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ID Sender Comment Response 
189 Michael Schoder In summary I am concerned about the evaluation processes for this PEL Study as well as the recommended 

proposed Alternative selection of Alternative 5 (Fairview Bypass). My concerns and objections are focused on 
the impacts to the lands of the Merrill Field Airport, the FAA requirements for airport operations, Alaska 
Regional Hospital, and the Anchorage Fire Station. 
 
No. 2 for the portion of Alternative 5 route between the Glenn Highway / Airport Heights intersection and 15th 
Avenue / Debarr Road. These entities are significant stakeholders, and it appears that they have had little to no 
notification and involvement in the PEL Study and the impacts of Alternative 5 greatly affect the safety, 
operations and accessibility. Merrill Field (MRI) is a well-established (95 years of operations and first public 
airport in Alaska) airport that has been developing to ensure safety for the flying and non-flying public and is 
increasingly growing in capacity and operations as the Anchorage International Airport long term development 
moves focus to support of Air Carrier (airlines) and Air Cargo operations. In a recent (2025) Economic Impact 
study, it was shown that MRI is the 2nd busiest airport in the state, and brings an economic output of $241.5 
million dollars to the Anchorage economy and is the hub of transportation by General Aviation commuter, air-
taxi and non-commercial flights to over 150 public airports and numerous other individuals and communities 
in Alaska.( See information at MRI Economic Benefit video) 
 
MRI has issued FAA mandated Master Plan planning documents to guide the development of the airport and 
basis of funding/construction of Airport improvements, and the proposed Alternate 5 routing raises many 
concerns with continued operations of MRI in compliance with FAA mandated operations and impacts to 
millions of dollars of FAA Airport Improvement Project (AIP) improvements. The current MRI Masterplan 
(MFMP) (MRI 2016 Master Plan can be found at: Merrill Field Master Plan)  is underway of a ten-year update 
and although many of the concerns and conflicts I will raise were outlined in the current MFMP finalized in 
2016. The 2026 MFMP update will provide additional important information that should be considered in this 
PEL Study that in my opinion significantly affects the impacts, costs and reasonableness of the routing 
through the MRI airport lands. Similarly, the Alaska Regional Hospital as a MRI neighbor benefits from a direct 
connection from Medical Evacuation (Medivac) flights to the emergency trauma and care the hospital 
provides. MRI/ARH connection is one of the handful of locations in the country that benefit from direct “taxi-
up” delivery of patients from Medivac patients, and the Alternative 5 route would sever that service and 
connection, at a time when Alaska Regional Hospital is moving towards obtaining a Level 3 Trauma Center 
status. Similarly, the Anchorage Fire Department Fire Station 2 and co-located  Fire Training Center currently 
has a very rapid response time to medical or fire emergencies at MRI and surrounding commercial areas north 
of the Glenn Highway as well as to the Mountain View, Airport Heights and Fairview neighborhoods, that may 
have not been fully evaluated as to the impact of the routing of the Alternative 5 proposal. 
 
Commenter Background 
I have been a resident of Anchorage since 1970, learned to fly at MRI in 1973, have kept a personal airplane at 
MRI since 1975, and through appointment by four Mayor’s administration served 14 years on the Municipality 
of Anchorage Airport Aviation Advisory Commission (MAAAC). I am a retired Professional Land Surveyor with 
50 years of surveying, right-of-way, and remote sensing experience, including being the ADOT&PF 
Southcentral Region Locations Chief for 3 years. During the period between 1984 and 1985 I was the 
responsible Land Surveyor in charge of the vacation of all property lines, easements, and rights-of-ways and 
replatting of the lands owned by MRI. I presently am the representative of one of the leaseholds at MRI that 
has a hangar condominium type development. I lived in the Airport Heights and Eastchester neighborhoods 
adjoining MRI for many years, including years when the Anchorage Landfill on MRI lands was open, and during 
the landfill closeout. I am commenting here as an individual with a personal concern for seeing that MRI 
continues to operate as a great, safe and properly operating general aviation airport for the next generations 
forthcoming. 
 
Specific Comments 
Why the ADOT&PF and it’s consultant HDR did so little coordination, communication and outreach with MRI 

1. The PEL team has met with the current airport manager on multiple occasions as well as meetings 
with previous airport managers. The airport manager is also a member of an advisory committee that 
has been convened over the four years the study has been underway. Similarly, Alaska Regional 
Hospital has been a member or the study's Community Advisory Committee. We have also met 
separately with that stakeholder. Based on this comment and others, the PEL team met with the 
Anchorage Fire Department, Solid Waste Services, and FAA. If projects from the PEL move forward, 
additional coordination will occur with these entities during the environmental and design 
processes. 
 
2. The PEL team did consult the MRI Airport Master Plan. The proposed Fairview Bypass largely 
avoids current or planned operating areas and stays outside the current fenceline. The exception is 
where the alignment would cross the medevac taxiway. Based on this comment and others, and 
discussions with MRI, the PEL is recommending that the medivac taxiway cross over the parkway on 
a bridge, which would allow the continued operation of the taxiway to be unimpeded by the roadway 
traffic. 
 
3. Because the Airport Master Plan update has not begun, the PEL can't take into consideration the 
recommendations from that document. However, DOT&PF will continue to coordinate with MRI to try 
to coordinate future parkway design with the airport plan update. 
 
4. Based on this comment and others, and discussions with MRI, the PEL is recommending that the 
medivac taxiway cross over the parkway on a bridge, which would allow the continued operation of 
the taxiway to be unimpeded by the roadway traffic. 
 
5. The PEL team has met with the current airport manager on multiple occasions as well as meetings 
with previous airport managers. The airport manager is also a member of an advisory committee that 
has been convened over the four years the study has been underway. Similarly, Alaska Regional 
Hospital has been a member of the study's Community Advisory Committee. We have also met 
separately with that stakeholder. Based on this comment and others, the DOT&PF met with the 
Anchorage Fire Department, Solid Waste Services, and intends to meet with FAA. If projects from the 
PEL move forward, additional coordination will occur with these entities during the environmental 
and design processes. 
 
6. The PEL team has met with the current airport manager on multiple occasions as well as meetings 
with previous airport managers. The airport manager is also a member of an advisory committee that 
has been convened over the four years the study has been underway. Similarly, Alaska Regional 
Hospital has been a member or the study's Community Advisory Committee. We have also met 
separately with that stakeholder. Based on this comment and others, the PEL team met with the 
MAAAC. If projects from the PEL move forward, additional coordination will occur with the MAAAC 
during the environmental and design processes. 
 
7. Based on this comment and others, the DOT&PF will be meeting with FAA. Additional coordination 
with FAA will occur if projects from the PEL move forward for environmental approval and final 
design. 
 
14. Based on this comment and others, and discussions with MRI, the PEL has changed its 
recommendations and is now recommending that the medivac taxiway cross over the parkway on a 
bridge, which would allow the continued operation of the taxiway to be unimpeded by the roadway 
traffic - including access to MRI by AFD if they need it. Conceptual renderings have been added to 
the PEL to help depict what this crossing would look like. 



ID Sender Comment Response 
management and its MRI stakeholders is somewhat of a mystery to me as it is certainly a significant 
stakeholder to the evaluation of Alternatives for the current Seward to Glenn Connection PEL Study (PEL 
Study). I was informed by the MRI Airport Manager that there were a couple of brief meetings with him, but 
prior to the last PEL Study meeting on October 21 his understanding was that the plan for Alternate 5 would 
not come through the airport property as shown in the very vague conceptual plans in Attachment A of the PEL 
Study report. 
You can confirm the level of coordination with MRI Management, and they too may be submitting comments 
about the PEL Study recommended alternatives. I do know that the PEL Study team did not attend any 
quarterly MRI User Group meetings, monthly MAAAC meetings or provide any specific study project meeting 
for the MRI Leaseholders or users as I attend those meetings and am on the MRI communication lists. I am 
wondering if the PEL Study team had meetings and consultation with the FAA Alaska Region Airports Division 
about the proposed plans for Alternative 5 route as it affects MRI? Was the current MFMP issued in 2016 
reviewed and evaluated in the PEL Study prior to making recommendations about the Fairview Bypass running 
through MRI property and the retired landfill? Did the PEL Study team review the Municipality of Anchorage 
Solid Waste Services (SWS) Landfill Closure Plan that was put in place to meet the regulatory requirements for 
the landfill closure? 
 
Airport Operations and Traffic Conflicts 
At Page 24 of the PEL Study Level 2 report under the Travel Metrics Heading and Safety Subheading there are 
not conflicts identified for incursion into MRI Runway Protection Zones (RPZ), the taxiway Québec connection 
from the airport to Alaska Regional Hospital, or to the AFD Fire Station 2 first responder vehicles. All these 
issues are in my view significantly affected by the alignment of the portion of the PEL Study Alternate 5 on the 
east side of the MRI property and those adjoining facilities as they are bisected by the proposed routing. There 
is little specifics in the PEL Study Report other than the last sheet in Attachment A showing a conceptional 
design alignment in this area being a four lane two-way traffic. At the last public meeting it was described that 
this section of road may be buried underground. 
 
Runway Protection Zones 
These surfaces are critical to the design and allowed operations for runways in the most critical phases of 
operations: take-off and landings when aircraft are closest to the ground by the runways ends. The FAA sets 
very high standards to ensure there are no or minimal obstacles and potential conflicts in these areas that are 
not only horizontally located, but also have an above ground vertical dimension that protects the takeoff or 
final approach paths. If the runway does not have designated safety areas for runway excursions on takeoff or 
overruns on landing, the RPZs can provide safer areas around the runway ends.  (3 For example, why RPZ 
protections are important, in 2025 when primary runway 7/25 was closed for re-surfacing, a 10-seat 
commuter plane using the shorter runway 16/34 overran the runway end, went through the security fence, 
crossed four lanes of traffic on E. 5th Avenue miraculously without collisions with vehicles during afternoon 
traffic disaster was avoided.) 
 
In the 2016 MFMP, Section 6.4.3.1 addresses Roads in RPZs. The proposed alignment of the PEL Study 
Alternate 5 invades the RPZs for Runway 7, Runway 23, Runway 34 and Runway 16. The MFMP in this section 
regarding the current status of the airport states: any changes to these roads would require FAA concurrence 
that there are no practicable alternatives. It’s my opinion that the FAA would hold true to ensuring the 
approach and departure paths of MRI runways are protected and not approve any right-of-way acquisition or 
construction plans of Alternative 5 as shown. 
 
The investment the FAA has made in runway, ramp and taxiway improvements under the AIP program is 
protected by MRI’s grant assurances that future actions by the airport or others do not make the airport 
facilities less safe or functional. Repaying AIP costs could be significant. 
 

 
8. The PEL team did consult the MRI Airport Master Plan. The proposed Fairview Bypass largely 
avoids current or planned operating areas and stays outside the current fenceline. The exception is 
where the alignment would cross the medevac taxiway. Based on this comment and others, and 
discussions with MRI, the PEL is recommending that the medivac taxiway cross over the parkway on 
a bridge, which would allow the continued operation of the taxiway to be unimpeded by the roadway 
traffic. 
 
9. The project team is aware of the landfill and slurry wall/leachate collection system. Information on 
the landfill can be found in the Environmental Setting Report (Appendix J to the PEL). Based on this 
comment and others, the PEL team has met with Solid Waste Services. Additional coordination with 
SWS will occur if projects from the PEL move forward for environmental approval and final design. 
Details on the potential impacts of crossing the edge of the landfill will be addressed during the 
environmental review process. 
 
10. Based on this comment and others, and discussions with MRI, the PEL is recommending that the 
medivac taxiway cross over the parkway on a bridge, which would allow the continued operation of 
the taxiway to be unimpeded by the roadway traffic. Conceptual renderings have been added to the 
PEL to help depict what this crossing would look like. 
 
11. The PEL team considered airspace surfaces in planning the Fairview Bypass route and the route 
stays below any protected air space surfaces. According to the FAA's design circular, "The RPZ's 
function is to enhance the protection of people and property on the ground. While it is desirable to 
clear all objects from the RPZ, some uses are permitted, provided they do not attract wildlife" The 
circular prohibits the following land uses within the RPZ: residences and places of public assembly 
(e.g. churches, schools, hospitals, office buildings, shopping centers, and other uses with similar 
concentrations of persons typify places of public assembly) and fuel storage facilities. 
 
12. DOT&PF manages hundreds of airports in Alaska and is aware of the FAA grant assurances. If 
projects from the PEL move forward, additional coordination with FAA would occur to determine 
compliance with MRI grant obligation and potential repayment. 
 
13. Based on this comment and others, and discussions with MRI, the PEL is recommending that the 
medivac taxiway cross over the parkway on a bridge, which would allow the continued operation of 
the taxiway to be unimpeded by the roadway traffic. Conceptual renderings have been added to the 
PEL to help depict what this crossing would look like. 
 
15. DOT&PF manages hundreds of airports across Alaska and is well versed in complying with FAA 
requirements for construction on active airfields. During the environmental process, temporary 
construction impacts would be evaluated and mitigation to avoid or minimize disruption to airfield 
operations would be identified. 
 
16. The project team is aware of the landfill and slurry wall/leachate collection system. Information 
on the landfill can be found in the Environmental Setting Report (Appendix J to the PEL). Based on 
this comment and others, the PEL team has met with Solid Waste Services. Additional coordination 
with SWS will occur if projects from the PEL move forward for environmental approval and final 
design. Details on the potential impacts of crossing the edge of the landfill will be addressed during 
the environmental review process. 
 
17. The project team is aware of the landfill and slurry wall/leachate collection system. Information 
on the landfill can be found in the Environmental Setting Report (Appendix J to the PEL). Based on 
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Medivac Aircraft Access to Alaska Regional Hospital 
Without preliminary conceptual design detailed information being included in the PEL Study document, it’s 
not clear on how the medivac aircraft from MRI could continue to deliver life critical patients to the Alaska 
Regional Hospital (ARH) with the proposed alignment in Alternate 5 severing the taxiway Quebec that now 
serves as a “taxi up” facility to the ARH Emergency Rooms. I too attended the October 21 public meeting and 
there were poster boards there showing Alternative 5 with a taxiway gate across the proposed highway 
alignment. In general gates on taxiways are a bad ideas as they can and have failed at critical times, and with 
only one gate there a medivac aircraft would be stopped short of ARH with potentially life-critical patient. Then 
what, an aircraft taxi across four lanes of traffic? That’s not going to work. How is the security fencing into the 
MRI Airport Operations Area going to be maintained for an on-grade crossing? Going deeper underground with 
the road and trying to maintain grade and weight bearing load for a taxiway on top of a submerged road sounds 
like a big engineering and construction challenge at well. Or is ARH just going to find out that if this project 
goes forward they will have lost direct access by medivac aircraft? Again, the FAA AIP grant assurances will 
demand payment for the loss of investment of making this part of MRI function for the well-being of the public. 
Corporate leadership from ARH came to the October 2025 MAAAC meeting and explained their efforts and 
expenses to fully develop ARH into a Level 3 Trauma facility with direct connections to Medivac flights, 
certainly that should be investigated as to their plans and the potential impacts of having it cutoff or 
significantly disrupted by the proposed Alternate 5 Fairview Bypass recommendations. 
 
Anchorage Fire Department Response 
Similar to the ARH issue, the alignment of the PEL Study Level 2 recommendations for Alternate 5 would sever 
a direct connection to MRI from AFD Fire Station 2 that now has a direct access to MRI down Taxiway Quebec, 
or through gate entrance onto Merrill Field Drive from the Fire Station. This allows very quick emergency 
response to the airport for first responders on call to medical and fire emergencies on the airport. It’s similar 
to other airports have a Crash, Fire, Rescue station built on airport for airport emergencies.  
 
Additionally, the response routes to the Commercial areas north of Glenn/5th Avenue, and Mountain View 
neighborhoods, and potentially Airport Heights and Fairview are potentially disrupted with the corridor plans 
for Alternate 5 adjacent to the AFD Fire Station and Training Facility.  Have any of these safety and conflict 
issues been investigated and addressed in the study and identified with the downsides of the Alternate 5 
impacts? 
 
Construction Concerns on Airport Operations 
If the project proceeds as recommended, there will be significant need to coordinate the Construction 
activities that could cause an effect on the airport operations. Work in the RPZs and near taxiways and parking 
areas will need full coordination with Airport Management and FAA Air Traffic Control (ATC). Work in the RPZs 
will likely require a suspension of operations of aircraft on the effected runway. Notice to Air Operations 
(NOTAMs) will have to be effectively managed to provide notice of the construction operations that require 
runway or taxiway closures. There will be a great concern by the MRI airport users, particularly commercial 
operators of long closures or delays. This concern is so significant that recent projects have only been 
approved under an accelerated schedule and during the night hours to minimize impacts to the airport 
operations. 
 
