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1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
CHAIR WILBER called the meeting to order at 2:36 p.m.  Todd Cowles, Jody Karcz and Jerry 
Hanson were absent.  Jody Karcz arrived at 2:50 p.m.  A quorum was established. 
 
2. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT ANNOUNCEMENT 
 
CHAIR WILBER encouraged public involvement in this meeting of the AMATS Technical 
Advisory Committee.  He explained staff would first make their presentation, followed by any 
comments from Committee members, and the floor would then be open to public comment. 
 
3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
MS. HEIL moved to approve the agenda.  MR. CARR seconded.  MR. LYON requested Agenda 
Item 5(a), Draft 2010-2013 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) be moved from the 
Business section to Informational items on the agenda as no action is required at this meeting.  
He also noted Agenda Item 6(d), High Tower Lighting has been postponed to a later date.  
Hearing no objections, the agenda as modified was approved unanimously. 
 
4. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES - None 
 
5. BUSINESS ITEMS 
 
a. Draft 2010-2013 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 
 This item was moved on the agenda to the Section 6, Informational Items. 
 
b. Long-Range Transportation Plan – Knik Arm Crossing 
 
Memo, Chapter 13 and Financial Tables, Table 2 and Table 3 
VIVIAN UNDERWOOD explained in the interest of good public process, the Policy Committee 
(PC) at its August 27 meeting voted unanimously to rescind its June 25, 2009 vote to move the 
Knik Arm Crossing (KAC) project into the Long-Range phase of the Long-Range Transportation 
Plan (LRTP).  The PC also voted to remand the LRTP amendment to the Technical Advisory 
Committee (TAC) to remove the reference to the rail and pedestrian element, and then return that 
LRTP amendment to the PC on September 24 for a vote to release it for public comment should 
PC choose to do so. 
 
MS. UNDERWOOD noted the draft LRTP amendment staff provided to TAC is consistent with 
the PC’s direction with all references to rail and pedestrian stricken through.  She noted that the 
automatic renumbering of items on pages 1 and 2 were incorrect due to technical error, but will 
be corrected.  MS. UNDERWOOD stated there were three elements to the amendment, and the 
TAC may want to take action on these items separately.  The first element is the KAC itself 
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moving KAC out from short term to long term, and removing any reference to rail, pedestrian 
and bicycle.  Although bicycle was not specifically mentioned by the PC, it was included in the 
other items.  The second element is the SAFETEA-LU conformity language.  She noted it was 
part of the amendment the PC adopted, and TAC may not find it particularly controversial and 
choose to go ahead and recommend it for adoption to the PC.  The last element is the financial 
update.   
 
JERRY WEAVER asked about why the PC removed both rail and pedestrian.  MS 
UNDERWOOD stated she tried to leave it as clean as possible, and the direction from PC was to 
delete both rail and pedestrian. 
 
CHAIR WILBER opened the floor for questions from audience on the proposed actions staff is 
asking from the TAC.  He recapped what TAC will be doing, if there is a majority vote, is 
recommending a revised document that was available all through the summer and approved by 
the PC in June with a couple edits that Ms. Underwood referenced with all the suggestions 
related to rail or pedestrian facilities stricken from that version.  MR. WILBER noted in essence, 
the amendment is the same document based on the guidance of the PC. 
 
ANDREW NIEMIEC with KABATA was interested in hearing TAC’s discussion on this 
amendment.  He noted he might have a comment based on that discussion.  He stated obviously 
KABATA’s position is there should not be an amendment on the street.  He noted there were 
some legitimate concerns brought up by this body and others, and KABATA is more than willing 
to sit down with those individuals and this body and discuss the project, but to date there has 
been no communication with KABATA, and it was a little troubling when KABATA sees this 
happening again when we have all just been through it.  He reiterated he might have something 
more to say after TAC’s discussion. 
 
Returning to MR. WEAVER’s question on why the PC removed rail and pedestrian from the 
amendment, MS. WITT noted it was because of the lawsuits.  She noted KABATA was for the 
first time presenting information to the courts they had not presented to either this body or 
throughout the entire public process.  It had to do with the claim and assertion, and it was 
presented to the court, as if it was AMATS decision to add and to direct the bridge include rail 
and pedestrian facilities that would have the subsequent impact of adding substantially to the cost 
of the EIS, as well as a delay, and so that was new information that came up in light of and 
through the courts only.  It was never presented to the Assembly during the public testimony, nor 
was it ever presented to the TAC or PC.  So, as part of settlement agreement the PC agreed to 
remove those references.  MS. WITT thought the PC would then be passing a separate 
recommendation or resolution to address rail and pedestrian facilities issues. 
 
