
ANCHORAGE METROPOLITAN AREA TRANSPORTATION 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Planning and Development Center 
Main Conference Room, 1st Floor 

Anchorage, Alaska 
 

May 14, 2009 
2:30 PM 

 
Those in attendance were: 
 
NAME REPRESENTING      
** Jennifer Witt ADOT, Central Region, Planning 
** Kim Rice ADOT, Central Region 
 Dave Post ADOT 
 Aneta Synan ADOT   
** Cindy Heil Alaska Department of Environmental 
  Conservation 
** Bruce Carr Alaska Railroad Corporation 
** Tom Nelson MOA/Planning Department 
** Jerry Hansen MOA/PM&E 
** Steve Morris MOA/Department of Health and 
  Human Services 
** Lance Wilber MOA/Traffic Department 
 Craig Lyon MOA/TD 
 Lori Schanche MOA/TD 
** Lois Epstein MOA/AMATS Citizens Air Quality 
     Committee 
 Mary Ann Pease KABATA 
 Andrew Niemiec KABATA 
 Dale Paulson KABATA 
 Mike Foster KABATA 
 
* AMATS Policy Committee members  
** AMATS Technical Advisory Committee members 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
CHAIR WILBER called the meeting to order at 2:40 PM. Todd Cowles was 
absent. Jody Karcz arrived at 2:45 PM. A quorum was established.  
 
2. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT ANNOUNCEMENT 
 
CHAIR WILBER encouraged public involvement in this meeting of the 
AMATS Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). He explained that Staff would 
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first make their presentation, followed by any comments from TAC members, 
and the floor would then be open to public comment. 
 
3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
CINDY HEIL moved for approval of the agenda. STEVE MORRIS seconded. 
 
There being no objection, the motion passed unanimously. 
 
4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
 
5. BUSINESS ITEMS 
 

a. Draft Air Quality Conformity Report 
 b. LRTP Amendment Memo: Knik Arm Crossing (KAC) 
CRAIG LYON noted that the Air Quality Conformity relates to the LRTP 
Amendment to delete the KAC. This item was on the agenda in order to take 
action, if the process had reached the point that was possible. 
 
CHAIR WILBER asked that Ms. Underwood provide an update since the 
Policy Committee meeting on April 23. VIVIAN UNDERWOOD explained 
that the Policy Committee released the technical review draft on April 23 and 
it was put out for review; the end of the review period is May 27, 2009. Copies 
are available at the libraries, on the web, and at the Traffic Department. On 
Monday, a public open house will be held from noon to 4:00 PM at the 
Loussac Library Assembly Chambers. Key stakeholders are invited, 
including KABATA, representatives from the Mat-Su Valley, community 
councils, and the Planning Department. The public hearing with the 
Planning and Zoning Commission will follow at 6:30 PM and staff will try to 
capture for them the comments received since May 8, 2009. 
 
MS. KARCZ arrived at 2:45 PM. 
 
MS. UNDERWOOD reviewed the list of comments contained in the Issue-
Response Summary dated May 8, 2009. That Issue-Response is divided into 
sections. The first section is support for retaining the KAC in the LRTP, 
which represents comments from 11 individuals/agencies, 15 issues and 36 
comments. The second section is support for removing the KAC from the 
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LRTP, which represents comments from 32 individuals/agencies, 24 issues 
and 99 comments. The third section is other comments, which includes 7 
issues. Staff did not provide a response to every issue, but only to those 
where clarification was needed. She highlighted the April 23 comment by 
Lois Epstein listing 7 issues and Chair Keith indicated some of those are the 
appropriate work for the TAC for the Amendment: those include Issue 22, 23, 
27, 32, 39, 37, and 40. MS. EPSTEIN noted that these issues are not all 
characterized as she had characterized them. In particular, she did not say in 
issue 37 that the bridge would be an environmental disaster. MS. 
UNDERWOOD stated that the specific comments are not attributable to Ms. 
Epstein, rather the issue headings relate to the issues she listed to the Policy 
Committee on April 23. MS. EPSTEIN understood that the language in the 
Issue-Response is staff’s characterization of comments. MS. UNDERWOOD 
explained that she took minutes of the April 23 Policy Committee meeting 
and identified the issues of concern to Ms. Epstein and highlighted those 
issues in a general sense. 
 