Landfill 
Section 2.8.9 of the 2016 MFMP provides a good history and major issues summary of the closed Anchorage 
Landfill area on MRI, including Figure 2-19 showing estimated Trash Depths. MRI has been following the 
recommendations for landfill closure from SWS for Airport Improvement Projects and has worked with the 
FAA, Engineers, and Contractors to construct compatible airport facilities that could be built without 
“unearthing” the underlying decaying unclassified solid waste.4 In short, the SWS closure plan was: don’t 
uncover it, keep as much as possible of the landfill cover permeable so that methane can vent, construction 
on top could be done with dynamic compaction of the decaying solid waste, mitigate issues with migrating 

this comment and others, the PEL team has met with Solid Waste Services. Additional coordination 
with SWS will occur if projects from the PEL move forward for environmental approval and final 
design. Details on the potential impacts of crossing the edge of the landfill will be addressed during 
the environmental review process. 
 
18. The PEL team has conducted a considerable public and agency outreach effort, and has 
included MRI management, MOA Planning, MOA traffic and all affected community councils, elected 
officials, and many other groups. A chronology of the outreach efforts can be found in Appendix C to 
the PEL. If projects move forward for environmental approval or final design, additional coordination 
will occur. Because this is a planning study, the detailed engineering requested by the commenter 
has not been completed, however, conceptual renderings of the alignment have been added to the 
PEL to help depict what it could look like. 
 
19. This proposed routing would move the connection through other residential areas and would 
require significant private property acquisition. Moving the interstate/national highway system traffic 
through other residential areas was examined on other alignments was found to be unacceptable.  
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subsurface methane and leachate into the water table, and avoid leasing public occupied buildings over the 
old landfill. Although the PEL Study Level 2 report has some very lightly worded concerns with “operating 
adjacent to the Merrill Field Landfill” and possible discovery of Hazardous materials, it in my opinion really 
undermines the huge obstacles of construction in this area. As Figure 2-19 in the 2016 MFMP shows, the 
Alternative 5 alignment is planned to be routed through 10-40 feet of decomposing solid waste up to 40 to 100 
years old, that was unsupervised of what was dumped from 1930-1957, and probably minimally supervised 
from when the City Anchorage took it over until the late 1970s, and likely no real alternatives to hazardous 
waste recovery or recycling up through when it was closed. In my view this a “Pandora’s Box” to remain 
unopened with high probability that if a wide corridor unearthed by excavation could turn into some real 
unexpected disaster of mitigating what has been exposed. 
 
The few times that I have witnessed excavation into the buried cover (installation of additional storm sewer 
infrastructure and grading back the cover along the side slopes on the North side of E. 15th Avenue) it was 
highly aromatic with possibly toxic fumes, runaway decomposition leachate, and very difficult to perform 
normal construction procedures. What are the possible difficulties in construction if this goes forward? 
Possible large methane release out of the remaining decaying solid waste creating a toxic atmosphere next to 
a hospital, Fire Station and Training Center, Airport runway and parking ramp, nearby neighborhoods? A haul 
out of the excavated solid waste to test it all and classify for hazardous materials and then proper disposal of 
the toxic and non-toxic solid waste? What special permitting, engineering and construction work will need to 
peel the waste out and replace a suitable containment of the adjoining remaining waste? Just at a 30,000 foot 
level look, who the heck thinks putting a major transportation facility to connect two highways through a 100-
year-old landfill with unknown content is a good and reasonable idea with little or no risk? What if it all blows 
up in construction? I personally don't think doing testing with testholes will reveal what fully lies beneath the 
surface in the proposed corridor, but a full excavation will be very risky operation and reveal of the extent of 
the issues. However, proceeding to design, permitting approval and construction for this section in the closed 
landfill could have catastrophic environmental and health impacts from the landfill issues. Keep the old 
landfill buried. SWS and MRI have systems, monitoring and reporting in place to identify any issues, and to 
keep the public safe. 
 
COMMENTER RECOMMENDATIONS 
I would recommend that the decision maker for approval of the Draft PEL Level 2 Report remand the Study 
Group to do specific outreach and seek comment from the critical MRI stakeholders. This may include at least 
MRI Airport Management, MRI User Group community, FAA Alaska Region Airports Division, the MOA MAAAC 
advisory commission, Alaska Air Carriers Association, MOA Solid Waste Services, MOA Fire Department, 
Emergency Response leaders for Alaska Regional Hospital, and MRI Leaseholders and Tie Down clients at a 
minimum. A more detailed conceptional plan for the Alternative 5 proposed alignment and grade between the 
Glenn Highway and East 15th Avenue would be helpful to facilitate outreach and further comments by others. 
 
One suggested possibility I thought o f and do not know if it was included in the PEL Study is to revise the area 
of concern of transiting through Merrill Field would be to move the connection point to the Glenn Highway east 
from Airport Heights Drive, and route connection to DeBarr Road possibly southerly to the west of the Home 
Depot site, then jog easterly around the Aspen Suites Hotel to connect to the four lane Northway Drive to 
continue southerly to join Debarr Road. Alternatively, improvements of the Glenn Highway/Bragaw 
interchange and routing traffic down Bragaw to connect with Debarr Road. Either of these two changes to the 
Alternative 5 design would move the highway-to-highway connection easterly of Merrill Field to avoid the 
conflicts and issues that have been commented on in this response. 
 
Thank you for the consideration of my comments and look forward to the Study Group responses to them. I 
am available to discuss these comments should you have questions. 
 
Reference:  
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The MFMP is a comprehensive document that during its preparation involved all the MRI stakeholders, the FAA 
Airports Division, AMATS, Municipality of Anchorage Planning, FAA Air Traffic Control, Alaska Regional 
Hospital, AFD, Neighborhood Community Councils, as well as the general public. My comments are going to 
reference some of the sections I see pertinent to the impacts of the proposed Alternate 5 route on or adjoining 
the MRI airport, but I would suggest that the MFMP be reviewed in full by the PEL Study team before issuing the 
PEL Level 2 Screening and Recommendations report as well as do the stakeholder outreach to MRI users. 
Attached to this comment letter are a few sections out of the 2016 MFMP to provide context to my comments 
and concerns. Attached to my comments is a good summary of what the risks of landfill excavations in closed 
landfills and the required regulations and processes required from an AI ChatGPT inquiry. 

187 Dave Gardner  Project Manager Galen Jones & the Seward Glenn project team, 
I am transmitting to you for your information and use the Resolution passed at our Airport Heights Community 
Council December meeting, plus the previous Resolution from our February meeting for reference. Efforts 
continue to get these approved Resolutions posted to the Federation website and make them available to the 
public, but what with the Holidays this is taking some time, and so now sending them your way ASAP as you 
have asked. 
 
Sincerely, Dave Gardner 
AHCC Member-at-Large 
 
AIRPORT HEIGHTS COMMUNITY COUNCIL 
RESOLUTION 2025-2 
A RESOLUTION REGARDING THE SEWARD TO GLENN CONNECTION PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
LINKAGES STUDY LEVEL 2 DRAFT ALTERNATIVE REPORT 
WHEREAS, the Seward to Glenn Connection Planning and Environmental Linkages Study has a defined 
boundary in the northern area of the Anchorage bowl, including a significant portion within the Airport Heights 
Community Council boundary. 
WHEREAS, Airport Heights Community Council has a vested interest in this study directly as part of the study 
area and indirectly as residents of Anchorage that use the transportation system to get to work, school, food, 
health care, and other important activities. 
WHEREAS, the Seward to Glenn Connection Planning and Environmental Linkages Study has drafted a Level 2 
Screening and Recommendations Report October 2025 for public review and comment; 
WHEREAS, Airport Heights Community Council residents have passed three previous resolutions regarding 
this planning effort (Resolution 2022-01 and Resolution 2024-3 and Resolution 2025-1); 
WHEREAS, the remaining and now recommended "parkway design" alternative 5 follows essentially the same 
route as the fatally flawed highway Alternative C presented in early 2024, and thus we remain concerned 
about unacceptably high impacts; 
WHEREAS, Parkway Alternative C, now called Alternative 5, would increase traffic, road noise, and light 
pollution adjacent to the Eastridge neighborhood, Penland Mobile Home Park and Charter Circle Town Square 
Manor multi-family housing in our community. Reduce air quality and cause adverse health effects within 
2,000 feet of the roadway including two ASD elementary schools, Northstar Hospital & the Alaska Regional 
Hospital campus, including the many medical services buildings & providers, and the on-site Tanaina 
Preschool & outdoor playground, which we view as unacceptably high impacts relative to any benefit received 
from this alternative; 
WHEREAS, the phasing scheme proposed for Bypass Alternative 5 would begin by reducing travel lanes and 
capacity through Fairview, followed by re-alignment of the Seward Highway to tum east at 5th Avenue, 
directing bypass traffic onto DeBarr Road to Airport Heights Drive, and back to the Glenn Highway, for an 
extended period, years possibly, before the technically difficult and expensive leg through the former City 
landfill can be designed, funded and constructed, exposing the Airport Heights neighborhood to increased 
and protracted levels of traffic noise and air pollution; 

Your opposition for the project Alternative 5 and support for Alternatives 2 and 3 will be included in 
the project record.  
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WHEREAS, the2050 MTP and MTP+, now Alternatives 2 & 3, Traffic Sensitivity Tests highlighted that the current 
system has ample capacity to handle traffic that may shift from Gambell and Ingra to other routes if the 2050 
MTP or MTP+ alternatives are implemented; 
WHEREAS, the 2050 MTP and MTP+, Alternatives 2 & 3, would balance traffic flow with community needs, as it 
restores connectivity to Fairview by narrowing Ingra and returning Gambell to a community "main street" 
environment. It would also mitigate the harm caused by high-speed, high-volume traffic by reducing speeds, 
thus reducing deadly crashes as well as the currently pervasive highway noise. The alternative is based on 
projects that were proposed by the comm1mity and selected by AMATS for inclusion in the 2050 MTP. As such, 
these projects explicitly represent the will of the community in how this corridor should be reimagined. The 
vehicular traffic demand reduction strategies identified in the MTP+ alternative would benefit the entire 
comm1mity, regardless of other roadway changes; 
WHEREAS, as previously stated, we should ensure sufficient funding for pavement preservation and winter 
maintenance of the infrastructure we already have before adding any more lane miles, tunnels, bridges, and 
facilities to our transportation system, as proposed in the highway and parkway alternatives; 
WHEREAS, the Fairview Community Council, in partnership with NeighborWorks Alaska, received a 
Reconnecting Communities Grant from tile federal government to do more in-depth work on solutions to 
make the community whole and The Reconnecting Fairview project is on-going; 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Airport Heights Community Council continues to stand with the 
Fairview neighborhood to ensure a solution that reconnects the community and mitigates decades-long past 
and existing harms caused by the two one-way four-lane roads and two one-way three-lane roads that were 
intentionally built through the neighborhood; 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Airport Heights Community Council continues to oppose Alternative 5, 
due to significant impacts on nearby parklands, hospitals, schools, affordable housing and family friendly 
neighborhoods, and does particularly oppose any work significantly increasing traffic, road noise and 
associated air pollution on DeBarr Road and Airport Heights Drive, and Lake Otis Parkway, prior to 
construction and completion of the Merrill Field Parkway Bypass (Proposed Phase 4) segment. 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Airport Heights Community Council continues to support the 2050 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan and MTP+, Alternatives 2 & 3, for the Seward to Glenn Connection Planning 
and Environmental Linkages Study, which would better balance community needs, local connectivity, and 
vehicle traffic flow, preserve residences, businesses, and parks, reduce vehicle traffic noise, improve air 
quality, and reduce vehicular traffic demand; 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that with all the resulting negative and destructive impacts to the recreational use 
and livability to the adjacent neighborhood, the Airport Heights Community Council continues to vigorously 
oppose any and all options and alternatives that would direct construction of a new high volume National 
Highway System Bypass roadway adjacent to Sitka Park, hospitals, schools and multi-family housing or would 
fail to mitigate the negative impacts of the high-speed, high-volume vehicle traffic through the Fairview 
neighborhood, including a parkway or highway. 
THIS RESOLUTION WAS APPROVED by the Airport Heights Community Council on December 18, 2025 by a 
vote of: FOR 17 , AGAINST O, ABSTAIN 0. 

183 John Whitlock  Subject: Airport Heights Community Council Request for Time Extension 
 
Galen Jones, Project Manager 
 
The Airport Heights Community Council is requesting a time extension for submitting comments regarding the 
October 2025 Level 2 Recommendation Report. The Airport Heights Community Council will potentially be 
significantly impacted by the proposed new Bypass Parkway. Our Community Council is expected to need 
more time to fully evaluate and review the latest proposal and conclude formal approval of a Resolution. It is 
anticipated that a Resolution can be approved at the next regularly scheduled Council meeting December 18, 
2025. Let me know if you have questions and thank you for your consideration. 
 

Mr. Gardner – 
 
Thank you for reaching out. We will gladly accept official comments from the community councils 
past the comment period deadline of November 21. I do encourage you to get the resolution 
submitted as early as possible to ensure the team has adequate time to evaluate and consider the 
feedback in the revisions being made toward delivery of the final PEL study documents in January. 
Should we look for it around December 19? 
 
In the meantime, the team would like to offer to meet with your executive committee to review the 
draft recommendation, discuss any concerns you might have and, hopefully, clarify any 
misconceptions. Do you have a regularly scheduled meeting we might attend? Alternatively, we 
could offer up some dates and times when I and other key team members are available. 
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Request submitted by Dave Gardner, Airport Heights Community Council Board Member and Seward Glenn 
Connection Special Committee Member 

 
Thanks so much for your interest in the study. We look forward to connecting with you. 
 
Best regards, 
Galen Jones and the Seward to Glenn Connection PEL Study Team 

167 Mackenzie Pope on 
behalf of Senator 
Loki Tobin 

Dear Director Holland, 
 
Thank you for providing another opportunity to comment on the final PEL report. My comments again reflect 
my personal experience living near the transportation corridor and my extensive engagement with the 
neighborhoods I represent. The department has advanced some positive recommendations in this PEL Study, 
such as taking Highway connections off the table and advancing Fairview’s neighborhood priorities for 
Gambell, Hyder, and Ingra Streets; however, the recommendation for the Alternative 5 Fairview Bypass does 
not provide a realistic and fundable approach to meet the goals of the community. 
 
As I am comparing the alternatives put forward, I am concerned about the methodology used to differentiate 
between them. In looking at the variety of metrics and data used, some of the models showed no meaningful 
statistical difference, yet were used as deciding factors. This has led to differences within the margin of error 
being overstated, and the impacts of key community pain points, such as displacement, being downplayed. 
My staff and I attended many of the PEL open houses and have stayed involved for the duration of this study 
process. Over that time, I have seen and heard an overwhelming number of residents provide meaningful 
comments to disperse vehicle traffic in our existing transportation network through the Alternatives 2 and 3 
approaches, rather than building an expensive Bypass project. 
 
I wholeheartedly disagree that the Fairview Bypass option is the strongest option. Alternative 5 is unrealistic, 
disregards key community input, and introduces new project elements in the final comment period (regarding 
the Port connection). This alternative in its current form was not properly considered through the multiple 
iterations of feedback. The Screening document also downplays the negative impacts significant relocations 
and construction impacts would have on the Fairview neighborhood. 
In order to align with the Reconnecting Fairview effort for a unified approach, the PEL Study should advance 
the neighborhood priorities first. These priorities include immediate lane reductions on Gambell and Ingra 
Streets, and short-term projects for the Hyder Street Pedestrian Boulevard and improved transit services. 
Medium-term projects should include the final reconstruction for Gambell and Ingra Streets and a Port 
connection that stays within the Ship Creek area (not the Government Hill bluff). If future growth demand is 
realized, then that may justify a larger project like the Bypass, that could be revisited and advanced in the 
long-term, but it should not precede the neighborhood priority projects. The public spent considerable time 
engaging with the PEL process, and I think it is disrespectful to those with lived experience and their expertise 
for their concerns to not be meaningfully addressed. 
 
I also want to raise the fiscal impracticality of both Alternatives 4 and 5. This final report should give local and 
state leaders clear guidance on how to alleviate concerns around this corridor. If the suggestions are far from 
anything we will be able to program and fund, the study will not provide meaningful guidance for 
decisionmakers to make informed transportation policy or project investments in the years to come. 
 