JENNIFER WITT had concerns about the schedule for TIP, the LRTP amendment and the Air 
Conformity Determination and the possibility for confusion.  She noted the TIP just introduced 
to Assembly is based on existing adopted LRTP which shows KAC in the short term, as well as 
the Air Quality Conformity Determination.  With the LRTP intended to go back again to the 
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Assembly, she felt that what would be confusing for the public and possibly to the Assembly too 
is the relationship between the two.  Although the PC specifically requested that TAC have this 
amendment to them this month, she thought TAC might want to pass along a suggestion that PC 
withhold releasing the LRTP amendment and Air Quality Conformity Determination for public 
review until the TIP has been adopted to allow that public process to be completed. 
 
Recapping with staff, CHAIR WILBER confirmed that TAC has before it a revised LRTP 
Chapter 13 with all previous language about rail, bicycle and pedestrian facilities stricken out, 
and as part of that there are 3 separate items.  One is the KAC project, the other is the 
SAFETEA-LU Conformance, and the third is the Financial Plan.  All three of those items need to 
be approved by PC, but the PC’s direction was only to put out the KAC portion of Chapter 13 for 
review and consideration.  MR. WILBER also asked if it was staff’s recommendation that the PC 
should put the KAC element out for public review, and adopt the SAFETEA-LU conformance 
and Financial Plan at its next meeting, or to put it all out for review.   
 
MS. UNDERWOOD thought the PC would take the amendment as a whole noting that the 
amendment that was adopted on 6/25/09 had these 3 elements in it, and staff thought that two of 
these elements were not controversial.  MS. UNDERWOOD noted that the Financial Plan has 
nothing to do with the KAC and was strictly an AMATS project.  She clarified that to meet 
federal regulations AMATS is supposed to show year of construction cost as part of its Financial 
Plan and have an approved SAFETEA-LU conformance.  TAC can either do that now as part of 
the LRTP amendment, or later as an LRTP update. 
 
LOIS EPSTEIN, responding to MR. NIEMIEC’s statement with regard to TAC not having had a 
dialogue with KABATA, stated AMATS did engage in the spring through its meetings and heard 
quite a bit of dialogue and questioning on what kind of design changes were anticipated and 
about the financing plan, and felt AMATS had a good strong record to support the decision to 
move the KAC project.   
 
STEVE MORRIS noted the TAC is talking about adopting the existing conditions in Chapter 12, 
and one of those had to do with the Gambell connection.  If AMATS is planning to postpone the 
bridge until 2020 or after 2018, he felt it affected that condition, and AMATS might want to 
rethink that condition.  MR. MORRIS paraphrasing from Chapter 12 noted there was a condition 
that says sometime after 2018 when traffic conditions warrant they’ll make this connection from 
Gambell to Ingra to alleviate the burden in the downtown area.  He further noted if the bridge is 
not going to be built until 2018 or after that, AMATS should at least re-think that condition.  
MR. WILBER stated if the PC decides to move the project out, AMATS should make a note to 
make an adjustment in Chapter 12, and if AMATS does not move the project out, then no 
adjustment is necessary. 
 
KIM RICE expressed concern with timing and schedules because the TIP and STIP are out for 
public review, and whether there was a reason not to wait a couple months to act on the LRTP 
amendment.  CHAIR WILBER stated that an MPO process works from plan to TIP.  The TIP 
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should be used to implement the plan.  The plan should not be used to reflect the TIP, and if the 
LRTP has a project in the short-range or long-range, the TIP should reflect it.  MR. WILBER 
suggested maybe the Assembly and the Policy Committee in the end could look at the TIP and 
approve everything in the TIP except the KAC project until the LRTP is resolved.  He noted if 
the LRTP is resolved that the KAC project is in the short range, then it is consistent, and if they 
go through a process and move it to the long-range, the TIP will have to be amended again.  The 
LRTP is the driving document.  The process that would be considered if the LRTP were out for 
review would be considered to be moving it out.  It is true the KAC is in the LRTP, and the one 
that is adopted shows it in the long-range.  This process here is to recommend it move to the 
long-range.  If the PC decides to let the TIP process go through, and then hold off on releasing 
this, and then release it, and the result of it is move it to the long-range, we are going to need to 
bring the TIP back and amend it to move it to the long-range.  We could do that, and he thought 
it would be wise for the PC to know what path to take. 
 