CHAIR WILBER asked when this matter is scheduled before the Assembly. 
MS. UNDERWOOD replied that the Assembly is scheduled to hear it on June 
9. The TAC will want to address the Planning and Zoning Commission’s 
recommendations; they will likely take action June 1 and that meeting could 
be continued to June 4. 
 
MR. CARR asked if the Planning and Zoning Commission would be meeting 
without the benefit of all the public comments. CHAIR WILBER stated that 
they would have the benefit of the comments received by the time of their 
meeting on May 18. They are asked to not take action until June 1, after the 
close of the public comment period. 
 
MS. HEIL asked whether a work session is scheduled to review comments. 
CHAIR WILBER agreed that more than one work session should be 
scheduled. 
 
MR. CARR noted that in some cases staff did not respond to issues. He asked 
if staff would respond to each issue. CHAIR WILBER replied in the 
affirmative. MR. CARR understood that the Planning and Zoning 
Commission would not have the benefit of that. CHAIR WILBER explained 
that he instructed staff to do the best it could with the comments it has seen 
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in order to provide information to the Planning and Zoning Commission.  
More comments are anticipated from the May 18 open house and Planning 
and Zoning Commission meeting. MR. CARR asked what is the rush to have 
the Planning and Zoning Commission act without a complete record. MR. 
NELSON stated that the Commission is scheduled to act in June, by which 
time they will have all comments.  
 
MS. WITT remarked on the compressed nature of the schedule and with the 
overlap of staff involved with the TIP, which is a time sensitive and critical 
document. She asked for an update on the air quality conformity and the 
consultation process and asked if this schedule is achievable. CHAIR 
WILBER believed that when the Policy Committee released the LRTP 
Amendment they also released the air quality conformity for public review, so 
the end of the public review period would be the same for both.  
 
MIKE FOSTER, Chair of KABATA, asked what is the reason for the 
accelerated and overlapping schedule that either AMATS TAC or the MOA is 
trying to push through. CHAIR WILBER stated a calendar was presented to 
the Policy Committee with the dates when things could occur, they reviewed 
it, and the Amendment was released with that calendar. MR. FOSTER asked 
if the Policy Committee is proceeding without a recommendation from the 
TAC. CHAIR WILBER replied that they have proceeded without a 
recommendation from the TAC. MR. FOSTER understood that the MOA is 
proceeding with this accelerated schedule. CHAIR WILBER stated this is the 
AMATS schedule. The Policy Committee has directed AMATS to move 
forward with this. The calendar suggests the TAC giving the Policy 
Committee a recommendation on what the LRTP Amendment proposal 
should be before the Policy Committee takes action. They did release the 
Amendment without the TAC recommendation and they have the ability to 
do that. They can also take action on this schedule without a TAC 
recommendation. MR. FOSTER stated that KABATA strongly opposes the 
accelerated nature of getting this Amendment through by June 25. He was 
amazed to think that this would be pushed through prior to the new 
municipal Administration taking office. He sympathized with the TAC 
because he felt they were entitled to formulate their recommendation to the 
Policy Committee. He thought it was an embarrassment for the Policy 
Committee to take action without listening to the TAC. 
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MS. WITT asked to put a draft resolution before the TAC related to the 
LRTP. This resolution recommends that the Policy Committee return the 
Amendment back to the TAC for its full review and consideration, as well as 
recommendation. There were statements by some members of the Policy 
Committee that implied the TAC deliberately drug its feet and did not 
exercise its responsibility as a technical advisory committee and because of 
that they felt they it was necessary to take action and release the 
Amendment without the TAC’s recommendation. She felt the TAC should 
correct, for the record, that this was not the case. The TAC had one meeting 
that was continued at which to consider the document. She thought the TAC 
should make a recommendation at this meeting or the continuation of this 
meeting so the TAC has a recommendation to the Policy Committee. The 
Operating Agreement states that the TAC shall be responsible for the 
AMATS transportation plans and programs and air quality plan development 
review and recommendations to the municipal Planning and Zoning 
Commission, the Assembly, and the AMATS Policy Committee. She wanted 
the TAC to be able to fulfill its obligations and to clarify that it did not 
achieve that not by dragging its feet.  
 
