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For reading

Anchorage, Alaska
AR 98- 25

8 WHEREAS, the Assembly has reviewed the 1997 Anchorage Bowl Long-Range

Transportation Plan submitted by the Mayor; and9

10

11

WHEREAS, the 1997 Anchorage Bowl Long-Range Transportation Plan update

does not change any of the transportation improvement recommendations contained in

the existing 1991 Anchorage Bowl Long-Range Transportation Plan, and12

13 WHEREAS, the 1997 Anchorage Bowl Long-Range Transportation Plan has been

found to be in conformity with the Federal Clean Air Act as amended in 1990, and14

WHEREAS, on January 12,1998, a duly advertised public hearing was held by the15

Planning and Zoning Commission,16

NOW, THEREFORE, The Anchorage Assembly resolves:17

Section 1. That the 1997 Anchorage Bowl Long-Range Transportation Plan is18

adopted19

20 Section 2. This resolution shall become effective immediately upon passage and

approval by the Anchorage Assembly.21

PASSED AND APPROVED by the Anchorage Assembly this

February ,1998.
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BACKGR,OUND

The Anchorage Bowl Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) is the document which
guides long-term transportation improvements within the Anchorage Bowl. The last
major update of the LRTP occurred in 1991. Since that time one minor review and
update was conduCted in 1994. No changes in the 1991 LRTPreco~ndations were
made during the 1994 update. This report represents the second minor update of the 1991
LRTP. It also leavestbe recommendations contained in the original Plan intact.

Although no changes in either the major transportation improvements or transportation
plan goals and objectives are proposed, this interim update accomplishes several
important tasks. FIrst, it will review the assumptions and population projections that
underpin the 1991 LRTP to detennine if they are still valid. Second. the Plan update will
extend the Plan period from 2010 to 2017. Third. the Plan will strengthen sections
penaining to !SmA requirements. These sections include the Freight Mobility,
Congestion Management System, and Major Investtnent Studies. (Note: The 1991 Plan
was completed while the ISTEA regulations were first introduced but not fully adopted.)
Fourth, the Plan will update critical sections of the Plan. such as the Fmancial Analysis,
which are subject to change.

The following plan incorporates both elements of the 1991 LRTP which were not
changed and new elements written specifically for this update. An attempt was made to
consolidate all of the important elements of the LRTP into one updated document in order
to avoid creating confusion which results when plans are spread between tWo or more
overlapping documents. This update does not, however, include the extensive alternative
analysis which was contained in the 1991 LRTP and associated Working Papers. Readers
who are intereSted in this topic are refen"ed to the origina11991 planning documents.

The Municipality of Anchorage Transportation Planning Division is currently preparing
the groundwork for the next major update of the Plan which is expected to occur by the
year 2<XX>. As a part of this effort. transportation planning staff is conducting a complete
overhaul of the existing transponation planning model. Besides providing an updated,
more accurate traffic projection capability, the anticipated model will cOntain important
new features, including transit, light rail, and pedestrian mode choice submodels. The
model will also enhance the Municipality's ability to analyze the benefit-cost of proposed
transportation improvement projects, air quality impacts, the effectiveness of travel
demand strategies, and the intenelationship between land use and transportation
improvements. Once the new model is up and running, the Municipality will be in a
much better position to initiate a comprehensive study of the future transportation needs
of the community. Attempting to make changes to major transportation improvements
contained in the 1991 LRTP without this new tool would result in uninformed decision
making.
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A. Anchorage Metropolitan Area Transportation Study ,

The long-range transportation planning effort in the Anchorage Bowl and Chugiak-Eagle
River is conducted under the auspices of the Anchorage Mettopolitan Area
Transportation Swdy (AMATS). AMATS is a cooperative process in which the State of
Alaska and the Municipality of Anchorage jointly plan the improvement of local
roadway, transit, and trail systems. The AMATS planning process consists of tWo
principal parts; the Long-Range Transponation Plan (LRTP) and the Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP).

Long-Range Transportation Plans are the key planning documents ~ by AMA TS and
others to plan the development and implementation oftran sportation system
improvements 20 years into the futwe. The 1997 Anchorage Bowl Long-Range
Transportation Plan update, when adopted. will serve this purpose for AMATS. The
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) is the short-range implementation plan used
by AMA TS to program federal funding for transportation improvements. The TIP
programs the recommendations contained in the 2O-year Transportation Plan into a short-
teIDl (3 year) timeframe. A rational ttansportation planning process requires both
documents.

B. Study Area

The AMATS study area encompasses a major portion of the Municipality of Anchorage.
As shown in Figure 1. the AMA TS Smdy area ~~cbes from Eklutna on the north to Potter
Creek on the south. The only population centers outside of the AMA TS study area are
the Turnagain Arm co~"njties of Girdwood, Bird Creek, and Indian. This Long-Range
Transportation Plan is an update of the Anchorage Bowl portion of the AMATS study
area. A Transportation Plan for the Chugiak-Eagle River area was completed and
approved in October 1996 and is not, therefore. scheduled to be updated for another tWo

yeatS.

C. Planning Horizon

ISTEA planning regulations, specifically 23 CFR 450.322(a), state that the transportation
plan should address at least a 20 year planning horizon. The planning horizon for the
1991 Anchorage Bowl LRTP encompassed the years 1991 to 2010. In order to comply
with the above referenced ISTEA regulations, the timeframe of the plan needs to be
extended to the year 2017.

D. Population and Land Use Assumptions
23 CFR 450.322(a) also requires that the existing LRTP be reviewed to determine the
consistency of the plan with the most recent population and employment projections. In
order to comply with this requirement. the population and employment projections used
to develop the 1991 plan were compared to the most recent population and employment
projections prepaIed by the Institute of Social and Economic Research in 1996. As
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Figure 1
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Table 1 indicates, theorigina1 forecast for the year 2010 is remarkably close to the new
projection for the year 20 17. (It appears that the original population projections were too
high.) Thus, the old projections are suitable for use in this LRTP update.

~

',f"""" co'"". "'..' ~.;"~

1; :
;" ,, .~,-,--,_c:*"", "

~

Projections Used in 1991 LRTP

(F~Je:ar .::?OI0)
1996 ISER Projections
lF~~_Y~.~Ol7L.

288,545*Pouulation ~2:-,0719
171,829~*193.88~-I tmployment

Anchorage Bowl popularion estimates were obtained by subttacting the Chugjak-Eagie River population
projections from the !SER projections for die entire Municipality of Anchorage. According to the
Olugiak-Eagle River Comprehensive Plan, Chugiak-Eagle River is expected to absorb 25% of future

Anchorage growth.

Anchorage Bowl employment projections were obtained by subttaCting the esrimated Qugiak-Eagle
River employment, assumed to be 13% of its population, from the total ISER employment projections
for the Municipality of Anchorage (Somce: Chugiak-Eagle River Comprehensive Plan).

The distribution of population and employment used in the existing MinUfP model
projections. which were based on the 1982 Comprehensive Plan. is also still valid. The
land use map contained in the 1982 Comprehensive Plan largely reflected the underlying
zoning in effect at the time of the Plan adoption. The Comprehensive Plan has not been
revised since 1982. Thus, the underlying land use assumptions which form the
foundation for the LRTP modeling work do not need to be revised for this review.

TRANSPORTATION PLAN GOALS AND OBJECTIVESII.

Goals and objectives show the direction where a community thinks it should be heading
fot the future. The following goals and objectives provide a balance between system
travel needs and fmancial, environmental. and other community issues. The six goals are
not listed in priority order but rather, each has its own importance in the evaluation of
projects. The achievement of some of these goals cannot be fully realized until additional
work items identified in the implementation plan are completed. As an example, the
provision of transit service to 80 percent of the transit focus area population objective
provides a basis for the review and update to the Transit Development Program (TDP).
The objective provides a tool to measure how well the TDP meets the corn_m\Jnity

transportation goals.

T~rtation Plan Mission Statement -To provide a balanced transportation system that
meetS the futtlre travel demands of the community through the support of roadway.
transit, and complimentary services. The transportation system should also enhance the
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area safety, meet environmental standards, and reduce impacts on residential

neighborhoods.

Goal A Provide a transportation system that enhances the local economic conditions and
the quality of life.

