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Those in attendance were: 
 
NAME REPRESENTING      
** Rob Campbell ADOT, Central Region 
 Dave Post ADOT 
** Cindy Heil Alaska Department of Environmental 
  Conservation 
** Todd Cowles MOA/Port of Anchorage 
** Lance Wilber MOA/Traffic Department 
 Jon Spring MOA/TD 
 Lori Schanche MOA/TD 
** Howard Holtan MOA/PM&E 
** Alton Staff MOA/ Public Transportation Dept. 
 Sandra Cook HDR Alaska 
 Walter Parker Anchorage Citizens Coalition 
 Mary Ann Pease KABATA 
 
* AMATS Policy Committee members  
** AMATS Technical Advisory Committee members 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
CHAIR WILBER called the meeting to order at 2:43 PM. Alton Staff served 
on behalf of Jody Karcz and Kim Rice served on behalf of Rob Campbell. 
Steve Morris, Rick Mitchells and John Tolley were absent.  
 
2. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT ANNOUNCEMENT 
 
CHAIR WILBER encouraged public involvement in this meeting of the 
AMATS Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). He explained that Staff would 
first make their presentation, followed by any comments from TAC members, 
and the floor would then be open to public comment. 
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3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
CINDY HEIL moved for approval of the agenda. TODD COWLES seconded. 
 
CHAIR WILBER asked that the item 5.c regarding the Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP) be moved to an Informational Report. There 
were no objections. 
 
There being no objection, the motion passed unanimously. 
 
4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
 
The minutes of April 26, 2007 were postponed to the next meeting.  
 
5. BUSINESS ITEMS 
 

a. Pedestrian Plan  
JON SPRING explained that the TAC and Policy Committee had conducted a 
worksession on the Pedestrian Plan and he did not plan a presentation unless 
there were questions. The process to develop the Plan began in November 
2005 with a public meeting that involved Mark Fenton, an expert on walking. 
MS. SCHANCHE stated that beginning in January 2006 there were five 
meetings throughout Anchorage regional areas, two in Chugiak-Eagle River, 
and one in Girdwood to collect information. MR. SPRING explained that at 
those meetings people discussed projects needed in their neighborhoods and 
pedestrian needs and problems. From that point, staff created a Draft Plan. 
The public involvement process was conducted and the public comment 
period is now closed. The Planning and Zoning Commission has reviewed and 
recommended approval of the Pedestrian Plan. He indicated that a list of 
recommended changes had been provided to the TAC, based on the 
Commission’s remarks and public comments. He proposed reviewing each 
item to determine the TAC’s agreement or non-agreement. This document 
will next be forwarded to the Assembly and Policy Committee. MS. 
SCHANCHE stated the Plan was introduced at the Assembly on June 26, 
2007, a worksession is planned, and the public hearing will begin on 
September 11, 2007. 
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MR. SPRING explained there were revisions to the prioritization of projects. 
Staff developed a detailed scoring criteria and, through the review process, 
many new projects were suggested and all projects were re-scored; issues 
identified with criteria were also addressed.  
 
CHAIR WILBER suggested that the revisions be acted upon page-by-page.  
 
Page 1 of 7 Anchorage Pedestrian Plan: Suggested Revisions to Plan 
per Public Comment 
CINDY HEIL moved to approve page 1 of 7 of the Anchorage Pedestrian 
Plan: Suggested Revisions to Plan per Public Comment. TODD COWLES 
seconded. 
 
MR. SPRING explained that item 1 is a spelling correction and item 2 is an 
edit to replace “bicycle path” with “multi-use trail” throughout the document. 
Item 3 is a revision to the text that expands on the existing wording to create 
safe walking routes. Item 4 is a recommendation by the Planning and Zoning 
Commission to add a new, more measurable, goal that would double the 
number of pedestrian trips over the course of the Plan life, as well as 
simultaneously reduce the number of injuries resulting from vehicular and 
pedestrian conflicts. Item 5 is a revision of existing Goal 6 to state, 
“Encourage development patterns that increase and enhance pedestrian use.” 
Item 6 clarifies language in the text by adding a sentence to the end of the 
third paragraph on page 7 to state, “In any case, it appears that sidewalk 
construction in conjunction with land development was the commonly 
accepted standard during the thirties, forties, and fifties, but not widely 
required in subsequent decades “. Item 7 is an editorial change to the text to 
remove “the best” and insert “an excellent” when referring to encouraging 
walking trips as a strategy to promote compact development. Item 8 is an 
update of the snow and sidewalk removal map. Item 9 is to revise the last 
sentence of the last paragraph on page 20 to say “may” rather than “would” 
regarding whether the purchase of additional right-of-way is required to 
provide sidewalks.  Item 10 is to add a new paragraph about the reasons 
there is a higher mortality rate involving pedestrian and vehicular crashes in 
Midtown than Downtown.  
 