Alternatives 2 and 3 which reflect the projects and improvements adopted by the 2050 Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan much more effectively speak to the purpose and need. Both of these alternatives need 
further refinement, with more accurate and comprehensive data to incorporate realistic future travel demand 
(our population projects are declining), to assess the freight impacts and traffic volume diversion into nearby 
neighborhoods. I would also like to see better transit data to accurately reflect how additional transit would 
affect traffic volumes. 
 
By selecting one parkway alternative that likely cannot be built due to fiscal constraints and future growth 

Dear Senator Tobin, 

Thank you for your continued engagement with the Seward to Glenn Connection Planning and 
Environmental Linkages (PEL) Study and for taking the time to provide thoughtful comments on the 
Draft PEL Report. We appreciate the perspective you bring as both a legislator and Fairview resident, 
as well as your longstanding involvement in the community and this study. 

The Department sought to balance technical analysis with meaningful public and stakeholder input 
throughout the PEL process. Your comments, along with feedback from community members, 
partner agencies, and other stakeholders, helped refine the alternatives and shape important 
elements of the final implementation strategy. The responses below address the specific comments 
included in your letter and explain how they were considered in developing the Final PEL Report. 

1. “… the recommendation for the Alternative 5 Fairview Bypass does not provide a realistic and 

fundable approach to meet the goals of the community. As I am comparing the alternatives put 
forward, I am concerned about the methodology used to differentiate between them. [...] some of 
the models showed no meaningful statistical difference, yet were used as deciding factors. This has 
led to differences within the margin of error being overstated, and the impacts of key community pain 
points, such as displacement, being downplayed. […] I have seen and heard an overwhelming 
number of residents provide meaningful comments to disperse vehicle traffic in our existing 
transportation network through the Alternatives 2 and 3 approaches, rather than building an 
expensive Bypass project.” 

Thank you for sharing these observations regarding the evaluation process and the role of  
community input in developing the PEL recommendations. The Department recognizes that 
Alternatives 2 and 3 received significant public support because they emphasize neighborhood 
improvements. Community input played an important role in shaping the recommendations 
included in the Final PEL Report and we appreciate the time that Fairview residents invested 
throughout the study process. 

The recommendation was not based on any single traffic model output or screening criterion. The 
PEL evaluated more than 40 measures addressing safety, multimodal and regional mobility, freight 
movement, livability, environmental considerations, technical feasibility, and planning-level costs. 
While some measures showed limited differences between alternatives, the overall evaluation 
identified meaningful differences in how well each alternative addressed the Study's Purpose and 
Need. The recommendation reflects the complete body of technical analysis and public input. 

The Department agrees that many improvements included in Alternatives 2 and 3 represent 
important community priorities. Accordingly, the recommended implementation strategy 
incorporates many elements from those alternatives, such as lane reductions, complete streets, the 
Hyder Pedestrian Boulevard, enhanced trail connections, and transit improvements. These 
improvements are intended to advance regardless of whether a future regional connection is 
implemented. 

The remaining question considered was whether those improvements alone would address the long-
term transportation challenges caused by regional traffic through Fairview. Based on the technical 
analysis, the Department concluded that Alternatives 2 and 3 would provide meaningful community 
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uncertainties, this process could again cause disruption and disinvestment to harm our communities. The 
woonerf street on Hyder, increased trail connectors, reducing motorized lanes with added nonmotorized 
infrastructure, and the decreased speeds on high conflict roads are all ideas supported by the community. 
These beneficial investments should be pursued without continuing or relocating the negative impacts of the 
corridor. 
 
I am grateful for the amount of public engagement opportunities the PEL study team has put forward for the 
community. However, if staff do not meaningfully incorporate comments received, or make these unwieldy 
documents easy to understand, then the efficacy of hosting these open houses is squandered. Many of the 
public comments spoke in support of alternatives which had already been screened out. This confusion 
speaks to the need for clearer guidance and demystifying this process even further for the public to make the 
best use of their feedback and expertise. There were opportunities to provide clear explanations and details of 
project aspects (e.g. sidewalk widths, clear/interactive maps, criteria and scoring values) which would have 
provided more transparency and clarity to residents looking to engage with this process. 
With Gratitude, 

benefits but would continue to route substantial regional traffic through the neighborhood. For that 
reason, the strategy also included evaluation of a lower-speed, parkway-style regional connection. 

2. “I wholeheartedly disagree that the Fairview Bypass option is the strongest option. Alternative 5 is 
unrealistic, disregards key community input, and introduces new project elements in the final 
comment period (regarding the Port connection). […] The Screening document also downplays the 
negative impacts significant relocations and construction impacts would have on the Fairview 
neighborhood.” 

The Department appreciates your concerns regarding the feasibility of the recommended Fairview 
Bypass, including relocations, construction impacts, and the revised Port connection presented 
during the draft PEL review. These issues informed the refinement of the recommendations. 

Potential relocations, construction impacts, community effects, and environmental considerations 
were evaluated at a planning level and would receive substantially more detailed analysis during 
future environmental review and design if individual projects advance. The purpose of the PEL 
process is to identify potential issues early so they can be avoided, minimized, or better understood 
before project-specific decisions are made. The Department will continue working with affected 
property owners, residents, businesses, and agencies to reduce impacts wherever practical. 

Your comments regarding the revised Port connection were also carefully considered. Following 
additional public and stakeholder feedback during the draft PEL review, the Final PEL Report no 
longer recommends the specific Port connection concept presented in the draft report. Instead, it 
recommends a future reconnaissance-level engineering study begin as soon as possible to evaluate 
potential Port access improvements independently from the Seward to Glenn Connection PEL using 
a broader geographic scope. This approach recognizes the importance of freight mobility while 
acknowledging that additional study is warranted before recommending a specific connection. 

The Department recognizes that major transportation improvements require balancing community 
impacts and transportation benefits. The recommended implementation strategy emphasizes 
phased implementation, allowing community-priority improvements to advance independently 
while preserving flexibility as needs, funding opportunities, and priorities evolve. 

3. “In order to align with the Reconnecting Fairview effort for a unified approach, the PEL Study 
should advance the neighborhood priorities first. These priorities include immediate lane reductions 
on Gambell and Ingra Streets, and short-term projects for the Hyder Street Pedestrian Boulevard and 
improved transit services. Medium-term projects should include the final reconstruction for Gambell 
and Ingra Streets […]. If future growth demand is realized, then that may justify a larger project like 
the Bypass, that could be revisited and advanced in the long-term, but it should not precede the 
neighborhood priority projects. […]” 

The Department appreciates your emphasis on advancing neighborhood-priority improvements as 
early as practical. Throughout the PEL Study, the project team heard consistent support for 
improvements such as lane reductions, the Hyder Pedestrian Boulevard, enhanced transit service, 
safer pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and improved neighborhood connectivity. These priorities 
directly influenced the recommended implementation strategy. 

Accordingly, the implementation plan recommends several community-priority projects advance 
independently of a future regional connection. Early projects include the Hyder Pedestrian 
Boulevard, complete streets improvements, lane reductions, trail connections, and other 
neighborhood enhancements intended to improve safety and livability. Transit improvements can 
also be introduced incrementally as service levels and funding permit. 

The Department agrees that future Port access improvements warrant additional study. Following 
draft PEL review comments, the Final PEL Report no longer recommends a specific Port connection 
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and instead recommends a reconnaissance-level engineering study to evaluate potential 
improvements in coordination with ongoing planning efforts. 

The primary question considered in developing the implementation sequence was when additional 
lane reductions on Ingra and Gambell Streets could occur while maintaining the performance of the 
broader transportation network. Based on the traffic analysis completed during the PEL, the 
Department concluded that substantial additional lane reductions would likely require an alternative 
route for regional traffic to avoid shifting congestion and traffic diversion to adjacent neighborhoods. 
For that reason, the implementation strategy recommends advancing neighborhood improvements 
early while preserving flexibility to evaluate a future regional connection. 

4. “I also want to raise the fiscal impracticality of both Alternatives 4 and 5. This final report should 
give local and state leaders clear guidance on how to alleviate concerns around this corridor. If the 
suggestions are far from anything we will be able to program and fund, the study will not provide 
meaningful guidance for decisionmakers to make informed transportation policy or project 
investments in the years to come.” 

The Department appreciates your concern regarding the fiscal practicality of the recommended 
improvements. One objective of the PEL was to develop recommendations that could be 
implemented over time rather than identifying a single project requiring full funding before benefits 
are realized. Accordingly, the recommended implementation plan is organized as a series of 
independent projects with standalone utility that can advance incrementally as funding becomes 
available while providing flexibility to respond to changing needs, community priorities, and future 
funding opportunities. 

Alternative 4 was not recommended for advancement because of several significant implementation 
challenges identified during the PEL study, including its inability to be phased into projects with 
independent utility, restrictions on hazardous materials transportation, higher long-term operations 
and maintenance requirements, and high construction costs. The recommended implementation 
strategy avoids these challenges by emphasizing projects that provide meaningful benefits 
independently while preserving flexibility for future decision-makers. This phased approach provides 
a more practical framework than relying on a single large capital project. 

5. “Alternatives 2 and 3 which reflect the projects and improvements adopted by the 2050 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan much more effectively speak to the purpose and need. Both of 
these alternatives need further refinement, with more accurate and comprehensive data to 
incorporate realistic future travel demand (our population projects are declining), to assess the 
freight impacts and traffic volume diversion into nearby neighborhoods. I would also like to see 
better transit data to accurately reflect how additional transit would affect traffic volumes.” 

The Department appreciates your recommendation to continue refining Alternatives 2 and 3 and 
agrees that continued analysis of travel demand, freight movement, transit service, and changing 
regional conditions will remain important as future projects advance. Planning studies rely on the 
best information available at the time they are conducted, and future environmental review and 
design will provide opportunities to refine forecasts and evaluate project performance. 

The Department also agrees that Alternatives 2 and 3 include valuable improvements. Many 
elements of those alternatives—including lane reductions, complete streets improvements, transit 
enhancements, and neighborhood connectivity projects—have been incorporated into the 
recommended implementation strategy. 

The principal difference identified during the PEL was that Alternatives 2 and 3 would continue to 
route substantial regional traffic through Fairview. While they provide meaningful community 
benefits, the technical analysis indicated they would not fully address the long-standing impacts 
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associated with existing National Highway System and Interstate Highway System routing through 
the neighborhood. 

The recommended implementation strategy combines the community-priority improvements 
advanced through Alternatives 2 and 3 with continued evaluation of a lower-speed regional 
connection. This approach reflects both the technical analysis completed during the PEL and input 
received from community members, stakeholders, partner agencies, and elected officials. 

6. “By selecting one parkway alternative that likely cannot be built due to fiscal constraints and 
future growth uncertainties, this process could again cause disruption and disinvestment to harm 
our communities. The woonerf street on Hyder, increased trail connectors, reducing motorized lanes 
with added nonmotorized infrastructure, and the decreased speeds on high conflict roads are all 
ideas supported by the community. These beneficial investments should be pursued without 
continuing or relocating the negative impacts of the corridor.” 

The Department agrees that the community-priority improvements identified throughout the PEL 
process (e.g., Hyder Pedestrian Boulevard, complete streets, trail connections, lane reductions, 
lower posted speeds, enhanced transit service, and other neighborhood investments) provide 
meaningful benefits and should be advanced. Consequently, they are included in the recommended 
Alternative 5 implementation plan regardless of whether a future regional connection advances. 

Regardless of whether additional PEL recommendations are incorporated into future transportation 

plans, projects in the adopted Metropolitan Transportation Plan would continue to advance through 
the normal planning and programming processes. The PEL recommendations build on those 
improvements by identifying additional opportunities to reduce community impacts and improve 
transportation system performance. 

Based on the technical analysis completed during the PEL, the Department concluded that fully 
transforming Ingra and Gambell Streets into neighborhood-serving corridors while maintaining 
regional transportation functions will likely require continued investment in community-priority 
improvements and evaluation of an alternative route for regional traffic. The intent is not to relocate 
impacts from one neighborhood to another, but to reduce the long-standing impacts of regional 
traffic on Fairview while maintaining broader transportation network functionality. 

7. “I am grateful for the amount of public engagement opportunities the PEL study team has put 
forward for the community. However, if staff do not meaningfully incorporate comments received, or 
make these unwieldy documents easy to understand, then the efficacy of hosting these open houses 
is squandered. Many of the public comments spoke in support of alternatives which had already 
been screened out. This confusion speaks to the need for clearer guidance and demystifying this 
process even further for the public to make the best use of their feedback and expertise. There were 
opportunities to provide clear explanations and details of project aspects (e.g. sidewalk widths, 
clear/interactive maps, criteria and scoring values) which would have provided more transparency 
and clarity to residents looking to engage with this process.” 

The Department sincerely appreciates your recognition of the study’s extensive public engagement 
efforts and your thoughtful feedback regarding opportunities to improve the clarity and accessibility 
of the planning process. We agree that meaningful public involvement depends not only on providing 
opportunities for participation, but also on presenting information in a way that is understandable, 
transparent, and useful to community members. 

Throughout the PEL Study, the project team worked to refine both the alternatives and public 

engagement processes in response to community feedback. Screening criteria were developed and 
revised through public input, alternatives evolved substantially over the course of the study, and 
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many recommendations in the Final PEL Report reflect ideas and priorities raised by residents, 
stakeholders, partner agencies, and elected officials. While not every recommendation and public 
comment align, community input played a significant role in shaping the final recommendations. 

The Department also recognizes that planning studies of this scale can be difficult to navigate as 
alternatives evolve and technical information becomes more detailed. We appreciate your 
suggestions regarding maps, graphics, project descriptions, evaluation criteria, and other 
communication tools and will continue looking for opportunities to improve future planning and 
project development efforts. 

Project-specific details such as sidewalk widths, roadway cross sections, landscaping, and other 
design features will be developed during subsequent environmental review and design. Those future 
phases will include additional technical analysis as well as robust public and agency engagement to 
ensure that affected communities continue to shape project development and design decisions. 

The Department greatly appreciates the time, effort, and local knowledge contributed by you, 
Fairview residents, community organizations, partner agencies, and other stakeholders throughout 
this study. That collaboration strengthened the recommendations and planning process and will 
remain essential as we continue working toward transportation solutions that improve safety, 
connectivity, and quality of life for Fairview and the broader Anchorage community. 
 
Sincerely,  

Galen Jones, P.E.   
163 Public 

Transportation 
Department 

November 21, 2025 
Seward Glenn PEL – Level 2 Screening 
PTD Comments 
 
Hello and thank you for the opportunity to comment on this study. Please let us know if you have further 
questions or concerns relating to these comments. 
 
1. PTD is in favor of an HOV lane on the Glenn Hwy. 
 
2. Have you been in contact with Valley Transit about these stated improvements between MSB and 
Downtown? 
a. Does there need to be a discussion or further conversation about a Regional Transit District? What State 
level implications have to be adjusted or created to allow for more MSB/Valley Transit services into the Muni? 
 
3. Regarding upgrading Route 92 services to Midtown, what path do you suggest is taken from downtown and 
what part of Midtown does it go? (This isn’t shown on the map) 
a. Does it also go to UMED? 
b. Does this need to be in place if the BRT to Midtown/UMED is also implemented? 
 
4. Route 92 offering daily service to Eagle River also has significant impacts on AnchorRIDES, and the required 
expansion of Paratransit services that will have to be offered to Eagle River area. That doesn’t seem to be 
factored into this scenario. 
a. We are currently unclear if a Micro transit zone is added in Eagle River, if there are AnchorRIDES 
implications that come with that service. To be investigated further. 
b. It would probably be best to have just one Micro transit zone for all of Eagle River, and a different one for 
Chugiak/Birchwood. 
c. How are you forecasting potential Micro transit ridership? 
 
5. Regarding an Express service from Dimond to Downtown via C St., our software (using 15 minute headways 

1. While the HOV lanes on the Glenn Highway are not recommended by the PEL, that may be a 
project that could be promoted in the next update to the MTP.  

2. No, the project team has not coordinated with Valley Transit about the potential improvements. At 
this time, the additional transit service from the MSB was not recommended due to its anticipated 
ridership. Should conditions change, the MOA Public Transportation Department could pursue this 
service in coordination with Valley Transit (or other MSB transit providers). 

2a. That is a comment best addressed to AMATS and is beyond the scope of the PEL. 

3. The routing for Route 92 is supposed to remain the same as the existing route but with an 
increased frequency. The text has been corrected.  

4. The Level 2 recommendations report will be updated to reflect the required expansion of 
paratransit services. The alternative included the microtransit zones in Eagle River based on the 
approved Transit on the Move. Microtransit is not possible in the TransCad model that was used. 