Al
Al

Objective
Criteria

Minimi7.e neighborhood through-traffic movements
Percent of VMT on Collector or higher designated roadways

Minimize residential relocations due to transportation projects
Number of residential relocations

Objective
Criteria

A2
A2

Minim17~ business relocations due to transportation projects
Number of business relocations

Objective
Criteria'

A3
A3

Objective
Criteria

A4
A4

MiniT:1i7:e project impacts on parklands
Acres of desi~ parklands used for ~rtation projects

Objective
Criteria

AS
AS

!vf1n1m17~ project impacts on wetlands
Acres of wetlands by value category impacted by transportation projects

This goal deals with the impacts of transportation projects on our community. An
important objective of this plan is to decrease the through traffic use of subdivision streets
to avoid congestion on the arterial street system. In addition. transportation projects
which need additional right-of-way may have impacts on both the existing residences and
businesses. A concern voiced by many of the public meeting speakers dealt with the loss
of parklands or wetlands due to right-of-way takings. Objectives A4 and AS deal with
this issue. For each of the objectives, the intent is to minimi7~ the effects and provide
compensation and mitigation as appropriate.

Goal B Provide a transportation system that promotes public health and improves local
air quality and area environmental standards by meeting and exceeding adopted
environmental criteria

Reach and maintain National Ambient Air Quality Standards(NAAQS)
Use standard air quality testing procedures to ascertain compliance with

NAAQS

Bl.
Bl

Objective
Criteria

Goal B addresses the environmental concerns associated with the development and
maintenance of a ttansportation system. Since Anchorage is desi~ as a non-
att~iDmp-nt area for carbon monoxide, the achievement of this goal is very important to
the community and our own physical health.

Goal C Develop a safe, reliable, and accessible transit system which provides a viable
alternative to the automobile
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Objective
Criteria

Cl
Cl

Increase pu~lic transit ridership by 200 percent
Number of passenger trips

Objective C2

C2

Provide 15-minute peak and 30 Itlinute off-peak headway to 80
percent of the population in the transit focus area
Percent of transit focus area population within 1/4 mile of transit
routes

Criteria

This goal deals with the provision of a transit system that will provide a viable alternative
to the automobile by including frequent service within the employment and housing areas
of higher density development

Goal D mcrease transportation system efficiency during peak -hour periods

Increase base year peak hour vehicle occupancy by 20 percent through
greater participation in transit, ridesharing, and van pooling programs
Annual V chicle Occupancy Survey showing occupancy rates of
major employment sites.

Objective Dl

Criteria Dl

Objective D2 Decrease peak-hour home to work vehicle trips by 10 percent for
employers with greater than 25 employees
Site surveys and number of arriving peak hour workers from the Annual
Vehicle Occupancy Survey of major employment sites

D2Criteria

The aim of this goal is to reduce the demand for peak hour trips. The objectives deal with
reducing trips on the roadway system through municipally coordinated efforts at the
employer level.

Goal E Provide a comprehensive roadway network that moves people and goods in an
economical, efficient and safe manner

Objective El Develop a roadway network that will minimi7~ construction and
maintenance costs

Ela Total network project cost (1997 $)
Elb Total network maintenance cost (1997 S)

Criteria
Criteria

Provide a roadway network tnat o~s at a Level of Service (LOS)
"D~' or better for 95 percent of the ~jected 2010 travel. demands -
Percent oftota11ane miles of roadway at LOS "D" or better

E2Objective

Criteria ~

E3Objective

Criteria E3

Provide an arterial within 1/2 mile of at least 90 percent of area
households
Percent of total households within 1/2 mile of the arterial system
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Objective
Criteria

E4
E4

Minimi7e growth in Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT)
Miles of VMT from computer model output

Objective ES Maximize use of the existing system by completing the grid pattern on
the collector and arterial roadway system
Miles of "missing link" projects in systemESCriteria

Objective E6

Criteria E6

Improve non-project arterial intersection capacity by 15 pen:ent for at
least five intersections/yeaf
Comparison of intersection capacity before and after improvement

Goal E addresses the roadway netWork needs for the area. It defmes the level of service
to be expected, includes measurement of system efficiency by tracking VMr. and
provides basic groWth of the system through the completion of the one-mile arterial grid
pattern adopted for the area.

Goal F Provide and mainWn complimentary tl'anSponation facilities that suppon
alternatives to car usage

Objective FI

Criteria Fl

Provide maintained sidewalks or trails to within 1/4 mile of 80 percent
of the transit focus area population
Percent of transit focus area population with maintained sidewalks/trails
within 1/4 mile of homes

Objective F2

Criteria F2

Provide a maintained pedestrian trail network that connects 80% of the
transit focus area population to major employment centers
Percent of transit focus area population within 1/2 mile of pedes1rlanbicycle trails/routes to major employment centers .

III. RECOMMENDED TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS

The following sections break out the LRTP recommendations into three categories:
roadway. transit, and enhancemenL Fnhjlncement is a new category of: recommendations
which have been included as a part of this update in order to consolidate all relevant
transportation improvement recommendations into one documenL

A. Roadway Recommendations
As previously mentioned. it is not the purpose of this update to make major changes in
the recommendations contained in the 1991 Anchorage Bowl Long-Range Transportation
Plan. Nevenbeless several changes have occurred since 1991 which need to be reflected
in the list of roadway ~ndations (see Figure 2). First. the AMA TS Policy
Committee approved two amendmentS to the Plan which affected the roadway
recommendations. In 1994, the AMA TS Policy Committee approved changing the LR TP
recommendation for the Old Seward Highway between Dimond Blvd. and O'Malley

Public Review Draft
Page?





Road from a two lane to a four lane facility. (This roadway segment was subsequently
bUilt.) Another amendment was approved by the Policy Comtnitteein 1997 to change the
LRTP recommendation for the Old Seward Highway between Dowling Road and
Dimond Blvd. from a two lane to a fom lane facility. The Policy Committee
simultaneously reduced the number of lanes for Arctic Blvd from four to two lanes
between E. 68th Ave. and Dimond Blvd. Both of ~ changes were deemed necessary
in order to accommodate the unexpectedly rapid and intensive retail development in the
vicinity of the Old Seward Hwy. and Dimond Blvd

The list of roadway improvement recommendations also needs to be changed to reflect
the fact that eleven of the projects listed in the 1991 LRTP have been c,ompleted.
Completed projects include the following:

....

.

.

.

.

.

36th Avenue, Spenard Road to ArCtic Blvd.
76th Avenue (Lore Road), Lake Otis Blvd to Seward Highway
Boniface Parkway, Debarr Road to Tudor Road
Klatt Road, Realignment from C Street to Southport Drive
Lake Otis Parkway, 68th A venue to Abbott Road
Northern Lights Blvd, LaTouche Street to Lake Otis Parkway
Raspberry Road, Minnesota Drive to Jewel Lake Road
Wisconsin Avenue, Northern Lights Boulevard to LakeshoreDrive
Denali Street, 36th Avenue to Tudor Road
Dimond Boulevard, Seward Highway to 88th Avenue
Minnesota Drive, International Airport Road to Raspberry Road (Completed all
except the interchange at International Airport Road and Minnesota Drive)

The following revised list of roadway recommendations have been broken out into short
and long range recommendations. The short range recommendations include committed
roadway projects which are expected to be constructed within the next six years either
through the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) or Capital Iiilprovement Program
(CIP). Projects which are only funded for design and ROW acquisition but are not
funded for construction within the six year time period. were not included in the short-
range recommendation list.

Short. Range Recommendations (1998 - 2003)1.
C Street (Tudor Rd. to International Airport Rd.) . The ponion of C Street between
Tudor Road and International Airport Rd. will be widened to 6 lanes.

C Street (International Airport Rd. to Dimond Blvd.) - The portion of C Street
between International Airport Rd. and Dimond Blvd. will be widened to 4 lanes.

Dowling Rd. (Lake Otis Pkwy to the Old Seward Hwy.) - The section of Dowling Rd.
between Lake Otis Pkwy. and the Old Seward Hwy. will be widened to 4 lanes.
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Old Seward Hwy. (Dowling Rd. to Dimond Blvd.) - This project involves widening the
Old Seward H\\'Y. between Dimond Blvd. and Dowling Road from 2 to 4 lanes.

Arctic Blvd. (Dimond Blvd. to E. 68th Ave.) - This project involves the widening of
Arctic Blvd. to a urban Standard roadway. It will remain two lanes with left turn lanes
added where needed.