MS. RICE asked regarding item 3 whether it is the purpose of the Plan to set 
regulations, make design standards and development review process or is to 
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set policies and provide guidance. MR. SPRING replied that the wording does 
not set new regulation, but suggests regulations. MS. RICE felt the language 
suggests regulations and design standards. She asked to strike “regulations, 
design standards, and development review processes.” CHAIR WILBER 
stated this Plan will be an element of the Comprehensive Plan and the LRTP. 
He asked if there are parts of the Plan that would create new regulations or 
lead the reader to believe these are new regulations. MR. SPRING replied 
that this Plan is not self-implementing. MS. SCHANCHE stated that one of 
the action items in the policies is to rewrite the Anchorage Municipal Code to 
include removal of snow from sidewalks and/or pathways along all streets. 
CHAIR WILBER stated that is guidance to rewrite a regulation, it does not 
actually rewrite a regulation. MR. COWLES stated the bulleted list identifies 
what planners must first identify, not what this Plan is doing. He did not 
object to the Planning and Zoning Commission’s suggested changes.  
 
MR. POST thought the same criticism applies to the development review 
process. He believed this is a policy level document. MS. HEIL noted that this 
document does not have enforcement tools. MS. RICE explained that she 
typically reads the first paragraphs in a document, which set the tone, and 
that is the genesis of her comment. CHAIR WILBER noted that the language 
indicates that these things are to be identified, not created. 
 
CHAIR WILBER noted that item 4 says the Planning and Zoning 
Commission wants double the number of pedestrian trips over the life of the 
Plan. He asked if the request is related to the number of trips or the 
percentage is important. MR. SPRING replied that the goal of the 
Commission was the number of trips. They asked for a quantified goal and 
this is what Ms. Schanche and he identified.  
 
MS. RICE moved to amend item 3 to delete “regulations, design standards” 
and insert “guidance.” The motion died due to lack of a second. 
 
There being no objection, the motion passed unanimously. 
 
CHAIR WILBER noted regarding item 10 that there are many variables and 
factors addressing pedestrian safety and a number of the accidents 
referenced in this item are related to mid-block crossings and inebriated 
pedestrians. 
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Page 2 of 7 Anchorage Pedestrian Plan: Suggested Revisions to Plan 
per Public Comment 
CINDY HEIL moved to approve page 2 of 7 of the Anchorage Pedestrian 
Plan: Suggested Revisions to Plan per Public Comment. TODD COWLES 
seconded. 
 
MR. SPRING explained item 11 is an addition by the Planning and Zoning 
Commission based on their awareness that some studies were conducted in 
relation to the Downtown Plan on the relationship between vehicle speed and 
pedestrian injuries. He felt this was helpful to illuminate the relationship 
between traffic speed and pedestrian injuries. He believed the reference is to 
an FHWA study or a peer review article. MS. HEIL asked if the reference 
would be included in this item. MR. SPRING stated the reference had been 
included previously and he would ensure it is added. CHAIR WILBER 
believed the reference is a national study, not Anchorage-specific 
information. MR. SPRING confirmed that is the case. 
 
MR. SPRING stated item 12 is a change by the Planning and Zoning 
Commission to add a paragraph about the safety benefit achieved through 
shared driveways to reduce the number of crossings, through blinking lights 
at crossings, or through grade separated crossings. Recommendations are 
made through the action plan, which includes improvements to consider for 
crosswalks; staff thought this concern was addressed in those action items. 
The Commission wanted elaboration on how these things enhance safety, 
which he felt had not been accomplished. He thought it was difficult to 
generalize on the benefits of an overhead crossing without relating to a 
specific situation. He thought it would be a substantial addition to the Plan 
to discuss safety countermeasures. He asked for direction from the TAC 
whether or not more elaborate discussion should be included in the Plan on 
this subject. 
 
MR. SPRING stated item 13 is a simple map edit. Item 14 adds a sentence 
under Project Priority List to update the project list every three years. Item 
15 adds language to provide some design flexibility regarding width and 
surfacing of pedestrian facilities. Item 16 is a minor edit to emphasize the 
need to provide for sidewalks instead of just identifying the location of 
sidewalks. 
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MR. COWLES asked if concurrence with item 12 is agreeing with the Staff’s 
recommendation or the Commission’s recommendation. MR. SPRING 
clarified that concurrence would be with the language as Staff has proposed. 
MS. HEIL suggested that the “X” denoting Planning and Zoning Commission 
concurrence with item 12 should be removed. MR. SPRING concurred.  
 
