
ANCHORAGE METROPOLITAN AREA TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 

(CONTINUED) 
 

Mayor’s Conference Room, 8th Floor 
632 West 6th Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 

 
January 28, 2010 

1:00 p.m. 
 
Technical Advisory Committee members Present: 
Name Representing 
David Post Alaska Dept. of Transportation & Public Facilities (ADOT), Central 

Region, Planning 
Kim Rice ADOT, Central Region 
Cindy Heil Alaska Dept. of Environmental Conservation (ADEC) 
Steve Morris MOA/Dept. of Health & Human Services 
Todd Cowles MOA/Port of Anchorage 
Bob Kniefel  MOA/Traffic Department 
Jerry Hansen MOA/Project Management & Engineering (PM&E) 
Jody Karcz MOA/Public Transportation Department 
Lois Epstein Alaska Transportation Priorities Project 
Bruce Carr Alaska Railroad Corporation 
 
Also in attendance  
Name Representing 
Craig Lyon  MOA/Traffic Department (TD) 
Van Le   MOA/TD 
Vivian Underwood MOA/TD 
Lori Schanche  MOA/PM&E  
Aneta Synan  ADOT/PF 
Phil Worth  Kittelson and Associates 
Gary Katsion  Kittelson and Associates 
Chris Tiesler  Kittelson and Associates 
Anne Brooks  Brooks and Associates 
Sandra Cook  HDR 
Susan DiPetro  Government Hill Community Council 
Roger Purcell  Mayor, City of Houston 
Art Johnson  USKH 
Walt Parker  Citizen 
Dale Paulson  Knik Arm Bridge and Toll Authority (KABATA) 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
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CHAIR MR. KNIEFEL called the meeting to order at 1:09 p.m.  All Technical Advisory 
Committee members were present with David Post sitting in for Jennifer Witt, Mr. Carr arriving 
at 1:15 p.m., and Mr. Morris arriving at 1:20 p.m.  A quorum was established. 
 
MS. KARCZ arrived at 1:50 p.m.   
 
This is a continuation of the AMATS TAC meeting of January 14, 2010. 
 
2. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT ANNOUNCEMENT 
 
CHAIR MR. KNIEFEL 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 
 
MS. HEIL moved to approve the agenda.  MS. RICE seconded.  Hearing no objections, the 
agenda was approved unanimously. 
 
MR. KNIEFEL explained the purpose of the meeting was to let staff do additional work to 
address PZC concerns and word cleanup.  It has not been completed and staff recommends 
rescheduling to the next regular meeting on February 11, 2010.  We will take comments from the 
public today addressing the PZC comments, Air Quality issues and the financial plan. No 
anticipation of action today, pending the resolution. 
 
MS. EPSTEIN asked what needs to be done. There were only 2 additional findings and am 
surprised that in two weeks no progress has been made.  MR. KNIEFEL stated progress was 
made on the findings but there are financial plan issues and want to incorporate those into it and 
the Air Quality review have not been completed. 
 
MR. LYON explained the specific issues are some of the TAC’s findings were to add some 
language that talk about base needs and assumptions that went into creating the financial plan for 
this document, to add that language to the new Chapter 13 and the language has not been 
incorporated yet.  None are incorporated into the Chapter 13 in front of you today.  We have the 
financial documents and have passed then out before and were adopted but we do not have them 
inside a finished document before you today.  MS. EPSTEIN asked what needs to be done to 
incorporate them. I’m frustrated and thought the document was ready when I came to this 
meeting.  It is inappropriate to postpone yet again. 
 
MR. KNIEFEL we do have a staff memo on the P&Z issues and it’s in the meeting packet.  But 
again we do not have the language in Chapter 13 as requested.  Staff has been very busy working 
on a whole number of issues; I did not feel it was appropriate to edit Chapter 13 without a good 
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language draft.  MS. EPSTEIN very disappointed staff has not made this a priority, as this is one 
of the biggest issues before us. 
 
The body had no comments and moving on ahead. 
 
4. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES - None 
 
5. BUSINESS ITEMS: 
 

a. ANCHORAGE BOWL 2025 LONG-RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN, 
KNIK ARM CROSSING AMENDMENT 

 
MR. LYON no additional comments and again, we don’t have the final document in front of us.  
MS. DIPETRO Gov’t Hill Community Council, this is the second time to come and be taken 
time off because of work to do that, personal leave, and is disappointed you all are unable to 
discuss items on the agenda.  Sending out a notice would have helped this time and last time so 
there would have been some early notice.  Constant Contact or something like that would have 
been helpful.  Very frustrating when the item is postponed and you’ve made arrangements to 
attend; please give some thought on how to make it more reasonable for members of the public 
to be involved.   
 
MR. KNIEFEL we do apologize and appreciate your comments.  I found out 2 days ago and 
tried to figure out at the last minute on how to work this out.  MS. DIPETRO please consider a 
policy on informing public of delays so participation can have value.  I can understand 
sometimes you are not ready but it would be helpful have some notice of the delay. Mr. 
KNIEFEL we are happy to take your comments during the meeting.  
 
MS. UNDERWOOD I apologize for the inconvenience. In preparing the memo there were 
questions raised with regard to future funding sources and respond they were included in the 
draft but no changes are in the draft.  Lance Wilber said some of the information had been 
included in the draft and it was not.  We need to go back and include that information.  Table 2, 
notes nine and ten refer to future allocation sources.  That information needs to make a clear 
connection between text and table and we concur with DOT that we need to do that.  All the 
financial information was provided by Lance Wilber and as of January 9, Mr. Wilber left the 
Muni and staff has not been able to confer with him.   
 
Let’s go through the memo prepared for today and discuss the responses to the new findings.  
The PZC discussed information the commission did not receive.  Two issues wanted were 
findings from financial staff on a thorough review of the KABATA’s financial information.  
Lance Wilber approached different levels of people to discuss this.  It was determined it was not 
appropriate at this time from the PZC.  PZC’s primary responsibility is Land Use and the impact 
it has on Land Use for this project.  Another request was a two-page analysis on their financial 
informational from KABATA.  The PZC did not receive any of this information. 
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Finding 30, staff concurs to the Municipality Of Anchorage being added as a party in 
negotiations.  Other states and municipalities have done that.  Enabling legislation does not 
prohibit KABATA from including nor does it specifically state that is a good idea.  It is in 
KABATA’s authority to do so and in good public policy we are recommending they do that.  
The issue about providing information came up when addressing PZC’s concerns where we said 
we would provide additional information in the text and in the assumption.   
 
MR. LYON provided lot of new information, responses by the City of Houston, by KABATA, 
Wasilla and other information but you may need more information to make your decision.  
Wasilla did not provide comments within the 30 day period.   
 
Ms. Witt asked me to make sure we have addressed all the comments, especially KABATAs, and 
I will prepare next time in bullet form the last public involvement round. My goal is to have a 
good clean document to review.  
 
MR. WEAVER asked when this document is scheduled to go forward to Policy Committee.  
MR. KNIEFEL it was supposed to go before them today but we canceled it because we were not 
done.  MR. LYON added from here it goes to the Assembly, Assembly back to TAC and then to 
the Policy Committee.   
 
MR. WEAVER basically we are waiting on the assumption.  MS. UNDERWOOD answered that 
no we are providing assumptions used for financials and would pull it all together and make sure 
it was in the text.  MR. WEAVER you mentioned something from the PZC resolution on the 
analysis fiscal assumptions. MS. UNDERWOOD what PZC wanted was the financial folks at the 
Municipality to do their own analysis, and no one is planning to do that.  At the next meeting a 
new public hearing draft will include recommendations from P&Z in the text on assumptions, 
edit to the air quality section to be updated and some more minor edits.  Also have a memo on 
how we addressed KABATAs most recent issues. 
 
MR. WEAVER asked if the group need those things to make the decision today.  MR. POST 
thought the core concern was primarily that we have questions again and again on fiscal 
constraint within the LRTP and it’s likely to be the one of the future challenges.  Financial 
Tables 1, 2 and 3; they are not stand alone, on fiscal constraint and how the decision was made.  
Expand the draft with how and it was not in the draft and still deficient and given the fact its 
likely source of document should see in final document.   
 