E. 68th Ave. (Lake Otis Blvd. to Abbott Loop Rd.) - E. 68th Ave. will be widened and
reconstructed as a 2 lane facility betWeen Lake Otis Blvd and Abbott Loop Rd. This
project will be funded using Municipal bond funds.

36th Avenue Re-Alignment (at Spenard Road) - This project would provide a smooth
transition of Spenard Road into 36th Avenue at that intersection.

Independence Drive (Colony Street to O'Malley Road) - This project will extend
Independence Drive as a two lane collector to O'Malley Road. It is currently in the
Municipal Capital Improvement Program to be funded with local funding.

Port Access - The roadway connections to the Port of Anchorage are substandard and
need improvement. one of the proposed improvements would reduce the conflicts
between trains and port truck traffic along Oceandock Road by realigning Alaska
Railroad tracks. Additional study is needed to determine what other improvements are
needed.

Long-Range Recommendations (2004.2017)2.

Fifth A venue/Glenn Highway Expansion (Boniface Parkway to Gambell Street) -
The roadway options analyzed in the 1991 Anchorage Bowl Long-Range Transportation
Plan for the Glenn Highway to Seward Highway area included the expansion of Fifth
Avenue. the 15th Avenue Bypass and the Glenn Highway/Seward Highway Connection.
The Fifth Avenue expansion was selected due to its low impact on parklands. lack of
disruption to the landfill area. and the lower impact on the relocation of residential units
when compared With the 15th Avenue Bypass. Glenn Highway has been planned and
right-of-way was already purchased to accommodate up to an eight lane facility east of
Airpc>rt Heights. This allow for fleXloility in the development of this facility to expand as
demand grow.

Seward Highway (20th A venue to O'Malley Road) - The freeway standard south of
36th Avenue, will be extended to the north of Fireweed Lane. The facility Will include a
six-lane primary roadway, with two lane frontage roads similar to the existing section.
At the major intersections with Northern Lights Boulevard, Benson Boulevard,FIreweed
Lane and 36th A venue, the facility Will be grade-separated allowing full flow on the cross
StI'cets over the freeway roadways. The frontage roads will provide the necessary access
to the adjacent properties. with ramps to and from the freeway roadway. In order to
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provide proper local circulation. the Plan also recommends the installation of
overcrossings between the frontage roads along the Seward Highway. These
overcrossings would be installed at International Airport Road. 68th A venue, 76th
A venue, and 92nd Avenue.

A/C Couplet (9th Avenue to Tudor Road) - The existing ponion of AlC couplet north
of Tudor Road was constructed to handle an eventual 4 lanes each direction, but is
currently strip d for only three lanes in each direction. The design considered the use of
the fourth lane for potential High Occupancy Vehicles (HOV, e.g., buses, carpools,
vanpools. etc.). This Plan agrees with the expansion to four lanes as the demand grows
and the possiple use of the fourth lane for HOV.

C Street (Dimond Blvd. to Minnesota Drive) - The roadway south of International
Airport Road has extensive right-of-way to Dimond Boulevard and should be upgraded to
4 to 6 lanes, depending on demand. The area south of Dimond Boulevard should be
constructed as a new four lane facility to Minnesota Drive. (Note: the expansion of C
Street betWeen Tudor Road and International Airport Road was included as a short-range
project since it is currently included in the six year illustrative program in the TIP.

Minnesota Drive Northbound (26th Avenue to 16th Avenue) - This one segment of
Minnesota Drive is only r:wO lanes and serves as a bottleneck for fuwre traffic. The third
lane should be constIUcted to provide full three lanes from Raspberry Road north to I
Street

Lake Otis Boulevard (15th A venue to Northern Lights Boulevard) - The existing
roadway in this area varies from two to four lanes. The facility should be constructed as a
four lane roadway to complete the traffic grid pattern in this area.

Northern Lights Boulevard (Lake Otis Boulevard to Boniface Parkway) - This

roadway serves as one of the main east/west roadways in the area. The expansion will
include 6-8 lanes along its route depending upon the traffic demand

Bragaw Street (Northern Lights Boulevard to O'Malley Road) - Of the various
alternatives for north/south travel between the Hillside area and Goose Lake institutional
facilities and on north to the military bases, Bragaw Street provides the most logical
connection by completing the traffic grid pattern in this area. The various alternatives
reviewed include the expansion of Lake Otis Parkway to six lanes by acquiring a row of
businesses and houses along one side, the construction of Boniface Parkway south from
Tudor Road to Abbott Road. and the expansion of the New Seward Highway to eight
lanes. The modeling efforts showed results similar to what we see today in this area. As
additiona11anes are added to Lake Otis Parkway, it stays at full capacity, since it is the
first facility available for access north/south for people coming to/from the Hillside area.

The analysis of roadway ttavel demand for the area betWeen Lake Otis and Boniface
Parkways is a comparison of the completion of the fom lane Bragaw Street from
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Providence Drive to Northern Liglits Boulevard, the expansion of Lake Otis Boulevard to
six lanes, or the six lane widening of Boniface Parkway south of Northern Lights
Boulevard.

The major impacts on the residential community along Lake Otis Parkway or Boniface
Parkway with any additional widening requirements oppose the objectives to minimize
residential lane acquisition.

In addition. by adding the Bragaw segment. the projected traffic loads on adjacent
facilities are balanced. This allows the other facilities to remain at their existing four lane
configuration. without the need for ~er expansion of Boniface Parkway or Lake Otis

Parkway.

Past discussions on Bragaw Street have addressed the problems with the road expansion
crossing the University of Alaska-Anchorage CUAA) campus area. These lands are
generally undesirable building sites due to soils and ground conditions. The current
development plans for UAA show a focusing of the building development in the area
west ofBragaw Street. A recent land trade consolidated the UAA land holdings
surrounding the University Drive area. The campus would then have a more compact
sense rather than a long spine if the areas east of Bragaw Street were incorporated. With
the Bragaw Street construction, the role of University Drive from Northern Lights
Boulevard to Providence Drive, which now divides the current UAA campus area, would
be reduced to 1.ocal access only.

Due to the issues descn'bed above, this area is designated as a study area (see Figure 2).

Dowling Road (Raspberry Road to Old Seward Highway/Lake Otis Boulevard to
Boniface Parkway) - This roadway has been part of the proposed LRTP roadway
network for many years and a majority of the necessary right-of-way already exists. It
will serve a majoreast/west traffic flow and help to complete the traffic grid pattern. The
roadway would be built to a minimum 4 lanes. This facility, combined with the central
portion of the project between the Old Seward Highway and Lake Otis Boulevard (see
short-range projects), will provide a major relief to congestion along Tudor Road.

Victor RoadINorthwood Drive (88th Avenue to l04th Avenue) - This facility includes
the expansion of the existing roadway to four lanes, and the connection of the existing
four lane Nortbwood Drive from 88th Avenue over Campbell Creek to Dimond
Boulevard. Existing land use in this area causes some congestion problems and, with
additional development, the need for four lanes is easily met. The option of connecting
Northwood Drive to Dimond Boulevard or expanding 88th Avenue and Arlene Street
were alternatives reviewed for the northern portion of this project. The impacts on the
residential areas along 88th Avenue and Arlene Street were far greater than the southern
extension to Dimond Boulevard. Past experience has shown bridge facilities across
Campbell Creek can be designed and constructed to provide minimal innusion into the
greenbelt area.
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Huffman Road (Old Seward ffighway to Lake Otis Parkway) - With the dense
commercial frontage and the major connections to Lake Otis Parkway, New Seward
Highway and Old Seward Highway, this section of Huffman Road will need expansion.

tOOth A venue (Minnesota Drive to C Street) - This stteet will enhance local circulation
and improve access to the proposed regional park facility located south of Minnesota
Drive.

Abbott Road (Lake Otis Parkway to Br8eoaw Street) - This project would extend the
newly constructed four lane section from Lake Otis Boulevard to Bragaw Stteet.

Jewel Lake Road (Dimond Blvd. to International Airport Road) - This road will need
upgrading to include tWo - four lanes especially near Raspberry Road and Dimond
Boulevard. This work will substantially improve the existing roadway.

Raspberr). Road and Dimond Boulevard (Jewel Lake Road to Sand Lake Road) -
These projects may need expansion to four lanes depending upon the area residential and
commercial development associated with the Anchorage International Airport. These
area will be monitored and projects implemented as the development warrants.