MS. RICE asked to amend item 11 to add to the end of the sentence 
beginning “Thus, in areas where pedestrian safety …” the phrase “reasonable 
and feasible based on speed studies and functional class.”  CHAIR WILBER 
suggested that if the reference being quoted does not include this language, 
perhaps Ms. Rice’s remarks should be contained in a separate sentence. MS. 
HEIL noted that the citation could be inserted at the end of the previous 
sentence after “respectively” and the language of the next sentence could be 
changed as Ms. Rice suggested. There were no objections to this change. 
CHAIR WILBER suggested that the language in item 11 begin with 
“Nationally” so that the reader understands these studies are national.  
 
MS. COOK stated that when the ADOT study was done it was based on 
education, engineering and enforcement, both for pedestrians and drivers. 
She noted that the language “can be achieved through engineering and 
design approaches” is not entirely true; without education and enforcement, 
problems can still occur. She added that this was part of what the Anchorage 
Police Department suggested in conjunction with ADOT during a conference 
to address these issues. MR. COWLES suggested the last sentence of item 11 
be reworded to end “…can be achieved through a combination of engineering 
and design approaches, education and enforcement.” There were no 
objections to this change. 
 
MS. RICE asked if staff wants to do a list every three years as required in 
item 14 or could the language be “as needed.” CHAIR WILBER suggested a 
four-year review period to be in concert with the LRTP and TIP. There were 
no objections to this change. 
 
There being no objection, the motion passed unanimously. 
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Page 3 of 7 Anchorage Pedestrian Plan: Suggested Revisions to Plan 
per Public Comment 
CINDY HEIL moved to approve page 3 of 7 of the Anchorage Pedestrian 
Plan: Suggested Revisions to Plan per Public Comment. TODD COWLES 
seconded. 
 
MR. SPRING explained item 17 changes “assumed” to “recommended” in 
relation to sidewalks in urban areas where there would be a significant 
amount of pedestrian traffic. He thought the Commission was concerned with 
lack of specificity of sidewalk standards. Item 18 is an additional sentence for 
clarification of lighting design. The public is concerned about a general 
reference to lighting sidewalks in areas where residents may not want the 
night sky obscured. Item 19 is a project name correction. Item 20 is a 
comment from the Planning and Zoning Commission regarding a bullet under 
Sidewalk Design Principles and what “economical” means in terms of 
sidewalk design. They wanted a change to insert “achieve the maximum 
benefits for the cost” before “of building and maintenance.” Item 21 is a 
comment on Sidewalk Design Principles to add detail to the first principle 
regarding separating pedestrian sidewalks from streets to buffer pedestrians 
from fast-moving vehicles. Staff explained that the standard is to separate 
sidewalks by 7 feet, but that is driven more by the need for snow storage. 
Item 22 is a recommendation by the Commission to add discussion to the 
street typology on more specific design guidelines for residential street 
pathways. Staff responded that the typology has already been adopted in the 
LRTP and it was simply duplicated in the Pedestrian Plan; therefore, staff 
did not agree with the Commission’s suggested change. Item 23 is a minor 
edit in the text on page 77 of the Plan to add “While low-density residential 
streets do not generate pedestrian use, they can sometimes serve as the best 
through routes”. Staff concurred with this suggestion. 
 
MR. COWLES noted that the “X” indicating Commission concurrence with 
item 22 should be removed.  
 
CHAIR WILBER stated regarding item 21 that he could appreciate the desire 
for a 7-foot separation, but wanted to be sure this does not contradict or 
supercede what is proposed in the revisions to the Design Criteria Manual 
(DCM) or the requirements in the pre-construction manual. MS. SCHANCHE 
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stated she would double-check the DCM, but noted that the language in this 
is general and does not state 7 feet.  
 
MR. COWLES asked what is the context of the reference in item 17 to 
sidewalks in urban areas as 8 feet wide. MS. SCHANCHE explained that in 
certain areas sidewalks should be wider and the reference is to be wider than 
typical 5-foot sidewalks. MR. COWLES noted that it says they “will be 8’ 
wide.” MR. SPRING stated this conflicts with the downtown regulations that 
require 11-foot sidewalks. MR. COWLES suggested deleting the reference to 
8’ wide. MS. SCHANCHE suggested item 17 state “It is recommended that 
these sidewalks in urban areas will be wider than typical 5’ sidewalks and 
may be wider where right-of-way is available.” There were no objections to 
this change. 
 
