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POLICY COMMITTEE
Main Conference Room
State of Alaska DOT&PF, 2301 Peger Road
Fairbanks, Alaska
Meeting Minutes – January 15, 2014
1. Call to Order
Mayor Ward, Vice Chair, sitting in for Mayor Luke Hopkins, Chair, called the meeting to order
at 10:00 a.m.
2. Introduction of Members and Attendees
Attendee
*Mayor John Eberhart
*Bernardo Hernandez for Mayor Luke Hopkins, Chair
*Mayor Bryce Ward, Vice Chair
*Steve Titus
*Janice Golub for Guy Sattley
*Michael Schmetzer for Perry Walley
*Alice Edwards
**+Donna Gardino
+Judy Chapman
+Joan Hardesty
**Aaron Buckley
**Deborah Todd
**Kellen Spillman
**Linda Mahlen
Tim Woster
Barry Hooper
Jackson Fox
Lance Roberts
David Pruhs
Guy Sattley
(via telephone)
Andrew Ooms (via telephone)
John Ringert (via telephone)
Joy Huntington (via telephone)
Marni Sanford (via telephone)
Brenda Hewitt (via telephone)

Representative Organization
Mayor, City of Fairbanks
Mayor, Fairbanks North Star Borough
Mayor, City of North Pole
Northern Region Director, DOT&PF
FNSB Assembly Member
City Council Member, City of Fairbanks
DEC, Division of Air Quality
FMATS MPO Coordinator
DOT&PF Planning Chief
DEC, Division of Air Quality
FMATS Transportation Planner
FMATS, Administrative Assistant
FNSB Community Planning
DOT&PF Planning
DOT&PF Preconstruction
DOT&PF Preconstruction
City of Fairbanks Engineering
Citizen
FNSB Planning Commission
FNSB Assembly/Citizen
Kittelson & Associates
Kittelson & Associates
Planning Commission/Citizen
Citizen
Representative Issaacson’s Chief of Staff

*FMATS Policy Committee Members, **FMATS Staff Members, +FMATS Technical Committee Members
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3. Public Comment Period (3 minute limit)
Guy Sattley commented via telephone. Mr. Sattley stated that he called in as a citizen,
member of the Assembly, and former member of the Planning Commission. Mr. Sattley
stated that he wanted to comment on the Resolution to AS 35.30.010 and felt it was a bad
idea to endorse the Resolution. Mr. Sattley cited the Illinois Street project as an example
of good public involvement between the Assembly, Planning Commission and the public.
Mr. Sattley stated that was the role of the Borough Planning Commission, Assembly, and
the Planning Department, and the public scrutiny process. Mr. Sattley hoped to kill the
Resolution and appreciated the opportunity to comment.
Joy Huntington commented via telephone as a former Chair of the Planning Commission
for the last year stating that it had been a very positive experience. Ms. Huntington stated
that she wanted to speak from the perspective of having been on the Planning
Commission for the last four years. Ms. Huntington stated that she had the utmost
respect for Representative Isaacson and the DOT&PF. Ms. Huntington stated that she
had seen them do really great work on projects that made huge improvements for the
community. Ms. Huntington stated the she wanted to speak on behalf of the public
process after having seen how important that step was for hearing what the community
felt about projects whether they were minimal or not. Ms. Huntington stated that she
understood the Borough had extensively rewritten the MOU with DOT to find a better
balance between the project approval process and public involvement. Ms. Huntington
stated that from her experience there had been occasions when allowing the community
to come and speak about a project had improved the project process. Ms. Huntington
stated that she felt that it was critical that the public had a formal opportunity to comment
on projects that had an effect on them or their property and make their concerns known
for the record. Ms. Huntington stated that she understood the desire to streamline things,
but would really urge that there be other avenues for formal public involvement in
projects. Ms. Huntington stated that she looked forward to seeing how the debate on this
issue progressed.
Marna Sanford commented via telephone. Ms. Sanford stated that she had also been on
the FNSB Planning Commission for the past three years and wanted to speak out against
the Bill primarily because she felt it was premature since the Borough was working on a
new MOU to streamline the process. Ms. Sanford stated that she understood that it was
an issue and they were trying to make it an easier process. Ms. Sanford stated that in all
of the highway projects that came before the Planning Commission, whether controversial
or not, there were always people who heard about the project and wanted to comment.
Ms. Sanford stated that she felt that cutting the Planning Commission out of the process
would cause the people of the community to lose their voice. Ms. Sanford stated that she
thought the Bill should be tabled until the revised MOU was available to see how that
MOU would streamline the process.
Mr. Roberts commented on the agenda item for the College Road study. Mr. Roberts
stated that he felt it was a mistake to adopt the recommendations made by the consultant
for the College Road study. Mr. Roberts stated that there would be two problems: the first
when you got behind cars on a two lane road, people would end up using the turn lane as
a passing lane and that would create an unsafe situation, and there would also be a
2
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problem with snowplows on the road and people using the turn lane to pass the plows.
Mr. Roberts stated that bikepaths on the road would not work on College Road, as people had been