Elmore Road (H11ffman Road to DeArmoun Road) - Construct two lane road to urban
standards betWeen Huffman Road to DeArmoun Road to complete the grid pattern in this
area of southeast Anchorage.

Lakeshore Drive (Wisconsin A venue to Aero Avenue) - Project involves extending
WISConsin Avenue to connect with Aero Avenue in order to improve traffic circulation in
and out of the adjacent neighborhood.

Northern Lights Boulevard (Wisconsin A venue to Aero A venue) - Project involves

upgrading a minor arterial to urban standards and expanding from 2 to 4 lanes.

Old Seward Highway (O'Malley Road to Huftman Road) - Project involves
upgrading a minor arterial to urban standards and adding left-turn lanes where needed.

Beyond these projects, the existing roadways that are currently not designed and
constructed to urban standards will also need to be upgraded during the span of this
LRTP. This upgrading will normally replace existing roadways with new construction.
but usually rosulting in the same number of lanes for the road.

Additional work will also include the review of intersection locations where spot capacity
improvements (widening, turn lanes, grade-separation. etc.) could be ofbenefil At the
time of project design, each of these roadways will be reviewed to determine the needs
for inclusion of bicycle trails, pedestrian paths, landscaping, transit pullouts and other
amenities.
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B. Transit Recommendations
Transit services for the Anchorage area should focus on the MOderate Growth Level of
Service in a Hub-and Link configuration. This would result in a 110 bus fleet requiring
approximately 2-3 buses added each year to the system over the 20 year planning periOd.
The majority of service would be directed in the transit focus area, resulting in 1S-minute
peak and 30-minute off-peak service headway. To encourage transit usage, bOth an
aggressive marketing plan along with improvement to pedestrian access to the transit
routes will need to be implemented. Due to the climatic conditions for a major portion of
the year, the specialized elderly and disabled services should be continued. Even with
proper winter sidewaIk/trail maintenance, the users of the specialized service still need
the enhanced ttanspoItation which the Older Alaskan Transportation System (OATS) and

Specialized T~Itation System (STS) programs provide.

C. Enhancement Programming
ISTEA regulations require that transportation plans incorporate the programming of
enhancements. This process involves two steps: (1) identifying which types of
enhancement projects will be funded with ISTEA money and (2) refining the list of
specific projects which will be implemented during the timeframe of the Plan.

ISTEA regulations permits the following types of enhancement projects to be funded:

1. Provision of facilities for pedestrians and bicycles,
2. Acquisition of scenic easements and scenic or historic sites,
3. Scenic or historic highway programs,
4. Landscaping and other scenic beautification,
5. Historic preservation,
6. Rehabilitation and operation of historic transportation buildings, structures or

facilities (including historic railroad facilities and canals),
7. Preservation of abandoned railway corridors (including the conversion and use thereof

for Pedestrian or bicycle trails),
8. Control and removal of outdoor advertising,
9. Archaeological planning and research, and
10.. Mitigation of water pollution due to highway nlnoff.

In the past. AMATS has generally funded three types of enhancement projects, i.e.,
bicycle and pe4estrian trails, landscaping, and sedimentation basins. No sedimentation
projects have been funded with federal highway money during the past few years,
however. Due to the extensive need for ~tiona1 bicycle, pedestrian facilities, and
roadway landscaping, it. is the reconmlendation of this Plan to largely focus future
enhancement funding to these types of projects.

The Areawide Trails Plan serves as the official guide for the future development of tr3ils
within the Municipality of Anchorage and is incorporated by reference in this report. On
pages 124 to 127, the Plan lists the top 50 trail projects which are to be implemented
within the next 20 years (see Appendix A). These recommendations are incorporated by
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reference in this update and will subsequently serve as a framework for programming
future ISTEA enhancement money.

The Municipality of Anchorage does not. at this time, have a similarly adopted plan
which sets priorities for street and roadway landscaping projects. The Municipality will
soon release an RFP for a consultant to begin work on a new Streetscape Plan which will
include design guidelines as well as identify landscaping priorities to be constructed along
roadways. Until such time as this plan is adopted. the need for landscaping projects will
be decided on a case by case basis (with input from the Urban Desi~ Commission) in
conjunction with the programming of roadway projects through the TIP process.

Policy issues regarding the level of spending on landscaping in conjunction with roadway
projects also needs to be resolved. As an interim guideline, approximately 5 percent of
the cost of roadway reconstruction projects should be targeted for landscaping
improvements. This is in line with the existing level of expenditure.

Congestion Management SystemIV.

The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of 1991 represents a
major change in how the federal government funds transportation improvement projects.
In the past, transportation plans identified existing or futUre traffic congestion problems
and automatically proposed the roadway expansion projects needed to overcome the
congestion. !STEA requires a more comprehensive look at transponation problems
which emphasizes the following strategies:

Getting the most from the roadway network through Transportation Systems
Management (fSM) strategies (e.g., signal system improvements, intersection
improvements, roadway improvements, access m~n~gement, etc.)
Overseeing system d~!!!~d with Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
initiatives (e.g., ridesharing programs, alternative work hours, improved transit, etc.
Constructing new roadway construction projects only when other non-constroction
methods can be shown to be ineffective in reducing the congestion to an acceptable
level.

.

As a part of its effort to implement the Congestion Management System. AMATS
adopted the "Congestion Management Program" report in 1994. The ..Congestion
Management PrOgram" identified and recommended a set of congestion management
strategies to employ in meeting travel demands and minimi7ing congestion. These
strategies can be divided into tWo categories: (1) existing strategies recommended for
expansion and (2) new strategy recommended for implementation. The existing
strategies are listed in Table 2.
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The program to integrate facilities for bicyclist with transit was a new strategy recommended in the 1994
Congestion Mana..,oeJDent Program which was subsequently implemented since the plan was adopted.

The strategies in Table 2 reflect the existing congestion management system that is in
place in Anchorage. This Long-Range Transportation Plan update recommends these
strategies be maintained or expanded. These strategies should be regularly reviewed
during the TIP process to determine their effectiveness in reducing congestion. AMA TS
has already adopted performance measures which can be used for this purpose. Data is
currently being collected for most of these performance measures. There are, however,
gaps in this data collection effort which need to be filled. This Plan recommends that
AMA TS commit to expanded data collection effort as part of the 1998 Unified Planning
Wark PrOgram. This will greatly improve AMA TS' ability to continuously monitor the
effectiveness of the existing congestion m:ln:l~ment strategies and enhance its decision
making process with respect to funding congestion management strategies.

The '~ongestion Management Program" also recommended consideration of potential
new strategies. (see Table 3 below). The "Congestion M~aement Program"
acknowledged that these strategies require a significant change in the travel behavior of
Anchorage residents. This behavior is most readi)y modified by a Trip Reduction
Ordinan~e (TRO). Such an ordinance is not being pursued at this time. In addition.
several of these new strategies would be more appropriately examined in the context of
the Comprehensive Land Use Plan which is currently in the~ocess of being updated.
This is particularly true with respect to the land use policy and site design strategies. This
Long Range Transportation plan therefore recommends that these new congestion
management strategies be further evaluated and adopted through the Municipality before
being considered in the SOV analysis, which is discussed later in this document.
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The "Congestion Management-Program" notes that the existing strategies, combined with
new strategies (Table 3) could have the net benefit of reducing travel throughout the
Anchorage bowl by five to six percent. Further analysis is required to determine the net
benefit of the existing congestion management strategies.

_.,.' ,~,"

~.- Y.Qlumarv Trip RedUction Ordinance I Land Use Policies to Reduce SOV
I Parkine; Require~ts in Zonine; Codes

~-anc;eto require Bicycle Facilities I Education ~
I_.~~ P,.ide Home I EmDloyee T~~on Allowance

l ~~J!!t peve)opment ActivitL~
, - ~ ADDIicabilirvI Bus J;raffi~i,~al ~~on

I Arterial ConCU1T:nt-~~I!QV~s I AnerlalswithLimitedAccess

- ShoWers and Clothing Lockersf«

Bicvclis~~
Education ~grams for Bicyclists and Potential
Cyclists

1- ~~cle Media and Promotion Campai~

As noted above, roadway improvements are one of many existing strategies identified in
the ..Congestion Management Program". Congestion Management System regulations
treat this strategy different from the rest. however. According to 23 CFR 500.505. the
Congestion Management System (CMS) shall provide an appropriate analysis of all
reasonable (including multimodal) travel demand reduction and operational management
strategies for the conidor that will result in a significant increase in capacity for Single
Occupancy Vehicles (SOV). In other words, new highway construction projects which
add general pmpose lanes to an existing highway or new highway links can not be built
until it is demonstrated that travel demand reduction strategies cannot fully satisfy the
need for additional capacity and that additional Single Occupancy Vehicle (SOV)
capacity is therefore warranted.