MR. CARR suggested that the resolution be introduced so it is part of the 
public record.  
 
JENNIFER WITT moved that the TAC consider a resolution to the Policy 
Committee addressing their action at their April 23, 2009 meeting. STEVE 
MORRIS seconded. 
 
MS. HEIL felt that action should be taken next week, as Ms. Witt suggested.  
 
MS. EPSTEIN asked if it would be possible to ask clarifying questions. She 
asked if the TAC’s recommendation would be consensus or an actual vote. 
CHAIR WILBER replied that the recommendation would come from staff, the 
TAC would discuss it, a motion would be put on the floor, and a vote is taken. 
If the motion were split, there would be no recommendation. The action could 
be in the form of a resolution, but not necessarily. MS. EPSTEIN asked if 
there is research related to the whereas clause in the suggested resolution 
that states “the TAC is unaware of any other plan or amendment of this 
magnitude that has bypassed the TAC.” MS. WITT stated she has been 
involved with AMATS since 1988 and she has not seen the Policy Committee 
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bypass the TAC at any time since the 1991 LRTP was adopted. She stated 
that the TAC would still have a recommendation on the Amendment itself; 
this resolution is in recognition of the May 28 Policy Committee meeting and 
is intended to let the Policy Committee know the TAC is doing its job. 
 
MS. HEIL stated there were two issues regarding the LRTP she thought 
could have used more work by the TAC: fiscal constraint and the language in 
the chapter. In light of that, it might be that the resolution should indicate 
those are the things the TAC will work on. She asked if the TAC should work 
on those issues or let the Amendment go, take comments, and figure it out at 
the end. CHAIR WILBER agreed with Ms. Heil that these two issues are 
outstanding and agreed that they should be in the resolution. He asked that 
any comments on the resolution be sent to Mr. Lyon.  
 
MS. WITT thought the TAC would need to do whatever it can to make 
recommendations to the Policy Committee on the document that is out for 
public review, should it continue with the process outlined in the schedule.  
 
MS. EPSTEIN asked if it is possible for staff to indicate whether the 
workload is onerous, given the commensurate TIP development and LRTP 
Amendment. She asked if the Amendment is affecting the ability of staff to 
put out a TIP in the same fashion it has in the past. CHAIR WILBER stated 
there is an effect, but that does not mean it is not being done. MS. EPSTEIN 
stated there are times in everyone’s job when things are difficult, but if staff 
is able to do the work, that should be weighed. 
 
MS. HEIL asked if the TAC should, as a body, submit comment on how to fix 
the financial constraint or text. CHAIR WILBER felt the TAC should carry 
on the effort it began and get the document in the form it believes should be 
adopted. He felt a work session could be held near June 1 and the TAC could 
provide comments. 
 
MS. RICE stated that some staff have whole programs to put out and it is 
difficult to dedicate so much time to the TAC.  
 
MS. WITT stated the TIP is time sensitive. The July 1 date for the LRTP 
Amendment is imposed politically by the Policy Committee; there is nothing 
from a technical standpoint that drives that date. There are overlapping 
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efforts that are required to get both documents achieved and it requires a 
Herculean effort by staff.  
 
TOM NELSON moved to postpone action. BRUCE CARR seconded. 
 
There being no objection, the motion passed unanimously. 
 

c. Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 2010-2013 
CRAIG LYON stated staff intended to have a Draft TIP ready for release at 
this meeting, but the CMAQ projects were ranked only today. All TE projects 
except one have been ranked. The Policy Committee members reminded staff 
at the work session on Tuesday that the NHS projects must also be ranked, 
although the scoring is advisory only. Once ranked and scored, the projects 
will be compiled into the tables of the TIP. There was also discussion of the 
Policies & Procedures and a suggestion was made regarding surface rehab 
projects. The discussion at the work session was to put aside between 20% 
and 30% of the total AMATS allocation for surface rehab projects. The Policy 
Committee chair noted there is a $75 million need in Anchorage for pavement 
replacement. The suggestion at the work session was to set aside 40% to 50% 
of the total AMATS allocation to Roadway, 20% to 30% surface rehab 
projects, and 10% to 20% in TE and 10% in CMAQ.  
 