MS. RICE asked about doing the two concurrently, and not holding up the TIP because she was 
concerned about the stimulus projects and getting them done in November.  MR. WILBER 
recommended concurrently.  His concern would be the Assembly and PC approving a Capital 
Improvement Program that shows a project in the long-range at the same time they may be 
considering moving it out.   
 
MS. RICE noted the two can go concurrently and be advertised concurrently.  The TIP is out 
now and follows the LRTP as currently adopted.  MS. HEIL noted that the TIP would be closed-
out before the LRTP is closed-out, and so the TIP would be fine.  Then as soon as you approve 
the LRTP then you have to go back and approve the TIP.  MS. RICE noted AMATS may have a 
TIP, but it would not have the STIP.  Further, she noted the KAC is in the STIP, and if the KAC 
gets moved out whether it is back in the STIP. 
 
MS. WITT noted at such time as AMATS initiates a TIP amendment, there would also as a result 
have to be a STIP amendment.  Whether those two can go concurrently, it has never really been 
done that way.  State and AMATS have to be in locked step in terms of the placement of the 
funding for the KAC because it is in the National Highway System and is something that would 
have to be worked out in terms of process. 
 
MS. WITT asked CHAIR WILBER to clarify it would be preferably to show intent of the body 
in releasing the LRTP even though the Knik Arm Crossing is showing in the short term right 
now.  MR. WILBER noted at the end of the day, it just needs to be recognized that if the PC’s 
decision is to move it to the long-range section of the LRTP, then there will need to be a TIP 
amendment to make it consistent, and it was not TAC’s responsibility. 
 
MS. HEIL reviewed the process the LRTP amendment went through for public review and 
Planning & Zoning, Assembly and PC approval prior to the PC approving the revised LRTP 
amendment was a compromise, which was the subject of the lawsuit.  She discussed all the 
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comments received and the efforts involved in coming to that decision, noting the lawsuit was so 
the public would have an opportunity to review the compromised LRTP amendment.   
 
Because the AMATS Public Involvement Plan says this is another new amendment, she thought 
the amendment needed to go through the entire process.  She thought this issue may be 
something the TAC should consider the next time the public involvement period is opened so the 
process is clearer.  For this reason, she thought it would be remiss of the TAC to hold it when all 
that is being done is fixing a procedural problem.  She referenced all the work put into this 
amendment, the people involved and comments received.  She did not see a problem in delaying 
it.  Further, from a technical standpoint, she thought the TAC should at least recommend the PC 
approve its release, and then let the PC decide if they want to wait and release it noting it is the 
PC’s decision. 
 
MS. HEIL felt from a technical level there was no reason to hold off for several months, and 
would prefer to proceed and move it from this body to PC for their release, if they choose to do 
so.  She noted the TAC can lay out its concerns, positives and negatives as well.  She thought the 
TAC should send a recommendation to the PC that railroad and pedestrian improvements should 
be considered on the bridge, and include a recommendation that anytime the bridge or the project 
is looked at, rail and pedestrian improvements should be considered. 
 
CHAIR WILBER asked KABATA if, when phase 1 or 2 proceeds and the bridge is two lane and 
then expanded to four lane, whether the designs include pedestrian facilities at some point in the 
project (short or long term).  MR. NIEMIEC responded they do. 
 
CHAIR WILBER asked for clarification from KABATA on whether, if the LRTP said the bridge 
should not include pedestrian facilities, it would be inconsistent with KABATA’s current plans.   
 
MR. NIEMIEC felt this referred back to the question of the court issue, and why this amendment 
is being discussed.  He asked the TAC what the purpose of the amendment under discussion is, 
what TAC is trying to affect by their action, and if TAC is trying to control the outcome in some 
way.  He thought the TAC was carrying out something it believes the PC has asked TAC to do, 
but indicated this should also be passing along recommendations too. 
 
CHAIR WILBER stated the TAC is trying to control the timing, and this is the issue, not the 
scope.  He noted the TAC initially talked about whether the project should include a rail 
component and have pedestrian facilities.  He thought the MPO and the PC were also looking at 
the KAC as a matter of priorities inside its jurisdiction, it should not be a project to be looked at 
in the short-term, it should be a project to be looked at in the long-term, and is basically what the 
PC has asked the TAC to look at.  He indicated a lot of the original discussions about financing 
are still the same.  He stated the direction from the PC was to take a look at the amendment, 
bring it back to the PC at the end of September, and consider putting it out for 30 day review.  
CHAIR WILBER further noted even though the PC suggested the TAC ought to recommend the 
KAC not have rail, bicycle or pedestrian facilities, from a technical perspective it makes sense 
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the project have a rail component at some time in the future, and it should have pedestrian 
facilities.  However, the PC guidance was for TAC to look at the project, and give its 
recommendations to the PC.   
 