The 1991 Anchorage Bowl Long-Range Transportation Plan recommended a total of 31
roadway expansion projects which may result in a significant increase in SOV capacity
(see Table 4). For those projects which use federal money, an SOV analysis must be
conducted prior to programming money for constroction. (Note: Some of the projects
listed below will be exempt from this requirement if they are funded with local and State

money.)

In order to ensure consistency in the preparation of the required SOV analyses. the
following guidelines are provided:

Step 1: Determine the projected level of congestion in the next 20 years.
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Step 2: Detem1ine the difference between the projected level of congestion and the
acceptable level of congestion.

Step 3: Analyze the effectiveness of existing congestion m~nagement strategies (see
Table 2) in reducing the amount of congestion on the roadway to be expanded.

Step 4: Determine whether or not the travel demand reduction and operational
management strategies can fully satisfy the need for additional capacity as determined in
Step 2.

Step 5: If it is determined that the travel demand reduction and operational management
strategies cannot meet demand, then identify all reasonable strategies to manage the new
SOY facility effectively (or facilitate its m9n"gement in the funue).
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v. Major Investment Studies

The joint FHW A/FT A Planning Regulations for Metropolitan Areas ~uires Major
Investment Studies (:MIS) to be undertaken where the need for a major metropolitan
transportation investment is identified that may potentially use federal funds. The
purpose of a :MIS is to develop or refme the Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and
lead to decisions by AMATS, in cooperation with participating agencies, on the design
concept and scope of transportation improvements.

The 1\InS is a subset of the more comprehensive metropolitan transportation planning
process. The first step in the planning process includes an initial systems level analysis
which identifies regional needs and assesses strategies for serving them (i.e., the Long-
Range Transportation Plan). Normally, this first analytiCal effort relies on techniques
which aSsess trends and demands at a relatively coarse level of detail. In selected cases,
however, there may be a need to address transportation needs on a coITidor or subarea
scale, using more focused analyses to help decisionmakers understand the options for
addressing corridor or subarea .level transportation problems. The MIS serves this need
by providing AMA TS. the ADOT, the Municipal Public Transportation Department, and
other local decisionmakers with more comprehensive corridor and/or subarea technical
analysis early in the transportation decision making process.

It is the responsibility of AMATS in cooperation with the Alaska Pepartment of
Transportation and Public Facilities and the Municipal Public Transponation Department
to identify projects within its jurisdiction which are subject to the Major Investment Study
requirements. ToWards this end. the following three criteria were developed to identify
1vIIS projects: (1) cost of potential project must exceed $70 million, (2) potential project
must be classified as a freeway, and (3) potential project must be greater than one mile in
length. (See "Major Investment Study Procedures Working Paper" for a complete
description of how the criteria were developed.)

Most of the transportation improvements found in the 1991 LRTP are relatively small in
scope and would not benefit from a MIS. ~ two of the transportation improvements
listed in the 1991 Anchorage Bowl LRTP and Chugiak-Eagle River T~rtation Plan
meet all three of the criteria discussed above. These include the following:

Seward Highway Corridor (20th A venue to O'Malley Road) - The purpose of this
project is to solve existing and future north/south traffic congestion ~blems along the
Seward Highway Corridor. The 1991 Anchorage Bowl LRTP (see page 10) recommends
that tlie existing freeway from 36th Avenue to O'Malley Road be investigated for
possible Widening from 4 to 6 lanes as well as the extension of the freeway standard from
20th Avenue to 36th Avenue. This standard would ~uire that the major Seward
Highway intersections at Northern Lights Boulevard, Benson Boulevard, rlIeweed Lane,
and 36th A venue be grade separated. Additional overcrossings may be constructed at
International Airport Road. 68th Avenue, 76th Avenue, and 92nd Avenue. The full cost
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of this roadway project may be as high as $168 million. The project Iencoth is about 5.5
miles.

Fifth A veJGlenn ffighwsy Corridor (Boniface Pad-way to GambeU Street) - The

purpose of this project is to solve existing and future traffic congestion problems along
the east/west Fifth AveJGlenn Hwy. Corridor. The 1991 Anchorage Bowl LRTP (see
page 10) recommends expanding the Fifth AveJGlenn Highway facility from four lanes
to six lanes between Boniface Parkway to Gambell Street This project involves upgrades
to the existing freeway as well as the construction of freeway type interchanges at Ai.IPOrt
Heights and Bragaw Street The length of the project is 2.7 miles and will cost
approximately $72 million.

The procedures to be followed in preparing the two :MISs described above is descnl>ed in
the "Major Investment Study Procedures Working Paper" report. As outlined in
Section 3 of the report. Major Investment Studies require an extensive analysis of
alternatives. All reasonable alternatives are treated equal and thoroughly analyzed as to
its effectiveness in solving transponation problems identified in the Long-Range
Transportation Plan. Thus, it is not possible to know, with absolute certainty, what
alternative will eventually be selected for imp1e~tation in the final :MIS report.
Nevertheless, ISTEA planning regulations (see 23 CFR 450322(b)(8» requiIe Long-
Range Transportation Plans to identify a set of assumed alternatives for MIS projects in
order to fulftll the requirements for financial constraint and air quality conformity.

ISTEA planning regulations provide tWo methods to decide what alternatives to use in the
Plan: either (1) stipulate a set of assumptions (assumed alternatives) concerning the
proposed improve~ts. or (2) assume a no-build condition pending the completion of a
MIS. The 1991 Anchorage Bowl LRTP has already stipulated the asSt~ alternatives
for the MIS projects (see projects listed in Section Ill.A). This set of assumed alternatives
is in sufficient detail to utilize in the air quality conformity determinations required by
40 CFR pan 51 as well as provide an adequate basis to develop the fi~~al plan and
thus meets ISTEA planning requirements for transportation plans. These assumed
alternatives will be used as placeholders for the purpose of air quality conformity until
such time as the Major Investment Studies are completed. If the assumed alternatives
change as a result of the MIS process. then a new LRTP air quality conformity
determination will be conducted which reflects the newly selected alternatives.

Freight MobilityVI.

The 1991 Anchorage Bowl Long-Range Transponation Plan primarily focused on the
movement of individuals and families. ISTEA legislation challenged the nation as well
as localities such as Anchorage to rethink its traditional appIoaches to transportation
problems and solutions. It established a national goal of moving people and goods within
an intermodaI transportation system in an economic, efficient. and environmentally sound
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manner. The 1997 update presents an opponunity to more fully incorporate freight
mo.bility into the planning process.

There are four major aspects offteight mobility in Anchorage: waterborne ttansport, air
transport, land transport, and rail transport. Each of these are discussed briefly in the
following sections.

A. Waterborne Transport
The Port of Anchorage is a modem, efficient facility with tWo container/roll-on, roll-off
berths, one benb usable for general cargo and tWo petroleum terminals. in addition to
privately owned facilities. Container service from Se.attIe is five times weekly with
barges arriving three times per week in the ~.

The Port of Anchorage is Alaska's largest general cargo port. Cargo volume at the port is
about 3 million tons per year. Of this, approximately 20% is petroleum products inbound
from the WeSt Coast and Far East. This amount has declined both as a percentage and as
an absolute amount as the state has become increasingly self-sufficient in its petroleum
requirements. In fact, this amount is being supplanted by the outbound movement of
petroleum products that are brought by rail from the refinery in North Pole.

General cargo has continued to increase, both absolutely and proportionately. About 90%
of the general cargo is inbound, and about 90% of this is brought to the port on SeaLand
container or Totem Ocean Trailer Express roll-on, roll-off ships operated from Tacoma.
The remainder is generally bulk construction material brought from Seattle by barge. Of
the general cargo, consumer IIierchandise represents about 35% and food products
represent about 25%. The remainder is composed of a variety of construction and
consumer items. Outbound freight has a similar uniform spread. Of the products moving
into the port. about 60% are destined for Anchorage, with the remainder haVing final
destinations throughout the state.

