
 

ANCHORAGE METROPOLITAN AREA TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 

Planning & Development Center 
Main Conference Room, 1st Floor 

4700 Elmore Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 

 
May 13, 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 
Robert Kniefel MOA/Traffic Department 
Jerry Weaver MOA/Planning Department 
Jody Karcz MOA/Public Transportation Department 
 
Also in attendance  
Name Representing 
Craig Lyon  MOA/Traffic Department 
Teresa Brewer  MOA/TD 
Van Le   MOA/TD 
Lori. Schanche MOA/PM&E 
Jon Spring   
Jamie Acton  MOA/Public Transportation Department 
Gary Katsion  Kittelson & Associates 
Charles Wagner ADOT&PF 
Bart Rudolph  ADOT&PF 
Chris Grgich  DOWL HKM 
Aves Thompson Alaska Trucking Association 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
CHAIR KNIEFEL called the meeting to order at 2:33 p.m.  TODD COWLES, JERRY 
HANSEN, LOIS EPSTEIN and BRUCE CARR were absent.  DAVID POST filled in for 
JENNIFER WITT.  A quorum was established. Jerry Weaver arrived at 2:41 p.m.   
 
2. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT ANNOUNCEMENT 
 
CHAIR 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. 
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3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
Hearing no objections, the agenda was approved unanimously. 
 
4. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES  
 
MS. KARCZ moved to approve the minutes of August 20, 2009.  MS. HEIL seconded.  Hearing 
no objections, the minutes were approved as written. 
 
MS. KARCZ moved to approve the minutes of February 11, 2010.  MR. POST seconded.  
Hearing no objections, the minutes were approved as written. 
 
5. BUSINESS ITEMS 
 

a. Anchorage Bicycle Plan 
 
MS. SCHANCHE we took the August Plan to PZC last fall, made a few changes and the 
Assembly approved the plan in early March.  Today before the TAC is Table of Revisions.  Gray 
color is a PZC change then Assembly approved.  If yellow, Assembly came up with.  Once 
everything is approved a final document will be printed.  We want to be sure the TAC is okay 
with changes.  Staff has no problems with changes from PZC and assembly.  Some changes are 
housekeeping and reworded to fit better.   
 
MS. HEIL did Staff agree with everything?   
 
MS. SCHANCHE yes.  Removal of AK Railroad Trail was an issue and Assembly did not 
approve removal of that project.   
 
MS. KARCZ asked what items are housekeeping and what the major changes are. 
 
MS. SCHANCHE first page PZC added comment #4 to make sure the changes to physical 
bicycle network is secondary to education and enforcement.  #10, Table 3 some commissioners 
thought it made it look like bike riders are drinking and that is the not case.  There were some 
small changes to core bicycle network, #14 and #15, but nothing big.   
 
MR. SPRING all the Eagle River stuff, #13, 14 and 15 were a kind of major change that 
Assembly member Ossiander put in to compliment what we did with Anchorage Bowl. We 
agreed we did not have the complete network fleshed out for Chugiak-Eagle River due to 
problems with getting people out to public meetings.  So the Eagle River maps are substantially 
different than what the committee originally saw.   
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MS. SCHANCHE referred to Table 6 of the packet and on pages 70 and 71 all the yellowed 
projects are what we added as a result of working with Ms. Ossiander.   
 
One thing in Chapter 3, comment #29, we originally had been identifying a few studies when we 
talked with DOT Traffic Engineer and our Traffic Engineer about having some special 
reconnaissance studies. When tried to describe these we realized we should called them bicycle 
friendly studies and still have the same idea of how to make road pathway safer – just the 
terminology changed.  Then as Jon mentioned on #32, one of the bicycle friendly studies added 
in Eagle River was the potential Park-n-Ride at the Hiland Road interchange area because the 
pathway along Glenn Highway is not completed.   
 
MS. KARCZ asked if that be a Park-n-Ride, right now at Hiland Road the Park-n-Ride is right 
by landfill, and the landfill is not happy that cars are in same traffic as big trucks.  I think there is 
another project right between the two, which one are you talking about?   
 
MS. SCHANCHE Assemblymember Ossiander was thinking that location where everyone parks, 
but if we did study it we would look at best location.  
 
MR. SPRING wouldn’t have to cross along the roadway to get there from the existing bike path 
because the shoulder ends.   
 
MS. KARCZ Solid Waste has issues with that location.   
 
MS. SCHANCHE Ms. Ossiander felt there was the need there. 
 