taught to use the sidewalks rather than the bike lanes. Mr. Roberts stated that there
would be problems integrating the crosswalks and bikepaths. Mr. Roberts noted that for
all the options on the plans brought out at all the public meetings, there was no option to
keep the interior of the road and possibly make the sidewalk bigger. Mr. Roberts stated
that the only other option offered was decreased lane width on the road. Mr. Roberts
stated that it was weird when winter bikers were trying to use the bikepath and unable to
see the lines in the road in the winter due to snowplows making the lanes crowded and
the lines invisible. Mr. Roberts stated that this presented a dangerous situation.
Mr. Roberts stated that gravel after the cleaning of the road would end up on the road
lanes which would not be very helpful to bikers’ safety. Mr. Roberts stated that safety and
flow needed really be looked at. Mr. Roberts stated that the project timetable worried
him. Mr. Roberts stated that if the no build option was not a possibility, the project should
be delayed and further studied. Mr. Roberts stated that he felt that if the project could not
be voted down, they should delay the road project or adopt the No Build option.
Mr. Roberts stated that that instead of parceling the project out in pieces integrated into
other projects, they should try to do it in one project and not fast track the west end
restriping.
Mr. Roberts stated that he also wanted to comment on the Dennis Road Bridge project
closure by DOT. Mr. Roberts stated that the Mayor had brought up or asked for a motion
that no one had responded to at the Policy Committee meeting to have FMATS adopt the
project. Mr. Roberts stated that he wanted to encourage the Policy Committee to have
FMATS adopt that Dennis Road bridge project and felt it was an important infrastructure
project to the Interior. Mr. Roberts stated that he had been trying to work with the
Legislature to get the project funded. Mr. Roberts stated besides Secluded Acres, there
was a lot of good riverfront property and great living space close to town that was not in
the flight path. Mr. Roberts stated that people were already living over there and crossing
over the pipeline to get there. Mr. Roberts stated that he wanted the Policy Committee to
consider having FMATS adopt or approve the project.
Mr. Pruhs stated that he had been on the Planning Commission for six years. Mr. Pruhs
stated that often the public had not seen some of the projects that were being put out.
Mr. Pruhs stated that the Planning Commission did not delay projects but provided a
forum for the public to come in and see what was being built and saw it as an opportunity
for critical final public input.
Brenda Hewitt spoke via telephone stating that she was on the line and available in case
something came up about New Business Item E of the Agenda.
4. Approval of January 15, 2014 Agenda
Motion: To approve the January 15, 2014 Agenda. (Hernandez/Golub).
Amendment to the Motion: To remove Item 8B (College Road Corridor Study
Recommendation Approval) from the agenda. (Titus/Edwards)
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Discussion: Mr. Titus stated that he thought it was premature to adopt the
recommendations made by the Consultant since those recommendations were still in
draft form. Mr. Titus stated that DOT was responsible for the infrastructure and had not
had the opportunity to formally comment. Mr. Titus stated that he would be in favor of
postponing or removing the item from the agenda until a final document was received.
Mr. Hernandez asked Mr. Titus if DOT was given an opportunity to comment on the
process or development of the study recommendations.
Mr. Titus stated that DOT had an opportunity to comment on the draft recommendations
but thought it premature to make recommendations and adopt a draft document.
Mr. Titus stated that the agenda item could be brought back in the future.
Mr. Hernandez inquired if there were some aspects that Mr. Titus had reviewed thus far
that were not appropriate or had concerns with.
Mr. Titus stated that DOT had some concerns and he would have to ask his Construction
section what items they felt were unsatisfactory.
Mr. Hernandez asked Ms. Gardino when the final draft of the document was to be
completed.
Mr. Ringert stated that the final technical memo which was the recommendation memo
had just been issued to the project team members involved in the process, including
DOT. Mr. Ringert stated that they still had to complete the final report and stated that it
would probably be at least a month or so before the final report was ready to go.
Ms. Gardino explained that there were five technical memorandums that were worked
through the project advisory committee during the course of the yearlong process that
had not been issued to the Technical Committee. Ms. Gardino stated that she had
presented draft Technical Memo #5 and had an hour-long conversation with a DOT
representative to discuss the memorandum and make any changes DOT wanted to see.
Ms. Gardino stated that technical memorandums were the working memorandums and
she had not heard any dissent on the recommendations.
Mr. Hernandez asked Mr. Titus how it would affect the ability to apply the project
recommendations to the projects that were going to occur, particularly on the west end of
College Road, if the Policy Committee were to delay their recommendation for a month.
Mr. Hernandez inquired whether the month delay would negatively affect projects, or if
they would still be able to integrate the recommendations into the project.
Mr. Titus stated that the projects would not be able to be obligated this fiscal year, but
next, if the project recommendations were delayed. Mr. Titus stated that the project
scope would change which would require local planning authority review and documents
would have to be revisited with the scope change, which would require revising the
environmental document which would cause the project to be delayed for this federal
fiscal year. Mr. Titus stated the project recommendations could be implemented as a
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separate project in the future, but putting the recommendations into the existing project
would be problematic with respect to environmental and planning authority concerns.
Vote on Motion: Six in favor/One opposed. (Ward). Approved.
Amended Motion: To approve the January 14, 2014 agenda, as amended.
Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved.
5. Approval of December 18, 2013 Minutes
Motion: To approve the December 18, 2013 meeting minutes. (Hernandez/Golub)
Vote on the motion: None opposed. Approved.
6. Committee Reports
a. Coordinator’s Office Report and Technical Committee Action Items
Ms. Gardino stated that she had attended the full Design Status meeting at DOT
which was very helpful in developing the TIP Administrative Modification and keeping
an eye on the project development process.
Ms. Gardino stated that she had attended, along with AMATS, the kickoff meeting for
the development of the TIP Tool. Amendment #1 to the TIP Tool Agreement was
prepared to extend the performance period for four months based on the January start
