS. 
HEIL seconded.  Hearing no objections, the agenda as modified was approved unanimously. 
 
 
4. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES   

June 10, 2010; August 12, 2010; October 14, 2010; November 4, 2010; and December 2, 
2010. 

 
This item was removed from the Agenda. 
 
 
5. BUSINESS ITEMS 
 

a. 2035 Metropolitan Transportation Plan 
 
MR. LYON reported a TAC Plus meeting was held prior to this meeting.  GARY KATSION 
with KITTELSON & ASSOCIATES provided a brief synopsis of the TAC Plus meeting and 
status of the 2035 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP).   
 
MR. KATSION, project manager for the consultant, reported on the MTP process.  The 
consultant is working on document preparation, Chapters 1 and 3 are posted on the website, 
Chapter 4 is expected to be done next week and Chapter 5 by the end of June.  He indicated the 
remaining chapters should be done in July and the first part of August with the expectation that 
the public review draft to be approved and released at the end of August.  MR. KATSION noted 
the bulk of the TAC Plus meeting today was discussion of the needs identification for the 
roadway capacity needs of the system.  He stated four modal workshops were held during the 
third week of May to look at additional transportation system.  One workshop dealt with 
roadway system deficiencies.  A second workshop dealt with the following subjects: 
 

• Freight Issues. 
• Ways to make the system operate more efficiently. 
• Intelligent Transportation Systems Projects/Programs. 
• Transportation Demand Management techniques. 
• Transportation System Management needs. 
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• Overall use of the transportation system for security measures for evacuation. 
 
MR. KATSION reported the third group of workshops was on the Transit System, and that was 
also coupled with Land use ideas, and the fourth workshop was the non-motorized 
pedestrian/bicycle modes.  In addition, he noted there was a presentation on the methodology 
that is going to be used for the financial constraint analysis that looked at both how the revenue 
sources were going to be identified, and the estimates made over the next month or so. 
A draft of a document titled AMATS 2035 MTP Update – Capital Revenue Sources and 
Methodology, dated June 9, 2011, was included in the TAC packet.  MS. WITT suggested that as 
a Committee that the TAC review and discuss each revenue source and provide input on the 
assumptions, and then present it as information to the AMATS Policy Committee.  MR. LYON 
explained this draft lists all the funding sources for the 2035 MTP, and how much money 
AMATS expects to receive. 
 
MR. WILBER expressed his concerns about the Committee’s action and recommendation on 
how the Committee moves forward on this item.  He noted this was the first time many of the 
Committee members have had a chance to see this document, and he did not think formal action 
to adopt this would be the right approach at this time.  He thought this was good information to 
provide to this Committee and potentially the Policy Committee, and to start thinking about the 
direction that the financial plan is heading on at least a significant portion of the assumptions.  
He suggested the Committee discuss this today noting it has been shared with the TAC Plus 
committee, and it would be reasonable to start sharing it with the AMATS Policy Committee.  
He indicated this document may not be complete, and this Committee may have thoughts about 
the content.  He concurred with MS. WITT’S suggestion that the Committee review each item 
and the reasonableness of the potential sources and have a short discussion on the history noting 
this might be worthy of sharing with the Policy Committee. 
 
MR. MORRIS moved that the Committee spend some time discussing the AMATS 2035 MTP 
Update Capital Revenue Sources and Methodology assumptions.  MS. WITT seconded.  The 
motion passed unanimously. 
 
The Committee reviewed each item outlined below on the draft document.  MR. WILBER 
explained that this preliminary list is to be used in helping the project team develop the financial 
plan and used to ask ourselves if, in the plan, these are reasonable sources of funds to be 
expected in the next 30 years or the life of the plan.  Each item is listed below followed by 
discussion. 
 
MOA Non-Motorized Funds.  Are MOA Non-motorized funds, or funds for non-motorized 
elements of the plan, reasonable to be expected from the Municipality of Anchorage in the next 
30 years? 
 
 MR. MORRIS expressed confusion that in the presentation adjusting for inflation for both cost 
and revenues was discussed.  He understands inflation adjustments for costs, and asked whether 
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than would be across the board inflation regardless of the project whether it is a transit project or 
the Knik Arm Bridge, and if the same assumption would be used.  In response, MR. WILBER 
stated “not necessarily,” but that right now they are.  He noted the inflation rates for the cost of 
operating, the inflation rates for the cost of capital, and the inflation rates of revenue may all be 
three different rates, but there may be some consistencies. 
 