B. Air Transport
The Anchorage International Airport is the principal center for processing both domestic
and international air cargo in the State. The Airport acts as (1) a redistribution center
within the State for inbound cargo whic~ after arriving by air or ship, is transported to
outlying communities by air due to the great distances involved, limited road network.
and adverse road conditions, (2) a transfer and refueling stop for international all-cargo
flights, which are flown with aircrafttbat require a refueling stop, and (3) the departure
point for outbound shipments ofperis bable commodities (such as fish) during peak
harvest periods.

According to the "Master Plan Update - Anch~ae International Airport" (September
1995), there were 19 airlines operating all-cargo aircraft at the Airport in December 1992.
In addition, other passenger airlines carried cargo in the baggage compartment of their
passenger aircraft or operated combi aircraft. According to the U.S. De~t of
Transportation, the Airpon ranked first in the nation in temlS of total landed weight of all-
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cargo aircraft (landed weight measures the weight of both the cargo and the aircraft itself)
between 1987 and 1991.

Air cargo traffic and operations have become increasingly important to the Anchorage
International Airport following the significant decline in international passenger traffic
with both UPS and Federal Express recently opening large cargo facilities at the Airpon.
The State and Municipality are continuing their efforts to atttact new cargo services to the
Airport which could further increase the amount of cargo handled at the Airport in the
fu nIle .

C. Land Transport
Little infonnation is available concerning the movement of truck traffic within and out of
Anchorage. The last major study of truck movement occun'ed in conjunction with the
"Urban Goods Movement Study", prepared in June 1987. Major land use changes have
taken place since this study was completed making its data suspect.

The State of Alaska Department of Transportation & Public Facilities, Highway Data
Section. is the only agency which systematically collects data on truck traffic volumes
within the Anchorage Bowl. ADOT collects vehicle classification data using counters at
various locations detennined by either HPMS statistical sampling requirements or
highway construction projects. UnfOrtunately, up-to-date ADOT vehicle classification
data is only available for 121ocations. which limits its usefulness in analyzing truck
movement Table 5 below lists the estimated amount of commercial type vehicles on area
roadways based on the ADOT vehicle classifi~~!!on data.
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A great deal more is known about truck movements within the Ship Creek area as a result
of the "Port Area Transportation Analysis", prepared for the Port of Anchorage by Reid
Middleton in February 1993. According to this repon, most general cargo and locally
distributed petroleum products move out of the Port Area by trUck. Nearly 9,000 truck
trips occur in the Port Area eac~ week with over 3,600 of these associated with container
movements.

The Port of Anchorage is served by a single route, i.e., Oceandock Road. into the Port
Area, a virtual "cul-de-sac". Along the route there are eight at-grade rail crossings which
result in considerable delays to trucks and passenger vehicles accessing the Port Area
whenever switching operations occur. Cunently there are typically 3 delays per day, 1
days a week, caused by rail/road conflicts each day. These delays average 20 minutes in
length. Given an average hourly traffic count of 196 vehicles, potentially 65 vehicles are
impacted by the 20 minute delay (45 passenger vehicles and 20 trucks. These delays
result in a cost of over $700,000 annually to the trucking industry, shippers and
employers.

D. Rail Transport
The Alaska Railroad is the state's principal rail facility. The railroad runs 470 miles
north from the ports of Seward and Whittier through Anchorage, Healy, Nenana, and
Fairbanks.

Freight trains are operated five times weekly between Anchorage and Fairbanks, and
either once or twice weekly from Anchorage to meet barges in Whittier. Coal trains
move three times weekly from Healy to Seward and tWice weekly from Healy to
Fairbanks. Gravel trains nm 12 to 14 times per week from Palmer to Anchorage d~
the symmer. Annual freight volume is about 53 million tons with 70% of this composed
of two commodities - gravel and coal. In 1993,2.3 million tons of gravel was moved
from Palmer to Anchorage in summer-operated unit trains.

Although traffic volumes aIe not heavy, the railroad is capable ofhandlin g all types of
equipment between Whittier and Fairbanks, including lOO-ton capacity vehicles and
larger loads with special equipment. Two tunnels between Anchorage and Fairbanks
limit loads to a maximum of 20 feet abOve top of rail and .14 feet in width.

E. Impact of LRTP Recommendations on Freight Mobility Problems
The transportation improvement recommendations contained in the LR1P will have a
positive impact on solving at least some of the f::eight mobility problems facing
Anchorage. Four projects will have a particularly significant impact. The proposed
expansion of C Street from Tudor Road to Dimond Blvd to 4-6 lanes will help facilitate
the movement of trucks along this major truck route. ADOT data (see table 5 abOve)
indicates that a substantial amount of light and heavy trucks use this facility. Discussions
with private trucking industry representatives has confirmed that C Street is a primary
truck route connecting the Port of Anchorage with existing warehouses located in the
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industrial district along C Street. The extension of C Street from Dimond Blvd. to
Minnesota Drive will also greatly improved access to large amounts of \"acant indus~al
land in South Anchorage. This vacant industrial land represents the largest supply of
futtlre warehouse development in Anchorage.

The Oceandock Road improvement project would directly addr:ss some of the issues
raised in the Reid Middleton report. This project would eliminate several of the existing
railroad spurs which cross Oceandock Road thus substantially reducing the conflicts
betWeen trains and port truck traffic in this area of the port.

Improvements to the Glenn Highway and the Seward Highway would also have a
beneficial impact on truck mobility. Both of these highways are major corridors for
heavy tIUck traffic moving goods in and out of Anchorage (see table 5). Reducing the
number of at-grade interchanges would substantially reduce congestion and have a
positive effect on travel time.

As the above discussion indicates, several of the transportation improvement projects
identified in the LRTP address freight mobility problems. There is no doubt, however,
that there are many freight related problem areas which were not addressed in the Plan. A
more comprehensive analysis needs to be done in the area of identifying the current and
funue freight mobility problem areas in Anchorage in order to fully incorporate freight
related transportation improvement recommendations in the Plan. One of the issues that
should be addressed in this analysis is the need for and feasibility of a no11hern access
route for the Port of AncbOfac.oc through Elmendorf Air Force Base and Fort Richardson.

To begin this process. AMA TS staff met with representatives of the freight industry to
discuss general freight mobility issues. It was clear from this meeting that this subject
needs to be addressed in a more systematic way. The first step is to develop a freig'tt.t
move~nt database. Data descnoing the ~ of commodities moved within and
through Anchorage. their origins and destination. and weight would.be particularly useful.
This data will then be incorporated in the truck submodel of the new transportation
planning model which will provide the Municipality with the capability of projecting
future truck volumes. Transportation impro~nt projects designed to specifically
address the problems identified in the freight mobility SUldy can then be incorporated in
the next update to the Long-Range Transportation Plan.

VII. Financial Plan

According to the joint FHW A/Ff A Planning Regulations for Metropolitan Areas, all
long-range transponation plans must include a financial plan that demonstrates the
consistency of proposed transportation investments with already available and projected
sources of revenue. The Anchorage Bowl Long-Range Transportation Plan identifies
numerous roadway, alternative mode, and b'ai1 improvement needs for the next 20 years
This fmancial element of the Plan includes cost estimates of what it would take to
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implement the Plan as well as estimates of all existing and contemplated sources of funds
available to pay for these improvements.

As the following tables demonstrate, sufficient capital funds are ex~ted to be available
to implement the highway construction (see Table 6) as well as the transit
recommendations (Table 8) of the Long-Range Transportation Plan. On the other hand,
additional revenues will be needed to fund the operation and maintenance of the highway
system (Table 7) and the o~ration of the municipal n-ansit system (Table 8).

A. Roadway Capital Costs

According to Table 6, the cost of implementing the roadway constIuction
recommendations contained in the Anchorage Bowl and Chugiak-Eagle River Long-
Range Transportation Plans will be approximately $31,400,000 per year (includes both
National Highway System (NHS) and non-National Highway System (non-NHS)
projects). Other roadway related expenses include: $2,300,000 per year for roadway
safety projects, $2,300,000 per year for enhancement projects, $I,700,(XX) per year for
Congestion Management and Air Quality (CMAQ) projects, and $6,800,(XX) per year for
roadway rehabilitation projects such as repavement projects. The sum of these annual
roadway expenditures is $44,sOO,(XX). The annual revenues available to fund these
projects total $45,850,000 and include federal, state, and local funding sources. Thus, the
revenue available for funding highway constIuction projects is roughly equal to the
esti-!I1Bl~-d cost.