date and that Amendment was included in the meeting packet.
Ms. Gardino stated that she had drafted comments on the CMAQ Guidance which
were included in the meeting packet.
Ms. Gardino stated that she met with DOT and Kittelson regarding the College Road
Corridor Study.
Ms. Gardino stated that she developed an FMATS presentation for the Fairbanks City
Council, per their request which would be February 10, 2014.
Ms. Gardino stated that four or five historical plaques were finalized and hoped to get
the rest of the plaques by Friday, January 17th. Ms. Gardino stated that the last ones
that came in needed further research and revision.
Ms. Gardino stated that she had entered the Capsis request into the State system.
7. Old Business
a. Tip Administrative Modification #6 (Action Item)
Motion: To approve TIP Administrative Modification #6. (Hernandez/Golub)
Discussion: No discussion.
Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved.
8. New Business
a. Chena Riverwalk Permit and Project Start Authorization (Action Item)
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Mr. Schmetzer introduced Jackson Fox from the City of Fairbanks who provided a
brief background on the land use permit from the Railroad for the Chena Riverwalk
project included in the meeting packets. Mr. Fox stated that there had been a
couple of years of negotiations with the Railroad on the content of the land use
permit. Mr. Fox stated that they had received the final permit from the Railroad this
past fall prior to Mayor Cleworth’s departure from office and the Mayor was not
comfortable signing the permit until maintenance for the project was worked out.
Mr. Fox stated that the City had asked the Borough to take over maintenance of
the trail after it was designed and constructed but the Borough Mayor was leary of
taking over maintenance of a trail the Borough had not seen a final design for.
Mr. Fox stated that they had asked the City Council to pass a Resolution for the
new Mayor to sign and accept the land use permit from the Railroad. Mr. Fox
stated that within that permit there was a clause that provided an exception to have
another entity take over maintenance. Mr. Fox stated that the City intended to ask
the Borough to take over maintenance in the future. Mr. Fox stated that FMATS
Policy Committee had approved $400,000 for the project and in order to release
that funding and initiate a project there had to be a maintenance agreement in
place and the decision was made by the City to accept initial responsibility for the
maintenance.
Mr. Schmetzer stated that he the City did not yet know what the path would or
bridge would look like but he could foresee an agreement where the City
collectively maintained the project with the Borough.
Mr. Titus stated that he remembered when Mayor Hopkins was concerned about
this project and wondered what his position was regarding the permit brought
forward today.
Motion: To request the DOT&PF initiate the Chena River Walk project and have
the State execute a TORA with the City of Fairbanks for the design of the project.
(Eberhart/Hernandez)
Discussion: Mayor Eberhart stated that he was happy to see the permit come
forward and felt the river was an important asset to the community and the City.
Mr. Titus stated that he was curious how Mayor Hopkins felt about the project.
Mr. Hernandez stated that Mayor Hopkins was totally in favor of the project moving
forward and just wanted to know what was involved and what it would look like.
Mr. Schmetzer stated that Mayor Hopkins contacted him and was in favor of the
project moving forward.
Mayor Ward inquired if DOT was comfortable with the City maintaining this project.
Mr. Titus stated that DOT was good with that.
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Mr. Schmetzer stated that the City planned to start surveying this summer if the
project were approved.
Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved.
b. College Road Corridor Study Recommendation Approval (Action Item)
Removed from the agenda by an earlier motion.
c. CMAQ Guidance Comments (Action Item)
Ms. Gardino explained the comments were included in the meeting packet.
Ms. Gardino stated that the most significant item for FMATS was the ineligibility of
CMAQ funds for emissions modeling since that activity did not directly influence
emissions.
Mr. Titus inquired if previous use of the CMAQ funding for emissions modeling
activities had been approved by the FHWA.
Ms. Gardino stated that the FHWA had approved previous activity and stated that
they needed to better monitor the future use of CMAQ funds.
Motion: To approve the comments on the CMAQ Interim Program Guidance
(Edwards/Titus).
Discussion: Ms. Edwards noted that there were transportation projects with
emission benefits that could use CMAQ funding and it would be nice if the
guidance better clarified those projects.
Mayor Ward stated that his concern was that if they were unable to use CMAQ
funding, they would have to find funds to do future monitoring and was concerned
that the funds would have to come out of PL or project funds.
Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved.
d. TIP Tool Amendment #1 (Action Item)
Ms. Gardino explained the progress of the TIP Tool and that the date was the only
thing changed by this amendment.
Motion: To approve TIP Tool Amendment #1. (Hernandez/Golub).
Discussion: No further discussion.
Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved.
e. Resolution of Support for House Bill Amending A.S. 35.30.010 (Action Item)
Mayor Ward introduced and explained his intent in bringing the motion forward.
Mayor Ward stated that the Resolution was for a House Bill that had not been filed
and would not be filed without support from this MPO as this was the only MPO
that was affected. Mayor Ward stated that the amendment allowed instances
where the Municipality and State agreed that certain projects might not need to be
brought forward to the Planning Commission if they were within the TIP and had
already had sufficient public participation during the design process. Mayor Ward
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stated the idea behind the bill had been to make one area for public comment and
to expedite the process.
Motion: To support the resolution in support of amending A.S. 35.30.010.
(Schmetzer/Eberhart).
Discussion: Mr. Schmetzer stated that he had been an Engineer in the state for
27 years and was also a Borough and service area commissioner. Mr. Schmetzer
stated that he liked the fact that projects went to the Planning Commission,
especially the more contentious ones like the Chena Small Tracts project.
Mr. Schmetzer stated that his experience with the City of Fairbanks property
owners had been very positive. Mr. Schmetzer stated that he had received
easements and rights-of-way from many businesses and people who could not
wait to give easements, which was very different from the Borough or other service
areas he had dealt with. Mr. Schmetzer stated that his experience with the
Borough Planning Commission on the Wickersham and South Cushman projects
had been good, but thought there needed to be a solution between the Borough,
DOT, and the City of Fairbanks. Mr. Schmetzer stated that if there were no rightof-way takes on a project, he did not think the project should be delayed by the