MR. MORRIS asked if, on the revenue side, noting inflation adjustments were mentioned for 
that, and he wondered if that is what was meant by that in the presentation.  He thought it 
sounded like the preliminary list has individual assumptions about the growth, or perhaps decline 
in revenue during the horizon of the plan.  He thought they were not really doing inflation 
adjustments, but were just making an estimate of how those revenues may change over time, and 
asked whether an inflation adjustment was being applied on top of that.  In response, MR. 
WILBER explained the change in revenue over time will go up, go down or stay flat.   
 
In response to MR. MORRIS, MR. WILBER confirmed that for revenue the projected increases 
applied are based on the Consumer Price Index (CPI) increase changes for some items, but not 
all. 
 
MS. WITT noted that one guidance FHWA issued for fiscal constraints for plans and programs 
encourages MPO’s to use 4% per year for cost increases unless they have more alternative local 
data to use.  She indicated most MPO’s are going with the 4%.  She also noted it mentions that it 
is reasonable to expect that revenue will grow over time and that historically, national revenue 
tracks well with CPI.  She stated that is the rationale for growing AMATS cost at 4% per year, 
AMATS will be growing its revenue at 2-½% per year, and that gap continues for a number of 
years.  MS. WITT expressed hope the rates will meet up at 2035.  She noted what they are 
looking for is that 2010 number, and how that 2010 number will be achieved.  Once they have 
that 2010 number, and it may not be if we are going to have allocations out of the STIP through 
2015, while those will be reflected in the STIP, then they have a number staring in 2016, and 
then that number is grown at 2-½% per year.  She explained that is because we can and we need 
to. 
 
MR. MORRIS did not think this seemed reasonable because some of the revenue sources will be 
flat or even decline, and the money AMATS gets in 2030 has already been adjusted for inflation.  
He thought AMATS was saying that in 2030 you would expect another stimulus bill.   
 
MS. WITT indicated the Committee is hobbled somewhat by having to see how it works, but she 
thinks it is good to talk about this and if it is reasonable, but acknowledging unless you grow 
revenues that the chances of catching up on the cost side are greatly diminished.   
 
MR. MORRIS indicated his understanding of this is there are individual assumptions about all 
the revenue streams, and what the average is may be close to CPI over that course of time, but he 
does not know.  However, he noted it seemed like individually they varied.  He thought we were 
headed towards making assumptions that maybe CMAQ (Congestion Mitigation and Air 
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Quality) is flat, federal transit dollars are going to go way up, and those are things that may all 
vary and he does not know how it will work on in the end, but it sounds like what we are trying 
to do is come up with individual assumptions about the growth and revenue among these 
identified sources.  He noted there may other sources we have not seen yet.  MR. MORRIS 
wanted to be sure where this is headed.  He did not think the CPI necessarily applies to each of 
these funding sources. 
 
With regard to the process, MS. EPSTEIN noted that based on the earlier discussion it seemed 
like there was, at least when the Committee was talking about roads to resources, we had some 
parts of the Committee questioning some of the assumptions and others feeling otherwise.  She 
wondered how the TAC wanted to move forward on this, whether the TAC just wanted to 
document the views of the Committee, and it may vary, or is the goal to get support from the 
Committee for the draft paper or a modified version of it. 
 
MR. WILBER thought it would be time consuming to go through each one of the sources, and 
then discuss the assumptions about the rates.  He thinks at a minimum he would like to see the 
Committee look at the left hand column, discuss whether it is reasonable to assume that the 
Municipality of Anchorage will put bonds on the street in the next 20 years to support trails, and 
answer the question with a yes or no.  He indicated if the answer is “yes,” then that is a 
reasonable assumption of a source of revenue.  He noted the next question would be if the 
Committee thinks that the MOA would support with their dollars, at some level, transit capital 
improvements over the next 20 years. 
 
MR. WILBER asked the Committee to first work on the sources, agree on whether or not it is a 
reasonable assumption, and then discuss the amounts and percentage. 
 
MS. EPSTEIN noted the Knik Arm Bridge and Toll Authority (KABATA) has presented that 
over a number of years they are going to be a revenue source, and it is not listed in the first 
column.  In response, MR. WILBER stated this was his concern in his opening remarks because 
he does not want to adopt this paper and recommend it to the Policy Committee because it is not 
fully complete.  He noted the Knik Arm Bridge and their funding is not identified, nor does he 
think all of the transit opportunities are identified, but he felt this draft was a good start.  This is 
why MR. WILBER does not suggest the Committee adopt it and say this is it, and in addition not 
everyone has had the opportunity to read it.   
 
MR. WILBER went through the list of funding sources with the Committee. 
 
MOA Non-motorized.   
MR. HANSEN indicated this would not be a source noting there has not been a bond passed by 
the voters in a long time, and he would say this was not reasonable. 
 