There being no objection, the motion passed unanimously. 
 
Page 4 of 7 Anchorage Pedestrian Plan: Suggested Revisions to Plan 
per Public Comment 
CINDY HEIL moved to approve page 4 of 7 of the Anchorage Pedestrian 
Plan: Suggested Revisions to Plan per Public Comment. KIM RICE seconded. 
 
MR. SPRING stated item 24 are minor edits to an action item related to “no 
pedestrian crossing” signs. The public recommended reviewing all the signs 
to determine whether they inhibit pedestrian access and delete “are 
necessary.” Item 25 is a new action item under Goal 1, Policy 1.1 to read 
“Work to ensure pedestrians are accommodated in the permitting process for 
road and building projects.” Item 26 is another action item under the same 
policy to add a new Action Item 10. “Report annually the number of 
pedestrians and bicyclists using selected streets downtown, midtown by 
season.” Staff did a bicycle count this year on various streets and routes. MS. 
SCHANCHE noted there is a Bicycle/Pedestrian Safety Committee that is 
working on complementary efforts. MR. SPRING stated item 27 is another 
action item under the same Goal to a new Action Item 11. “Work with ADOT 
and the MOA Traffic Department to review and create prohibitions to "right-
turn-on red" at high crash areas on a site by site basis.” Item 28 is another 
change under the same Goal to add a new Action Item Recommendation 12. 
“Work with the MOA Traffic Department and ADOT to evaluate the 
feasibility of traffic speed reductions in areas of high pedestrian vehicular 
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crash history.” Item 29 is another change under the same Goal to add a new 
Action Item Recommendation 13. “On main pedestrian corridors design for 
optimum vehicle speed and separation of the pathway.” Item 30 broadens 
Policy 1.2 to insert “Year Round Maintenance of” rather than “Snow Removal 
for.” Item 31 revises Action Item 3 under Goal 1, Policy 1.2 to state, 
“Continue to support and promote the snow removal and facility maintenance 
hotline.” Item 32 revises Action Item 4 under the same Goal and Policy to 
“Review and make recommendations on improving year round maintenance 
snow removal for pedestrian facilities.” Item 33 revises Action Item 2 under 
Goal 2, Policy 2.1 to insert “and undergrounding” so it states, “Coordinate 
installation and undergrounding of utilities to reduce sidewalk impediments.” 
Item 34 is to revise Action Item 3 under the same Goal and Policy to state, 
“Consider initiatives to place utilities Develop process to prioritize projects 
that underground utilities in locations where it will improve pedestrian 
access and safety.”  
 
MS. HEIL suggested that items 27 and 28 be consistent in terms of the order 
that MOA and ADOT are listed. She noted that this Plan does not have a list 
of projects for undergrounding utilities so she was not sure item 34 to 
“Develop process to prioritize projects that underground utilities in locations 
where it will improve pedestrian access and safety” is a relevant action item. 
MS. RICE had similar concerns because ML&P already has a process in 
place. MS. HEIL noted that even the LRTP does not have a process. MS. 
SCHANCHE suggested changing the language to “report to utilities.” MS. 
RICE understood the intent is that the utility take into consideration 
pedestrian needs when prioritizing projects for undergrounding. MS. HEIL 
noted that this action item is that the MOA should forward comments to 
utilities. MR. COWLES suggested rewording item 34 to state, “Identify the 
location of impediments to pedestrians.” He also thought item 33 and 34 were 
redundant. MS. RICE noted that undergrounding will price out the 
pedestrian facility replacement in many cases. MR. HOLTAN thought these 
items speak about the code requirement for utilities to underground projects. 
PM&E works with utilities now and they are amenable to looking at projects 
and prioritizing.  
 
MS. RICE suggested that item 29 be changed to insert “strive to” before 
“design for optimum vehicle speed and separation o the pathway.” There 
were no objections to this change. 
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MS. RICE suggested that item 25 be reworded to state, “Work to ensure 
pedestrian accommodations are considered in the permitting process for road 
and building projects.” MS. SCHANCHE explained that there were a number 
of comments from people who are frustrated that the sidewalks are closed 
during road construction. MS. HEIL felt the language was unclear. CHAIR 
WILBER suggested adding to item 25 “during construction.” There were no 
objections to this change. 
 