MR. LYON asked if the TAC would consider this suggested allocation and, if 
approved, the TIP tables can be compiled for presentation at the continuation 
of this meeting. The meeting could also be continued to May 26 so the draft 
TIP would be available one week prior. The draft TIP will be before the 
Planning and Zoning Commission on June 1.  
 
MS. HEIL suggested the surface rehab projects be referred to as the 
pavement replacement program so it is consistent with definitions and the 
way the tables are done.  
 
MR. MORRIS asked historically what proportion of the Roadway has been 
pavement replacement. MR. LYON stated that he did not have this figure. 
MR. MORRIS felt this historic information would be useful. MS. WITT noted 
that that Lake Otis and Arctic were not limited to pavement only; no projects 
have been done that are just pavement and the roads are showing that. This 
is coupled with the fact that AMATS funding is half of what it was four or 
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five years ago. MR. MORRIS assumed these projects would have to compete 
for funding as well. MR. LYON stated that in the Policies & Procedures the 
pavement replacement program is not scored, it comes after grandfathered 
projects.  
 
MR. NELSON thought the proposal suggested by Mr. Lyon accurately 
reflects what Mr. Keith requested. He asked whether, if adopted, this would 
be applied to this year’s TIP or to future TIPs. CHAIR WILBER replied that 
the intent was to apply it to this TIP.  MR. NELSON asked what effect this 
would have on the TIP. MR. LYON replied that it would not affect the 
schedule. Two pavement replacement projects were ranked and scored and 
they scored well.  
 
MS. WITT remarked on the competing needs for AMATS funding and 
indicated that the suggested allocations allow for some flexibility. 
 
MS. HEIL asked if the TIP would have a single line item for pavement 
replacement program and a separate sheet listing the projects. MR. LYON 
replied that this is the intent.  
 
CHAIR WILBER asked what figure should be used to ensure there is a 
fiscally constrained TIP. MR. POST stated that figure has been provided to 
AMATS staff.  
 
MS. KARCZ asked if the TAC is being asked for a recommendation or should 
wait until the TIP tables are before it. MS. HEIL suggested waiting until the 
tables are done.  
 
MR. POST asked how the initial percentage allocation decisions were made. 
He also noted that there was discussion at the work session about NHS 
funding. The LRTP acknowledges that some AMATS funds are needed to go 
to the NHS to supplement the national highway system. The Policies & 
Procedures talk about ranking the NHS for both Table 6 and Table 3. He felt 
there should be a way to analyze how to shuttle AMATS funding to the NHS 
for projects that AMATS prioritizes. MR. LYON stated the Policies & 
Procedures say that NHS is ranked, given to ADOT, and they consider it as 
comments. If AMATS decides it will spend some of its allocation on an NHS 
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route, it is shown in Table 3, and there must be a way to rank and score that 
against non-NHS projects.  
 
MS. KARCZ thought that if Table 6 and Table 3 are ranked using the same 
criteria, they could just be integrated. MR. POST thought it would be helpful 
to have this clarification. In the past, AMATS funds have been considered 
non-NHS funds.  
 
MR. CARR recalled that two years ago then Mayor Begich said 
transportation projects should be seen holistically; they should be ranked and 
scored and then funding decisions can be made. If AMATS funds are 
available for NHS projects, that can be done. 
 
CHAIR WILBER stated if the high priority projects are on the NHS and staff 
and TAC recommend the funding be there, the Policy Committee can consider 
it, but it would be best to have them blended together.  
 
MS. HEIL also asked that staff acknowledge which projects would become 
grandfathered if they receive funding and, therefore, would be required to 
finish.  
 