MOA Transit Capital Improvements. 
Does it make sense that there will be MOA bonds for transit?    
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MOA Road Capital (road bonds to MTP projects). 
Does it make sense that there will be MOA road bonds that would be used for the network?   
 
MR. HANSEN noted the answer would be “yes,” but not at the level it has been in the past.  MR. 
WILBER noted this was the second part of the discussion, and the Committee needs to agree on 
the sources first. 
 
Alaska Legislative Capital Program (not including State Bonds). 
Is it reasonable to assume that the State legislature would bring State dollars to the MOA to help 
implement the transportation plan?  AMATS gets part of this funded through bonds and grants.   
 
MS. EPSTEIN asked whether Mr. Hansen thought that in the next 20 years we would not get any 
non-motorized money.  In response, MR. HANSEN noted we have not received non-motorized 
funds in a long time.  He noted there have not been any trails bonds from Parks and Recreation 
for several years on the ballot, and previous to that there has not been any approval by the voters 
for that.  Historically, MR. HANSEN did not remember one that has passed or been put on the 
ballot in the last 10 years. 
 
MS. RICE noted that MS. SCHANCHE’S comment was not associated with roads; she was 
endorsing it within right-of-ways.  MR. HANSEN noted this was correct.  He explained that if it 
is within the Municipal right-of-way and parallel to our road, then bond funds can be used to do 
it, but not the Chester Creek or Campbell Creek Trails, and trails like that. 
 
MS. EPSTEIN raised the question that this is such a long period that things may change.  She 
noted you could argue there will not be stimulus money either, and it is on this draft. 
 
Federal Other 
This is a source of money, federal dollars that have come to the Anchorage area that are not part 
of regular programming.  These have been called earmarks, discretionary, or some other source.  
These funds may come from HUD, EPA for money to support the Air Quality Program.  Is it 
reasonable to expect that other federal dollars will continue in the next 20 years to support 
AMATS’ transportation plan?  MR. WILBER thinks it would seem that other federal sources 
other than just the Department of Transportation are going to come to support our Transportation 
Plan. 
 
Federal Transit. 
MR. WILBER thinks it seems reasonable that FTA dollars will be available. 
 
FHWA NHS (Anchorage & Chugiak/Eagle River).   
Federal Highway, National Highway System money, assuming there is a transportation bill, 
assuming there is a national highway system program.  Does it seem reasonable that national 
highway system dollars are going to continue to come to Anchorage?  Yes. 
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FHWA Non-NHS (Anchorage & Chugiak/Eagle River).   
Is it reasonable to assume that non-national highway system dollars are going to come to 
Anchorage?  Yes. 
 
CMAQ – Air Quality 
Is it reasonable to assume that Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ), federal dollars used 
for non-capacity type improvements will continue?  AMATS uses the funds to support transit, air 
quality programs, and planning.  Yes. 
 
Highway Safety Improvement Program 
Is it reasonable to assume Federal Highways will continue to have a Highway Safety 
Improvement Program?  MR. WILBER noted Federal Highways has been doing this since the 
1960’s.  He thinks we will have it in the future. 
 
Railroad tract, facilities and infrastructure 
Do you think the Federal Railroad Administration or other the Alaska Railroad will spend some 
of their money on improvements to the network of railroad in Anchorage in the next 20 years?  
He thinks this seems reasonable. 
 
Economic Stimulus 
MR. WILBER noted in the past it has been called economic stimulus, the American Recovery 
Act, and earmarks.  This was a direct amount of money that came to Alaska and Anchorage.  He 
noted this traditionally has happened.  Is it reasonable to assume that it is going to happen in the 
future, or do you think that the faucet is off, that it will not be called something different, or that 
it might be less?  Is it reasonable to assume that it will happen in the future in the next 20 years 
that we might get it once or maybe four times? 
 
MS. EPSTEIN thinks that conservatively the answer would be “no.” 
 
MR. WILBER noted if we do not think these items are reasonable sources, as MR. HANSEN 
mentioned, if you really do not think that the Municipality will not support local dollars for non-
motorized systems with their local money in the next 20 years, then we do not want to show it as 
a revenue stream, whether it is match, or whether it is used to implement the plan because if we 
do not have the money, we have to take the projects out.  He thinks MS. EPSTEIN has a good 
point that maybe economic stimulus is not, and that source may be in question. 
 
MS. WITT noted that one funding source that we used to carry that was taken out specifically 
was earmarks, but suggested it should have been included on this list for discussion.  Although, 
earmarking is captured under “federal other” it is possible, or under “economic stimulus.”   
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In response to MR. WILBER, MR. HANSEN does not see the next three Highway Acts having 
any kind of program to pump up the economy in transportation and infrastructure in the next 20 
years.   
 