5. Yes, the service between Dimond and Downtown was envisioned as a different type of service 
than the Downtown, Midtown, U-Med express service.  

6. While other measures could increase ridership between Eagle River and Anchorage, the project 
team does not believe that it would remove enough trips to eliminate the need for the recommended 
Fairview bypass project. The Project Team would encourage the MOA Public Transportation 
Department to explore methods of increasing the number of people who commute from Eagle River 
via transit.   

7. Even if transit ridership increased by 30-70%, it would not result in substantial enough ridership to 
cause Alternative 3: Transit Focus to meet the project’s Purpose and Need. The project team 
acknowledges that eliminating transit fares would increase transit ridership, which would have 
benefits to the community.  
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as Express because it seems to be defined differently than the next bullet of UMED Rapid Transit of 10 minute 
headways) say it will add 5 buses, which to us means an additional 13 operators. 
a. This will be added into the TOTM – 2025 Project lists that will be prioritized later this winter. 
 
6. Our RideShare program has roughly 90% of users going from MSB to JBER. Doubling this doesn’t take many 
single occupancy vehicles off of the Seward/Glenn study area. PTD is okay with this goal, with the 
understanding that it may not have the impacts as desired in the study area. 
a. Increasing subsidies for C-ER residents to make it more worth it for them economically to commute to 
Anchorage might be an alternative worth  
exploring. 
7. Peer agencies that went fare-free saw ridership increase far beyond the assumptions used in the Seward-
Glenn PEL model, with systems like Missoula, Chapel Hill, Olympia, and Kansas City reporting gains ranging 
from about 30% to 70%. Based on these realworld outcomes, the PEL model is ignificantly underestimating 
the likely ridership impacts and should be recalibrated using higher empirical ranges. 
 
8. Are there any factors in the capital costs of adding bus stops, sidewalk upgrades, and amenities for these 
new routes/expansions of service? To include the BRT bus stops that would be significantly more robust as a 
platform type of bus stop, with digital screens for real time information, not just a 5’x8’ standard concrete pad. 
 
9. Changes to Hyder forces Route 11 to have an alternate path through that part of Fairview. What is the 
recommendation or adjustment needed to change that route through the service area? 
 
10. What does “provide additional non-motorized and transit amenities” mean or look like? 
 
11. Document page 46 “Recommendations from Alt. 3” has ridership numbers that don’t match our current 
system. Route 20 is our most ridden route currently, followed by Route 25, and then 10. What metrics or data 
was used in your models? Year to date,  
weekday ridership on these 3 routes averages is: 
a. Route 20 = 1913 (17%) 
b. Route 25 = 1835 (17%) 
c. Route 10 = 1630 (15%) 
d. So, if this new BRT line was implemented, and your models show only 1,338 boardings for all transit 
improvements, that ridership estimate seems low. 
 
12. Document page 47: what is the meaning or intent by “limited ridership gains”? PTD thinks your projected 
numbers of ridership are significantly off. Example: a. Route 85 was implemented in 2021. This year, it 
averages roughly 650 people per weekday. (it is still at hourly service so any increase to the frequency would 
see ridership patterns increase, as other routes have done in the past 4 years.) 
b. If you add that to an increase of ridership due to going system wide fare free,  
just those two factors make it above your numbers of 977-1338.  
c. Adding a BRT line from UMED/Midtown to Downtown gives us a significant increase in projected ridership 
numbers. 
d. Alt. 3 is missing the routes that are currently in the MTP ( the Cross Town Route, and Project E - Elmore) and 
are not shown on any map alternatives. 
e. If all other TOTM projects are implemented, increasing span, frequencies, holiday services, etc. would this 
all factor in more ridership  numbers/guestimates to make this alternative more attractive 

8. Yes. The project team assumed some of those features would be incorporated into the 
Ingra/Gambell 4 lane project and included it in the cost estimate. In addition, costs for transit signal 
priority equipment were included in the cost estimate.   

9. Vehicles will still be allowed on Hyder. As a result, the existing route could be maintained. 
Alternatively, the route could be modified to use Ingra and/or Gambell. Initially, when Ingra and 
Gambell have one lane removed, they will remain one-way streets. When the second travel lane is 
removed from Ingra and Gambell, they will become two-way streets. The project team would 
encourage the MOA Public Transportation Department to re-visit the routing of Route 11 when the 
BRT service is being planned as additional service changes may be needed.  

10. This refers to providing additional amenities to increase transit ridership and non-motorized 
activity. These could include enhanced bus stops, additional wayfinding, lighting, signage, etc. 
Specific amenities were not identified at this stage but would be refined during design. Funding for 
these improvements was included in the cost estimate. These elements are assumed to occur as 
part of the PEL recommended route (Downtown-Fairview-Midtown-U-Med). The project team 
recognizes that providing additional amenities will likely have a positive impact on transit ridership 
and non-motorized activity.  

11. The model is based on the AMATS travel model used for the 2050 MTP. Those routes are different 
from the existing system so the ridership may be different from the existing ridership.  

12. The model is based on the AMATS travel model used for the 2050 MTP. Those routes are different 
from the existing system so the ridership may be different from the existing ridership. The project 
team acknowledges that other transit system improvements will result in higher transit ridership 
overall. However, this project was looking at ways to reduce conflicting travel functions, improve 
safety, and promote community livability and economic development in the Seward-Glenn corridor. 
Due to the amount of traffic that has to be removed from the corridor, it is not anticipated that 
additional transit improvements alone would result in Alternative 3 meeting the needs of the project. 
However, the project team encourage the MOA Public Transportation Department to implement 
measures that increase transit use and agrees that the PEL recommended Downtown-Fairview-
Midtown-U-Med route would have beneficial ridership result that helps solve the study area purpose 
and need.  
 
   

154 Bob French  Please include my late comments in your consideration of public comments.  I was out of country at the time 
of the 11/21/2025 deadline for comments. 

General Comment #1: I support the choice of Option 5, as it does the most to remedy the existing impacts to 
the Fairview Neighborhood, but DO NOT support the Port Connection that is shown in the latest sketches for 
Option 5.  I instead support the general alignment of the Port Connection that was previously included in the 

1. Your preferences are noted. The final PEL includes the recommendation to continue examining 
potential connections to the port through a reconnaissance engineering study. Such a study will 
allow a more in-depth engineering analysis than was possible in this planning level study. 



ID Sender Comment Response 
January 2025, Open House #5 and shown as Parkway Alt C&D #2, which connects along Whitney Road and 
Viking Drive.  I understand that the Parkway Alt C&D #2 was the favored route by the Alaska Trucking 
Association from the Open House #5 version of the PEL. 

General Comment #2:  All of the current cost estimates are questionable, and likely grossly underestimated, 
for many reasons touched upon in these comments. 

General Comment #3:  The overall feasibility of the route is questionable, as the PEL has not fully coordinated 
with other impacted entities, notably the Alaska Railroad (AKRR), and even within DOTPF, as the impacts of 
Option 5 on the proposed Knik Arm Crossing have apparently also not been considered in this PEL. 

General Comment #4:  The effects of the multiple phases of Option 5 when implemented are largely unknown 
and/or poorly modeled.  Significantly, impacts to the I & L street couplet/Minnesota Drive appear to have been 
pushed outside of the Area of Potential Effect (APE), and the concept that Truck traffic heading south on the 
Seward Highway will choose to use the long, convoluted ~4.5 mile long route through Airport Heights instead 
of the relatively straight shot of the A-C couplet appears to be highly unlikely.  If the daily traffic modeling has 
been completed, the estimated traffic counts for each phase need to be included in the PEL to accurately 
gauge the impacts on traffic outside of the APE. 

General Comment #5:  A lot of effort has gone into not altering or impacting the existing AKRR tracks and 
layout.  Much of the current impacts to port traffic is due to the outdated usage patterns of the AKRR and 
multiple abandoned rails that take up a lot of space in the Anchorage Yard.  A new Railroad masterplan would 
likely be able to re-arrange their usage, and minimize interference at grade crossings, and could likely facilitate 
long needed pedestrian and bicycle access to Downtown and to the Coastal trail and Ship Creek trail.  For 
example:  Traffic at the North C Street and Whitney Road is often impacted by the �assembly� of trains where 
the trains are shuttled back and forth across the RR Crossing directly north of the interchange, where 
additional railroad cars are added on to the longer trains that are currently more common than they were in 
the past.  That means that the railroad blocks the North C Street and Whitney Road interchange for significant 
lengths of time.  Re-arranging where the AKRR assembles their trains could greatly reduce road/rail 
interference.  Given the DOTPF/AMATS lack of influence over the AKRR, options to include a bridge over the RR 
Crossing north of the North C Street and Whitney Road interchange would also significantly reduce truck/train 
interferences. 

General Comment #6:  Costs related to the route around the east and south sides of Merrill Field are likely 
underestimated.  There are known issues with leachate coming from the former landfill that underlies much of 
Merrill Field.  Digging up the landfill will involve costly handling, transportation and disposal of contaminated 
materials, likely including hazardous wastes, which cannot be disposed of in Alaska.  The route will also likely 
need an expensive leachate capture system and may require special treatment of the leachate and/or 
environmental permits to be able to discharge the leachate into the AWWU system. 
 
Comments on the Port Connection 
Port Comment #1:  DOTPF officials indicated that coordination with the AKRR has not yet been conducted.  
The AKRR is very protective of their right-of-way , and having road and non-motorized access through a 
significant part of their railyard may not be permitted by the AKRR at all. 

Port Comment #2:  The alignment of the Port Connection at the base of the Government Hill bluff is not 
feasible as shown.  Due to the steepness of the bluff, the shown alignment would include a rise of over 32’ in 
400’, or an 8 percent grade.  To compare:  On C street, from 3rd Avenue to 4th Avenue, there is a 5.2 percent 
grade.  On Loop Road, from the curve under the overpass to the port to Curling Club Curve where the new 
Loop/Port Access roundabout is shown, that is a 2.5% grade.  Trucks lacking traction to make the C street hill 
is a common occurrence.  The combination of grade, and Curling Club Curve regularly has multiple vehicle 
accidents in icy conditions.  To create drivable, safe grade changes, the alignment will need to take out larger 
portions of both the Sunset Park and the East Bluff Greenbelt, triggering Section 4F impacts to parkland.  

2. The cost estimates are based on a planning level of information and include a considerable 
contingency to address unknowns. 

3. The final PEL includes the recommendation to continue examining potential connections to the 
port through a reconnaissance engineering study. Such a study will allow a more in-depth 
engineering analysis than was possible in this planning level study. 

4. Traffic modeling results were done to support the Level 2 screening and can be found in the 
modeling report attached to Appendix L. The modeling results depict the entire affected area 
(generally everything north of Tudor Road, including I and L Streets). Modeling of each project/phase 
was not completed as the model only has a design year of 2050. 
 
5. The final PEL includes the recommendation to continue examining potential connections to the 
port through a reconnaissance engineering study. Such a study will allow a more in-depth 
engineering analysis than was possible in this planning level study. 
 
6. The project team is aware of the landfill and slurry wall/leachate collection system. Information on 
the landfill can be found in the Environmental Setting Report (Appendix J to the PEL). Based on this 
comment and others, the PEL team has met with Solid Waste Services. Additional coordination with 
SWS will occur if projects from the PEL move forward for environmental approval and final design. 
Details on the potential impacts of crossing the edge of the landfill will be addressed during the 
environmental review process. 
 
Port Comments. The final PEL includes the recommendation to continue examining potential 
connections to the port through a reconnaissance engineering study. Such a study will allow a more 
in-depth engineering analysis than was possible in this planning level study. 
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Alternate routes that don’t impact parkland exist (Viking/Whitney route among others) and are also likely to be 
much less costly than the proposed Port Connection of Option 5. 
 
Port Comment #3:  The Port Connection alignment between Viking Drive and Commercial Drive similarly has a 
very steep hill.  If it follows the current grade, that would have a 13 percent grade.  Far steeper than 
recommended for typical truck routes. 
 
Port Comment #4:  The Port Connection alignment currently shows five significant grade changes, as 
discussed above.  The repeated uphills, downhills, curves at the grade changes, bridges, etc. all mean that the 
proposed route will be significantly more hazardous for trucks in icy weather than the Viking/Whitney route.  
Again, traffic modeling is questionable due to these factors. 
 
Port Comment #5:  Sunset Park and the East Bluff Greenbelt and the bluff extending east from Government 
Hill had some of the worst ground failures in Anchorage from the 1964 earthquake.  See attached files 
calledAir-Force-Post-From-West.JPG, and Pg18-Landslides-Great-AK-Quake-Stan-Cohen.PDF.  The 
Bootlegger Cove Clay that caused the ground failures in the 64 quake are still present, and are closer to 
liquefaction due to the many year-round springs that are located at a level about 15 to 20 feet above the 
railyard level along the south side of the Government Hill Bluff.  Visible debris from the former Government Hill 
school, playground, houses and fencing, etc. are present in the proposed route, and according to people with 
metal detectors, the underground portion of Sunset Park is filled with debris from the former Government Hill 
School.  That debris will include asbestos and lead containing materials, metal, concrete, asphalt, etc. as all 
of those materials are currently visible at the surface.  Excavation in Sunset Park and the East Bluff Greenbelt 
will be more expensive due to those materials.  The necessary retaining wall at the Government Hill bluff will 
also face challenges due to the springs, and controlling  glaciation and water runoff. 

Port Comment #6:  The East Bluff Greenbelt sees large number of bears as they follow salmon in Ship Creek, 
hit the railyards, and move into the adjacent greenbelt as their �wildlife corridor�.  Moose also commonly use 
the Greenbelt as their homes and movement corridor.  Impacts to wildlife and prevention of wildlife/vehicle 
accidents along with displacement of wildlife will need to be considered and mitigated. 

Port Comment #7:  The proposed route from the Port, which passes underneath the A-C couplet bridge, 
connects to the Loop Road at a nearly blind intersection.  Trucks pulling a double trailer merging onto Loop 
Road would not be visible from northbound traffic on the A-C Bridge until after the corner.  That would be 
highly unsafe in the current configuration, and will require a re-design. 

Thanks again for including these comments in the public record. 
Bob French  

138 Tyrone Neel  Hi Tyrone Neel here. 
   I left a comment in the comment section. Here are the pictures I was referring  to. 
  The red are the tracks to be bypassed. 
The green are possible routes for the traffic going over the tracks. 
   The yellow would be a softening of the corner from Ocean Dock to Whitney. 
   Thanks for your time. 
 
From Tyrone's phone 

The suggested routes are not feasible. The green route is drawn right over the top of a primary rail line 
in and out of the Port. The road would need to be at least 23.5 feet in the air over the tracks. Three is 
insufficient room for the road to climb up and over the tracks given the grade limitations for trucks, 
which is 5%. Difficulty making the turn at Whitney and 6th Avenues is a known issue and may have 
merit. 

126 Charles Barnwell  Subject: Comments on the Seward to Glenn Hwy PEL Study 
 
I am not an Anchorage resident anymore, but have family living in the Airport Heights neighborhood; and I am 
a 55 year former resident of Anchorage.  My comments below are based on my past residency in Anchorage, 
as well as my background in planning and GIS: 
 
1. I see this Study as one that will help heal the planning mistakes of Anchorage's past 60 or more years.  Old 

Your support for the project is noted and will be included in the project record. 
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neighborhoods (albeit Anchorage is not old compared to many U.S. cities) were affected spatially and 
otherwise by the 1964 Earthquake (I lived in Anchorage at that time).   The 1961 Comprehensive Plan 
considered the integrity of the local neighborhoods in the Fairview and Airport Heights areas. However, the 
1964 earthquake reconstruction caused  building of the Ingra/Gambell corridor we see today which bisected 
the old Fairview neighborhood and led to its current broken state. There were other post-Quake projects that 
disrupted pre-Quake neighborhoods.  So, it is pleasing to see in this Study efforts to try to preserve 
neighborhood integrity, and in the case of Fairview restore it in part.  Mountainview also is considered. 
 
2.  This Study is exceptionally well organized, considers all alternatives, and is presented utilizing great 
graphics, and based on GIS analysis, e.g. the effects of routing on traffic on the area roads.  Very nicely done. 
 