approval process. Mr. Schmetzer stated that if the plans were submitted and
reviewed at 60 percent, rather than 100 percent completion, it would avoid delays
and a mechanism should put in place to push projects through.
Mr. Hernandez stated that a lot of time was spent discussing this issue in the
Technical Committee. Mr. Hernandez stated that there were several opinions as to
what the word “may” in the Resolution might meant. Mr. Hernandez stated that no
one knew who made the determination which projects would be seen by the
Planning Commission and which would not. Mr. Hernandez stated that in legal
terms, “may not” meant “shall not”, so the bill meant that all projects would not go
through the process and that was the number one thing that should really be
understood.
Mr. Hernandez stated that no projects had been delayed by the Planning
Commission to date and there was a 90-day time frame for the public process.
Mr. Hernandez stated that the 90-day period was concurrent with all the other
project activities and did not delay any time or processes. Mr. Hernandez stated
that what was really important was the fact that the Borough had a Comprehensive
Plan that integrated land use and transportation planning and transportation
projects that did not take land use into account were not making the most efficient
use of funds. Mr. Hernandez stated that very few people came to the Technical
and Policy Committee meetings, but many people attended Borough meetings and
it gave the public opportunity to speak about the projects. Mr. Hernandez stated
that he thought the City did a great job. Mr. Hernandez stated that the discussion
was about wisely using public dollars and the public process was an integral part of
that. Mr. Hernandez cited the Dennis Road project as illustrating the relationship
between land using planning and transportation projects with respect to
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Fort Wainwright. Mr. Hernandez stated that the Borough was concerned about
land use and transportation planning working together and encouraged everyone
to vote against the Resolution.
Mr. Titus stated that he would like to add to what Mr. Schmetzer said regarding the
MOU the DOT had with the Borough regarding time traps and deadlines with local
planning approval. Mr. Titus stated that there was an opportunity to comment on
the development of the MOU and thought we had a very good document now that
was being reviewed by the Borough and attorney general. Mr. Titus stated that the
90-day timeline had always been a concern and thought that if there was a
problem there was probably a way to get that project in front of the Borough to
meet that timeline. Mr. Titus stated that he had not had a problem with project
timelines in the past. Mr. Titus cited the Goldstream project and peoples’ concerns
about that as an example. Mr. Titus stated that the Planning Commission could
make recommendations but could not say that DOT could or could not do
something on a project. He did not feel that the legislation would solve anything.
Mr. Titus stated that he felt that the draft MOU was a good document that should
have been started a long time ago and would not vote in favor of the Resolution.
Mayor Eberhart stated that he disagreed with Mr. Hernandez or his lawyer
regarding the word “may not” did not necessarily mean “shall not”. Mayor Eberhart
did not quite understand why the City was not part of the MOU existing between
DOT and the Borough. Mayor Eberhart stated that he understood Mr. Schmetzer’s
comment about the project starting late and citizens’ concerns about project
delays. Mayor Eberhart stated that as a new Mayor he did not anticipate a
member of the appointed by the City coming forward against the Resolution.
Mayor Eberhart stated that he would like to hear more information about the
streamlined process currently being worked on between the Borough and DOT.
Mr. Titus stated that it was a document between the Borough and DOT that was
currently being worked on.
Mr. Hernandez stated that the City had been given an opportunity to comment on
the MOU during the process.
Ms. Golub stated that she did not see a need for the bill and would not be
supporting it. Ms. Golub stated that she would like to see the public remain
involved in the process as much as possible.
Ms. Edwards stated that it was very unusual for a State agency to be commenting
on a bill that was in draft form and had not had an opportunity to comment on the
bill. Ms. Edwards stated that it seemed premature to be making a resolution in
support when they did not know what the legislation would ultimately look like
when it was filed.
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Mr. Schmetzer stated that when the MOU Agreement was rewritten, it was his
understanding that FMATS was not invited to the discussion. Mr. Schmetzer
stated that the MOU should allow some type of process for approval of a project
where there were no right-of-way takes.
Mr. Hernandez stated that he thought that the South Cushman project already had
received local planning approval.
Mr. Schmetzer stated that South Cushman was a project that needed to go to the
Planning Commission and if it they had to go the Planning Commission with final
plans, it would not go this year.
Mr. Hernandez responded by stating that to his knowledge, no project had ever
been delayed by this process and Mr. Spillman always worked with the Borough
and DOT when there were project timing issues. Mr. Hernandez stated that if
everyone were in agreement with what the project should be, then there would be
no problems or delays. Mr. Hernandez stated that the public process was a very
important process and needed to be as transparent as possible.
Mayor Ward stated that one of the reasons why the Borough was responsible for
planning and zoning was through State statute and cities deferred to the Borough
for decisions on planning authority. Mayor Ward stated that if a project were not
contentious, this would give the Borough an opportunity to move that project
through as mandated by the MPO. Mayor Ward stated that his intent was to allow
for better use of public funds to expedite the process, but if there were better ideas
for how to accomplish that, he would love to hear them.
Mayor Ward inquired if FMATS was involved in the discussion about the MOU.
Ms. Gardino stated that FMATS was allowed an opportunity to comment but was
not involved in the discussions.
Mayor Ward stated that he did not believe that the City of North Pole was afforded
an opportunity to comment on streamlining the process in the MOU.
Mr. Titus stated that he did not know whether the draft MOU Agreement addressed
whether plans had to be completed, but he did not believe that project plans
needed to be completed.
Mr. Titus stated that those types of projects, like Wickersham were anomalies and
the draft agreement might be an opportunity to correct that. Mr. Schmetzer stated
that he would not support the Resolution after seeing that there might be another
solution and was in favor of projects going before the Planning Commission.
Vote on Motion: 1 in favor (Ward), 6 opposed. Motion failed.