In response to MR. HANSEN, MS. RICE thought maybe the last one prior to ARA was CCC, or 
every 50 years.  MS. WITT indicated in looking at this that before that assumption would ever 
kick in, we would have a new LRTP, or it would be well underway.  She wondered if we use it 
as a tool for projecting possible, do we do it with and without, but who knows.  She noted that 
with what is laid out here it could be reasonable to assume it would occur once every 
transportation bill, and we have the ability to do that because we have the recent history just with 
ARA, nothing else included.  She noted that given the federal guidelines, we are able to continue 
that assumption, and if we negate that assumption right now, we just have to be prepared that 
$55 million dollars increased at 2-½% per year and done four times would be a couple hundred 
million dollars worth of projects we will have to add to our illustrative list.  She noted this was 
the cause effect here, and yet, it has to be able to pass the straight face test.  She thinks we are the 
first litmus test on that one. 
 
MS. EPSTEIN noted that one of the things as a non-profit that we do is we put percentages to the 
budget, and if there is 100% chance, then you could include it, but if there is only a 50% chance, 
you only included it at 50%.  MS. WITT indicated this was an idea. 
 
MR. WILBER noted you ask yourself if you are putting it in at 50%, you are assuming it is 
reasonable, but you just have to make a call on how much.  MS. EPSTEIN agreed noting that if 
we say there is a 10% chance, you get 10% of the money. 
 
MS. WITT thought this was a possibility of tying into some of these things that are iffy.  She 
noted it is a delicate balance, and you cannot be too rosy in your projections, and be too 
conservative and not having the ability to deliberate where we found ourselves. 
 
MR. WILBER did not necessarily disagree with MR. HANSEN, he thinks it was put on the table 
to see if was reasonable.  MR. WILBER thinks it seems reasonable that at some point that might 
be a kicker, but he does not know. 
 
MR. KATSIAN asked where the Tiger Grants would fit.  MR. WILBER replied that they could 
be an economic stimulus, or it could be put in federal other.  MS. WITT stated it is federal other, 
discretionary other. 
 
MS. RICE noted we might want to include DOT, not just other agencies. 
 
Alaska Transportation Fund (ATF) 
MR. WILBER thinks this originally started because it was an identified fund in the State-wide 
Transportation Plan to fund the State-wide network, including parts of what is in here.  He noted 
there has also been recent active discussion and legislation in Juneau to create such a 
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transportation fund.  He thinks Representative Wilson on the Transportation Committee is 
working on something like this.  He asked if it was reasonable to assume that it would be 
successfully implemented.  
 
Alaska is one of the only states that does not have such a fund.  MR. LYON noted this requires a 
constitutional amendment.  MR. WILBER clarified it requires a constitutional amendment if you 
want to dedicate it; it does not require a constitutional amendment to create it.   
 
State GO Bonds. 
MR. WILBER asked if it is reasonable to assume that in the next 20 years that there will be 
another State-wide GO Bond, Anchorage would be part of that, and that some of the network 
would be built with GO bonds.  He indicated the last two Anchorage projects funded by GO 
Bonds included C Street and Elmore.   
 
MR. WILBER thinks the Committee’s discussion on what the sources are, what is missing, and 
what is not reasonable is good.  He noted the Committee has to do this for Knik Arm, a little 
more on what to use for transit, and there are some new starts that are not shown in here.  MS. 
WITT noted they have to do this for the operational side as well.  MR. WILBER concurred. 
 
MR. WILBER encouraged the Committee to look at this.  He noted there is about a month (3 to 
4 weeks) to look at this.   
 
MS. EPSTEIN noted there is not anything about a tax possibility, which has been talked about a 
little in terms of a local gas tax.  MR. WILBER indicated he had thought about that and would be 
interested in the Policy Committee’s interest in that one because you can assume a gas tax is a 
reasonably expected source of revenue.  He noted, however, that in order to do that, you really 
need to have the Governor and the State Legislature, or in this State you can do it locally, that it 
would be a reasonable thing to expect that there would be a separate dedicated taxed fuel for 
transportation improvements.  He stated that even if you assume a gas tax, it is not reasonable to 
assume that it would be 25¢ the first year and go up 25¢ a year.  You have to use a historical 
trend. 
 
MS. WITT noted they have some examples about what is reasonable and not reasonable, and 
whether or not there has been local support either through an initiative or some sort of legislation 
introduced, but to say we think we might get it because we really need it does not cut it anymore.   
 
MS. EPSTEIN does not know what is in the study, but noting the RTA, she would assume that 
we could at least think about that a little bit.   
 