MS. RICE asked if the suggestion is to stop a project just before 
environmental approval so it does not become grandfathered. MS. HEIL 
noted there is limited funding and many priorities, so it would be beneficial 
to carefully strategize which projects might become grandfathered. MS. RICE 
felt it would be best to strategize before projects are put on the TIP. CHAIR 
WILBER understood that grandfathering projects basically sets the TIP for 
the future and this discussion is a very thoughtful one to have.  
 
MR. POST stated that within the LRTP, the needs for NHS and non-NHS, as 
well as revenues available, are analyzed and the LRTP recognizes that some 
non-NHS funds would need to be put toward the NHS in order to implement 
the Plan. 
 
MR. FOSTER asked when the TIP goes to the Governor for signing. MS. 
WITT explained that the TIP is incorporated into the STIP and that has to be 
adopted before October 1. MR. FOSTER thought that the Governor signs the 
TIP before incorporation into the STIP. He asked what is the schedule and 
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process involved. MR. LYON explained that the TIP gets incorporated into 
the STIP and the STIP is then approved and that occurs at the end of the 
fiscal year. MR. FOSTER noted the language from the Federal Highways 
Administration (FHWA) was that the MPO and the Governor approve the 
TIP. CHAIR WILBER stated this could be interpreted as the Governor 
approving the TIP as a matter of approving the STIP. In order for the TIP to 
be alive, it must be included in the STIP and approved by the Governor. MR. 
FOSTER stated FHWA has said FCR450.324 says that the TIP is “approved 
by the MPO and the Governor.” FHWA told him that at some point the 
Governor has the opportunity to say yes or no. He asked at what point does 
the Governor have the ability to do that. CHAIR WILBER stated the Policy 
Committee receives a copy of the TIP, as does the State, and the Governor 
can say yes or no after the Policy Committee takes action. MR. FOSTER felt 
that the TAC would be wise to look at the KAC at the same time it is asking 
the Governor to remove a project and sign the TIP.  
 
MR. CARR stated he has had the benefit of experiencing a project in the TIP 
not being approved to go into a STIP and that was because the federal agency 
reviewed the Draft TIP and told the State it was not appropriate. The State 
forwarded a recommendation to FHWA to approve the STIP without the 
project. The history and tradition of the State approval of a TIP is merely one 
of form over substance because the local MPO has gone through the public 
process. The Governor is really approving the form that requires a TIP to be 
in a STIP. The Governor or designee (DOT Commissioner) does not line item 
projects in the TIP. Once the MPO approves a document it will go to the DOT 
and be approved for a STIP amendment. Because draft copies of the TIP are 
provided before STIP approval, there is assurance it will be provided at the 
FTA and FHWA level. MR. FOSTER explained he was pointing out only what 
FHWA told him.  
 
MS. WITT explained that neither FTA or FHWA approve the TIP, they 
approve the STIP and they approve the air quality conformity determination. 
The State can only incorporate the TIP in its entirety into the STIP and they 
must be consistent with regard to the NHS. Therein lies the potential 
problem that, if the KAC stays in the STIP but not in the TIP, the State could 
not adopt the TIP.  
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6. INFORMATIONAL REPORTS 
 

a. Non-Motorized Transportation Status 
LORI SCHANCHE stated there are three components to the Non-Motorized 
Transportation Plan. The Pedestrian Plan component was approved in 
October 2007. The Bicycle Plan is out for public review. The original comment 
period was to close April 30 and it was extended one week. Staff is working to 
respond to comments so the Plan can be available for the June 11 meeting. 
Over 180 commenters have provided comments. An update to the Areawide 
Trails Plan will follow. The Bicycle Plan should be finished this fall with an 
August 10 Planning and Zoning Commission meeting and then review by the 
Assembly. 
 
MS. EPSTEIN stated there is an issue about sweeping of the streets. 
Tomorrow is Bike to Work Day and many streets have not been swept. She 
asked if something could be done. CHAIR WILBER stated in the past the 
State contracted with the City to clean streets. The State hired a contractor, 
but is having problems; they are working through the issues, and the streets 
will be swept. The issue is a matter of money and contracting. MS. KARCZ 
stated the MOA should have cleaned all their roads by Memorial Day 
weekend.  
 