10

Page 12
January 15, 2014
Policy Committee Meeting Minutes

9. Public Comment Period (3 minute limit)
No public comment.
10.

Other Issues
No other issues.

11.

Informational Items
a. Bentley/Helmericks Roundabouts
Mr. Schmetzer introduced Mr. Fox who gave a brief slide presentation that
recapped design, construction, and maintenance of the Bentley/Helmericks project.
b. PL Funding Increase
Ms. Chapman explained that DOT met with Headquarters two weeks ago and the
preliminary indication was that FMATS would get about $100,000 in
PL funds and some of those could be used for Air Quality.
c. State LRTP Update Stakeholder Group Meeting March 5, 2014
Ms. Gardino stated that the meeting packet contained a letter regarding the State
kickoff of the LRTP and the first meeting of the LRTP Update Stakeholder Group
was March 5, 2014.
d. FMATS Historical Plaque Update
Ms. Gardino stated that the update for the historic plaques had been discussed
earlier in the meeting.
e. Obligations/Offsets
Ms. Gardino explained the obligations/offset list included in the meeting packet.

12.

Policy Committee Comments
• Mayor Eberhart stated that he thought it had been a good meeting, apologized for
his lack of knowledge on some of the issues, and hoped he had not ruffled any
feathers. Mayor Eberhart stated that his wife told him he was about as subtle as a
sledgehammer sometimes and thanked everyone for the approval of the Chena
Riverwalk.
• Mr. Hernandez stated that he liked the roundabouts and thanked the City for their
efforts on that project.
• Ms. Golub stated that she also liked the roundabouts.
• Ms. Edwards stated that the air quality hearing would be in Fairbanks next
Tuesday during the day on January 21, 2014 and DEC had sent out a
supplemental notice that the hearing comment deadline was Friday,
January 24, 2014.
• Mr. Titus stated that the Helmericks project tied into the Bentley project very nicely
and had turned out to be a very nice intersection and he was very pleased with the
result.
•
Mayor Ward stated that he would like to make a motion to change the March
meeting date that occurred the same week as the Arctic Winter Games to ensure
full participation by Policy Committee members and staff as well. Mayor Ward
stated that he thought the meeting had gone well and as long as there was
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discussion of the issues, there could be a reasonable solution.
13.