MS. WITT noted that was a good point because we have for the first time, dedicated State 
funding for transit, and we will continue that assumption forward.   
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MS. RICE stated that this community does not have a local sales tax.  She indicated if they will 
not do a general sales tax, whether they would really do a specialized gas tax. 
 
It was suggested that it may be regional, and that would be the only question. 
 
MS. EPSTEIN stated it should not be forgotten that there are questions being raised about 
reducing property tax and spreading the taxes.  MS. WITT asked how many times we have been 
through that, and MS. EPSTEIN responded 25 years.  MR. HANSEN did not think it would 
happen. 
 
CHAIR MORMILO asked for comments from the public. 
 
ANNE BROOKS wanted to know if we wanted to specifically call out the State match for 
federal funding so that it is clear to the public and the policy makers where the funding comes 
from. 
 
MS. WITT mentioned that State and local match both, is one of the things that came to her 
attention yesterday that as we are running some of our historical figures, she had to take it all 
back and saying we would take the match out so that we have our federal number and then we 
can come up with a match. 
 
MS. BROOKS stated it should be clear that it is not free and that we have to match it.  She also 
wondered if we could separate FRA as a source and the Alaska Railroad as a source instead of 
just putting it under “railroad track, facilities, infrastructure” because she thinks there is a 
potential for matching that. 
 
MS. WITT indicated discussions need to be had with the Railroad on their funding projections.  
 
MR. WILBER confirmed that his motion was to discuss this amongst the Committee, and 
provide it as information to the Policy Committee to get them thinking about it.     
 
MR. MORRIS thinks it is a good idea, even if AMATS decided, for example, that we do not 
expect any non-motorized bonds for that assumption to be laid out and just say that is the 
assumption.  So they are all listed, and they know which was considered and which were 
dismissed. 
 
MR. WILBER indicated that would be in the draft plan when it is printed out.  He noted this 
Committee will have to review it, and then the Policy Committee is going to have to review it 
before it gets released in the August timeframe. 
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b. Eagle River Trails Connectivity/Overpass 
 
MR. LYON noted the TAC previously had a presentation from LORA REINBOLD on the Eagle 
River Trails and the overpass on Yosemite Drive, and the discussion from the Committee was for 
Staff to look at it and provide a recommendation or suggestion.  MS. REINBOLD was present to 
answer questions.  MR. LYON reported he went out to look at the area with Erika McConnell 
and Lora Reinbold, and internal discussions were held by Municipal Staff.  His indication from 
that internal meeting was it appeared there was support for the overpass, and no opposition to the 
idea of constructing it before an upgrade to the road might occur, and support as long as there 
was no idea of federal funding from AMATS guaranteed.  MR. LYON noted the resolution was 
back before the Committee. 
 
MR. HANSEN noted he is not opposed to the overcrossing there, but indicated he was 
concerned.  He has a meeting scheduled Friday with the School District and others from the 
Municipality regarding Yosemite Drive, what it will look like, and how it is going to proceed.  
He expressed concern that building the overpass will not be cheap, and he wants to make sure the 
Municipality is not spending a lot of money, and then have to tear it down to rebuild it because 
the footprint of the road is being changed because of something out there.  He explained there 
was a judge’s ruling that the School District has to build it, but the ruling did give the School 
District an out to go back and get a variance from the Platting Authority.  However, he did not 
know which direction the School District is going to take.  MR. HANSEN indicated he did not 
mind a Committee resolution saying at some point in time there is going to be an overpass there.  
He thinks the overpass is probably necessary there, but that timing when it is built is a question 
at this time in his mind. 
 
CHAIR MORMILO agreed noting the discussion that Traffic has had is that overall they support 
the idea of separating pedestrians and the vehicle traffic, and anytime there can be a grade 
separation they support it.  She indicated Traffic wants to make sure the timing is correct in the 
sense that they know where Yosemite Drive is going as far as the width, the extents they are 
going to need, so that if an overpass is built that it accommodates the future road expansion, and 
not tearing down a multi-million dollar project right after when the road upgrade goes through.  
She noted this is a question of timing and making sure the overpass and road upgrade are in sync.  
She explained that the road does not need have to be specifically designed prior to the 
installation of the overpass, but that they have an idea of what that cross-section is going to look 
like, and that we build in a buffer and are leaving space for it. 
 