3. There are other components of the Study which I support and commend as follows: 
 
 *   The interchanges with the Glenn Highway are big improvements for routing traffic to the Port area. 
  *   The Pedestrian Boulevard proposal will complete the Loop and beyond that help connect the Airport 
Heights and Fairview areas to downtown, and to the south as well. 
  *   The proposed Sub-Area Plan is a good idea allowing focus on this part of Anchorage and the ability of 
community residents to participate. 
  *   The Fairview Greenway 
  *   The depressed corridor along 15th which will greatly improve safety in the area, as well as walkability.  Yes, 
it will add cost to the project, but provide important benefits to the neighborhoods. 
  *   The Fairview Corridor Plan makes sense and I like the emphasis on it being led by neighborhood 
community groups. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
 
Charles E. Barnwell  

119 Mackenzie A 
Barnwell  

Hello, 
 
I am writing to strongly oppose Option 5. Fairview Bypass as a transportation route to connect the Seward and 
Glenn highways. This proposed route would intersect the Airport Heights neighborhood, a predominantly 
family-oriented neighborhood full of young children, dog walkers, and friendly neighbors. Building the Fairview 
Bypass would add heavy highway traffic through this neighborhood, one of the oldest standing neighborhoods 
in the city. 
 
Other transportation routes that could be pursued would have less of an impact on families like mine that live 
in Airport Heights. I see no reason why Option 5 would be pursued in lieu of the other proposed options that 
would not have as negative an impact on a family neighborhood. 
 
Thank you for considering my comment. 
 
-Mackenzie Barnwell 

Your opposition to the project is noted and will be included in the project record. 

112 jpgoodall@yahoo.co
m 

Can you provide a list of project team members and contact information on the project home webpage?  Also 
please provide the following in reply: 
1.)  Who are the DOT&PF team members managing the study in cooperation with Anchorage Metropolitan Area 
Transportation Solutions (AMATS). 
2.)  Who are the AMATS team members? 
3.)  Please list the current engineering firm contracted for design study and managing team members 
Thanks 

A list of team members can be found at the beginning of the PEL Report. AMATS and others who have 
been involved in providing input to the study are also listed. 

160 NeighborWorks 
Alaska 

Re: Seward to Glenn Highway Connection PEL Draft Study Report & Level 2 Screening Report  
 

Dear Mr. MacKenzie, 



ID Sender Comment Response 
Dear Galen Jones and the PEL team, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the AMATS: Seward Highway to Glenn Highway Connection 
Planning and Environmental Linkages (PEL) Study. Below are comments on behalf of NeighborWorks Alaska 
(NWAK) on the “Level 2 Screening and Recommendations Report DRAFT” and the “Draft PEL Report.”  
 
We would like to thank the project team for coordinating efforts over the past few years with NWAK and the 
Fairview Community Council for the Reconnecting Fairview Corridor Planning effort. For over two years the 
project team has regularly met with our planning effort to focus on positive strategies and recommendations 
for a strong future for the Fairview neighborhood.  
 
DRAFT PEL STUDY 
Overall, the Fairview Community Council offers conditional support for the recommended alternative and 
implementation plan identified in the documents, specifically because this recommendation would re-route 
traffic outside of the Gambell-Ingra Corridor, allowing the neighborhood to reclaim and reconnect East and 
West Fairview. NWAK offers more details relating to the components of the draft documents our Reconnecting 
Fairview planning effort support, additional questions to address, and different phasing and prioritization for 
short-, medium-, and long-term projects. The Fairview Bypass recommended alternative could finally allow for 
improvements along the Gambell-Hyder-Ingra Corridor, but at the same time does offer different impacts 
within Fairview that we would like to better understand. 
 
The short-term phasing should start with the Gambell & Ingra Couplet Conversion (project 1, as numbered in 
the draft Implementation Plan, which are already-programmed Highway Safety Improvement Program 
projects), the Fairview Greenway and Hyder Pedestrian Boulevard (project 3) focused on the segment between 
5th and 15th Avenues, and the Downtown-Midtown-UMED Rapid Transit (project 11). The medium-term 
phasing should include the southern and northern access segments for Hyder St. (project 3), the Port Access 
Route phases 1 and 2 (projects 7 and 8, with the alignment on Whitney Road), the 16th Avenue extension 
(project 6), the 5th and 6th Avenue reconstructions (project 9) and the final reconstruction of Gambell and 
Ingra St (project 10). If demand necessitates it, then the long-term phasing could include Fairview Bypass 
(projects 2, 4, 5).  
 
Purpose and Need 
NWAK is committed to supporting the Fairview Community Council residents and businesses to revitalize the 
neighborhood after decades of disinvestment and major safety issues regarding high rates of collision and 
serious injuries and fatalities. We still have concerns and questions about the PEL Study purpose and need 
(as previously shared) that includes, “maintain the functionality of the National Highway System (NHS) while 
meeting the local travel needs of residents…” and “reduce conflicting travel functions.” The project team has 
also highlighted the importance of the Interstate Highway System (IHS) in its recent public presentations. The 
DOT&PF should clarify and elaborate on the benefits (and costs) of maintaining the functionality of the NHS & 
IHS. Specifically, our questions are:  
 

• Which origin & destination trips benefit (is this primarily regional)? Do “regional trips” capture trips 
within the Anchorage Bowl, which should be considered “local”? 

• What is the benefit in travel time in the context of the overall length of trips?  
• How do the overall trip lengths affect local origin & destination trips across all modes? 

 
This is a key section of the Purpose & Need because the screening suggests that only the parkway alternatives 
address the NHS functionality. However, the screening does not sufficiently explain how our existing 
transportation network could absorb changes with Gambell & Ingra St. lane reductions to meet the Fairview 
community’s long-term vision. The “2050 Vehicle Diversion Data” map and table should show timing delay, 
rather than number of vehicles. Timing delay would better convey projected impacts based on the road 

Thank you for providing thoughtful comments on the draft Seward to Glenn (S-G) Connection 
Planning and Environmental Linkages (PEL) Study documents. We appreciate the perspective 
NeighborWorks Alaska (NWAK) brings as a close partner of the Fairview Community Council and PEL 
Study team throughout this planning effort. 

Your comments have been carefully reviewed and considered, resulting in several revisions and 
clarifications to the final PEL Report and final Level 2 Screening and Recommendations Report, 
while others prompted additional explanation of the analyses, assumptions, and draft 
recommendations. The responses below are organized generally by the topics in your letter and 
address the substantive issues raised. 

DRAFT PEL STUDY REPORT 

Phasing and Timing of Recommended Projects 

The PEL team received several comments regarding the recommended project phasing, sequencing, 
and implementation timeframe. These comments were considered, and the implementation plan in 
the final PEL Report has been revised to better reflect project priorities, relationships between 
projects, and potential sequencing considerations. 

Purpose and Need – NHS/IHS Functionality and Regional Trips 

Appendix D (System Performance Technical Memo) provides additional discussion of the National 
Highway System (NHS) and Interstate Highway System (IHS) and how these facilities function within 
the regional transportation network. The NHS and IHS are intended to provide high levels of mobility, 
reliability, and connectivity between major destinations through controlled access and limited 
conflicts. 

Maintaining NHS/IHS functionality means preserving efficient regional travel, reliable connections to 
major employment centers, freight facilities, airports, the Port of Alaska, national defense, and 
continuity of the interstate system. Converting Gambell Street and Ingra Street to lower-speed main 
streets without providing an alternative regional connection would substantially reduce the ability of 
these facilities to perform those functions. The Level 2 Screening and Recommendations Report 
includes system performance measures used to evaluate how each alternative affects regional 
mobility and NHS functionality. 

The term "regional trips" refers primarily to longer trips using the Seward Highway–Glenn Highway 
connection. The vast majority of these trips begin and end within the Anchorage Bowl; however, trips 
entering and leaving the Bowl also occur. 

The Origin-Destination Study prepared for the PEL identifies the major origins and destinations 
served by the existing Glenn Highway–Seward Highway connection and provides additional 
information regarding current travel patterns. 

Need for the Bypass Without Future Growth 

The need for a regional connection exists under current traffic conditions. Approximately 40,000 
daily regional vehicle trips are currently directed through the Fairview neighborhood between the 
Glenn Highway and Seward Highway corridors. The recommended alternative is intended to provide 
a regional route for those trips while reducing their impacts on the neighborhood. The 
recommendation does not rely on projected future growth to establish project need. 

Travel Demand, Mode Shift, Benefit-Cost Analysis, and Construction Impacts 
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capacities and user experiences. The future growth projections in the Travel Demand Model greatly influence 
what the Report calls “spillover.” However, as we’ve previously commented, the future medium-growth 
scenario is not aligned with the Alaska DOL&WD 2022 study that predicts a slight decline in population by 
2045. Recognizing this, our questions are:  
 

• Given the low (to no?) growth projections of the region, would the Bypass project still be justified? 
• Does the PEL consider reduction in auto demand resulting from road diets and local mode-shift?  
• Does the PEL consider any planned increases in transit service, capturing some trips?  
• What is the benefit-cost of proposed project? 
• Are construction disruptions to the community considered under costs? 

 
Recommendations & Phasing Plan 
We appreciate that most alternatives include major priorities for Fairview, including restoring Gambell Street 
to a Main Street, providing the Fairview Greenway and Hyder Street Pedestrian Boulevard from the Chester 
Creek to the Ship Creek, lane reductions on Ingra Street, as well as removing freight traffic from Downtown. 
This aligns with our Reconnecting Fairview Corridor Plan effort and demonstrates engagement and integration 
of public feedback throughout the process. For the Fairview neighborhood, the priority projects in the 
recommended alternative that achieve the long-term vision for Fairview include the following:  
 

• Gambell & Ingra Couplet Conversion (Project 1, as listed in the Implementation Plan):  
o We support moving this project forward as an immediate short-term action.  
o It is our understanding this is a Highway Safety Improvement Program project set to begin 

design in 2026 with construction in 2027. This timeline should be captured in this phasing 
plan. 

• Fairview Greenway & Hyder Pedestrian Boulevard (Project 3):  
o We support moving this project forward as an immediate short-term action.  
o The entire Hyder project does not need to wait for final engineering and construction of 

Project 2. 
o This project should be split into multiple phases consistent with the MTP 2050 and latest TIP. 

Only 15th to 5th is included in the TIP, therefore we suggest that the northern (past 5th) and 
southern (15th and south) terminus points for Hyder be differentiated for phasing, so that 
they are not contingent on Project 2 being built and so that localized traffic calming 
improvements to Hyder can progress quickly.  

• Downtown-Midtown-UMED-Rapid Transit (Project 11): 
o We recommend advancing transit projects in the short-term.  
o This recommendation does not need to wait until all other project phases are complete. 

• Final Reconstruction of Gambell and Ingra Streets (Project 10): 
o We recommend advancing this project in the medium-term.  
o We have concerns about having this project listed as Project 10 in the phasing 

Implementation Plan. This project should happen concurrently with other projects in the 
plan.  

o As other projects advance, traffic analysis should be conducted to determine when this can 
move forward. Alternatively, advancing this project first could demonstrate the need for 
Phase 2, rather than vice versa. 

o Where can the public learn more about the capital cost assumptions associated with each 
project phase? It is extremely alarming that the costs of Project 1 ($75M) and Project 10 
($57M) for Gambell & Ingra total $132M, only slightly less than the full Bypass cost of $153M 
for Projects 2 and 4. For reference, the AMATS Denali St. Complete Street reconstruction 
project of a similar length as Gambell or Ingra is programmed for $20,500,000.  

 
Other general comments on the overall recommended alternative:  

The travel demand model used for the PEL is a refined version of the AMATS regional travel model. 
The model estimates changes in travel demand resulting from roadway improvements, roadway lane 
reductions, changes in the transit network and service levels, and associated mode shifts. 

Benefit-cost analyses are not typically prepared during planning-level studies such as a PEL. If 
warranted, a benefit-cost analysis would more appropriately be completed during the NEPA phase 
or subsequent project development. 

Construction-related impacts are discussed qualitatively in the Level 2 Screening and  
Recommendations Report. Planning-level cost estimates do not include community disruption 
costs but do consider construction complexity, including factors such as the ability to construct 
projects on or off alignment. More detailed construction impact analyses would occur during NEPA. 

Relocations, Community Reconnection, and Future Impact Evaluation 

The recommended alternative was developed to minimize residential and commercial relocations to 
the extent practicable while meeting the project Purpose and Need. The project team recognizes the 
importance of preserving existing housing and supporting neighborhood connectivity. Additional 
opportunities to reduce property impacts may be identified during future design and NEPA when 
detailed evaluation of residential, business, environmental, right-of-way, and other project impacts 
would occur. 

The project team agrees that the proposed caps and widened crossings are integral elements of the 
recommended alternative. These features are essential to achieving the community reconnection 
objectives identified in the Purpose and Need and are not considered optional enhancements. 

Port Connection 

The final PEL Report recommends further evaluation of potential port connection alternatives 
through a future reconnaissance engineering study. Such a study would allow a more detailed 
engineering analysis of potential alignments, both within and outside the PEL study area, than was 
appropriate during this planning-level effort. 

While the Seward Highway is the primary freight route connecting the Port of Alaska with areas south 
of Anchorage, the study found that a substantial portion of port-related freight traffic uses other 
regional roadways. As a result, investments that improve connections between the port and other 
regional roadways 

may provide greater overall community benefits while still reducing freight traffic impacts through 
Downtown and Fairview. 

DRAFT LEVEL 2 SCREENINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS REPORT 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Level of Traffic Stress 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Level of Traffic Stress (LTS) is based on multiple roadway characteristics, 
including operating speed, number of travel lanes, sidewalk condition, land use, paved shoulder 
width, and the presence of bicycle facilities. Fifth Avenue did not show substantial improvements in 
LTS under several alternatives because operating speeds, roadway width, and the absence of 
dedicated bicycle facilities remained significant contributing factors. 

As the PEL recommendations and future Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) projects advance 
into design, additional coordination with stakeholders will provide opportunities to identify 
improvements that further accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists. 



ID Sender Comment Response 
 

• Phasing: We have recommended that the PEL Study advances a range of options for the NEPA 
process and future design efforts, rather than selecting one alternative. This study should not repeat 
the errors of the past by selecting one alignment and precluding others based on uncertain future 
growth scenarios. In this case, the implementation plan can offer phasing strategies to address future 
uncertainties by starting with the priority projects listed above. 
 

• Fairview Bypass: DOT&PF’s Recommended Alternative 
o The Fairview Bypass alternative 5 overall offers challenges and opportunities within Fairview. 

One opportunity is to have the regional traffic routed outside of the Gambell-Ingra Corridor. 
However, more information is needed to better inform us (and the public) especially 
regarding: visualizations along 15th Avenue; from Ingra & 20th Avenue to the curve; the 
recessed highway and frontage roads to the new bypass road; and the surface non-motorized 
and motorized crossings and cap.  

o The PEL Study should include different scenarios for thresholds for when the bypass would 
be needed due to travel demand, “spillover” in other  neighborhoods, etc. Instead of phasing 
these projects first, other priority projects with community consensus should advance first to 
see if travel demand necessitates a Fairview Bypass (projects 2, 4, 5) in the long term.  

o These concepts have the potential to maintain or improve connectivity between the East and 
South Fairview micro-neighborhoods; however, the 15th Avenue alignment also has the 
potential to isolate South Fairview, which houses a significant portion of low-income 
households. The PEL report does not provide enough detail regarding how such an alignment 
would minimize neighborhood isolation and impacts. 

o We have concerns about the impacts of relocations/removals of commercial and residential 
properties due to this alignment. Our planning effort is focused on neighborhood 
revitalization strategies to reinvest in the corridor to support mixed-use and housing needs; 
however, preserving existing housing stock is an important strategy for Anchorage. 

o We are also concerned that the caps or crossings may not be funded or built once the 
recessed highway divides the neighborhood. Prioritizing the Bypass in the DOT&PF’s 
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program and the AMATS Transportation Improvement 
Program funding programs can be challenging in today’s environment and future 
uncertainties. If a Bypass advances, the surface non-motorized and motorized crossings and 
caps are essential. 
 

• Port Connection: The PEL Study should prioritize port connection alternatives within the industrial 
Ship Creek area, rather than through Downtown, Government Hill, or Mountain View. Refinements to 
the Whitney Road alternative will best meet this goal while addressing freight and port needs without 
disrupting neighborhoods.  

 
Other general comments on the Implementation Plan: 
 

• It is unclear what the overall timeline is for short-, medium-, and long-term phasing. Or, so much of 
the phasing includes Project 2 as a predecessor, but if that funding is not secured what is the 
contingency plan to advance other projects? 

• The phasing plan does not include any mentions of timeframe besides a 2050 completion in Chapter 
5. What is the high-level timeframe associated with each phase? 

• Projects 4 and 6 have significant ROW acquisition that is necessary and the Report needs to map out 
and address, including 20 dwelling units and 2 businesses within south Fairview. At a time when 
Anchorage is in a housing crisis with “relocations” for residences remaining extremely challenging, 
there needs to be a plan to address these impacts in Anchorage.  