Adjourn
Motion to Adjourn: (Hernandez/Golub).
The meeting was adjourned at 12:08PM.
The next Policy Committee Meeting is scheduled for 10 a.m. on Wednesday,
February 19, 2014 at the DOT&PF Main Conference Room on Peger Road.
Approved: ________________________________

Mayor Luke Hopkins, Chair
FMATS Policy Committee
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Technical Committee
2014 Dennis Road Extension Scoring
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January 30, 2014

16.4

Office of Senator Mark Begich – Fiscal Year 2015 :: AppropriationsPage
Request
18 Form

Fiscal Year 2015 Appropriations Request Form
Congress has renewed its ban on congressionally directed spending for state specific projects and programs not included in the
President’s Budget request to Congress (also known as earmarks). Senator Begich objects to this ban because he believes in
oversight of the Executive Branch and understands the importance of federal appropriations for states like Alaska. He is
working with several of his like-minded colleagues to reinstate congressionally directed spending projects and programs.
Under current guidelines no member of the Senate, including Senator Begich, is allowed to submit state specific project or
program funding requests not included in the President’s Budget to the Senate Appropriations Committee. However Senator
Begich is able to champion providing more funds to existing federal projects and programs critical to the state of Alaska.
Examples include directing more funds to ensure adequate staffing at Tribal health care facilities and more money for
investment in small boat harbors like those found throughout the state of Alaska integral to the communities they serve.
The information you provide will be used by Senator Begich to advocate for the needs of Alaskans and the advancement of
infrastructure investment, economic growth and job opportunities in the state. If you are submitting more than one request
please note on the form the priority of each project. The projects you submit to the Senator will be publicly available on his
website in order to be fully transparent.
We prefer you submit your application via this electronic form, but if you must submit this application in paper form, please
mail it several weeks in advance of the deadline. Due to delivery delays caused by security precautions, mail can take up to 30
days to reach our office. Be aware that slick paper or photographs will be damaged by mail screening equipment so please omit
them from your application. Send all mail to my Washington, D.C. office to this address:
Office of Senator Mark Begich
Attn: Appropriations Request Staff
111 Senate Russell Office Building
Washington, DC 20510
Application Instructions
1. If you need to download or distribute another copy of this form, visit the Appropriations Request section of our website
here, http://begich.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?p=ProjectRequests.
2. Select ‘Download’ when prompted and click on the ‘Pick location’ link to download the file to your desktop. You must
have Adobe Reader or Adobe Acrobat to fill out and submit the form.
3. Locate the file you downloaded and double-click to open it.
4. Fill out all of the required sections completely. There are a set of optional sections that follow the main application. Please
make sure to fill out the section that applies to you. The sections outlined in red are required fields.
5. When finished, attach and send the form via email to appropriations@begich.senate.gov.
6. If you would like to save a copy of your submission, click on ‘File’ and select ‘Save As’ and specify the appropriate
location. You do not need to send a backup copy of your request via paper mail.

Contact my staff, Lindsay Kavanaugh, at 202-224-3004 if you have any questions
Or e-mail us at appropriations@begich.senate.gov.

All applications must be submitted by February 28, 2014
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Date request submitted: _________________

Fiscal Year 2015 :: Appropriations Request Form
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact my staff Lindsay Kavanaugh at 202.224.3004 or send an e-mail to
appropriations@begich.senate.gov. Please note that this form and your submissions will be made public in their entirety.

Section 1. Primary Contact Information
Requesting Organization/Entity/Company

Non-Profit or For-Profit Status

________________________________________________________________ _________________
Mailing Address
Ste #
________________________________________________________________ _________________
City
State
Zip Code
__________________________________________________
Point of Contact
Primary Phone

___________ _________________
E-mail Address

________________________ ________________________
Lobbyist Company/Organization and point of contact

______________________________________

________________________________________________________________
Address of Requesting Organization/Entity/Company
________________________________________________________________

Section 2. Project Request, Agency, & Account Information
Project Name
_________________________________________________________________________________________________
Project Description

_________________________________________________________________________________________________

2
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Project Location

Project Amount Requested

____________________________________________ ____________________________________________
Proposed Funding Agency
Proposed Budget Account
____________________________________________ ____________________________________________
Budget Line Number
Line Title
Program Element Number (if applicable)
________________________
Agency Point of Contact

________________________
Office

________________________
Phone

______________________________________ ________________________
Is this project/program requested in the President’s Budget Request FY2015?