MS. SCHANCHE another change in form of Table 6, around #54 or #55, when word of Bicycle 
Plan first came out there was some concern over the associated costs, so we revised how we 
costed everything out.  Core collision group projects with signage and striping were first priority, 
which broke it down to 3 million dollars- were the first priorities. Then bicycle system, signing 
and striping were around 5 million dollars and then we separated out the bicycle friendly studies, 
and on top of that we had, instead of greenbelt projects, we called it the trail to trail projects. In 
many cases these work for utility bicyclists but we are not sure how they going to be funded such 
as the Ship Creek Trail, Fish Creek Trail that goes around Port – for those we are looking at 
independent funding.  We really felt we needed to try to stagger paying for things differently and 
that’s how the chart in the plan shows different numbers.  Total of 9 million dollars rather than 
110 million dollars to meet expectations of how we can build this instead of throwing out 120 
million for the total - the Administration was concerned about that.  The Assembly approved 
taking out timing (short, intermediate and long term).  
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MS. SCHANCHE moving to the policy and action items, on page 10 of chart, #70, PZC added 
“all future upgrades or new construction on bridges on core bicycle routes along collector roads 
shall include provisions for bicycle facilities”.  Only on core routes not all routes.  #83, “partner 
with BP and other advocacy groups to seek funding for some of these programs” was added in. 
Many comments #87 and #88 that deal with revising Title 9 which is going in for revision now 
and get involved more as that comes to realization.  We did add text to Chapter 7 that discussed a 
little more about funding ideas and splitting things up; nothing really major added except the 
Eagle River projects. 
 
MR. SPRING speaking of funding, we originally had on the table was figures for short, 
intermediate, and long term; we came to the realization and help from the Administration we 
really have to look at the overall funding picture and keep other funding in the transportation 
funding system in mind when you set a figure for bicycle funding. What we were originally 
trying to establish was an estimate for funding separately.  Seems more appropriate to deal with 
that issue during the update of the LRTP, where we look at the bicycle and pedestrian needs and 
access overall revenues available and set funding amounts for bicycles in the LRTP process 
update.  It makes more sense than trying to do it separately.  Got away from that and so much to 
spend for bicycles in 20 years and one says that; so kind of a major change. 
 
MS. HEIL is this in need order by categories, the striping and separated, in each of those 
categories are they by order need or listed.   
 
MS. SCHANCHE listed by core and collision route, so if there was a crash somewhere it gets 
even more points and it is important and try to do those first.   
 
MS. HEIL how do we weed out from the LRTP and for the TIP; how does the TAC rank the 
projects to put in the TIP?   
 
MR. SPRING in this revision some changes do that.  It does identify high priority, but doesn’t 
rank them 1-5.  We did manage to identify high priority and new term using is the bicycle system 
that are outside core routes and aren’t in heavy accident prone area so we have some good 
guidance from AMATS TAC and PC with respect to which to fund first.  You’ll have to make 
some decisions, may not be able to fund all high priority and we attempted to narrow the focus 
on that status.   
 
MS. HEIL is it easily defined in here?  MR. SPRING I think so.   
 
MS. SCHANCHE Table 6, any page, you see core collision routes they are identified on the left 
column and what type of bicycle facility it is, a shoulder, or bicycle lane.  Then there is the 
bicycle system and they are not core and kind of fall into second and bicycle system under 
certain amount of money, some can be put with road projects, and then separated pathway and 
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trail to trail projects in the third column.  Any with check marks in front are core collision routes 
and high priority.  MR. SPRING – not all projects on the core map are funded, and some that 
may not be on core may be funded with a road project. 
 
CHAIR KNIEFEL a similar approach is like the pavement management, where a certain amount 
funded each year to prioritize certain projects.  
MR. SPRING in past LRTPs we used top 50 trails project in the trails plan and identified those 
as projects in the 20 year Long-Range Plan and see something like that taking high priority and 
put in appendix, LRTP over the next 20 years.   
 
MS. SCHANCHE the pedestrian plan had a list of projects which got grant funded - for instance 
projects with state grant funds can combine with another project, especially with pedestrian plan 
as funding becomes available. 
 
MR. POST where in does it clearly state the dollar amounts in the LRTP process.  MS. 
SCHANCHE Chapter 7, pg 119, cover of chapter 7, basically says future update to the LRTP 
will establish a basis for funding and estimated budget. 
 
MS. RICE have you gotten back to Scott and gotten through changes since review? 
MS. SCHANCHE, no we have not.   
 