5. BUSINESS ITEMS (continued) 
 
 d. CO Maintenance Plan Revisions 
STEVE MORRIS stated the Plan was released for public comment and the 
public comment period ended on May 11. No formal public comments were 
received, and informal comments were received from ADEC and EPA made 
editorial comments. He explained that a CO Maintenance Plan was required 
because violations occurred, last in 1996. The Plan explains control measures 
that will be taken to stay in compliance with the federal standards. The trend 
is downward since the 1980s and projections are that CO concentrations will 
continue to decline. This Plan was last adopted in 2003. It was incorporated 
into State SIP and approved in July 2004 by EPA. The Plan is being revised 
as a result of the Assembly action to modify the I/M program, extend the new 
car testing exemption from four to six year, and exempt vehicles with historic 
and classic vehicle plates. Because a primary strategy in the Plan is being 
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modified, its effects on air quality must be analyzed to determine whether 
there will be continued compliance with the standard.  
 
MR. MORRIS reviewed modeling results of the program without I/M, with 
the current I/M program, and with the expanded exemptions. The difference 
between the current and expanded exemptions is very small with emissions 
to increase by .8 tons per day in 2011. He expected CO emissions to decline 
through 2023. The probability of exceeding the CO standard is less than 1% 
each year through 2023. Other changes were also made to the Plan: include 
transit marketing and service improvements as a primary CO control 
measure, subject to available funding; a menu of contingency measures was 
expanded and implementation timelines added; there is discussion of 
ancillary benefits of the Plan, such as reduced air toxics and greenhouse gas 
emissions was added; and there is an updated technical analyses of CO 
trends, the motor vehicle emissions budget, and statistical analysis of 
compliance prospects to reflect new data collected since 2003.  
 
MS. KARCZ noted that including transit marketing and service 
improvements as a primary CO control measure might be helpful in 
competing for grant programs. She asked whether Mr. Morris is aware of 
other grant programs besides CMAQ. MR. MORRIS was not aware of any 
others.  
 
MS. WITT asked if transit marketing and service improvements were 
included as a primary CO control measure because of its contribution to air 
quality. She noted that CMAQ funds statewide have been focused on 
implementation of primary control measures in the SIP. She asked if this 
document establishes those primary control measures. MR. MORRIS replied 
in the affirmative. MS. WITT asked if the transit measure is based on its 
impact on air quality emissions. MR. MORRIS replied that this is one of the 
factors that entered into the recommendation to include it as a primary 
control measure, and there was some consideration of ancillary benefits. MS. 
WITT understood there is no option but to implement these primary control 
measures. MR. MORRIS remarked that he had not thought about the fact 
that there would be a requirement to implement this measure. MS. WITT 
stated that has a substantial impact on AMATS in its work developing the 
TIP. MR. MORRIS knew that initially there was a recommendation to 
include transit marketing as a primary measure, much as rideshare and 
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vanpooling are included. There was then a recommendation to include transit 
service improvements. He agreed that this could be considered a funding 
mandate if it is a primary control measure. MS. WITT saw the advantages in 
that it would allow Anchorage to secure CMAQ, but if there were not enough 
CMAQ funding to implement it, the money would come out of the overall 
allocation. 
 
MR. MORRIS reviewed the primary CO control measures in the existing 
Plan compared with those in the revised Plan. He also reviewed contingency 
measures in the current and the revised Plans. The most appropriate of these 
measures can be implemented; there is no requirement to implement them 
all.  
 
MR. NELSON asked whether certain industries that are emitting CO have 
been examined. MR. MORRIS replied the three main sources of CO are motor 
vehicles, the airport, and wood burning.  
 
MR. MORRIS stated there have been no comments from the public. EPA and 
ADEC provided informal comments. He recommended forwarding the revised 
CO Maintenance Plan to the Policy Committee. He lastly reviewed the 
schedule for adoption of the CO Maintenance Plan.  
 