The Bicycle LTS values for Fifth Avenue under Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 have been corrected in the final 
report and are now reported as LTS 3. 

Rapid Transit Project Priority 

Alternatives that introduce the greatest transportation constraints within the study area generally 
result in additional traffic diversion to roadways outside the study area. 

The Downtown–Fairview–Midtown–U-Med Rapid Transit project is independent of the other 
recommended projects and could be implemented at any time. The travel demand modeling 
estimates approximately 1,200 daily boardings. While this represents a meaningful improvement in 
transit service, it does not provide sufficient diversion of the approximately 40,000 daily regional 
vehicle trips currently traveling between the Glenn Highway and Seward Highway corridors through 
Fairview. 

HOV Lane Assumptions 

The project team did not model a scenario without the HOV lane. The HOV lane was included based 
on coordination with the Municipality of Anchorage Public Transportation Department to provide a 
travel-time advantage for transit and carpools. Removing the HOV lane would reduce the 
attractiveness of transit, lower projected ridership, and further reduce the performance of 
Alternative 3. 

Hyder Cost Estimate 

The Hyder Pedestrian Boulevard cost estimate presented in the draft PEL Report did not include the 
full project scope. The $7.418 million estimate represents only the extension of the trail to the Ship 
Creek Trail and should have been added to the $12.380 million MTP 2050 estimate for the Hyder 
Pedestrian Boulevard project. 

Based on coordination between the Fairview Community Council, AMATS staff, and DOT&PF, the 
Hyder Pedestrian Boulevard and Greenway project has been broken into 4 phases and cost 
estimates were updated accordingly in the final PEL Report. 

Cost Escalation 

Planning-level cost estimates were prepared in 2025 dollars and do not include escalation to 
anticipated construction years. The estimates are intended to provide a consistent basis for 
comparing alternatives during the planning process. 

Travel Demand Modeling Assumptions 

The PEL team appreciates the comments regarding the travel demand modeling assumptions. The 
study used the most recent AMATS regional travel demand model available and refined it using the 
most recent Department of Labor and Workforce Development population and employment 
forecasts available at the time of the analysis. 

While all long-range forecasts contain uncertainty, the recommended alternative is supported by 
existing traffic conditions as well as projected future conditions. More than 40,000 daily trips 
currently travel between the Glenn Highway and Seward Highway corridors through Fairview, 
demonstrating that the transportation need exists today regardless of future growth projections. 

As with any regional travel demand model, the AMATS model has inherent limitations and relies on 
assumptions regarding future land use, demographics, and travel behavior. Those limitations are 
recognized and discussed in the supporting technical documentation. 
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Level 2 Screening and Recommendations Report DRAFT 
 
Overall questions regarding this report:  
 

• None of the five alternatives appear to do enough to improve non-motorized Level of Traffic Stress 
(LTS) for 5th and 6th Avenues as all stay at LTS 4 for bicyclists, with only a modest increase to LTS 3 for 
walking for some alternatives. What were the considerations that prevented further improvements to 
these corridors? For example, Ingra & 6th Ave. is a hotspot for major and fatal collisions. Both 6th 
Avenue and 5th Avenue have had several fatalities over the past 10 years. 

• All of the alternatives appear to worsen or only marginally improve vehicle hours of travel or delay 
compared to no action except Alternative 3 (transit). Why isn't higher priority placed on Project 11 
implementation of the Downtown-Midtown-UMed Rapid Transit, so that it will show proven VMT 
mitigation ahead of Project 2 Bypass construction? 

• For Alternative 3 (Transit Focus), did the project team model the difference in ridership and cost of 
including or not including the HOV lane? 

• Table 10 shows a $29.8M cost estimate for the Gambell and Ingra Main Streets, and $7.4M for the 
Hyder Pedestrian Boulevard under Alternative 5. Can you explain why this is inconsistent with the 
phasing capital cost estimates shown in Table 3 of the Draft PEL Report? 

• The cost estimates in Table 10 are shown in 2025, rather than an escalation to the year of completion 
per phase. Can you confirm if cost escalation was considered? 

 
Travel Demand Modeling 
Throughout this project, our team has advanced questions to better understand the traffic model, growth 
assumptions, and traffic volume assumptions. The model informed the Level 2 Screening Results, leaving us 
with these additional comments: 

• The growth forecasts differ significantly from past projections, creating risk of overestimating future 
demand. 

o We previously commented on the Department of Labor & Workforce Development forecasts 
showing lower population annual growth rates (0.03%) than the PEL Study’s 1% rate. 

o For comparison, the Alaska DOT&PF’s Minnesota Dr. & I/L Street Corridor Plan’s traffic 
volume assumptions are minor growth through 2050 at 0.34% in Downtown and 0.20% south 
of 15th Avenue. 

o We have expressed concerns that the growth scenarios used in the traffic forecasts are 
based on 2010-2019 traffic levels, and the 2022 Traffic Forecast Memo explicitly assumes 
that “when the pandemic is over, travel will more closely resemble historic trends”. A new 
traffic study of the Gambell-Ingra corridor and study area should have been completed to 
inform the PEL. 

• The model does not account for ride-hailing (TNCs), queuing effects, or post COVID travel behavior 
changes such as peak hour reductions, wider distribution of commute hours, or changes in origin-
destination patterns.  

• The model is limited in only considering a PM peak hour period of performance in understanding the 
overall impact of scenarios on traffic congestion. 

• No time period validation of model outputs could be identified. 
• Changes south of Chester Creek are subject to greater uncertainty and the extent of reassignment of 

trips could be variable. 
 
NeighborWorks Alaska is committed to creating safer, connected, and vibrant Fairview and Downtown 
neighborhoods and Anchorage as a whole. Please let us know if you have further questions or clarifications 
about these comments.  
 

Thank You and Next Steps 

The Department greatly appreciates the time, effort, and local knowledge contributed by NWAK, 
Fairview residents, community organizations, partner agencies, and other stakeholders throughout 
this study. That collaboration strengthened the study recommendations and the planning process, 
and will remain essential as we move into implementation. The Department looks forward to 
continuing to work with NWAK, the Fairview community, and our local partners to advance these 
recommendations and improve safety, connectivity, and quality of life for Fairview and the broader 
Anchorage community. 

Sincerely, 

Galen Jones, P.E. 

Project Manager 

DOT&PF Central Region 
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Sincerely, 
Jim MacKenzie 
Executive Director  
NeighborWorks Alaska  

108 James Nolan While I want equity for the residents of Fairview, each of these project alternatives seem poorly structured.  I 
see multiple aspects of Alt 5 that could easily be added to other alternatives (such as new bus routes, which 
do not need a separate highway project).  Likewise, the construction of better bikeways and trail access to 
ship creek has minimal relevance to the contraction of a separate highway.   
 
Additionally, the project impact analysis misses large swaths of the neighborhoods affected by the redirected 
traffic.  The project does not include any discussion of the impact on Airport Heights Elementary, a Title I 
school.  As such, the project is claiming to offer equity to Fairview residents without considering the impact to 
equity of the children at Airport Heights Elementary; Alt 5 would put a highway directly in the line of sight of the 
playground. 
 
I was especially disappointed to see the chart allegedly showing traffic reductions in other streets south of 
Merril Field.  Notably, the chart touted a large reduction of traffic on Debarr, approaching Airport Heights Drive.  
Traffic reduction is praised in this area as reducing traffic, noise, and concomitant pollutants from Lake Otis to 
Airport Heights.  This completely ignores that Alt 5 would build a multilane major thoroughfare merely a 
hundred feet away.  To see the volume of traffic on the new major thoroughfare on the southside of Merril 
Field, one has to refer to an entirely different chart.  This type of communication makes it look like an attempt 
to disguise or downplay the incredible increase in noise and traffic just a hundred feet away from the allegedly 
reduced traffic on Debarr at Airport Heights. 
 
The phasing of the project also seems poorly thought out.  It is unwise to restrict traffic on Gamble without 
first giving the traffic from the Seward a place to go.  You shouldn't restrict flow on Gamble first, shoving traffic 
into adjoining neighborhoods on streets that are not built or prepare for the increase in traffic.  Debarr, 
including the only emergency access to Alaska Regional is not going to be able to handle the increased flow 
from the Seward Highway. 
 
Further, the "seward to glenn" title for this project is innacurate and, frankly, deceptive.  You are not connecting 
the Seward Highway to the Glenn Highway.  You are just "connecting" the Seward Highway to the same 
stoplight at Gamble and Debarr/15th where it has always been.  The project does not bring the highways any 
closer to being connected than they already are. 
 
Finally, we have heard for decades that the State of Alaska has no money.  Our budgets have been slashed; 
schools closed; classroom sizes increased; plowing reduced; homeless and indigent services disappeared; 
and public services dwindling.  Spending an exorbitant amount of money to redirect traffic away from where it 
has been for decades is unwise, unnecessary, and an unbelievable waste of money. 
 
New bike routes, better ship creek trail access, and the new proposed bus routes are great ideas.  But those 
are great ideas independent of a highway connection.  Those independently-great ideas do not need to used 
as a cynical incentive to increase support for an unfunded and poorly-phased highway project. 
 
The preferred option should be no action.  Or simply reduce/slow traffic in the Fairview area without building 
the unnecessary thoroughfare rerouting the highways alongside Airport Heights.   

1.The recommended project list in the PEL identifies projects that could be independently 
developed. However, the recommendations do work together to meet the purpose and need. 
 
2. The modeling results show the anticipated traffic diversion to all of the roads north of and 
including Tudor Rd. Detailed environmental impact analysis will be conducted if/when the projects 
move into the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. Note, that the project is not 
recommending a "highway". The proposed connection is a parkway style street with generous 
landscaping, wide, separated sidewalks, and bike lanes with slower speeds. 
 
3. All data was provided. There was no attempt to disguise or downplay the results. The data was 
grouped and presented for different purposes that relate back to the approved screening criteria - 
some data/criteria relate to the purpose and need and some to impact analysis. 
 
4. The PEL team agrees. The first project only removes one lane from Gambell and one lane from 
Ingra and keeps the couplet configuration. The PEL team believes that there is enough capacity on a 
6-lane couplet to accommodate that change. Furthermore, that project has already been elevated 
through the AMATS process and has funding through the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). 
The PEL does not recommend reducing capacity on Gambell or Ingra further than that until there is a 
place to route the traffic that would be diverted. 
 
5. The name of the project is the name given to the PEL Study in the 2040 Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan (MTP). When the PEL started a highway connection was in the plan. The routing 
does not connect to a stoplight a Gamble and DeBarr/15th - the route turns onto and alignment 
along Ingra south of 15th Avenue. It is proposed to connect to a roundabout at 16th/Ingra. Traffic 
would flow without needing to stop, albeit at a slower speed than a highway connection would have 
created. 
 
6. Your opinions are noted. Funding allocation is a political decision made through the AMATS 
process and state legislature. Note that federal highway funding, which is the primary source of 
funding for DOT&PF projects, can't be used on schools, social services, or even maintenance. 

107 Otto Gilbert & Heidi 
Barnwell 

Comments Re: Seward to Glenn Connection PEL Study 
 
The 1961 Comprehensive Plan had plans which preserved the local neighborhoods in the Fairview and Airport 
Heights area. The 1964 earthquake reconstruction caused the building of the Ingra/Gambell corridor we see 
today which bisected the old Fairview neighborhood and led to its current broken state. 

Your support for the project is noted and will be included in the project record. 
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We are strongly supportive of Alternative 5 and associated plans which will cause less impact on our 
neighborhood –Airport Heights—and provide a pedestrian boulevard from our area to the Ship Creek area. We 
are avid bicyclists and look forward to this new boulevard and trail which will complete a Loop from Chester 
Creek up to Ship Creek and then the Coastal Trail. This will be a wonderful addition to East Anchorage and 
downtown as well.  
 
We also greatly appreciated the various new designs proposed including: 
-The Fairview Greenway 
-The depressed corridor along 15th which will greatly improve safety in the area, as well as walkability. 
-The interchanges with the Glenn Highway are big improvements for routing traffic to the Port area. 
-The proposed Sub-Area Plan is a good idea allowing focus on this part of Anchorage and the ability of 
community residents to participate. 
-Finally, we support the Fairview Corridor Plan and one that is sponsored and led by neighborhood community 
groups. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
 
Otto Gilbert & Heidi Barnwell  

106 Heidi Barnwell  Subject: Comments on the Seward to Glenn Connection Study 
 
Comments on the Seward to Glenn Connection 
 
The 1961 Comprehensive Plan had plans which preserved the local neighborhoods in the Fairview and Airport 
Heights area. The 1964 earthquake reconstruction caused the building of the Ingra/Gambell corridor we see 
today which bisected the old Fairview neighborhood and led to its current broken state. 
We are strongly supportive of Alternative 5 and associated plans which will cause less  impact on our 
neighborhood Airport Heights and provide a pedestrian boulevard from our area to the Ship Creek area. We 
are avid bicyclists and look forward to this new boulevard and trail which will complete a Loop from Chester 
Creek up to Ship Creek and then the Coastal Trail. This will be a wonderful addition to East Anchorage and 
downtown as well. See map clips below. 
 
We also greatly appreciated the various new designs proposed including: 
  *   The Fairview Greenway 
  *   The depressed corridor along 15th which will greatly improve safety in the area, as well as walkability. 
  *   The interchanges with the Glenn Highway are big improvements for routing traffic to the Port area. 
  *   The proposed Sub-Area Plan is a good idea allowing focus on this part of Anchorage and the ability of 
community residents to participate. 
  *   Finally, we support the Fairview Corridor Plan and one that is sponsored and led by neighborhood 
community groups. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
 
Heidi Barnwell and Otto Gilbert  

Your support for the project is noted and will be included in the project record. 

104 Karen Ruud  Subject: Seward-Glenn PEL comment 
 
Disregard option 5 -conducive to too much heavy port traffic ending up down Lk Otis Pkway , grossly 
impacting Eastridge and Airport Hts. neighborhoods with noise , air and road pollution/impacts, detrimental 
to citizens and environment. 
 
Options 3 or 4 are somewhat more agreeable, but really, none of them seem realistically doable in today’s 

1. Alternative 3 explored a very robust transit system to supplement the 2050 Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan. That alternative was not recommended. While it achieves the highest transit 
ridership among the Build options, it only slightly outperforms Alternative 2 in reducing traffic in 
Fairview. It also shifts more traffic to other corridors, thereby increasing neighborhood impacts 
elsewhere. Port-related benefits are mixed, and the primary port access route would require trucks 
to travel over five at-grade rail crossings, raising safety concerns and increasing freight travel times. 
Transit ridership gains are modest, limiting its effectiveness in supporting regional mobility, and are 
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economic and demographic/population picture.  Fewer cars, hopefully coming soon from outmigration, would 
greatly enhance life in Anchorage.  Consider, seriously, making a parking garage type structure on the north 
edge of Anchorage for the Valley commuters to leave their vehicles, AND they would willingly do this because 
there would be a functional/user friendly rapid transit into various parts of Anch. 
 
OR/ IN ADDITION, have all cars be issued a chip with their car  registration to receive a bill each month for their 
driving into Anchorage and using the roads here which impacts us residents.  Thank you for considering ALL 
comments.  Karen Ruud 

not sufficient to maintain the functionality of the NHS.  
 
2. Alternatives 3 and 4 are not recommended. The reasons are described in the Level 2 Screening 
and Recommendations Report. 
 
3. Alternative 5 faired best against the screening criteria. If the project moves forward, detailed 
impact analysis would be conducted during the environmental phase. 
 
4. Whether to toll the Glenn Highway is beyond the scope of this study. That idea could be explored 
in the next update to the Metropolitan Transportation Plan. 

100 Daniel R. Mckenna-
Foster 
Anchorage Planning  
Department 

Subject: Comments on Seward Glenn PEL 
 
Dear PEL Project Team, 
 
Please find our comments below. I would be especially interested to hear from the project team if there are 
any additional specifics about what they envisioned for $20,000,000 of Density Incentives  in the Transit Focus 
Alternative (highlighted in #6 in the table). 
 
As we have mentioned before, we would like to acknowledge the difficulty of this project and thank the project 
team for the outreach they have done and consideration for the public comment they have received so far. 
 
Comments: 

Comment  Plan Support 
 
  1.  Purpose and Need of Project: 
 
  1.  The Fairview Community has been looking for a solution to large volumes of vehicular traffic moving 
through their area for several decades, has taken concrete steps to addressing this by applying for and winning 
a Reconnecting Communities grant, and addressing these community interests should be the first project and 
first priority. 
 