CHAIR WILBER asked MR. NIEMIEC if the KAC includes pedestrian facilities at some point 
in the future based on KABATA’s current ideas, and he responded “yes.” 
 
MS. WITT reminded the TAC it had been looking at removing the KAC from the LRTP at the 
direction of the PC, and it was at a work session of the TAC where she believed KABATA’s 
Chairman of the Board mentioned for first time that rail would be fully considered or 
reconsidered for the bridge.  As a result, MS. WITT indicated the compromise position TAC 
arrived at was in large part in response to the statement made at that time, and which was 
subsequently brought forward to the different public bodies.  She explained, as a result of and in 
the interest of minimizing the law suit that was in place at the time, as well as to advance the 
process, it was agreed to go ahead, and the recommendation is to remove references to rail and 
pedestrian, and the PC agreed it would address the issue of rail and pedestrian facilities under 
separate resolution.  She recommended the TAC draft a resolution, or recommend a resolution.   
 
MR. NIEMIEC noted there were some other elements to the amendment that go along with it 
such as the fiscal plan, and indicated there is a question of fiscal constraint.  He discussed the 
timing of the amendment, and whether anything needed to happen right now.  He knew there is 
an amendment to the LRTP that is required, but did not know when that process has to start.  He 
felt there were some other implications of carrying through with an amendment that can still be 
discussed.  He felt the amendment was rushed through before, but passing along considerations 
to the PC should be part of it.  As this process goes forward, he stated KABATA was not going 
to be silent, they were not before.  He noted at times KABATA has brought up issues, and there 
was no engagement, and felt from KABATA’s standpoint it was going to continue.  He indicated 
if there are problems with the amendment, then KABATA will bring them up at the time. 
 
In response to KABATA’s comments on timing, he noted it is a policy call.  He thought the 
issues regarding the technical aspects of what has been suggested are sound, but the timing of 
when or if to do it is really a policy call. 
 
MS. HEIL moved to advance to the Policy Committee with a recommendation to release a major 
amendment to the Long-Range Transportation Plan moving the Knik Arm Crossing from the 
short-term to the long-term, and also to release a SAFETEA-LU conformance and a financial 
plan, so it is a package.  MR. WEAVER seconded. 
 
When moving this forward, MS. WITT asked for information in the form of an issues bullet page 
be provided on the schedule laid out here for the LRTP as it relates to the TIP so the PC will be 
fully aware if they choose to release the amendment there will be overlap, and possibly a lot of 
questions from the Assembly in terms of having a TIP, an LRTP and then another TIP.   
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MS. HEIL proposed an amendment to include with recommendations a list of issues regarding 
the timing.  Steve seconded.   
 
The motion passed with 6 in favor, 1 opposed.  MR. CARR voted in opposition. 
 
Air Quality Conformity Determination and Memo 
STEVE MORRIS reported the Conformity Determination for the amended LRTP with the bridge 
delayed until 2020 and assumed an operational date of 2020 rather than 2012, which was 
originally assumed.  The impact of that primarily has to do with population growth.  It was 
assumed as a consequence of the bridge being constructed later some of the population and other 
economic activity we thought would shift to the valley early would be delayed, and therefore, 
there would be more growth in the Anchorage Bowl, and as a consequence more travel in the 
first half of the LRTP.  As a consequence there is more travel activity then was assumed in the 
previous LRTP, and emissions will go up slightly, but very slightly.  He indicated whether or not 
the bridge is in, delayed or built in 2012, all three were well under budget.  MR. MORRIS stated 
an inter-agency consultation meeting was held, and there did not seem to be any problems with 
the technical approach to the conformity analysis.  He noted that a follow-up discussion is 
planned because with everything in flux because of the lawsuits, he did not think they talked 
much about the technical aspects of the conformity analysis.  The follow-up discussion is to 
confirm that everything is okay with the agencies, and it is tentatively planned for October 1. 
 
MR. MORRIS’ moved to recommend to the Policy Committee if the Policy Committee decides 
to adopt the LRTP amendment and delay the Knik Arm Crossing the Policy Committee also 
release the Conformity Report at same time.  MS. HEIL seconded. 
 