MS. HEIL, under discussion there is recommendation for new condition to be added.  Is staff 
developing possible language?  We would need to look at that.  MS. UNDERWOOD #6 on the 
last page.  MAYOR PURCELL from Houston, if we don’t receive the information first, we’ll go 
back to court.  If we don’t get and see first we’ll be back in court by previous agreement.  
Prudent you follow what we agreed to per lawsuit.  He stated he never received an email saying 
the meeting was canceled nor did he receive any draft Chapter 13 or any changes and was not 
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informed in writing in the last 6 weeks.  MR. LYON made sure there was more than one contact 
from cities of Houston and Wasilla.  First time provided hard copy packets to you and city 
Wasilla.  MAYOR PURCELL our agreement is we were told we would receive hard copies.  I 
do print out when I receive them (email).  MS. UNDERWOOD our practice is not to do that.   
 
MR. LYON for clarification can we have your email address as we may have your email wrong, 
we sent notification of continued TAC meeting.  A TAC meeting had not been canceled.  The 
Policy Committee meeting scheduled for today was canceled.  There was a second notice on 1/20 
to your email letting you know that the meeting was continued to today.  MAYOR PURCELL 
will review.  All changes you are talking about are not being addressed to us as a city to review 
for the short term plan.  The second thing is regarding the air quality report is short term and you 
guys are looking for money for that.  If you guys do take it off, your air quality report for your 
TIP funding will be in jeopardy because we will file on that too, because you can only do this for 
the short term with the TIP projects and is the only air quality report you have filed. You have 
not filed any air quality reports for long-range or for taking off at all in regards to receiving 
stimulus money, which is another thing to be thinking about when you’re doing this.  
 
MS. UNDERWOOD air quality was released on same date as this LRTP report.  We did not 
receive any comments on that.  MS. HEIL identified the air quality is going to be on agenda for 
next the TAC meeting and it will go with air quality determination for that particular 
amendment.  MAYOR PURCELL will have staff review.  MS. UNDERWOOD we do want to 
work with you and suggest having conversation afterward and make sure we have a process and 
eliminate possible miscommunication.   
 
MS. KARCZ reminded the committee the goal of staff is to have notification to everyone a week 
in advance or available on line in a week in advance.  MS. HEIL will make sure the air quality is 
on the agenda as a business items. 
 
MR. POST said it took a long time to develop assumptions and was concerned because it seems 
likely with some of changes recently proposed we are slow on the learning curve on assumptions 
that went into financial plan and are we sure we can get from here to there in a week.  
 
MR. LYON we have the three tables.  Staff will discuss with Mr. Wilber and will put language 
together.  We will notify DOT and your boss and have it out to you folks.  There was lot of 
ground work and consultation.  Confident we’ll be able come up with something.  MR. POST 
reiterated that a lot of work and consultation has been done and we a need to have a tight 
process.  Hope we can do that. 
 
MR. LYON stated we can move this to March and it doesn’t expire until June of 2011, the 
LRTP.  MR. POST has TAC agenda been posted?  MR. LYON No.  MR. HANSON let’s look at 
having something by 2/4 for the committee.  MS. HEIL asked if we can’t have it by Thursday 
and it goes on agenda it will be pulled?  MR. LYON noted it will not be put on agenda if is not 
ready. 
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b. OTHER BUSINESS ITEMS 
 

1. 2009 SELF-CERTIFICATION 
 
MR. LYON reported on the AMATS self certification process and asked the committee for 
consideration and hopeful advance with recommendation for approval to Policy Committee. 
 
MS. HEIL move to advance to Policy Committee for approval.  Second by MR. HANSEN. 
 
No objection.  Motion passes. 
 
6. INFORMATION ITEMS 
 

a. EAGLE RIVER CBD STUDY 
 
Phillip Worth with Kittelson & Associates, Vivian Underwood, AMATS project manager and 
AMATS staff Van Le presented.  Anne Brooks is a consultant who is handling public 
involvement, Terry Schoenthal with Land Design North and Jon Spring from CH2M Hill and 
Gary Katsion and Chris Tiesler from Kittelson as well.  We’ve provided a project schedule to the 
committee.  The purpose is to understand the circulation constraints experienced in downtown 
Eagle River and address them from a near and long term strategy perspective.  What strategies 
work now and in the future, from the local community, the MOA and the Road Board 
perspectives and how we can get there.  A quick demonstration on the public involvement side 
and what we began with in November when we had stakeholder meetings. 
 