MS. WITT noted that historically from DOT’s side the difficulties they have with pedestrian 
overcrossing and having on the ground in place the fencing and everything else to make sure that 
is used.  She wanted to know the intent of the project, and whether it is more recreational than 
transportation related.  She asked if it was for the skiers to be able to go up and over the road 
without going through ditches, or if it would used by school children noting how difficult it is to 
get kids to use overpasses.  She also indicated this request was unusual for AMATS. 
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MS. RICE asked whether this was a TIP nominated project, or an isolated endorsement of a 
concept.  MR. LYON explained the idea of the overpass project is they are not asking for federal 
funding; it is not a project that is nominated in the TIP.  He did not think they were asking for 
State or City funding necessarily.  He indicated the idea was they are trying to move forward 
with this project and wanted to get an idea of community support.  He noted this proposed 
resolution would be another example of community support.  Having gone out to the site, MR. 
LYON noted there was a clear path the kids used with ski trails on one side and the school, and 
coming down there is Yosemite and right across on the other side there are more ski trails.  He 
indicated the overpass is for the kids that ski for physical activity during and after school hours.  
MR. LYON agreed it was similar to the overpass at Kincaid. 
 
MS. REINBOLD explained she provided presentations to the Community Councils.  She noted 
in her previous presentation to the TAC that she asked for a resolution from the TAC, and 
provided the Committee with a project overview on the overpass, which included their open 
trails event and corporate sponsors, as well as community councils, project endorsers and 
sponsors, and other people in support of the project.  Since that time, MS. REINBOLD noted 
they received a resolution of support from the South Fork Community Council, and a resolution 
unanimously passed by the Parks and Recreation Board which she read for the record as follows: 
 

“We support the concept of a grade-separated crossing for skiers across Yosemite Drive 
and request a feasibility study of the concept.”   

 
MS. REINBOLD explained the Nordic Ski Club, which has been around since the early 80’s, 
helps maintain trails at Mirror Lake Middle School and Beach Lake-Chugiak High School, and 
have taken on the new Eagle River High trails helping to build trails.  She noted the Club 
basically tries to do multi-use, year-round trails.  She indicated the problem with the Yosemite 
crossing is there is a light grade, and it is slippery and dark with no lighting, which is dangerous 
because of traffic from the school, as well as college in the evening.  She believes this is a public 
safety issue.  She stated the Club is working on lighting for the trails as well.  MS. REINBOLD 
provided a copy to Staff of the “Narrative of Options” noting their civil engineer’s estimate for 
the project was between $500,000 to $1,000,000 based on three different concepts for the 
overpass as follows: 
 
 Option 1- Post-Tensioned Arch. 
 Option 2 – Pre-manufactured Pedestrian Truss. 
 Option 3 – Decked Bulb-T (cheapest). 
 
MS. REINBOLD noted she has met with Mr. Abbott from the Anchorage School District and is 
working through the different processes and has been working through the processes with 
Administration Downtown.  She indicated they have taken into consideration if Yosemite is 
upgraded, and the overpass would be unaffected.  She stated it could be put in regardless of 
whether the road is upgraded or not upgraded.  MS. REINBOLD stated they are not asking for 
AMATS funding at this time, and are working on other leads on funding for this project.   
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In response to CHAIR MORMILLO, MS. REINBOLD confirmed that this support and 
resolution is to resolve that the TAC supports the concept of an overpass over Yosemite. 
 
LINDA KOVAC represented CBERRRSA (Chugiak/Birchwood/Eagle River Rural Roads 
Service Area).  She noted they received a presentation on the project, and it was also talked 
about at the Chugiak Community.  She stated the Chugiak Community Council and CBERRRSA 
both chose not to endorse it.  She indicated CBERRSA was primarily concerned about long-term 
maintenance.  Although someone may offer to maintain the snow, they thought taxpayers may 
have to pay for that.  MS. KOVAC noted CBERRRSA is also worried about the right-of-way 
due to the need for large ramps, as well as the overall cost. 
 
In response, MS. REINBOLD indicated they are dealing with long-term maintenance issues, 
trying to get an agency to commit to taking care of maintenance issues, and are working with 
right-of-way.  She stated all of those issues will be addressed. 
 
In response to MR. WILBER, MR. LYON noted he had talked with Lori Schanche, the Non-
Motorized Trails Coordinator, about this project, and she was supportive of the concept 
separating pedestrians and cars, and making sure the project fits in with any upgrade of the road.   
 
MR. WILBER asked if the crossing is identified in the Trails Plan.  MS. REINBOLD noted she 
asked Ms. Schanche if the Eagle River Trails, the entire area that has been done, and 
MS.REINBOLD stated Ms. Schanche responded and that she has it in writing, and it was going 
to be part of the Long-Range Trail Plan.  MS. REINBOLD stated that in the Club’s Five Year 
Plan on the Eagle River Trails project, the overpass support is their number one priority, and it 
has also been submitted as part of their report.  MR. LYON indicated he would check to see if it 
is in the current Trails Plan. 
 