CHAIR WILBER suggested rewording item 33 to state “This Plan will 
support the existing annual program for utility undergrounding and will 
coordinate with installation of and underground of utilities to reduce 
sidewalk impediments. MR. COWLES suggested revising item 33 to state, 
“Coordinate installation of utilities to reduce sidewalks impediments” and 
revise item 34 to address the annual program for utility undergrounding.” 
There were no objections to these changes. 
 
There being no objection, the motion passed unanimously. 
 
Page 5 of 7 Anchorage Pedestrian Plan: Suggested Revisions to Plan 
per Public Comment 
CINDY HEIL moved to approve page 5 of 7 of the Anchorage Pedestrian 
Plan: Suggested Revisions to Plan per Public Comment. KIM RICE seconded. 
 
MR. SPRING stated item 35 is a change to Goal 2, Policy 2.2 to revise Action 
Item 1 to state, “Identify and implement winter city design standards and 
update the Design Criteria Manual and Title 21 to include such elements 
that encourage four-season, all-weather pedestrian activity, such as overhead 
shelters, solar access, and building height setback.” MS. HEIL asked what 
was the context for this suggestion. MR. SPRING explained the comment was 
to address winter city design standards. MR. COWLES asked for a definition 
of “solar access.” MR. SPRING explained that this term refers to the 
exposure of an area to sunlight. MR. COWLES suggested that the term be 
changed to “solar exposure.” There was no objection to this change. 
 
Item 36 is a new action Item under the same Goal and Policy to state, 
“Separate sidewalks from road travel lane where possible to increase 
pedestrian safety and comfort and provide space for snow storage.” 
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Item 37 is a revision to Goal 3 to state “Reduce the number and severity of 
vehicle accidents involving pedestrians and bicycles by raising public and law 
enforcement awareness of about practices, rights, and responsibilities that 
promote pedestrian safety.” Item 38 is to revise Action Item 9 to delete 
“pedestrian” and add to the end “to educate motorists to give pedestrians the 
right of way in crosswalks.” Item 39 is to revise Goal 4 to state, “Improve 
safety of community connectivity with by providing safe, convenient year-
round pedestrian routes within and between neighborhoods, commercial 
centers, schools, and public facilities as well as between major employment 
centers and adjacent residential neighborhoods.”  
 
Item 40 changes Policy 4.1 to add an Action Item 3 “Consider designing 
pedestrian ways to avoid the main traffic routes and to allow convenient 
shortcut.” One such route was identified on 27th Avenue. Staff had discussion 
with the Commission regarding how many of these routes might be identified 
and that there are not many, but this item was recommended. Item 41 
inserts a new Action Item to Policy 4.1 “Staff will review all plats and plans 
for pedestrian facilities and connectivity.”  
 
A second item 40 is to revise Goal 4, Policy 4.2, Action Item 2 to state, 
“Develop policies, regulations and operational support for the Urban Design 
Commission and Planning and Zoning Commission to highlight appropriate 
pedestrian facility needs.” The public felt that more direction was needed to 
actually develop policies and regulations. A second item 41 is to revise action 
Policy 4.3 to read, “Identify and meet school walking route needs through 
route evaluation process of the Hazardous Transportation Committee.”  
 
Item 42 is to revise Policy 4.4 to read, “Identify, document and preserve 
existing platted easements for walkways and trails” adding “document and 
preserve” because it was felt that the language was too lax.  
 
MS. RICE noted that the numbering should be corrected so there are not two 
items 40 and 41. She asked if the language of item 41 should be that Staff 
“will” review all plats. MS. SCHANCHE felt this was appropriate language. 
CHAIR WILBER thought there were Title 21 requirements for review when 
plats are submitted. MS. SCHANCHE explained that people typically expect 
Staff to review plats for trails, but not for sidewalks.  
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CHAIR WILBER hoped item 42 would not preclude a situation where a 
developer wants to move an existing platted easement through the platting 
process while maintaining trail connectivity. MS. SCHANCHE explained this 
item was intended to address easements where people are parking 
motorhomes, for example. MS. RICE did not understand what is meant by 
“document” because easements are documented. CHAIR WILBER did not 
want a situation where this Plan contradicts another document. MR. 
HOLTAN suggested the language for item 42 should be “Identify and 
preserve connectivity provided by existing platted easements for walkways 
and trails.” There was no objection to this change. 
 
MS. HEIL asked if it is not desirable to identify existing trails when 
homesteads are being replatted into smaller parcels. MS. RICE stated this is 
done through item 41, which requires Staff review of plats and plans.  
 
MR. COWLES thought the action items support the existing language of 
Policy 4.4 “Preserve and identify existing platted easements” and does not 
need to be changed. He did not support the change to include “document” into 
Policy 4.4. MS. HEIL explained that this might limit people who want to 
move an easement; the language change would allow for identification and 
preservation of connectivity.  
 