________________________
Amount Requested?

_______________________________________________________________ ________________________
List of other funds, to include matching state or local funds, anticipated or previously provided in support of the program
or project

_________________________________________________________________________________________________
Industry/Academic and/or Government Partners
_________________________________________________________________________________________________

Section 3. Project Benefit & Justification
Purpose/Justification of Appropriations Requested (how funds will be used)

_________________________________________________________________________________________________
Description of how funds requested are a valuable use of taxpayer dollars (benefit to the state of Alaska, Alaskans and the
nation)

_________________________________________________________________________________________________

3
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Section 4: Project History
Has the project or program received federal appropriations (yes/no) __________
Fiscal Years and Amount for which this project has received federal appropriations

_________________________________________________________________________________________________

Section 5: Bill and/or Report Language Request
Bill and/or Report Language Requested

_________________________________________________________________________________________________
Purpose/Justification of Bill and/or Report Language

_________________________________________________________________________________________________

4

Project Requests - U.S. Senator for Alaska, Mark Begich
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U.S. Senator for Alaska, Mark Begich
Project Requests
Congress has renewed its ban on congressionally directed spending for state
specific projects and programs not included in the President’s Budget
request to Congress (also known as earmarks). Senator Begich objects to this
ban because he believes in oversight of the Executive Branch and
understands the importance of federal appropriations for states like Alaska.
He is working with several of his like-minded colleagues to reinstate
congressionally directed spending projects and programs.
Under current guidelines no member of the Senate, including Senator
Begich, is allowed to submit state specific project or program funding
requests not included in the President’s Budget to the Senate Appropriations
Committee. However Senator Begich is able to champion providing more
funds to existing federal projects and programs critical to the state of Alaska.
Examples include directing more funds to ensure adequate staffing at Tribal
health care facilities and more money for investment in small boat harbors
like those found throughout the state of Alaska integral to the communities
they serve.
The information you provide will be used by Senator Begich to advocate for
the needs of Alaskans and the advancement of infrastructure investment,
economic growth and job opportunities in the state. If you are submitting
more than one request please note on the form the priority of each project.
The projects you submit to the Senator will be publicly available on his
website in order to be fully transparent.
We prefer you submit your application via this electronic form, but if you
must submit this application in paper form, please mail it several weeks in
advance of the deadline. Due to delivery delays caused by security
precautions, mail can take up to 30 days to reach our office. Be aware that
slick paper or photographs will be damaged by mail screening equipment so
please omit them from your application. Send all mail to my Washington,
D.C. office to this address:
Office of Senator Mark Begich

1/29/2014 9:47 AM
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FMATS' FFY 14 Offset List
02.12.14
PROJECT

FEDERAL

TOTAL

Available Offset Funding (does not include earmarks)
South Cushman Mitchell to Sanduri
Wendell Avenue Bridge Reconstruction
Illinois Street Reconstruction
South Cushman 15th to Mitchell
North Pole Interchange Pedestrian Facilities
South Cushman Mitchell to Sanduri
Total Offset Funding to Date

$322,806.00
$727,760.00
$981,731.00
$562,538.00
$9.00
$5,343.00
$2,600,187.00

$354,848.0
$800,000.0
$1,079,182.0
$618,377.0
$10.0
$5,874.0
$2,858,291.00

PH4 Closure
Project Closure
PH4 Closure
Project Closure
Reduce to award
Ph7 Closure
Available for other uses

Committed Offsets:
FMATS FFY13 Surface Upgrade Project
FMATS Improvement Program
College Road Rehabilitation
FMATS Street Light Conversion
Illinois Street Reconstruction
Noble Street Upgrades
Total Committed Offsets
Remaining Funds to be Obligated

$89,559.06
$389,624.51
$288,101.99
$881,135.42
$94,370.00
$81,873.00
$1,824,664.0
$775,523.02

$98,449.0
$428,300.0
$316,700.0
$968,600.0
$100,000.0
$90,000.0
$2,002,049.0
$856,242.00

Overruns and Change Orders Coord. Approved 10.28.13
Changed funding from ILLU to Offset in the TIP
Changed funding from ILLU to Offset in the TIP
Changed funding from ILLU to Offset in the TIP
Increase PH7 to close out all utility contracts
Increase PH3 per latest estimate

CMAQ freed up from the Ped Improvement Project

$485,052.04

$533,200.0

Plus Previous Unobligated CMAQ
Total CMAQ Funds Available

6,700.0
$6,094.99 $
$491,147.03
$539,900.00

Birch Hill Bike and Ped Facility
FMATS Improvement Program
College Road Rehabilitation
Remaining CMAQ

$272,910.00
$51,489.02
$166,748.01
$0.0

$300,000.0 Changed CMAQ funding for Banked funds
$56,600.0 Used CMAQ funds instead of offset funds above
$183,300.0
$0.0

1
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FMATS TIP OBLIGATION STATUS REPORT - FFY14

02.12.14

FMATS ALLOCATION TOTALS
FMATS ALLOCATIONS
FMATS CTP ALLOCATION

PHASE

AMOUNT

FFY14
OBLIGATIONS

PERCENT
OBLIGATED

All

$8,073.5

$193.2

2%

FMATS CMAQ ALLOCATION

All

$800.0

$0.0

0%

FMATS Earmarks

All

$249.3

$0.0

0%

OFFSETS (Not Including Earmarks)

All

$2,242.0

$98.5

4%

$11,364.8

$291.7

3%

TOTAL

CTP FUNDING
AKSAS

CTP/TRAAK

PHASE

OBLIGATION
DATE
ESTIMATE

TIP AMOUNT

FFY14
OBLIGATIONS

PERCENT
OBLIGATED

COMMENTS

62164

College Road Rehabilitation

4

03.31.14

$1,922.4

$0.0

0%

This was banked funds.