I 31 Enhancements

I__~I Roadway Rehabilitation Proiects

I $44 .500 . (KX) II Proiected Annual Cost of Hi2bway ConstrUCtion Proiects
I PrQiected Federal Reven~f!..vailable for Hi$wav~orovement Proiects

I ~50,~ II ProjeCted T~ Revenues A ~~1e ~ffi~~y~~~~t ProJeCts

B. Roadway Maintenance Costs
Roadway operation and maintenance costs includes snow plowing, sanding, street
sweeping, traffic and street light operation and maintenance, grading, pothole repair, etc.
As illustrated in Table 7, the State of Alaska and the Municipality of Anchorage spend a
combined $17,400,000 per year maintaining the public road system in the Anchorage
Bowl. The new roads built as a part of the Long-Range TranSP9nation Plan
implementation, will cost an additional $1,360,000 per year to maintain. This represents
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an overall increase of about 8 percent It is expected that this amount will be funded by
increases in the State of Alaska general fund and the Municipal Street Maintenance

budget

The above analysis of maintenance costs assumes that roadway maintenance will
continue to be funded at current levels. The analysis did not examine whether or not
current expendiwres are adequate or if enough money is being spent on preventative
maintenance. State and local maintenance budgets have traditionally been very tight. As
a result. there is a tendency to defer needed roadway upkeep due to lack of funds.

Defened maintenance has a hidden price. however. Depending on the amount of
vehicUlar traffic on a roadway. preventative maintenance programs, such as crack sealing,
can substantially prolong the life of a roadway. thus. reducing the frequency and total cost
of rehabilitation projects. If preventative maintenance funding was increased. more
ISTEA money could be spent on transportation improvement projects designed to reduce
congestion and improve the mobility of Anchorage residents.

Another factor driving up the cost of roadway maintenance is pavement rutting caused by
studded snow tires. According to the 1996-1998 TIP. roadway rutting problems will cost
approximately $15 million to rehabilitate during the three year period. This represents
approximately 23 percent of the total !STEA budget.

Overall roadway maintenance costs could be substantially reduced if motorist switched to
lighter weight studs. An Alaska Department of Transportation report. entitled "Options
for Reducing Stud-Related Pavement Wear" (August 30, 1996), concluded that requiring
the use of lightweight studs can reduce pavement wear by up to SO percent. Moreover,
this reduction could be achieved without the loss of stopping protection.

$12.700.000
$1.100.000

1 I Existin~ Roadway Maintenance COst (LoCal)
Additional Local Roadway Maintenance Cost Due to Plan
lmDlementatioD

$4,700.<XK>
$26().(XX)

I 2 I Existin2RoadwavMaiD~_Cost(State)--
Additional State Roadway Maintenance Cost Due to Plan
lmDlementation

$18.760.000

$17.400.~
($~~60.000)

I Total Main~nance Cost of F~ Roadway System
(TO:ra1Existin~ Revenues to FtDld ~~OperatiODS
I ~~~on and Main~nance Deficit

c. Transit Capital and Maintenance Costs
The 1991 Anchorage Bowl Long-Range Transportation Plan recommended that the size
of the Municipal bus fleet be increased from 52 buses to 110 buses over a 20 year period.
While it appears from Table 8 that there will be sufficient capital funding available to
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finan'Ce the replacement as well as the new buses called for in the Plan, there is an $11
million deficit in the, transit operating budget. This more than doubles the existing transit
budget. In order to implement the transit expansion recommendation, it will be necessary
to revise the Transit Development Plan to include the purchase of the additional buses
and request additional operating funding from the Municipal Assembly.

I Operatio~-
IT~~~_~ ~~-.P. Moderate ~ Transit~~ $19.500,000

$~.500,OOO
($11.000,000)

-

I Existing Transit ~u4~t. --
I Net ~~9~~Deficit

Capital
:1_r~~~~"!!Y ~i~ - ~Q[M~Odei-a:te Growth T~sit System $2.560,000

$1.900,000
$700.000

$2.600,000

I~~~~ grant Fundin~-

:(~Q Fundin~
Total Capital Fundin~

For a more in-depth analysis of the projected costs and revenues available to implement
the Long-Range Transportation P~ see the "Financial Plan - Working Paper".

VIII. Air Quality Conformity

Federal funding for local transportation projects is statutorily tied to achieving and
maintaining minimum National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Metropolitan
PI~ Organizations, which are loCated in areas which fail to meet these standards,
must demonstrate that its Long-Range Transportation Plan will not undermine the local
efforts to achieve air quality standards. This process is know as an air quality conformity
determination.

A. Nature and Extent of the Air Quality Problem
There are two primary types of air pollutants which pose a potential health threat to
Anchorage residents. They are carbon monoxide (CO) and PM-tO (dust). Carbon
monoxide is a colorless. odorless and poisonous gas produced ~ inco~lete burning of
carbon in fuel. The health threat from CO is most serious for those who suffer fu>m
cardiovascular disease. particularly those with angina and peripheral vascular disease.
The National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for CO is set at 35 ppm (parts per
million) for a one-hour average and 9 ppm for an eight hour average. This health based
standard is intended to protect those most sensitive to the effects of CO exposure.

Anchorage has been grappling with its carbon monoxide (CO) problem for a number of
years. Roughly 80 percent of winter CO emissions in Anchorage are from motor
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vehicles. All other factors remaining constant. CO emissions increase as vehicles grow in
number, total vehicle mileage increase, ~d vehicle speeds slow due to congestion.

Most of the CO reduction programs adopted by the Municipality have been designed to
reduce the amount of automobile emissions. Some of the most successful of these
programs include the vehicle inspection and maintenance program (I/M), oxygenated
gasoline requirement, and ridesharing program.

It appears that these programs, combined with federal emission control program for new
cars has had the effect of reducing overall CO levels (see Table 9 below). The number of
days exceeding the 9 ppm (eight-hour) NAAQS has dropped from 52 days in 1983 to
three or fewer in 1994, 1995, and 1996. There were no exceedances recorded in calendar
year 1995. The maximum and second maximum eight-hour concentrations have also
fallen. The highest and second highest eight-hour CO periods measured during each
calendar year also show a substantial decline since 1980.

Highest 8-Hour I

Period I

!(ppm) I
I 27.4 _c;

No. of Days
Exceedingthe

NMOS forca

Second Highest
8-Hour Period

(ppm)
26.2

Calendar Year

1980
1981

~
~
~
~
~
1987---

1988

~
1229-
1991

~
1993-
1994
1995
1996

41
34
3S-

~
38

11

.§..

~

12
S

11-
~

2
~

4--

2
~

0--

3

16.2
~

18.1-
18.0
ill
~
U.7-
11.5
ill
13.1
11.6-
9.9

~

10.8---

9.9-
11.0~
8.4-

10.5

ill
~
20.2
lid
ill
.12.4

11:2
.12.3-
~
13.0

!1d
10.8

'ffi.4-
.1.1.3
E-
lL9

The u.s. EnvirOnmental Protection Agency (EPA) currently classifies portions of the
Anch~ Bowl as a moderate carbon monoxide (CO) non-attainm~nt area. The Clean
Air Act (CAA) requires moderate nonattainment areas like Ancho~e to meet a
DeCember 31, 1995 attainment d~~dline. Two consecutive calendar years-with one or
fewer exCeedances is required. Although At1chorage did not exceed the NAAQS in
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calendar year 1995, a one year extension was necessary because of exceedances recorded
in 1994 (see Table 8). The EPA extended the compliance deadline until Decemb.er 31,
1996. There were, however, three exc~~.dances during calendar year 1996. Although
these exceedances may result in the future reclassification of Anchorage's CO air quality
status from moderate to serious, no official action has been taken as of the date of this
conformity review.

The 1992 Air Quality Attainment Plan contains two contingency measures that are to be
triggered if Anchorage is found not to achieve the NAAQS by the CAA deadline or if
growth in vehicle miles of travel (VMT) exceeds the projections assumed in the
attainment demonstration. The first contingency measure was to expand the oxygenated
gasoline control area to include portions of the Matanuska-Susitna Valley north of
Anchorage. The second was to implement a compressed natural gas (CNG) vehicle
conversion program for government fleets.