MS. WITT asked for an opportunity to examine the impacts of the Plan 
revisions on the SIP and CMAQ. This Plan sets up the ability to use capital 
dollars to subsidized transit operations on top of the FTA programs that are 
in place. If this is expected to come out of the AMATS allocation, it has 
implications for the ability of AMATS to address other transportation needs 
of the community. She understood that primary control measures must be 
implemented and care has always been taken to ensure those measures are 
related to tangible reductions in CO. She wanted to see the back-up 
information that shows the effect of subsidized fares for transit on CO. She 
had concern with the TAC adopting a primary control measure that has a 
direct impact on the TIP. 
 
JENNIFER WITT moved to review this item at the May 21, 2009 
continuation of this meeting. CINDY HEIL seconded. 
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MS. EPSTEIN recalled that when the CAQAC reviewed the CO Maintenance 
Plan, Mr. Morris indicated something should be added. MR. MORRIS 
explained there is one section that needed a discussion of I/M.  
 
MS. KARCZ asked if the slide that showed what would be a contingency 
measure is in Table III.B.7-1 noting that she does not see increases in transit 
service on that table. MR. MORRIS noted there is a measure to “promote 
increase in transit ridership among commuters by offering reduced fares, or 
free transit fares for employees of companies that contribute to subsidy.” MS. 
KARCZ thought that would be similar to the three-year increased transit 
service in 2002-2004. MR. MORRIS stated the CAQAC wanted to offer 
subsidized fares. MS. KARCZ simply wished to clarify that another CMAQ 
demonstration project would not be recommended.  
 
MS. WITT remarked that on page III.B.5-6, Table III.B-5-3 shows the 
estimated CO reduction from the I/M program, Share-A-Ride program, and 
engine block heater program and asked if there is another table that shows 
the CO reduction from the new transit primary control measure. MR. 
MORRIS explained that because AMATS is so far under the CO standard, 
there is discussion in the Plan that credit will be taken only for the I/M 
program. There are caveats in the guidance that there must be a significant 
amount of documentation to support CO reductions and it was felt 
unnecessary to quantify the benefits from the others. MS. WITT stated 
concern with tying a primary control measure to required funding out of a 
reducing program, given the other demands on the system. MR. MORRIS felt 
this argument could be made about I/M and about the CO control program in 
total. He stated that the CAQAC discussed some of the ancillary benefits to 
these measures as well. MS. WITT stated she would need to do some 
research on CMAQ and the policy application by ADOT to use CMAQ 
primary control measures primarily. She stated that including this measure 
without having demonstrated air quality benefits seems to be counter-
intuitive to those policies.  
 
MR. CARR asked if EPA and ADEC have reviewed the Plan. MS. HEIL 
replied that ADEC has reviewed the Plan. She stated that the Plan reflects 
the decisions of the local community. It is the prerogative of the local 
community to include what it determines should be funded. MR. CARR 
stated that a primary control measure must be enforced, but the language of 
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this primary control measure is that it is contingent on funding. MR. CARR 
asked why other measures are included in the Plan if they are not needed to 
attain the standard.  MR. MORRIS replied that there is an I/M program with 
a cost of $9 million annually. The block heater program is focused on 
neighborhoods and there is an argument that some of the highest exposures 
to CO are in neighborhoods and this is the most effective way to address 
those exposures. The question is whether the Plan should be just good 
enough to meet the standard or should go beyond. MR. CARR stated it is 
apparent that the Plan goes beyond. MR. MORRIS stated the 
recommendation of the CAQAC was to be better than is required.  
 
MS. WITT felt the question is whether AMATS wants to require that transit 
marketing and service improvements be funded potentially at the expense of 
other things. If this comes out of statewide CMAQ funding, it may be fine, 
but every indications she is getting from Headquarters is that no more 
CMAQ funds will be received. 
 
MR. MORRIS noted that one of the things in the Assembly action was 
direction to the Health Department to explore with ADEC deletion of the 
commitment to the I/M program and leaving it as a local option. If this were 
done, a decision could be made at a future date to eliminate it without having 
to go through this type of Plan revision process. The time involved in working 
with ADEC and DMV to make this a local option is about 15 months and the 
6-year grace period was going to go into effect by January 1 this year.  
 
MS. HEIL noted that a maintenance plan requires that there be a statement 
of what would be done if violation occurs and a menu of measures.  
 