Hearing no objections, the motion passed unanimously. 
 
MS. UNDERWOOD asked for clarification on whether TAC had a recommendation on the 
timing of rail, pedestrian and bicycle, or if TAC planned to deal with that later noting it was not 
part of the motion.  MR. WILBER recalled the PC decided that a resolution ought to be 
forwarded to the Alaska Railroad and KABATA recommending that they work together to 
include rail on the bridge.  The PC wanted this done as a resolution, not part of the Plan.  MR. 
WILBER further noted that this would probably be done when, or if, they approve the LRTP 
amendment.  MR. WILBER advised staff the issues regarding the rail and pedestrian can be dealt 
with as part of the memo that is sent to the PC suggesting the PC look at it as a potential 
resolution item. 
 
c. Eagle River PM-10 Maintenance Plan 
 
STEVE MORRIS reported Eagle River has been a PM 10 non-attainment area for about 20 
years, had not violated the air quality standards for approximately 19 years, and in compliance 
for almost two decades.  He explained the reason Eagle River remained a non-attainment area 
was because it had been hoped for many years that EPA would change its guidelines for 
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communities with low PM-10 levels, but this did not happen.  Therefore, a maintenance plan to 
get Eagle River re-designated as a community in compliance with an air quality standards 
maintenance plan is required.  MR. MORRIS noted basically it the Plan says Eagle River does 
not violate the air quality standards.  Eagle River is well below the air quality level, except for 
natural events like the Mount Spur event or huge wind storms, and it is anticipated Eagle River is 
likely to stay in attainment or maintain the standards for the next 20 years given expected growth 
in the area.  MR. MORRIS explained most of the PM-10 in Eagle River comes from dust from 
unpaved roads, and most of the roads have been paved or treated with recycled asphalt.  DEC 
and EPA staff have reviewed the document, did not see any significant problems, and were okay 
with releasing the document.  Staff is asking for a 30 day public review. 
 
MS. HEIL indicated in the update sheet it is not called “limited,” but on the cover of the 
document it is called a “limited” maintenance plan, and Staff should make sure the title is correct 
before releasing it.  
 
MR. MORRIS noted within the next 30 days they would meet with the Air Quality Advisory 
Committee.  MR. MORRIS stated this does not affect the CMAQ funds; at least not as the 
regulations are currently written. 
 
STEVE MORRIS moved the TAC release the Eagle River PM-10 Limited Maintenance Plan for 
public review.  MS. HEIL seconded.   
 
Hearing no objections, the motion passed unanimously. 
 
d. Other Business Items - None 
 
6. INFORMATION ITEMS 
 
a. Draft 2010-2013 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 
 This item was moved from the Action agenda. 
 
MR. LYON reported the TIP was introduced at the Assembly on September 15.  A work session 
is scheduled before the Assembly on Friday, October 9, 1:00 to 2:00 p.m., in the Assembly 
Conference Room.  The public hearing on the TIP is scheduled before the Assembly at its 
regularly scheduled meeting on October 13.  MR. WILBER asked if MS. WITT or MS. RICE, or 
someone from their staff, would be able to attend the work session.   
 
MR. LYON did not believe an errata sheet went to the Assembly showing the change to NHS to 
make it consistent with the STIP.  He will work with MS. WITT to get that done.  
 
b. Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) Status Report 
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RON MARTINDATLE provided a status report on the Highway Safety Improvement Program 
(HSIP).  He explained that HSIP projects are crash based projects; based on actual crash 
locations, and all project nominations go through a benefit cost process that looks at the crashes, 
their severity, the proposed fix, and the benefits that the fix provides.  He provided a list of HSIP 
projects and status in the Municipality of Anchorage, including projects completed in 2007-2008, 
projects currently under construction for 2009-2010, projects in the Draft FFY2010 HSIP Plan 
for construction funding, and projects to be funded in construction in FFY2011-2012.   
 
MR. MARTINDALE explained the HSIP funding plan is prepared by the three DOT regions in 
conjunction with headquarters.  The AMATS HSIP projects are a joint effort between the State 
and Municipal Traffic Department, and those projects are agreed upon before they are 
nominated.  He indicated the 2010 Draft HSIP Plan would probably be final in the next week.   
 