We recommend that the project team reduce the existing speed and safety risks Gambell and Ingra streets 
first, evaluate if diversion or cut-through traffic becomes a problem after these changes, and then proceed 
with a more extensive solution of observed data, rather than projections, support it. Cut through traffic should 
be dealt with through changes to road designs in residential area. 
 
To be clear, we suggest that the improvements to Gambell and Ingra happen as a top priority Phase 1 and that 
the need for the subsequent projects and phases be individually evaluated based on actual impacts or needs. 
2014 Fairview Neighborhood Plan: We value a neighborhood where our streets are safe and friendly toward 
pedestrians. We value a community where people watch out for one another. 
 
We value a more livable, pedestrian-scaled urban environment where people celebrate the winter and 
summer seasons equally. We value neighborhood friendly businesses that minimize negative impacts to our 
residences. 
 
Pedestrian and multi-seasonal use of the streets should be encouraged by establishing a sense of scale that 
is small and spatially defined by buildings, trees and lighting and by discouraging high-speed traffic. 
 
2025 LRTS: 
 

1. The first project recommended for development in the PEL is to remove one lane on both Gambell 
and Ingra Streets. The project team believes that Gambell an Ingra Streets have sufficient capacity 
as a 6-lane couplet to accommodate that change. Beyond that, the PEL recommends that there 
needs to be a place for the 50,000 to 60,000 trips per day entering the study area before additional 
road diets are enacted. The National Highway System/Interstate Highway System provides too 
important a function to convert it to a local road. Furthermore, it takes too long to develop a project 
through funding, environmental approval, design, right-of-way, and construction to turn Gambell and 
Ingra into two-lane; two-way streets to then start implementing the bypass. The project team knows 
there will be unacceptable traffic diversion based on the modeling has been completed. 
 
2. The PEL supports the realization of the vision expressed in the Fairview Neighborhood Plan. 
Unless there is a place to accommodate the high amount of traffic carried by the National Highway 
System/Interstate Highway System currently accommodated on Gambell, Ingra, Fifth, and Sixth the 
PEL can recommend taking two lanes off of both Gambell and Ingra or two lanes off of Fifth Avenue. 
In the Fairview Neighborhood Plan quoted in the comment, that traffic and important connection 
was handled by a depressed freeway on Hyder. The PEL tested that alternative and has 
recommended against it due to the high right-of-way and community impact. That is why the PEL 
recommends the Fairview Bypass Parkway. It provides a connection that can help carry the traffic 
and also allow Gambell and Ingra Streets to be returned to more of a neighborhood serving function. 
 
3. The information requested is beyond the level of detail able to be addressed in this planning phase 
of project development. Impacts and detail you are requesting would be addressed in the NEPA 
phase of project development. Any property needing to be acquired would follow the requirements 
of the Uniform Relocation Act. The right-of-way process can address housing of last resort. issues. 
The project team has routed the bypass alignment to largely avoid current and planned use. It is 
routed outside fenceline and is proposing a cut and cover bridge under the medivac taxiway. As 
drawn at this conceptual level, the alignment would need to relocate 3 or 4 transient camping 
tiedowns. Drawings appended to the Level 2 Screening and Recommendations Report can give you 
some idea of the potentially affected properties. You are cautioned that at this planning level of 
design, making a definitive statement on needed property is very preliminary. While the project team 
tried to minimize potential property acquisition, it may be possible to reduce impacts with additional 
design. 
 
4. The information requested regarding the loss of taxable land or parkland is beyond the level of 
detail able to be addressed in this planning phase of project development. Impacts and detail 
requested would be addressed in the NEPA phase of project development. Any property needing to 
be acquired would follow the requirements of the Uniform Relocation Act. The right-of-way process 
can address housing of last resort issues. The project team has routed the bypass alignment to 
largely avoid current and planned uses. It is routed primarily outside the fenceline and is proposing a 
cut and cover bridge under the medivac taxiway. As drawn at this conceptual level, the alignment 
would need to relocate 3 or 4 transient camping tiedowns. Drawings appended to the Level 2 
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Goal 2: Maintain existing transportation infrastructure: improve, fix and use what we have first� 
 
Goal 3: Provide Transportation Choices in how people move around the Municipality 
 
  *   C1: Plan and build infrastructure consistent with mode share targets. 
 
  1.  Provide a clear plan for the loss of taxable property, commercial property, residential units, and zoned 
capacity:  The Long Range Transportation Strategy (LRTS) calls for preserving taxable property for productive 
use, or preserving parkland for parkland use. 
  1.  It would be helpful if the project team could provide more information about which residential units are 
likely to be demolished and where they could be replaced in Anchorage. For context, a residential unit in 
Fairview may be currently renting for $1200, with this price reflecting the age of the unit. To remove that unit 
and replace it with a different one available at the same price might require additional subsidy beyond simply 
relocating that household or building a new unit that serves the same income level. (For example, a new unit 
of a similar size might rent for $2200, so not only should the project consider the cost of building that new 
unit, but also the subsidy for offsetting that new cost down to $1200 per month of the unit that was 
demolished). Providing information about how the project could address these impacts could help assuage 
concerns about the project. 
  2.  Include information from Merrill Field about how the loss of their property could negatively impact their 
ability to provide services that generate revenue. 
  3.  Provide an outline for how to replace the zoned capacity of any parcels taken or demolished during the 
ROW acquisition process. For example, a single 10,000 square foot property zoned R-3 provides more housing 
capacity than a single 10,000 square foot property zoned R-1. 
  4.  Add parcel lines to images which show impacted areas for public transparency. 
  5.  Provide additional information about the long term economic impacts to properties not planned for ROW 
takes, but immediately adjacent to them, including loss of property value, increased noise and particulate 
matter risks, etc. 
 
2025 LRTS: 
 
Goal 2: Maintain existing transportation infrastructure: improve, fix and use what we have first: 
 
M4: Avoid acquiring right-of-way in all projects except as a last resort. 
 
  *   Document the impacts of the loss of taxable land or parkland when right-of-way is acquired.� 
 
Goal 4: Reflect Public Priorities in Transportation Investments and Decision Making 
 
P1: Engage the public in project planning & programming 
 
Goal 5: Consider Environmental Sustainability 
 
E1: Reduce negative ecological/health impacts from the transportation system:  Require projects to add 
additional protective barriers to protect the surrounding environment from the negative impacts of 
transportation users and infrastructure. 
 
  1.  Provide additional information about the maintenance and operations costs of the alternatives. 
 
  1.  Long term maintenance costs for the bridges and tunnels in the project teams preferred alternative are not 
clear. 
  2.  The operating costs for the Transit Focus Alternative Capital Cost Estimate show that three park and rides 

Screening and Recommendations Report can give you some idea of the potentially affected 
properties. You are cautioned that at this planning level of design, making a definitive statement on 
needed property is very preliminary. While the project team tried to minimize potential property 
acquisition, it may be possible to reduce impacts with additional design. 
 
Table 10 of the Level 2 Screening Report provides as estimate of the 20 Year Operations and 
Maintenance cost. This includes items such as snowplowing, repaving, etc.  
 
The Transit Focus cost estimate indicates that maintenance of the park and ride lots would vary 
based on the number of parking spaces. The smaller 50 car lots would cost approximately $5000 per 
year to maintain while the larger 100 spot lot would be approximately $10,000 per year to maintain. 
The planning level operating and maintenance cost is intended to include all costs including lighting, 
paving, snow removal, etc. In response to your comment, the O&M cost was increased to $200 per 
parking space. The park and ride lots would not be staffed.  
 
At this time, DOT&PF does not anticipate this project adversely impacting their ability to maintain 
other existing infrastructure in the Anchorage area.  
 
5. AMATS staff comments have been addressed and are appended to the Final Level 2 Screening and 
Recommendations Report. 
 
6. The PEL used the most recently available population data at the time the model was updated. The 
model is based on the approved AMATS model approved for use in transportation planning in 
Anchorage. 
 
7. The PEL used the most recently available population data at the time the model was updated. The 
model is based on the approved AMATS model approved for use in transportation planning in 
Anchorage. The model is used to predict trip making based on inputs like land use, population, 
employment and travel behavior based on surveys,  it is not acceptable practice to limit or artificially 
constrain mode share to target goals.  
 
8 Modeled mode shares are identified in Appendix B to the Level 2 Screening and Recommendation 
Report. 
 
9. While the branding of the Rapid Transit System is not essential for the service to be functional, 
branding can increase transit ridership. It helps elevate awareness of the system, establishes an 
identify for the service,  build a positive public image for the transit system, and improve rider 
experience. Branding visually connects all elements (vehicles, stations, timetables, maps, etc.)  of 
the system together making it easy for riders to understand and feel comfortable using the system. 

The Park and Rides are intended to accommodate corridor users that currently originate in the MSB 
or Chugiak-Eagle River areas. Park and riders were needed to support the additional transit service 
from the Chugiak-Eagle River area. 
 
Microtransit is currently being planned by the MOA Public Transportation Department. For additional 
information on microtransit, please see 
https://www.muni.org/Departments/transit/PeopleMover/Documents/%212025%20Documents/TO
TM%202.0/Updated%20Microtransit%20South%20Anchorage.pdf 
 
The HOV lane includes elements such as re-striping the existing lanes, overhead structures, and 
signage.  

https://www.muni.org/Departments/transit/PeopleMover/Documents/%212025%20Documents/TOTM%202.0/Updated%20Microtransit%20South%20Anchorage.pdf
https://www.muni.org/Departments/transit/PeopleMover/Documents/%212025%20Documents/TOTM%202.0/Updated%20Microtransit%20South%20Anchorage.pdf
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would require only $100 in operating costs every year. Does this include snow plowing, lighting, and any other 
staffing costs? 
  3.  Provide more information about how whether expanded infrastructure in this project will or will not affect 
AKDOTs staffing abilities to maintain other existing infrastructure. 
 
2025 LRTS: 
 
Goal 2: Maintain existing transportation infrastructure: improve, fix and use what we have first 
 
M3: Account for, provide for, and make known the full seasonal cycle of road or path facility needs in design 
and funding guidelines, on all transportation projects for the lifespan of those projects. 
 
  1.  Address the comments provided by AMATS staff in their letter dated October 30, 2025: Please include 
responses to these items in any subsequent PEL materials. 
 
  1.  This includes basing the model off of more accurate population data, changes to the AMATS model, and 
how the team selected alternatives. The project growth rate should be comparable to other projects in the 
area (such as the Minnesota Corridor study currently underway). 
  2.  As we mentioned at our meeting on November 13, 2025, the Planning Departments research into past 
AKDOT traffic modeling indicates that many project teams have consistently overstated demand and future 
vehicular traffic (See O’Malley Road STP-0512(5)/5395, International Airport Road/Minnesota Drive F-042-
1(82)/56283, Glenn-Bragaw Interchange 57179, Glenn-Airport Heights 58800). This tends to result in larger 
facilities which create increased safety risks and higher maintenance burdens in the long term.  It would be 
helpful to provide some sort of clarification about the limitations of these models, how successful they have 
been in predicting actual driver behavior accurately in the past, or the assumptions that go into them. 
MOA Analysis: 
 
2025 LRTS: 
 
Goal 1: Take a Safe System Approach to All Projects 
 
S3: Move away from default metrics that prioritize moving vehicles fast or in high volumes over other 
community priorities. 
 
Goal 3: Provide Transportation Choices in How People Move Around the Municipality 
 
C1: Plan and build infrastructure consistent with mode share targets. 
 
  1.  Incorporate the mode share targets in the 2025 LRTS (adopted with AO 2025-44) into an updated traffic 
model: The 2025 Long range transportation strategy calls for different mode share targets by 2030 and 2040. 
One of these includes a reduction of drive alone commuting trips from 68.7% today to 58% in 2030, and 38.5% 
in 2040. Please include these reductions in the modeling and into future road designs. 
2025 LRTS: 
 
Goal 3: Provide Transportation Choices in How People Move Around the Municipality 
 
C1: Plan and build infrastructure consistent with mode share targets. 
 
  1.  Provide additional justification for the variety of costs in the Transit Focus Alternative. Thank you for 
bringing these to our attention at our November 13, 2025 meeting. 
 

Additional non-motorized and transit amenities could include items such as enhanced stops, 
additional wayfinding signage/mapping, safety and education campaigns, lighting, benches/seating 
areas, public art, enhanced pedestrian crossings, landscaping/shade trees, decorative paving, 
information kiosks, bike repair stations, recycling bins, water fountains, restrooms, and more.  
 
The density incentives were not meant to be pretextual zoning. One of the challenges in reducing 
vehicle trips in Anchorage is that our built environment and land use patterns are very low-density 
and autocentric. The Anchorage 2040 Land Use Plan (LUP) Map calls for increased density in certain 
areas of Anchorage. Implementing the LUP would help reduce the number of vehicles on the 
Anchorage road system and increase transit ridership. This funding is meant to accelerate the 
implementation of the LUP. If recommended, the funding for these incentives would likely come from 
the MOA as land use and zoning is the responsibility of the MOA.  
The regional trail refers to the Hyder Pedestrian Boulevard/Fairview Greenway which is included in 
the cost estimate.  
 
10. Updates to the recommended phasing have been included in the final PEL document.  
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  1.  The cost estimates in the Level 2 screening recommendations list a number of costs that do not seem well 
justified. These include: 
     *   Rapid Transit Branding Upgrade: What are the components of this $1 million dollar cost, and is this 
necessary for this alternative to be functional? 
     *   Park and rides in Chugiak, Birchwood, and Eagle River Is this implementation intended to address traffic 
moving completely through Anchorage, or traffic originating within the Bowl and moving to other places in the 
Bowl? For how many drivers is this implementation expected to change travel behavior? Per the 2022 Origin-
Destination Study Report<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-
3A__sewardglennconnection.com_documents_20221013-5FSGPEL-5FOD-5FStudy-5FReport-
5FFinal.pdf&d=DwMFAg&c=euGZstcaTDllvimEN8b7jXrwqOf-
v5A_CdpgnVfiiMM&r=UWj048vtaz2wUlVp990nH_vKQ7O7bQyk_iJs4gJoXoQ&m=0WYxRTrz531wKVy14gTaKCpc
u4CqodVgGjmpflvT-O1C-LXZ-6rQtNW-4p4bCbJy&s=meXEwz046qh9fvYLtzjYwoJHvl53l1ojUkZAC44rajQ&e=> 
(Table 5) only 10% of daily southbound origins come from the Chugiak-Eagle River Area. 
     *   $7.5 million in Microtransit-what does this include, and is it something that is already functioning 
successfully in Alaska? 
     *   HOV Lane- What are the components of this $3.4 million dollar cost? 
     *   Additional Non-Motorized and Transit Amenities-What are the components of this $20 million dollar 
cost? Some items such as lighting or covered stops should be considered functional infrastructure and not 
amenities. 
     *   Trip reduction activities what are the components of this $1 million dollar cost? 
     *   Density incentives, What are the components of this $20 million dollar cost? The screening 
recommendations state “Create incentives to increase land development density to match or exceed targets 
in the 2040 Land Use Plan.” This appears to be a reference to pretextual zoning, which has not proven to be 
successful at improving housing outcomes and the Planning Department generally seeks to avoid. Zoning 
regulations are also generally not the purview of state agencies like AKDOT&PF.  We were not able to locate 
any record of the project team talking to the Planning Department about this item but would be glad to 
discuss. 
     *   Regional Trail no cost information included. 

2025 LRTS: 
 
Goal 4: Reflect Public Priorities in Transportation Investments and Decision Making 
 
Goal 3: Provide Transportation Choices in How People Move Around the Municipality 
 
C2: Enhance the financial sustainability of public transportation, enabling increased frequency and expanded 
service coverage. 
 
  1.  Provide clearer information about phasing: While it is helpful to see the phases numbered out, in meetings 
we have attended it seems that the numbering of the projects does not correspond with their actual likely 
sequence.  We have heard from the project manager that this will likely be refined, and we thank you in 
advance for moving in that direction 
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please let me know if you have any questions or need any 
additional information. 
 
Sincerely, 
Daniel  

97 Brita Mjos As a resident of the Airport Heights neighborhood, I think the preferred alternative does not sufficiently 
address the impacts the alternative would have to the Airport Heights neighborhood. The preferred alternative 
will push more traffic onto Airport Heights drive and Lake Otis. Lake Otis between Northern Lights and 15th 

The traffic modeling shows that about 1,500 trips per day would get added to Lake Otis which should 
be able to be accommodated by the current lane configuration on Lake Otis. If Alternative 5 gets 
adopted into the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) and is eventually funded for development, 
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already needs improvements in the form of sidewalks and turn lanes to improve pedestrian safety and to 
reduce poor driver choices due to poor lane choices. The highway traffic on Airport Heights and Lake Otis will 
undoubtedly push more cars into the Airport Heights neighborhood streets, which will detrimentally impact 
the neighborhood. The alternative makes big improvements to Fairview but at the expense of other 
neighborhoods.  
 