MS. RICE did you ever give him what you did with his comments?  MS. SCHANCHE – 
incorporated in the first plan, and then we sat down with him to review stimulus funding and 
went through list of projects, but we have not gone through again with him or our traffic 
engineer, but we certainly can do.   
 
MS. RICE she has concerns about should versus shall, minor word changes that make difference 
in implementation.  Policy goals are there, but I don’t know about “shall” since saying shall has 
funding implications and she would like someone from DOT to review those.   
 
MS. SCHANCHE PZC proposed that language and not sure how that fits in with everything.  
MR. SPRING it’s a dual process, adopted as part of comp plan, transportation plan, and it is also 
an AMATS plan, and try to avoid from having 2 ruling plans one Assembly adopted and one 
AMATS adopted. Major changes would have to be considered taking back to PZC to reconcile 
the 2 different versions.   
 
MS. RICE we want the opportunity to look at the document before it’s approved.  MR. POST not 
any requirement they be same, but makes things easier if consistent.  MR. POST follow up on 
first question for funding set for LRTP, is there anything in plan that defines how much annual 
will be allocated and watched in the document. MS. SCHANCHE – nothing in plan specifies 
how much.  We did a work sheet to look at that if you want to look at that.  Every year AMATS 
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allocates around $500,000 for safety improvements such as this but nothing written down how 
much we are expecting at all. MR. POST specific comments to go through. 
 
MR. POST #65, it kind of waters down consideration that should be foremost in everyone’s 
mind is safety for bicycle detours.  Bicycle travel time, although important, not seeing how that 
would be different between autos and bicycles and focus with safety first and foremost with 
them,  not sure we need to have in document.   
 
MS. SCHANCHE do you want to strike or modify?  Commissioner Weddleton was concerned 
because when utility work on O’Malley everyone was routed a long way around but you’re right, 
safety shouldn’t be let go.  MR. POST experienced it on 48th Ave project, not so much in time, 
but to have detour identified and defined.  Almost think it is superfluous before I make any 
motion, I’d like to go through all of them to see where the TAC sentiments lie.  #67 – first 
sentence.  The concern we have here is there are a # of private enterprises involved in renting out 
bicycles, not sure appropriate to publicly subsidize when a portion of economy independent of 
them.  #70 – would like to change language to “should be considered” not “shall.”  #73 – not 
certain how ADA standards would fit into that.   
 
MS. RICE it doesn’t.   
 
MR. POST a proposed policy that can’t be implemented.  #77 second sentence – same statement 
as previously, not sure you want to emphasize the travel time, convenience factor over and above 
safety.  #79 – requires is too strong a word.  MR. RICE – question of what reconstruction means 
if we are dealing with repaving a road.  MR. SPRING – clarified in text it does talk about 
exempting rehab projects from inclusion of bicycle facilities.  MS. SCHANCHE thinks it 
includes not enough funding and row.  #81 – pretty specific and almost design level work we’re 
talking about.  Pg 13, #97, expected once again language too strong for what we may be able to 
deliver. 
 
MS. RICE motioned that the Traffic Engineer should go through this with them.  Our traffic 
engineer hasn’t had a chance to look at it.  MS. RICE delay approval until the DOT traffic 
engineer has had an opportunity to review the document as it is today and comment.  MR.POST 
seconded.   
 
CHAIR KNIEFEL postpone until state and traffic. and come back to board.  MS. KARCZ time 
line at all if delayed by a month a problem?  MS. SCHANCHE not at all. 
 
MR. MORRIS coming back with suggested language for comments highlighted it would be 
helpful.  MS. RICE let’s get with Traffic and bike people to jointly discuss.  MS. SCHANCHE I 
just don’t want to go back to beginning.  Thought everyone was looking at this last 2 weeks and 
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that was TAC Staff’s assignments to review with other staff.  MR. POST let’s focus on changes 
and progress made so far. 
 
No objection.   
 

b. Other Business Items - None 
 

1. Draft CO Maintenance Plan 
 
Requesting AMATS TAC approval of amendments to the CO Maintenance Plan.  MR. MORRIS 
noted that 26 comments from the public were received and most of these did not specifically 
address the Plan but rather commented on whether IM should be continued, terminated quickly 
or phased out slowly.  Mr. Morris noted that to the AMATS Air Quality Advisory Committee 
unanimously endorsed the Plan last Thursday.  Comments from DEC were most wording 
changes and typos in document. The only substantive change was the inclusion, at DEC’s 
request, of an explanation of why airport emissions did not have a large influence on the CO 
monitor in the Turnagain neighborhood. We are requesting that TAC to recommend approval of 
the Plan to the Policy Committee with minor revisions to the public review draft.   
 