PM1o is the second air pollutant which has reached levels high enough to cause health
concerns in Anchorage. PM1O is an acronym for particulate matter less than 10 microns
in diameter. These are very fine particles; a human hair is about 100 microns in diameter.
The air quality standard is set at 150 micrograms per cubic meter measured over a 24-
hour period. High PM1o levels have been linked with increases in asthma and bronchitis
in Anchorage.

In Anchorage. PMIO is composed mostly of very fine dust particles. During the past three
years. PMIO levels in the Anchorage bowl exceeded federal air quality standards a total of
16 times. The municipality and State have opted to take a proactive approach to the
Anchorage PM1o problem. Changes to road sanding and clean-up ~ces have already
been implemented. A cleaner winter traction sand is now being used that should result in
less dust in the spring. The municipality recently purchased six regenerative air sweepers
that allow street sweeping to begin sooner in the spring. Municipal street maintenance is
also using a chemical deicer. potassium acetate. to reduce the amount of traction sand
required on our roads. In downtown areas. potaSSium acetate and/or magnesium chloride
are being used almost exclusively in lieu of sand in the winter.

Under most ciICumstances, EP A would declare a com--.munity with a noncompliance
record like Anchorage's a "noDattainm~nt area." However. the Municipality of
Anchorage. the State of Alaska and the EP A have entered into a memorandum of
understanding (MOU) that may allow AnchOfacoe to avoid becoming a nonattainment
area. The EP A has agreed to delay nonattainm~Dt actions in recognition of the efforts
currently being brought to bear on the problem by the municipality and State. If these
efforts are successful, and we achieve attainm~nt of the federal air quality standards for
PMIOt EP A has agreed not to designate Anchorage a nonattaj~m~nt area.

B. Conformity with the Anchorage Bowl Carbon Monoxide Control Plan
An air quality conformity analysis was conducted in conjunction with this LRTP update.
Based on this analysis. the 1997 Anchorage Bowl LRTP u~e is found to be in
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conformity with the Federal Clean Air Act as amended in 1990. Furthermore, it has been
determined that the transportation improvements contained in the Plan will not undermine
the ability of the Municipality of Anchorage to achieve compliance with the EP A carbon
monoxide standardS.

A conformity determination does not have to be completed for PMto. According to 40
CFR 51.394(b), the federal conformity regulations shall apply "in all nonattainment and
maintenance areas for transportation-related criteria pollutants for which the area is
designated nonattainrnent or has a maintenance plan." Although there have been PMIO
exceedances in the past, the city has not been formally designated as a non-attainment
area for dust. Thus, it is clear that conformity regulations do not apply to PM1o in the
Anchorage Bowl.

Implementation PlanIX.

The identification of transportation improvements in the LRTP is the first step to
providing the system needs for our future transportation demands. The next phase is
implementation. The most powelful implementation tool is the Transportation
Improvement Program. The Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) is the short-
range implementation plan used by AMA TS to pro~ federal funding for transportation
improvements. The TIP essentially programs the recommendations contained in the 20-
year Transportation Plan into a short-teml (3 year) timeframe.

This Plan contains several recommendations which need to be reflected in the Unified
Planning Work Program. They are as follows:

1) Develop a roadway landscaping prioritization plan to provide guidance to AMA TS
regarding the funding of landscaping projects.

2) Due to the extensive desire for additional bicycle, pedestrian facilities, and roadway
landscaping. it is the recommendation of this Plan to largely restrict furore
enhancement funding to these types of projects.

3) The top 50 trail projects listed in the Areawide Trails Plan should serve as the
framework for pro~m_mjng future !STEA enhancement money for bicycle and
pedestrian trails.

4) The existing strategies listed in the "Congestion Manageu1ent Program" (1994)
should be maintained or expanded. Additional feasibility studies should be conducted
on the new congestion m~nAgement strategies recommended in the CMP.

5) An expanded data collection effort should be undertaken to obtain information on the
adopted congestion management objectives. A "Status of the System" report should
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be prepared (based on this data collection effort) which provides an in-depth analysis
of the nature and extent of congestion in Anchorage.

6) The AMA TS Policy Committee should adopt congestion management standards
based on the results of the "Status of the System" repon.

7) Major Investment Studies need to be conducted for the Glenn Highway and New
Seward Highway corridors. A timetable for development of these studies should be
agreed upon by the Municipality of Anchorage and Alaska Department of
Transponation & Public Facilities.

8) A freight mobility Study should be developed in cooperation with the private sector.
This study should focus on data collection efforts and the identification of freight
mobility problem areas.

9) Anew, updated transportation planning model needs to be developed. New
capabilities of the model should include: transit mode share, pedesnian mode share,
freight model, a transportation/land use interrelationship, and light rail analysis.

10) A new Long-Range Transponation Plan, complete with alternative analysis, should be
finished by the year 2000. The new Plan, which will utilize the new model, should be
integrated with the proposed update of the Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

11) Investigate new funding sources for preventative maintenance and promote the use of
lightweight studs.

12) Revise the Transit Development Plan to reflect moderate growth recommendation for
the Municipal transit system and request appropriate funding from the. Municipal
Assembly to finance the operation of the expa-DOM system.
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APPENDIX A

TRAll.. IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS



Top 50 Trails Priorities
Identified in the Areawide Trails Plan

IHillside Trail (Chu~~_~IA-C Couplet (North-South Trail)
Huffman Rd.: Birch to Elmore (unpaved)Abbott Loop: Campbell treekt~ Ad

Little Peters Creek TrailheadARR. Trail: Coastal fralftoNorthem Lights

!Minnesota Bypass: Old Seward Hwy. to TudOr
I
IRd. -

ARR Trail: Northern Ughts to Tudor

IMoose Meadows: ded'ati~ARRt~I:Tudorto Dimond
: North Birchwood Loop: North Birchwood
tnterchanae to ~ French Park

ARR Trail: Dimond to O'Malley

IO'Mallev: Birch totiillside (unpaved)IARR Trail: O'Malley to Coastal Trail
IBird Creek Regional Park Trailhead'" O'Malley: Lake Otis to Bilch --~

I Business Blvd. S}~walks Old ~1enn Hwv.: Chupto~QIe River
Penland Parkway south sideCampbell Creek Trail: Old Seward to Tudor

(Peters Creek_~ety TraiIQ~!~jl Liqhtin.Q
?otter Marsh Nature Tratl ExtensionCoastal Trail: 2nd Ave. via Ship Creek Point to

Glenn Hwy. at Boniface

I R~bit Creek Road: OldseMrd Hwy. to
~<?Idenview (un~

Coastal Trail: ~d to Potter Marsh

Section 36 Interpretive Trails (unpaved)
- - ---~

Coastal Trail: Ft. Rich to Mouth of Peters Creek
I Park

Seward HViy.: Grade separated crossing at Bird-
-

ICoastal Trail: Mouth of Peters Creek Park to
iEklutna

Seward Hwy.: Potterto Portage-Coastal Trail: Potter Marsh to Potter Section
House

,Tudor Road Crossing connections to Chester
I creek southwest of University Lake and to Far
N9-!th BicentennialP~~ .-

Coastal Trail: Widen shoulder 3rd to Earthquake
Park

IUniversity Dr.: Providence to Northern UghtsDeAnnoun Rd.: Seward Hwy. to Hillside
(u~~- -

Upper Huffman Trailhead,DeAmK>Un Rd.: E.14Oth Ave. to Birch
I (unpaved)

Windy Comer Dati Sheep viewing-Eagle River Greenbelt connect to Hiland Drive

Glacier Creek: deOK:ate trails-Eagle River COop: Eagle River Rd. toOJd Glenn
tiwy. - --- -

~GIe~ Hwy.: Boniface to~ldoonIEkiutna Waterline: ded'rcate trail
Glenn Hwy.: Peters Creek to Mat-$uElmore: Rabbit Creek Rd. to DeAnnoun.

O'MaJleyto Abbott (unpaved)

Glenn Hwy.: Centennial Park to Eagle River
snowmobile

iAre Creek Trail

. Project not located within AMA TS boundaries.

Note: List is not prioritized.
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