MR. MARTINDALE noted the level of HSIP funding from Federal Highways is not certain.  He 
stated adjustments had to be made in the 2010 Plan to move some of the projects that were going 
to be funded in 2010 into 2011 to keep all the existing projects going without any new starts.  He 
stated more money was spent statewide than DOT had, and there were a number of projects in 
2009 that were not completed.  He noted Table 2 would be revised because there are about ten 
projects needing to be added in 2010 that did not make the 2009 funding, and some of the 
projects in 2010 will be moved to 2011.   
 
Discussion followed on count down timers, how the public uses the timers, and the safety 
benefits.  MR. CARR and MR. MARTINDALE discussed the C Street Railroad crossing queue 
and related issues.  MR. CARR asked if this project could be moved up in the priority list.  MR. 
MARTINDALE indicated there would be a lot of opportunities to discuss this and refine it 
because this is just a nomination, but the intent is every time the queue gets back to the tracks 
this device would come on reminding motorists not to stop on the tracks. 
 
c. Municipal Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 
 
MR. LYON reported on the Municipal Capital Improvement Program (CIP) noting it has grown 
out of the public participation plan.  He reminded the TAC on the back of the agenda is a 
schedule for the reports required by the AMATS Public Participation Plan.  This CIP status 
report was drawn up by JIM LAMSON, and gives an update on 2011 to 2015 and some of the 
ideas for those out years, as well as the 2009 and 2010 project status.  There are approximately 
194 open projects in 2009/2010 valued at $632 million. 
 
MR. CARR asked to have MR. LAMSON advise him on whether the Municipality Of 
Anchorage has continued funding the crossing improvements.  MR. WILBER noted when the 
Capital Improvement Program is created it is not known what the level of bonds will be, and 
there is a list with the amount of money that is going to be proposed to bond in April for 2010.  
The Assembly will have an opportunity to look at this capital budget, and will have to have it by 
the first of October and act on it by mid-December.   
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The information will be available on PM&E’s website, and to contact MR. LYON or MR. 
LAMSON with questions on projects. 
 
d. Upcoming Planning/Design Status Report 
 
MR. LYON noted this was another item in the Public Participation Plan.  He is awaiting more 
information and will share it with the committee once he receives it. 
 
e. High Tower Lighting 
 This agenda item was postponed. 
 
f. Other Informational Items 
 
MR. CARR reported on a test run scheduled for October by the Alaska Railroad for a proposed 
commuter schedule between Anchorage, Wasilla and the Airport and Girdwood.   
 
With regard to the upcoming Highway to Highway meeting, MR. CARR asked that staff remind 
them again we are trying to set up transit as separate solution.  He indicated what we are trying to 
do is get them to understand it is part of a toolbox of alternative demand that will help solve the 
problem, it is not the solution to the problem, and until we can get beyond these kind of stand 
alone alternatives, we are going to continue to have these kinds of problems.  He indicated if 
they look ahead, strategically, every single bill analysis for the next authorization bill does not 
favor highways, and it is not going back to highways. 
 
MS. WITT reminded the TAC the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) is out 
for public review, and comments are due by October 16.  She indicated the PC asked for 
recommendations and review by staff and the TAC on the funding formula.  She indicated there 
was a need to take a look at the program in terms of, for example, the Highway to Highway is 
not at this point listed in the STIP, and it needs to be in there.  She asked Staff to have comments 
ready for the next TAC meeting. 
 
MS. HEIL noted the public comment period closed on September 25 on some regulations DEC 
has out on standards, but there is a portion of transportation conformity area that is out for public 
comment right now.   
 
MR. CARR thanked CINDY HEIL for her work in getting a grant put together for the Alaska 
Railroad to try to bring a couple of its locomotives into compliance with EPA regulations.  The 
grant is for approximately $750,000.   
 
MR. WILBER recognized Mike Vanderhoof from Federal Highways who is in town on Highway 
to Highway and other issues, and thanked him for taking the time to sit in the TAC meeting.   
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MS. WITT noted this will be the last TAC meeting for ANETA SYNAN as she is relocating to 
Salem, Oregon. 
 
 
 
 
7. SCHEDULED AMATS MEETINGS 
 Policy Committee Meeting, September 24, 2009 
 Technical Advisory Committee, October 8, 2009 
 Policy Committee, October 22, 2009 
 
8. ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting adjourned at 3:42 p.m. 
 
Note:  after adjournment, JAMES ARMSTRONG requested that LANCE WILBER, JENNIFER 
WITT and CRAIG LYON come do an Anchorage Caucus staff briefing on the TIP in December.  
He will send the date and coordinate with MR. LYON on this issue. 