The Assembly requested we work with DEC on a local option, we’d been working for a long 
while with and in the meantime the Mayor introduced ordinance to eliminate IM.  As a local 
option, IM would no longer be a commitment in CO Plan. Once the Plan is approved as a an 
amendment to the State Implementation Plan (SIP) the Assembly could reinstate, modify, or 
terminate  the program in the future without getting prior approval from the EPA.  As part of the 
plan EPA required us to do new maintenance projections showing we would not violate the 
standard; we have done projections that show that we should remain in compliance through 
2023.  We project an incremental increase in CO around Turnagain site when IM is slated to be 
discontinued in 2011, but we would still have greater than a 90% chance of complying with 
standards.  Emissions are expected to decline over time even with the IM program terminated.  
The probability of violating standard over next 10 years without IM is estimated to be about 5%. 
Cars getting cleaner and cleaner.  When we terminate a commitment to an emission control 
measure like IM, the EPA requires that it be included in our list of contingency measures to be 
considered for re-implementation if we were to violate standard.  The Plan includes a rep-
implementation timeline for IM of 12 to 24 months. We would need DEC help to do that.  DEC 
has retained their regulations for implementing IM should it be necessary.  Except for the 
elimination of the commitment to IM the amendments to the Plan itself are relatively minimal, 
only few pages get changed.   
 
MS. HEIL AMATS acting as the public involvement process.  It does not formally approve the 
plan, and it would go before the Assembly for approval and the Policy Committee recommend 
for approval.  Ultimate approval body is Assembly.  State process then, and DEC releases for 
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comment and for our process adopt and governor will sign it and then send to EPA for review 
and approval.  Have 18 months from time governor has signed it. 
 
MS. HEIL moved the TAC pass on the draft CO Maintenance Plan to the Policy Committee with 
a recommendation for approval.  MS. KARCZ seconded.   
 
The motion passed unanimously. 
 
6. INFORMATION ITEMS 
 

a. Highway Street Lighting Design 
 
MR. WAGNER from the State Highway Design; I work in highway design and traffic lighting in 
house at DOT and work with consultants who do the same kind of work.   
 
Poles are costing more now, in 2009 on the Trunk Road - hightowers and low mounts (regular 
street light) we put out 55 low mounts and 55 hightowers. It cost $20,000 for low mount and 
$100,000 for hightowers about 5 to 1. One hightower replaces 10 to 12 of lower mounts and 
there is a cost savings of about 50%.  Bid includes foundation, conduits, jboxes and all that 
makes the system work.  #1 design goal when we do lighting is safety.  There are some safety 
benefits associated with lighting itself.  If a car goes off road the likelihood by percentages, it 
will get a certain distance off road goes down dramatically the further off the road away from the 
pole - basis for the clear zone.  The return of safety diminishes after 50 feet in terms of high 
towers.  If we can put 50 feet from edge of travel way there is low probability it will be hit.  
Along those same lines effective light from hightowers is about 3 times height of pole.  Can you 
use bunch of low poles, yes.  At Arctic Valley there is a bunch of low mount poles cost more, 
closer to road and struck more often but it can be done.  Lighting design guidance we use is 
roadway lighting design by AASHTO, how bright, uniformity, how much glare in eyes, and then 
we have our own manual that adds a few additional things on to that.  One more important thing 
is veiling luminous.  Preconstruction Manual says designed in such a way that you don’t exceed 
the value for roadway lighting.  Another thing the Preconstruction Manual tells us is to use pole 
cutoff light if possible.  A cutoff light is a flat glass on bottom of it.  Old street lights have a tear 
shape, lot of light horizontal with a lot glare.  Shoe box do much better job of keeping glare out 
of eyes.  This is no whole scale project to get rid of old ones but new designs are getting used.  
IES, Illuminating Engine Society is a group that publishes in AASHTO.  They published a white 
paper last year that you cannot reduce the amount of light based on spectral composition.  If you 
switch to white light use less of it.  That is not something we can do.  There are groups like 
military bases, municipalities that can have the authority to do that.  We take fed money and 
have to use AASHTO guidelines. 
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This project management triangle chart says cost, speed and quality - the good fast cheap choose 
2 but can’t have all 3.  This is a lighting equivalent.  I’ve drawn the triangle with energy 
efficiency, quality, and driver safety.  We can get 2 of 3 but not the third.  Compromise every 
time you do lighting design.  Can improve driver safety by pulling lights further off the road, 
improve energy efficiency by moving farther apart, but light quality goes down.  We tend 
towards safety aspect of this.  Chart shows drastically decreasing # of encroachments further off 
road you get and probability you’ll reach that distance if you get off road – the vertical access the 
further off the road that you will reach that distance.  
 