CHAIR WILBER asked if there are awnings and sidewalks in the Downtown 
Plan. MR. HOLTAN stated there are canopies proposed on the west side of F 
Street and heated sidewalks are also proposed. CHAIR WILBER suggested 
amending item 35 to state, “Identify and implement winter city design 
standards and update the Design Criteria Manual and Title 21 to include 
these such elements that encourage four-season, all-weather pedestrian 
activity, such as overhead shelters, solar exposure, heated sidewalks and 
canopies, and building height setback.” There was no objection to this 
change. 
 
MS. RICE noted regarding the second item 40 that she did not understand 
the language “Develop policies, regulations and operational support” because 
that is beyond the Pedestrian Plan. MS. SCHANCHE explained when this 
language was first developed it was to solicit comments from the Urban 
Design Commission and Planning and Zoning Commission. MR. SPRING 
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thought there was a move to strengthen the Urban Design Commission’s role. 
MS. RICE supported the original language “Support and advise the Urban 
Design Commission and Planning and Zoning Commission where necessary 
to highlight appropriate pedestrian facility needs.” MS. SCHANCHE asked to 
remove “when necessary,” as the Commission had suggested.  
 
KIM RICE moved to support the original language of Policy 4.2, Action Item 
2, “Support and advise the Urban Design Commission and Planning and 
Zoning Commission where necessary to highlight appropriate pedestrian 
facility needs.” CINDY HEIL seconded. 
 
MS. RICE explained she prefers the language in the original draft because it 
is more appropriate to the Staff. Regulations and operational support would 
be outside of the Pedestrian Plan.  
 
CHAIR WILBER suggested the language be revised to delete “where 
necessary” “Support and advise the Urban Design Commission and Planning 
and Zoning Commission to highlight appropriate pedestrian facility needs.” 
This was accepted as a friendly amendment. 
 
There being no objection, the amendment passed unanimously. 
 
There being no objection, the motion passed unanimously. 
 
Page 6 of 7 Anchorage Pedestrian Plan: Suggested Revisions to Plan 
per Public Comment 
CINDY HEIL moved to approve page 6 of 7 of the Anchorage Pedestrian 
Plan: Suggested Revisions to Plan per Public Comment. HOWARD HOLTAN 
seconded. 
 
MR. SPRING explained item 43 adds “Review, revise and” before “enforce” 
and “throughout the city” to the end of the sentence so it reads, “Review, 
revise and enforce existing ordinances that require property owners (business 
and residential) to clear sidewalks adjacent to their properties throughout 
the city.” Item 44 is to add a new Policy 4.6 “Walking should be the mode of 
choice within the downtown, midtown, and UMED major employment areas.” 
Item 45 is a new Action Item under Policy 4.6 “The downtown, midtown, and 
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UMED District Plans should place an emphasis on improvements to 
pedestrian facilities in each of these major employment districts.”  
 
Item 46 is to revise Action Item 1 under Policy 5.2 to delete “Consider” and 
state “Include” so it reads, “Include analysis of pedestrian walkability as part 
of the process for site selection of public facilities.” Item 47 revises Goal 6, 
which is a reiteration of goals in Chapter 2, to read “Encourage development 
patterns that increase and enhance pedestrian use.” This deletes “Link land 
use, transportation, and pedestrian systems to encourage mixed-use 
development patterns.”  
 
Item 48 revises Action Item 1 under Policy 6.1 to read, “Minimize blank walls 
and encourage street side windows, store displays, cafes, landscaping, patios 
and public spaces to promote street-level activity in commercial districts.” 
Item 49 revises Action Item 2 under Policy 6.1 to add “within guidelines that 
also offer mobility.” Item 50 revises Action Item 3 under Policy 6.1 to read, 
“Modify the MOA land use regulations to encourage and facilitate compact 
mixed use, and pedestrian friendly development in employment, town and 
neighborhood centers” deleting “particularly in those areas identified in 
Anchorage 2020 as characterized by these attributes.”  
 
Item 51 adds an Action Item 5 to Policy 6.1 “Require convenient, direct 
walkway and trail connections even where roads are cul-de-sacs or 
circuitous.” Item 52 adds a new Action Item 6 under Policy 6.1 “Minimize the 
number and width of curb-cuts along major pedestrian routes.” The 
Commission had concerns with curb cuts and wanted to add a strategy to 
reduce those. 
 