MR. WILBER noted that principally he would agree with the CHAIR’S and MR. HANSEN’S 
comments about the need for separating pedestrians and vehicles, and making sure that if we can 
separate pedestrians and vehicles that is ideal, but he does not think this Committee has ever 
passed a resolution specific to one particular project that AMATS’ supports in every plan 
AMATS has.  He noted the Committee has written letters that basically say AMATS has 
reviewed this and does not object to this project.  He thinks if the Committee is going to pass a 
resolution from the MPO, then it ought to come from the Policy Committee.  He noted that if 
MR. LYON as AMATS coordinator feels a resolution is appropriate, then he thinks the 
resolution needs work.  MR. WILBER indicated he wants to make sure that if AMATS passes a 
resolution that AMATS is not committing itself to saying that as AMATS has passed a resolution 
and that means that all the other trail projects could be interpreted differently than its original 
intention.  He noted MS. REINBOLD is looking for overall general support of one particular 
project.  MR. WILBER was concerned this would be followed by other requests for resolutions 
on other individual projects.  He thinks some kind of support, whatever that method is, is doable, 
but was not sure a resolution was the right mechanism.  He thought something could be crafted 
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for the Policy Committee for the Chair’s consideration using language from the proposed 
resolution that says “whereas, it provides recreational opportunities” and see if the Policy 
Committee wants to do that, but from a technical perspective MR. WILBER was not sure this 
was the right mechanism. 
 
MR. LYON noted this issue began when MS. REINBOLD first came to a TAC meeting to talk 
about the project, and someone on the TAC suggested possibly doing a resolution of support for 
her project.  He thought a letter of support from AMATS may be acceptable to MS. REINBOLD. 
 
MR. WILBER expressed concern and MS. WITT concurred that a resolution from an MPO’S 
committee on one particular project that one resolution implies a priority.  MR. WILBER thinks 
AMATS has offered support in the form of letters of non-objection to communities and non-
profits for projects in the past. 
 
MR. HANSEN asked for clarification on the purpose of the resolution or a letter and what it 
would be used for, although he noted his understanding was it was not for AMATS funding.   
 
MS. WITT concurred noting the Committee is being asked to provide support for a recreational 
connection that she feels is outside of the planning process that guides AMATS decisions and 
recommendations.  She questioned whether this action was appropriate, what it would mean, and 
in particular whether the project would suffer from lack of support or anything from the AMATS 
Technical Committee.   
 
In response, MS. REINBOLD noted basically one is information.  She indicated she is trying to 
get around to as many places as possible, and it is documented those organizations are aware of 
the project, presentations were made and discussions held.  She also noted that a lot of times 
when you have multiple resolutions, it is easier to track for the purposes of private funding 
sources. She also indicated they have a private funding source now.  She further explained when 
it shows that you have been through the process, it does help when you make your presentations 
to the corporations, and there are a couple on-line right now for this.   
 
MS. REINBOLD paraphrased the proposed resolution reiterating that she is not asking for 
endorsement of the whole project, just the crossing.  She noted since this is a transportation and 
technical advisory committee, she thinks it seemed wise to vet this with AMATS.  She also noted 
that she and Ms. Schanche have been working on this project for years.  MS. REINBOLD 
reiterated that Ms. Schanche had said in writing that these trails were going to be in the long-
term plan. 
 
CHAIR MORMILLO asked for comments from the public. 
 
CHUCK KOPP, Chief of Staff for Senator Dyson, Eagle River, provided comments.  He referred 
to the Parks and Recreation Commission resolution noting it was more to not getting in the way 
of a study that would look at the efficacy of the project.  He thought that resolution was well 
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worded and believes something like that resolution is non-committal and would indicate that this 
Committee does not have an objection to further review of the project to determine if it is a good 
idea for this area.  He thinks if private funders knew the AMATS Board opposed the project 
outright that it would probably be a no go.  He thought the Parks and Recreation resolution was 
not committing to the idea as a priority. 
 
MS. REINBOLD reiterated the Parks and Recreation resolution, and noted she has the Southport 
Community Council resolution as well.  She indicated she has an agency that is waiting to hear 
how this resolution goes today, which is interested in potentially funding a feasibility study.  She 
thinks when resolutions are passed it can further the process and help them get funding at least 
for the feasibility study.   
 
Although not speaking for everyone on the Committee, MS. EPSTEIN indicated her sense in 
general is that this Committee does not oppose what MS. REINBOLD is discussing, but there are 
some issues that need to get resolved.  She thinks it would be easy for MS. REINBOLD to go 
back and say that.  She noted one thought from her colleagues was that if AMATS looks at this 
one project, they could have everybody else’s projects here too, and would spend all their time 
just looking at that and would not be able to do anything else.   
 