On the Glenn Hwy, north of Eagle River is a new light pole called a freeway turnpike style light, 
which takes the pole a little further off the road.  We built pole set at that angle that allowed us to 
move pole 10 to 15 feet off pole.  Roughly 100 poles and in 2 years none have been hit.  
Compared to on the Glenn between Muldoon and rifle range of the 150 poles only 5 have been 
struck.  We try to get poles as far off road as we can and maintain lighting.   
 
The ramification of the design triangle is something must give.  In our case it is energy 
consumption.  Using 50% more energy to light road out there say north of Eagle River versus 
south of Eagle River.  For relative analysis we use one fatality is valued at 6 million dollars.  
 
The cost of electricity on the Glenn is $6,000 to light mile road Muldoon to Eagle River, $9,000 
from Eagle River to South Birch.  Just electrical, not maintenance, not pole strikes, it’s just 
electrical costs. 
 
Hightower lighting is still important tool.  It allows us to 
 

• get further off the road 
• covers a larger area with few poles 
• 10 to 12 is about what we can do   
• simpler design with less conduit, jboxes 
• vastly reduced to number of poles 
• presently costing about half as much 
• uniformity excellent comparability compared to low lights. 
• 50,000 lumen efficiency best you can buy when using hightower. 

 
Outline how we used to design lighting and the top one shows what hightower light does.  The 
left drawing from 150 vs. 175 hightower and not much difference.  We’re chalking up to lessen 
learn.  Don’t need to build 175 in the air. We can bring it down a little and get the same 
performance and meet needs of customers.  Right shows can provide shielding. A lighting 
project coming up on Glenn Highway from north Birchwood out to Eklutna, roughly 300 low 
mounts and 10 hightowers and contracts from Artillery Road to South Birch.  First project is 1 
and we use 6 hightowers to lower ratio.  For south Birchwood 4, 5 and 6 and new design 
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managed to do 4 and 5 and eliminate 6 tower height was 175, we’re going to have fixed 
hightowers at 6 at 150 in height. 
 
Placement of hightowers – Eklutna 2 hightower and rest low mounts bringing in as close to 
ramps and reduce the amount of hightowers. 
 
LED – why isn’t the State of Alaska using LED lights?  3 primary are amount of light available 
in any single fixture is not great enough, total lumens for fixture - amount of light an LED 
produces per watt of power.  Currently technology 60 lumens per watt of power and puts light 
further out, twice as efficient and not commercially available at present.  You have to cut light 
level in half to keep energy balance equal if using LED.  Third concern is the color temperature.  
The brighter, the whiter, the hotter.  Hps lights now are at 6000 and quite bright.  Jury still out on 
what environmental is on having blue rich bright light.  The older driver have more floaters in 
their eyes and blue light bounce around eyes and is the glare effect and is more severe than 
orange light of hps.  Assumption, hps about 450 dollars and LED used to be 1000, came down a 
little, so saying 800, still twice white hps cost.  This last chart numbers on what I just told you. 
 
MS. KARCZ AASHTO and DOT lighting standards.  How does it comply with muni standards?  
MR. WAGNER we’re not fully aware what muni standards are.  MR. WEAVER we follow 
AASHTO parameters as well.  New technology those AASHTO standards will be changed and 
upgraded to get most appropriate lighting with technology out there might be different than what 
is out there.  We retro fitted many of our street lights.  Can see what is happening between high 
light and low lighting and why put low lighting out in Arctic Valley when there is no residential 
out there.  MR. WAGNER has to do with runway and glide analysis.  MR. WEAVER - There is 
lighting section in title 21.  Do have some standards for bldg but don’t think we changed 
anything with street lighting and assume they follow AASHTO. 
 
MS. KARCZ how does the high tower lights that bleed over into neighborhood.  MR. 
WAGNER– spreading light out where people may live.  Tried to reduce amount of light on top 
of pole and trying to reduce height of pole.  We don’t need to be 175.  150 works plus # of poles 
themselves.  Trying to address feedback.  Still important lighting tool and trying to meet the 
needs of customer. 
 