MR. HOLTAN thought the deletion of “and” in the second line of item 50 was 
in error. MR. SPRING agreed the segment should read “and pedestrian 
friendly development.”  
 
MS. RICE asked the meaning of item 46 and who is doing the analysis of 
pedestrian walkability. MR. SPRING explained that all municipal public 
facilities must undergo public facility site plan review. Pedestrian walkability 
is considered during that review, but it may not be a specific item included in 
the analysis. The intent was to specifically include this review in every site 
plan review. MS. RICE asked if this would also apply to State facilities. MR. 
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SPRING replied that it would include everything included under the Title 21 
site plan review. MS. RICE asked who does the review. MS. SCHANCHE 
replied that typically the Planning Department does the review. MR. 
SPRING noted that the Commission would also see the site plans. MS. 
SCHANCHE noted that Action Item 2 states “When conducting the process to 
select sites for public facilities, include a separate scoring criteria for walking 
accessibility. Include cost estimates for pedestrian improvement projects 
needed to ensure safe pedestrian access to public facilities in site selection.”   
 
MS. RICE suggested that item 46 read, “Include analysis of pedestrian access 
and walkability as part of the process for site selection of public facilities.” 
There was no objection to this change. 
 
CHAIR WILBER asked if item 50 reflects the rewrite of Title 21. MR. 
SPRING replied in the affirmative. 
 
MS. HEIL asked if item 44 to add a new Policy 4.6 “Walking should be the 
mode of choice within the downtown, midtown, and UMED major 
employment areas” is reasonable, especially in Midtown and U-Med. CHAIR 
WILBER asked if the Downtown Plan, the effort on the Midtown Plan, and 
the U-Med Plan promote mode choice and more walkability. MR. SPRING 
replied there is a policy to this effect in the Downtown Plan and it is being 
considered as an objective for the Midtown Plan. MS. HEIL did not believe 
that stating this should be “the mode of choice” is realistic in these areas.  
She suggested that the policy could be worded to “Walking should be 
promoted as a mode of choice within the downtown, midtown, and UMED 
major employment areas.” CHAIR WILBER asked that Staff soften this 
language. He thought the mode of choice in these areas should be transit. 
MR. SPRING agreed that walking should be “encouraged as a mode of 
choice.”  
 
MS. RICE stated that items 48 and 49 are opposed to right-of-way 
regulations and federal requirements. She asked to change item 48 to add “as 
permitted” because there must be permits for uses within the rights-of-way. 
CHAIR WILBER suggested item 48 read, “Through the design and 
permitting process, minimize blank walls and encourage street side windows, 
store displays, cafes, landscaping, patios and public spaces to promote street-
level activity in commercial districts.” MS. RICE agreed to this change.  
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MS. RICE item 49 again must not encroach on right-of-way. MR. HOLTAN 
stated that nothing in this item suggests these items are in the right-of-way; 
when something is in the right-of-way, it must be permitted. MS. HEIL felt 
this is clarified in Action Item 1. MS. SCHANCHE thought items 48 and 49 
address the same issues. MS. RICE suggested changing item 48 to read, 
“Minimize blank walls and encourage street side windows, store displays, 
cafes, landscaping, patios and public spaces to promote street-level activity in 
commercial districts within guidelines that also offer mobility” and delete 
item 49. There were no objections to this change. 
 
MR. COWLES asked why item 52 refers to curb cuts rather than 
perpendicular access to roadways. MR. SPRING replied that the concern is 
conflicts between driveways and pedestrians. MR. COWLES was not sure 
this was a realistic action item. CHAIR WILBER stated this concern is 
predominant in commercial areas and could be somewhat addressed by 
minimizing the number of curb cuts. MS. RICE stated ADOT has adopted 
driveway standards and the MOA has adopted those standards as well. She 
asked if this Action Item is consistent with those standards. CHAIR WILBER 
stated the driveway standards address location and width, but not the 
number of accesses. MR. HOLTAN stated that this statement supports 
driveway standards and he did not object to it. 
 
As Ms. Heil had momentarily left the room, the vote on this item was delayed 
until her return. 
 
Page 7 of 7 Anchorage Pedestrian Plan: Suggested Revisions to Plan 
per Public Comment 
ALTON STAFF moved to approve page 7 of 7 of the Anchorage Pedestrian 
Plan: Suggested Revisions to Plan per Public Comment. HOWARD HOLTAN 
seconded. 
 