There being no objection, the motion passed unanimously. 
 
MR. NIEMIEC noted there are AMATS work sessions, the Planning and 
Zoning Commission and Assembly public hearings, and continuation of this 
meeting. CHAIR WILBER suggested that Mr. Niemiec address this issue at 
the appropriate point in the agenda. 
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 e. Air Quality Advisory Committee 
MR. LYON stated there is an individual willing to accept the petroleum 
industry position on the CAQAC. Kip Knudson, Government Relations 
Manager for Tesoro Alaska Petroleum has volunteered for this seat. 
 
JODY KARCZ moved to forward to the Policy Committee a recommendation 
to approve the appointment of Kip Knudson to the AMATS Air Quality 
Advisory Committee. CINDY HEIL seconded. 
 
There being no objection, the motion passed unanimously. 
 
 f. Other Business Items – None 
 
6. INFORMATIONAL REPORTS 
 

a. Non-Motorized Transportation Status 
Dealt with earlier in the agenda. 
 
 b. Other Informational Items – None 
 
7. Scheduled AMATS Meetings 
Policy Committee, May 28, 2009 
Technical Advisory Committee, June 11, 2009 
 
CHAIR WILBER stated staff prefers to meet on May 26, the day after 
Memorial Day, which would allow creation of the draft TIP and distribution 
in advance to the TAC. MR. MORRIS was not available on that date.  
 
MR. NELSON and MR. HANSEN noted they might be unable to attend due 
to requirements to prepare for the Assembly meeting that evening.  
 
MR. CARR stated he is scheduled to be in Girdwood for a meeting that day.  
 
MS. WITT asked if it would be appropriate to reschedule the Policy 
Committee meeting.  
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CHAIR WILBER asked if the TAC members felt comfortable receiving the 
TIP tables on Monday and meeting on Thursday, May 21. Members agreed to 
this date for continuation of this meeting.  
 
MR. NIEMIEC asked if the resolution regarding the KAC would also be 
considered at the continuation meeting. CHAIR WILBER replied in the 
affirmative. MR. NIEMIEC stated the LRTP Amendment is out for review, 
forums are scheduled, and he has now heard these documents were not in a 
state that was recommended by the TAC, but it is being put out as an 
AMATS document. He sees that the City is promoting a position on this 
Amendment. He saw this as one-sided. He asked whether the comments on 
both sides would be presented at the public forums. CHAIR WILBER 
explained that the purpose of the open house, to which KABATA, the Mat-Su 
Borough, land use planning representatives, the Alaska Railroad and 
community councils are invited, is for information sharing. Comments 
received at the open house will be recorded and provided to the appropriate 
bodies. At some point staff will compile those comments and make a 
recommendation to the TAC, the Planning and Zoning Commission, the 
Policy Committee and the Assembly. MR. NIEMIEC had concern that the 
public is not aware of the potential consequences of this action and the fact 
that in KABATA’s and other’s views, this Amendment is not even valid. It 
could be that this whole process is for nothing. He felt that this Amendment 
is being promoted from one side and the full picture is not being 
communicated to the public. CHAIR WILBER stated new comments have 
been received this week regarding what would happen to the LRTP if 
financing for the KAC did not work out, as well as other comments. Staff has 
responded to comments received through May 8 and will have to respond to 
the other comments that have been received. MR. NIEMIEC stated that the 
answers to some of those comments could invalidate this process and the 
public should be aware of that.  
 
MR. CARR noted that the Railroad has funded an update to the commuter 
rail study, which will be performed by Wilber Smith using the work done by 
KABATA, the Mat-Su Borough, and the Municipality of Anchorage.   
 
MS. EPSTEIN asked what is the timing of this update. MR. CARR hoped to 
have the draft report by June 15, 2009.  
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MR. NELSON asked if this study looks at the Mat-Su Borough only or does it 
look south of Anchorage. MR. CARR stated he has not included Girdwood, 
which was in phase two of the original study.  
 
8. ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting was continued to May 21, 2009 to deal with TIP and CO 
Maintenance Plan.  
 
The meeting was recessed at 4:27 PM. 