MS. RICE there is a perception that if you use LED you are saving energy.  You would have to 
put poles closer together and in the end that costs more to run.  MR. WAGNER what is 
commercially available that is true.  Lower maintenance of LED, light shading where you need 
it, and adjust electronically ambient light, and neat things that led could do in future, but not 
quite there yet. 
 

b. Travel Options Program 
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MS. ACTON, I am the Mobility Coordinator for Public Transportation Department and have 
been in for about 10 months now.  Update on Travel Options Program seeking and promoting 
alternative modes of transportation that are already available or soon-to-be or even be discovered 
within the municipality.  This program was identified in the LRTP in Chapter 7 under actions to 
reduce congestion (104-106).  8 to 10 actions revolving around alternative transportation and 
different options that people are already doing but need to be additionally promoted and increase 
awareness.   
 

• like making people mover more accessible 
• increasing ride share programs 
• van pooling 
• additional car share providing by private contractor 
• alterative transportation like walking and biking, 
• guaranteed ride home 
• parking management and pricing 
• and school access and safety 

 
This is some of the guidelines of program and activities I am working on.  Working with other 
component, human service coordinated transportation avenue basically we deal with People 
Mover, Share-A-Ride, AnchorRIDES, the Connect service and Travel Options. The two 
programs often overlap.  UMed active transportation group, outreach throughout city, and 
maintain People Mover Facebook page and allows interacting and educating throughout the 
transportation community. We’ve got then everywhere from walking, biking and riding public 
transportation, AnchorRIDES, using connect service.  About 350 followers to date and we don’t 
advertise at all only by word-of-mouth. It has been great with established relationships and 
transparency and to promote what is going on throughout the city. 
 
Currently my focus right now is looking at a guaranteed ride home program and allows people to 
get out of their single vehicles; they’re going to ride public transportation, van pool, Rideshare, 
and they want that safety net if they work longer hours or need to go home sick they are not tied 
to a bus schedule or pool. Looking for funding for those avenues is huge component and how we 
are going to pay for it. 
 
Bike-to-Work day is May 21 and May is National Bike-to-work month and has been part of 
outreach surrounding biking.  RFP out to purchasing right now for DVDs that include travel 
options and how to ride public transportation, those will be distribute throughout the city at 
UAA, job fairs, training facilities. How easy to use, not only people mover but alternative 
methods. 
 
Car sharing program in the UMed and University is gearing up. It’s pretty exciting to get that 
rolling and have that be a viable option for the community. 
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Connect program is what we implemented when service lost in Eagle River.  Service provided 
through AnchorRIDES.  It’s a dollar ride service, and people are able to use Para transit system 
even if not in need of Para transit. 
 

c. Committee Comments 
 
MR. MORRIS noted that Bike-to Work was coming up soon.  He said that his perception is that 
there are a lot more bicyclists on road.  It would be useful and interesting to develop a way to 
count the number of cyclists on the road through the summer to get a better estimation of trends. 
 
CHAIR KNIEFEL we need to discuss changes in municipal organization and we read offering 
agreement, and no longer a Traffic Dept and talking about Traffic Engineer and probably 
someone new and how we are going to transition agreement.  Look at agreements and come to 
meeting with any suggestions for changes if we need to.  Comments on what to do and the idea 
we need to clean it up and won’t have dept representative. 
 
MS. KARCZ asks AMATS to send out operating agreement sooner than later so we can look it 
over.  MS. HEIL work session or have meeting?  CHAIR KNIEFEL We’ll look at and see if 
there are other issues. MR. POST I think there may be other issues.   
 
MR. LYON - last operating agreement in 2002 and had Safetea-Lu since then and Safetea-Lu- 
brought changes say now if you are a brand new MPO today these are the things you need to 
include; we are grandfathered in and don’t have to have some of those and we might have to 
have add more people to the committees and those are some things to take into account if you 
crack operating agreement.  CHAIR KNIEFEL one to say we keep operating, and then do a full 
blown crack it open.  Discuss next month what we want to do. 
 
7. SCHEDULED AMATS MEETINGS 
 Policy Committee, May 27, 2010 
 Technical Advisory Committee, June 10, 2010 
 Policy Committee, June 24, 2010 
 Technical Advisory Committee, July 8, 2010 
 Policy Committee, July 22, 2010 
 
8. ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting adjourned at 4:03 p.m. 