MS. REINBOLD noted this is a public meeting, and this is why she thinks the public needs to be 
encouraged.  She noted it is good for a volunteer such as herself to go through the process, and it 
has been a long process.  MS. EPSTEIN apologized if there was some thought that the 
Committee would pass this or move it quick. 
 
MS. HEIL noted she does not have a problem with supporting a letter from the Committee of 
non-objection to the project.  She indicated she would probably encourage these kind of projects 
be put into the Trails Plan, or a plan the Committee can then adopt as whole because if it is in a 
plan the Committee has adopted then it has obviously been endorsed.  However, because of the 
timing, she suggested it might be worded for the timing that it has not had an opportunity to be 
put into a plan yet, and that the Committee cannot see any objection right now.  She thought this 
could be something the Committee could bridge, and she would not have any objection to this. 
 
In response to MS. REINBOLD, MS. HEIL noted that until AMATS approved a plan with the 
project included, it is not in the Plan.  MS. HEIL believes the proposed letter would be a bridge 
between a concept and something actually put in a plan because these plans only come up for 
renewal and re-approval every three years, and in the interim it is a gray area.  MS. HEIL 
clarified what she is offering is she would be supportive in voting for a letter that says the 
Committee has no objection to this project. 
 
MR. MORRIS agreed.  He thinks the idea of supporting the feasibility study to see whether the 
project makes senses is a great idea, and noted that would be the information that would be 
needed to include it in the future Trails Plan.  He thinks the general idea of separating pedestrians 
or skiers from cars is a good one and thinks that should be stated in the letter. 
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MR. HANSEN agreed and noted he would be supportive of that rather than a resolution, and the 
Committee has no objection pending further study. 
 
MR. HANSEN moved that Staff craft a letter of non-objection and that the Committee would 
support additional studies to move it into a plan.  MS. HEIL seconded. 
 
Hearing no objections, the motion passed unanimously. 
 
 

d. Other Business Items - None 
 
 
6. INFORMATION ITEMS 
 

a. Status of the Port, Waterways and Aviation 
 
MR. LYON noted this status report was required under the AMATS Public Participation Plan.  
He reported the Port was unable to attend, but would report next month.  He had not heard from 
the Airport, and was unsure who to contact for a report on Waterways.   
 
MR. LYON explained the purpose of the Aviation Report is to provide an update to AMATS on 
the status of the Anchorage International Airport (AIA) Master Plan and capital projects at the 
Airport.  He indicated he would contact JACK JONES with AIA. 
 
MS. EPSTEIN suggested AMATS be provided with an update on the Mat-Su Ferry, including 
the Municipality’s position.   
 
MS. WITT indicated the Mat-Su Borough did submit an application for ferry boat discretionary 
funding for the Anchorage side and had received a letter of support from the Mayor.   
 

b. Other Informational Items 
 
MS. HEIL briefly discussed the Department of Environmental Conservation’s May 31st release 
of their updated website, which has a public interface to DEC’s database.  The public can sign-up 
on the website for automatic notifications of air quality alerts by specific regions or areas, public 
notices and information.  She noted the website also has an online air quality State-wide 
complaint form that automatically sends a receipt and copies are automatically sent to the 
Fairbanks air program and Anchorage air program if it is within their city limits.  In addition, 
State-wide air permits can be viewed online by types, as well as public notices, regulations and 
interactive maps showing air quality alerts, both active and inactive, or expired in the past.  MS. 
HEIL also noted on the Division’s home page there is are contacts by air topic, and clicking on 
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the item provides all the different people with addresses, phone numbers and email addresses, 
both State and Federal, who handle those different types of air quality issues.   
 
In response to MS. REINBOLD, MS. HEIL indicated the Division of Health and Social Services 
is the clearing house for the Japanese nuclear episode.  She noted there is a link to that on both 
the DEC and Air Quality home pages.   
 
MS. EPSTEIN noted the Corps of Engineers is holding a public hearing for the road to Umiak 
will be held tonight at 7:00 p.m. at the Loussac Library.  She indicated it was a scoping hearing 
for the Corps environmental impact statement.  She noted this is a roads to resource issue and 
could be as much as ½ a million dollars or more, and though may not seem to affect Anchorage, 
it does have to do with the State’s prioritization of its dollar resources. 
 
 
7. SCHEDULED AMATS MEETINGS 
 Policy Committee, June 23, 2011 
 Technical Advisory Committee, July 14, 2011 
 
 
8. ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting adjourned at 3:38 p.m. 