MR. SPRING stated item 53 is a new Action Item 5 under Goal 6, Policy 6.1 
“During site plan review, careful consideration should be given to the 
provision of adequate pedestrian access from the street to the main entrance 
of the building and to the avoidance of pedestrian-vehicular conflicts caused 
by the location of driveways between the parking lot and the entrance.” The 
Commission did not approve specific language, rather Staff attempted to 
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respond to their concern with this action item. There is concern at the MOA 
Traffic Department with driveways between parking lots and entrances to 
buildings. The desire is to move parking back from the entrance to a building.  
 
Item 54 is a wording clarification on funding  so that the second sentence 
under Federal Transportation Funds reads, “Although the expenditure of 
Federal Highway funds on pedestrian facilities was permitted prior to the 
enactment of ISTEA in 1991, this legislation actively encouraged alternative 
transportation projects by setting aside 10 percent of certain allocations for 
transportation enhancement projects such as trails and sidewalks.” There 
was some confusion about how Federal Highway funding through ISTEA was 
provided for pedestrian projects.  
 
Item 55 is a revised priority chart.  
 
MS. RICE asked if item 54 conflicts with state law. CHAIR WILBER stated 
there is a state law that says the amount of money from the STP program 
used for Transportation Enhancements shall be no more than 10%. MR. 
POST believed the law says it shall be 10%. 
 
There being no objection, the motion to approve page 6 of 7 passed 
unanimously. 
 
MS. SCHANCHE reviewed the Priority Chart addressed by item 55. She 
explained that the list was originally organized by grouping projects that 
were already funded and placing those at the end, separating Eagle River 
projects and putting them at the end, and separating pedestrian safety 
corridor studies. The public and the Planning and Zoning Commission did not 
want the pedestrian corridor studies separated or even the funded projects. 
The revised list does not separate projects. The chart that has bee provided 
for review denotes changes from the original Plan using shading. Some 
projects were rescored where members of the public felt they were within a 
school area or an area where children walk to school.  
 
CHAIR WILBER asked what are the total points available to any project. 
MS. SCHANCHE replied that the maximum total points available are ten. 
The list is organized with sidewalks and walkways first, followed by 
crossings. CHAIR WILBER noted that the prior list has a number that is 
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inconsistent with the revised priority. MS. SCHANCHE explained the 
numbers in the prior list are project numbers, not priority numbers.  CHAIR 
WILBER understood the Plan table would be substituted with the revised 
chart format.  
 
CHAIR WILBER asked the TAC to quickly review the top 20 projects. MS. 
HEIL questioned whether Benson/Spenard is the appropriate project to have 
highest ranking when Lake Otis/Tudor drops off of the list. MS. SCHANCHE 
explained that Benson/Spenard is used by West High students to access 
school.  
 
MR. SPRING stated not all improvement projects are the same. He asked 
whether the TAC feels that filling in a gap in a sidewalk system is more 
important than adding a crosswalk where there are existing sidewalks 
although both may score similarly. CHAIR WILBER thought the suggestion 
was to separate the projects into these two categories. MR. HOLTAN 
explained that would be done at the time of funding, not in a plan like this. 
MR. SPRING remarked that there are instances where a crosswalk 
encourages use of the system and is as important as a sidewalk connection.  
 
CHAIR WILBER suggested accepting the modified list and asking the Policy 
Committee whether it wants to create separate lists of projects that provide 
links and those that are improvements on the existing network, such as 
crosswalks. MS. HEIL noted that only two of the projects in the list appear to 
be missing sidewalks. MR. SPRING stated that inadequate sidewalks are 
also identified. MS. HEIL suggested first ensuring that the improvement 
type of a project is better described in the list. CHAIR WILBER asked that 
the TAC accept the modified list and provide better descriptors.  
 
MS. RICE thought it was easier to rank projects if the scope is clear.  
 
MS. HEIL suggested that the Policy Committee be provided with the number 
of projects in each category, when the types are clarified.  
 
CHAIR WILBER suggested that action be taken on Item 55 at a later date.  
 
There being no objection, the motion to approve page 7 of 7, excluding 
item 55, passed unanimously. 
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b. Other Business – None 
 
6. INFORMATIONAL REPORTS 
 

a. Transportation Improvement Program 
CHAIR WILBER noted that the Policy Committee took action on the TIP 
yesterday. The TAC members, various staff, and members of the Planning 
and Zoning Commission were sent the document via email. 
 

b. Other Informational Reports – None 
 
7. Scheduled AMATS Meetings 
Policy Committee, July 12, 2007, 1:00 PM – 2:30 PM 
Technical Advisory Committee, July 26, 2007, 2:30 PM – 5:00 PM 
 

d. Other Informational Reports – None 
 
8. ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 5:00 PM 
 