62164

College Road Rehabilitation

4

03.31.14

$1,377.5

$0.0

0%

This was banked funds.

61954

FMATS Streetlight Conversion - Stage III

7

05.01.14

$1.0

$0.0

0%

61954

FMATS Streetlight Conversion - Stage III

4

05.01.14

$350.0

$0.0

0%

61954

FMATS Streetlight Conversion - Stage III

4

05.01.14

$194.0

$0.0

0%

61725

Noble Street Upgrades

7

06.27.14

$500.0

$0.0

0%

61324

FMATS Improvement Program

4

05.01.14

$1,465.8

$0.0

0%

61676

FMATS Coordinator's Office

8

10.31.13

$193.2

$193.2

100%

$6,003.9

$193.2

3%

FFY14
OBLIGATIONS

Percent
Obligated

CTP Totals

These were banked from Birch Hill

These were banked funds.

Shaded areas above are FFY14 funds totaling $1,854.0.

OFFSETS
AKSAS

DEOBLIGATIONS (Not Including Earmarks)

PHASE

OBLIGATION
TIP AMOUNT
DATE STATUS

62164

College Road Rehabilitation

4

03.31.14

$500.0

$0.0

0%

61954

FMATS Streetlight Conversion Stage III

4

05.01.14

$968.6

$0.0

0%

61324

FMATS Improvement Program

4

05.01.14

$484.9

$0.0

0%

62358

FMATS FFY13 Surface Upgrade Project

4

10.28.13

$98.5

$98.5

100%

63102

Illinois Street Reconstruction

7

01.31.14

$100.0

$100.0

100%

61725

Noble Street Upgrades

3

06.27.14

$90.0

$0.0

0%

$2,242.0

$98.5

4%

OFFSET TOTALS

Page 1 of 3
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FMATS TIP OBLIGATION STATUS REPORT - FFY14

02.12.14

CMAQ FUNDING
AKSAS

CMAQ

PHASE

OBLIGATION
TIP AMOUNT
DATE STATUS

FFY14
OBLIGATIONS

PERCENT
OBLIGATED

63768

Birch Hill Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility

3

03.01.14

$350.0

$0.0

0%

61661

FMATS Pedestrian Improvements - Stage I

2

08.15.14

$100.0

$0.0

0%

61661

FMATS Pedestrian Improvements - Stage I

7

08.15.14

$10.0

$0.0

0%

62836

Steese Expressway to Front Street

2

08.15.14

$140.0

$0.0

0%

62836

Steese Expressway to Front Street

7

08.15.14

$25.0

$0.0

0%

$625.0

$0.0

0%

FFY12
OBLIGATIONS

PERCENT
OBLIGATED

CMAQ TOTALS

COMMENTS
Changed coding from banked to CMAQ.

EARMARK FUNDING
AKSAS

EARMARKS

PHASE

OBLIGATION
TIP AMOUNT
DATE STATUS

COMMENTS

61324

FMATS Improvement Program

4

05.01.14

$177.4

$0.0

0%

AK092

61324

FMATS Improvement Program

4

05.01.14

71.9

0.0

0%

AK093

$249.3

$0.0

0%

EARMARK TOTALS

Page 2 of 3
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02.12.14

GENERAL FUNDS/OTHER FUNDED PROJECTS
AKSAS

62164

GENERAL FUNDS/OTHER FUNDED PROJECTS

PHASE

OBLIGATION
TIP AMOUNT
DATE STATUS

FFY12
OBLIGATIONS

PERCENT
OBLIGATED

COMMENTS

College Road Rehabilitation

4

03.31.14

$4,500.0

$0.0

0%

Chena River Walk

2

02.01.14

$400.0

$400.0

100%

77248

Plack Road Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

7

02.20.14

$500.0

$0.0

0%

GO Bond

77248

Plack Road Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

4

07.14.14

$4,204.0

$0.0

0%

GO Bond

UAF Roundabout: Tanana Loop and Alumni Drive

4

04.31.14

$700.0

$0.0

0%

Awaiting word from UAF

63727

South Cushman Sidewalk and Drainage Improvements

2

01.31.14

$525.0

$0.0

0%

63727

South Cushman Sidewalk and Drainage Improvements

4

05.01.14

$4,325.0

$0.0

0%

$15,154.0

$0.0

0%

GF/OTHER FUNDED PROJECTS TOTALS
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State funds from SB230
Project start issued 02.12.14