• Discussed public involvement to date and meetings held. 
• Online web survey and have almost 130 individual responses on the survey to date. 
• First formal open house 1/28/2010 in Eagle River (on the project). 
• Discussed project schedule and tasks identified. 
• Back to TAC for joint work session and then back to present draft recommendations in 

late April. 
 
MS. EPSTEIN asked how transit and potential changes fits into your analysis.  MR. WORTH 
that is important to us and the community.  There is a growing sense of frustration regarding 
pedestrians and bicycles on the Old Glenn, a wish list for pedestrian and bicycle amenities.  
Conversations have begun on the issue of this.  Concern for change in transit service and being 
temporarily reduced.  Looking at each mode and how each meets user needs downtown.  
Integrating pedestrian plan, bicycle plan recommendations.   
 
MR. POST concerned this project is on a tight timeline and in some ways a minimal amount of 
funding.  My understanding is we have after tonight’s meeting, one public meeting after that, and 
that is going to list solution or projects that represent the proposed solution.  MR. WORTH yes, 
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it will show a draft set of recommendations.  MR. POST and tonight is about existing conditions 
and problems and feedback from public on what they would like to have. 
 
MS. BROOKS all information is posted on the web.  A lot of information will be available 
before the second meeting.  Best plan we could put together on available funding (the public 
meetings).  $122,000 is consulting contract. 
 
MS. KARCZ having a core area, study area, but then the question is how do you get some kind 
of public transportation into core area and out.  Let’s focus on solutions that may not be just for 
busses.  MR. WORTH how to make transit serve the core area.  Build on what is in place, and 
what portions are under-served and better able to serve in cost effective way.   
 

b. COMMITTEE COMMENTS – None. 
 
c. OTHER INFORMATIONAL ITEMS 
 

MR. POST have the obligation report telling what the problem is and providing a solution at 
same meeting.  MR. POST, obligation report it is reasonable to take a look at project funding.  
He noted the obligation report will be on the next agenda. 
 
CHAIR KNIEFEL we are asking the State and MOA to put together any thoughts on potential 
stimulus projects. Lori Schanche put one together for bicycle plan and a network list of short 
term projects that could be applicable to this funding. 
 
MS. SCHANCHE the bicycle plan is heading on its way to the Assembly but as you remember, 
we had a core bicycle network and rating projects as category A if it had a crash.  We had larger 
list and sat down with Traffic and staff to see what streets maybe applicable to be striped or 
signed as part of the bicycle plan.  Based on roads wide enough.   
 
The # on left is basically for reference.  Projects are listed alphabetically with the # streets first.  
She explained the type of category assigned to project (i.e., shared, shoulder, bicycle lane).  
Shoulder treatment would just be signs.  Bicycle Boulevard is a shared road with vehicles but 
even slower moving streets with less traffic and has 2 projects.  Require sign on pavement and 
signage but no striping.  Cost estimate is at $3.8 million that could be put in ground right away. 
 
MS. EPSTEIN are you looking for support or just information.  MR. KNIEFEL just information 
now.  AMATS will come up with stimulus recommendations.   
 
MR. KNIEFEL the State is coming up with list of stimulus packets.   
 
MR. POST what is the design process and to get through to shovel ready?  MS. SCHANCHE 
just has to have staff do some drawings to show where any striping begins and end and where 
signage would be.  We had success in-house using aerial photos.  It would have to put out to bid. 



ANCHORAGE METROPOLITAN AREA TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS 
Technical Advisory Committee 

January 28, 2010 
Page 8 of 8 

 
 

 
MS. RICE environmental document is needed for everything, having traffic control planners, and 
depending on when the timing is it’ll have to be shovel ready.  It would be delayed due to the 90-
day process.  MS. SCHANCHE not paving at all only striping.  MS. RICE signs require 106 
process. 
 
7. SCHEDULED AMATS MEETINGS 
 Technical Advisory Committee, February 11, 2010 

Policy Committee, February 25, 2010 
Technical Advisory Committee, March 11, 2010 

 
Location going back to permit center next month. 
 
8. ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting adjourned at 2:00 p.m. 
 