I prefer alternatives 3 and 4. Can the Port access still resemble the alternative 5 design, but the Gambell/ Ingra 
modifications follow alternative 3 or 4? The cut and cover option through Fairview should remain a top 
alternative, because it effectively mitigates the highway impacts through Fairview and improves the 
cohesiveness of Fairview without sending the highway’s negative impacts to another neighborhood.  
 
Please do not advance alternative 5 without additional study and analysis of impacts to Airport Heights 
neighborhood streets and Lake Otis, and a plan for how to mitigate those impacts. 

additional traffic engineering would be undertaken. If there are pedestrian needs on Lake Otis now, 
those needs should be raised in the next update to the AMATS MTP or Nonmotorized plan (or both). 
 
The port access goes with Alternative 5 because it is intended to connect to the regional parkway at 
an interchange at Airport Hts, which would provide access both north and south on the highway 
network Alternatives 3 and 4 do not provide a connection Seward Highway connection at that 
location. Alternatives 3 and 4 are not recommended for other reasons as described in the Level 2 
screening report. The final PEL includes the recommendation to continue examining potential 
connections to the port through a reconnaissance engineering study. Such a study will allow a more 
in-depth engineering analysis than was possible in this planning level study. 
 
Note that the regional connection is not a highway, but rather a slower parkway style street. Also, a 
cut and cover option through Fairview along Hyder Street as was envisioned in the 2040 Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan was studied, but the right-of-way needs to construct it would have required 
acquiring hundreds of homes. 
 
There would be additional study. If Alternative 5 moves forward, the projects would go through an 
environmental approval process that would look at impacts and mitigation in detail. 

162 Anchorage Park 
Foundation 

Re: Anchorage Park Foundation Comments on the Seward to Glenn Connection PEL Study 
 
Dear Mr. Jones,  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Seward to Glenn Highway Connection  
Planning and Environmental Linkages (PEL) Study for final screening and recommended  
alternative. The Anchorage Park Foundation (APF) is a community-based nonprofit that  
mobilizes public support and financial resources for improving Anchorage parks, trails, and  
recreation opportunities. Our interest in the PEL Study is to support non-motorized travel in a  
key neighborhood through supporting trail connections. 
 
A key priority of the Fairview neighborhood has been to create a “greenway” or pedestrian  
boulevard between the Chester Creek and Ship Creek trail system. This is a goal fully supported  
by APF and we are pleased to see this project phase included in the recommended alternative  
and phasing plan. This will be a key neighborhood asset to strengthen Anchorage’s trail system  
and serve as a key feature for neighborhood revitalization.  
 
APF also offers the following comments regarding the revised alternatives and screening  
process: 
• The Fairview Greenway & Hyder Street Pedestrian Boulevard (project 3) should be  
recommended to move forward with no “predecessor” projects. The first phase of this  
project is actively being considered in the AMATS Transportation Improvement Program  
funding program to move design forward for the segment from 5th to 15th Avenue. This  
timeline should be incorporated into the phasing plan. 
 
• The couplet conversions and final reconstruction projects for Gambell and Ingra Streets  
should be advanced without the predecessor projects for the Fairview Bypass completion 
(projects 2, 4, 5). These projects will improve non-motorized transportation immediately and  
improve overall safety in the transportation system.  
 
• APF is disappointed to see the overall alternatives now named 2 and 3 screened out of the  
recommendations, which focused on lane reductions, dispersing traffic in our existing  
transportation system, and improving transit and traffic reduction.  

1. The greenway is recommended in the PEL and includes an extension north to connect to the Ship 
Creek Trail. 
 
2. The greenway connection south to Chester Creek is proposed in MTP 2050 to connect in a tunnel 
under Ingra Street. That portion of the project should be constructed in conjunction with the 
improvements proposed for Ingra Street between 15th and 20th. Otherwise, the designs may not be 
compatible. The remainder of the greenway could be constructed at any time. The PEL team got 
several comments regarding the phasing and timing of recommended projects. DOT&PF has taken 
the input into consideration and updated the phasing plan in the final PEL document. 
 
3. The reduction in lanes from an 8-lane to a 6-lane couplet is proposed as the first project. Reducing 
the lanes further and converting these to 2-way neighborhood serving streets is proposed to occur 
after the Fairview Bypass (projects 2, 3, and 4) so that there is a place for the Glenn Highway/Seward 
Highway traffic to be. The final PEL includes the recommendation to continue examining potential 
connections to the port through a reconnaissance engineering study. Such a study will allow a more 
in-depth engineering analysis than was possible in this planning level study. 
 
4. APFs opinion is noted. Alternatives 2 and 3 did not provide an adequate route to maintain the 
important functions currently provided on 5th Avenue and Gambell and Ingra Streets. 
 
5. The final PEL includes the recommendation to continue examining potential connections to the 
port through a reconnaissance engineering study. Such a study will allow a more in-depth 
engineering analysis than was possible in this planning level study. 
 
6. DOT&PF is committed to working with the Community Council and NeighborWorks Alaska to help 
reduce the Glenn Highway/Seward Highway traffic burden on Fairview to improve safety and 
livability. 
 
7. Based on this comment and others, DOT&PF has updated the phasing plan in the final PEL 
document.  
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• APF thanks the department for removing the previous Parkway Alternative D through the  
Chester Creek Greenbelt.  
 
• The new Port Access Route Phase 1 (project 7) is a new alignment not previously shared  
with the public. This alignment appears to negatively impact the parks and greenspaces in  
Government Hill, and therefore the quality of life in that neighborhood. The study should  
instead ensure the route remains within the Ship Creek industrial area, such as the previous  
route along Whitney Road.  
 
• APF is a partner and fully supports the efforts to Reconnect Fairview led by the Fairview  
Community Council and NeighborWorks Alaska. The PEL Study should continue to prioritize  
the goals of this effort to improve safety, connection, and reinvestment into the Fairview  
neighborhood.  
 
• APF supports Fairview’s recommendations for short-term phasing starting with the Gambell  
& Ingra Couplet Conversion (project 1, as numbered in the draft Implementation Plan, which  
are already-programmed Highway Safety Improvement Program projects), the Fairview  
Greenway and Hyder Pedestrian Boulevard (project 3) focused on the segment between  
5th and 15th Avenues, and the Downtown-Midtown-UMED Rapid Transit (project 11).  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
Sincerely 
Beth Nordlund 
Executive Director, Anchorage Park Foundation.  

94 Catherine Wright Alternative 5 looks pretty good to me compared to the previous options.   Your preference for Alternative 5 is noted. 

93 David and Diana 
Evans 

Subject: comments on Draft PEL document and Level 2 Screening and Recommendations Report 
 
Thank you for eliminating Parkway Alternative D from the study. 
 
The proposed solution, Fairview Bypass, Alternative 5, looks great, after all eleven phases are complete. 
 
But what happens if the project stalls for years or decades after one of the phases?   So, our main question, 
seemingly unaddressed by the draft PEL, is: what traffic volumes are expected at the end of each of the ten 
project phases and how will those affect adjacent neighborhoods? 
 
Suggest performing travel demand modeling calculations for each step in the phasing sequence and then re-
visiting the project phasing to see if there are opportunities for optimization or mitigating diversion traffic. 
 
Also: 
  1.  Isn’t there a way to revise the phasing so that you don’t have to tear up Gambell and Ingra in project 1 and 
then, years later, do it again in project 10?  Why not figure out how to do it all at once? 
  2.  If you need environmental mitigation (or even if you don’t) please consider adding these two projects 
mentioned in the Eastchester Park Master Plan (read it here: Eastchester Park Master Plan: Public Review 
Draft - Yumpu.com<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-
3A__www.yumpu.com_en_embed_view_Z38xLtXmaP5UbYGQ&d=DwMFaQ&c=euGZstcaTDllvimEN8b7jXrwq
Of-
v5A_CdpgnVfiiMM&r=UWj048vtaz2wUlVp990nH_vKQ7O7bQyk_iJs4gJoXoQ&m=bzdXUDiqm6_EjrQ4iqneNnJ8
ONhGeuii64HPwu5Apj9qKus49JGWKmd3Hc07_xkA&s=RKZsV54KSgnX7nPWpP5mwJsAbwXPcxlE1O1e1YI3af
g&e=> 
     *   Restoring Chester Creek from its current �straight ditch� alignment to a more natural, meandering state 

1. The conversion to a 6-lane couplet is already being funded and being undertaken as a Highway 
Safety Improvement Project. It will provide some immediate relief. Removing the second lane from 
Gambell and Ingra can't happen until there is someplace to put some of the regional traffic.  
 
2. As the project moves forward into the environmental phase, the suggested project can be 
considered as potential mitigation. 
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in Woodside Park (immediately east of the Seward Highway where it crosses Chester Creek).  See page 52 of 
the Plan.  The Plan includes a cost estimate for this work on page 66: �$10M+� 
     *   Restoring the North Fork of Chester Creek in Sitka Park (immediately south of 15th Avenue, south of 
Merrill Field). See page 57. 
 
Thank you, 
David and Diana Evans 

90 Dave Gardner  Subject: Airport Heights Community Council Request for Time Extension 
 
Galen Jones, Project Manager 
 
The Airport Heights Community Council is requesting a time extension for submitting comments regarding the 
October 2025 Level 2 Recommendation Report. The Airport Heights Community Council will potentially be 
significantly impacted by the proposed new Bypass Parkway. Our Community Council is expected to need 
more time to fully evaluate and review the latest proposal and conclude formal approval of a Resolution. It is 
anticipated that a Resolution can be approved at the next regularly scheduled Council meeting December 18, 
2025. Let me know if you have questions and thank you for your consideration. 
 
Request submitted by Dave Gardner/ Airport Heights Community Council Board Member and Seward Glenn 
Connection Special Committee Member 

Recognizing that Community Councils need time to compose and vote on resolutions, DOT&PF 
agreed accept resolutions late. 

89 Dave Gardner Subject: Additional Comments Seward Glenn Study October 2025 
 
In more closely reviewing the phasing Plan as proposed and potential traffic impacts, I have concerns and 
additional comments. 
 
The proposed more aggressive Gambell Ingra lane reductions in Fairview, if done first, will seriously push a 
significant amount of additional traffic down 15th/ DeBarr/ Airport Hts Dr corridor, making 
that in effect a de facto bypass route and greatly impacting the Airport Heights neighborhood with noise and 
air pollution. 
 
Next  the Seward Highway to 15th Avenue phase as proposed would further direct even more traffic to the 
DeBarr/ Airport Heights de facto bypass, further exacerbating the noise and air pollution impacts 
to the Airport Heights Neighborhood. A situation which could last for years while the remaining phases are 
designed, funded and constructed. 
 
If the Bypass Alternative 5 moves forward as the approved and adopted priority, then it would work better for 
the first Phase to be the leg behind Alaska Regional Hospital along the SE boundary of Merrill Field Airport. 
And that the Gambell Ingra lane reduction through Fairview then be done next, after the Merrill Field bypass 
segment is completed and open to use. 
 
Constructing the Merrill Field leg first, taking bypass traffic away from the DeBarr/ Airport Hts corridor, would 
both better reduce traffic congestion for motorists and better protect the Airport Heights neighborhood from 
noise and air pollution impacts of the increased traffic resulting from the Fairview lane reductions and Seward 
Hwy to 15th Ave phases. 
 
I request your consideration of these significant neighborhood concerns as the project moves forward into the 
next step in the process. 
 
comments submitted by Dave Gardner/ Airport Heights resident & homeowner 

 
1. The project team agrees. That is why reducing Gambell and Ingra are not proposed right away. 
There needs to be a place for the regional traffic prior to two lanes being reduced on Gambell and 
Ingra. 
 
2. Because Gambell and Ingra and Fifth Avenue would continue to have sufficient capacity and the 
interchange at Airport Heights/Glenn Highway would not be built yet the diagonal route is not 
expected to attract substantial traffic. Additional traffic engineering would be completed as 
preliminary engineering starts to confirm that the existing streets could handle the change in traffic 
volumes. 
 
3. The PEL team got several comments regarding the phasing and timing of recommended projects. 
DOT&PF has taken the input into consideration and updated the phasing plan in the final PEL 
document. 
 
4. The PEL team got several comments regarding the phasing and timing of recommended projects. 
DOT&PF has taken the input into consideration and updated the phasing plan in the final PEL 
document. 
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88 Judy Robinson Can you explain how Alternative 5 Fairview Bypass will affect access from my house onto 15th and onto Ingra?  

I live on Karluk St south of 15th and east of Ingra.  It looks like I could only turn east onto 15th from Karluk or 
Medfra.  Will 20th St have access onto the northbound lane of Ingra?  Thanks. 

Karluk is proposed to continue to go through and have access to and from 15th Avenue (both east 
and west). Karluk would go over top of the new parkway connection. No change of access at 20th is 
proposed. 

82 Kerry Lynch Second comment. 
I want to express my support and agreement with the AMATS Staff comments dated Oct 30, 2025 which were 
presented at the November AMATS committee meetings. Specifically, the points about cut-through or 
diversion traffic. Every road in Anchorage is overbuilt for the capacity it's currently serving, I don't see any 
metric in the report showing if the predicted diversion traffic will exceed the capacity of those roads. It might 
actually be a benefit to spread lower speed local traffic out over the city instead of concentrating it in one 
high-speed corridor that creates immense negative impacts. I don't think we're obligated to provide a 10-
minute cross town trip for vehicles at the expense of quality of life and economic value of our city. The freight 
data could also use context. Our port freight volumes are relatively low and very predictable tied to ship 
schedules. I suspect the impact of freight traffic on our transportation system performance is insignificant. 
This should be discussed further if freight performance is a factor in this plan. Also, I support the comments 
from the Planning Department at the AMATS Technical Advisory committee November meeting regarding how 
this recommendation does not fit with our long-range plans. The Transit focus alternative deserves another 
look, it outperforms the Fairview Bypass on most metrics and aligns better with our city plans which do not 
call for a regional highway connection through Anchorage. For such a large investment, this project could 
make significant contributions to our long-range goals, but the Fairview Bypass option will not contribute to 
those goals. 

1. The commenter is encouraged to read Appendix D System Performance Technical Memo. The 
memo explains how the functional classification system works together to get people where they 
need to go. The National Highway System and Interstate Highway System are the highest functional 
class of roads. They are intended to have the greatest mobility and typically have limited access, 
meaning access to these roadways is controlled or limited to maximize mobility by eliminating 
conflicts with driveways and at-grade intersections that would otherwise hinder travel speed and 
safety. The NHS consists of interstates, principal arterial routes, the Strategic Highway Network 
(STRAHNET), major strategic highway connectors, and routes connecting to major intermodal 
facilities such as airports, ports, and ferry terminals. These routes make important connections to 
employment, business districts, airports, ports and are expected to carry large volumes of traffic. 
Maintaining efficient travel flows and speed, reliability, and connectivity to key destinations are all 
important to "maintaining" the NHS/IHS functionality. Turning the IHS/NHS into local or collector 
roads (as would occur with occur with a Gambell Main Street or the other road diet projects) would 
not maintain these important functions without an alternative route. Simply making the IHS/NHS 
connection between the Glenn and Seward highways slow and congested and asking the 50,000 to 
60,000 vehicles on these highways to divert and filter through other streets in Anchorage's network 
that are not designed or intended for those functions, and which do not provide an efficient 
connection to the key land uses the IHS/NHS is intended to serve, is not recommended by the PEL. 

2. Freight volumes at select locations are presented in the Level 2 screening report. 
 
3. Responses to the Planning Department can be found in this document. 

4. Alternative 3 explored a very robust transit system to supplement the 2050 Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan. That alternative was not recommended. While it achieves the highest transit 
ridership among the Build options, it only slightly outperforms Alternative 2 in reducing traffic in 
Fairview. It also shifts more traffic to other corridors, thereby increasing neighborhood impacts 
elsewhere. Port-related benefits are mixed, and the primary port access route would require trucks 
to travel over five at-grade rail crossings, raising safety concerns and increasing freight travel times. 
Transit ridership gains are modest, limiting its effectiveness in supporting regional mobility, and are 
not sufficient to maintain the functionality of the NHS.  

76 Fyodor Soloview Public Comment on AMATS / DOT&PF Seward–Glenn Connection PEL Study (Public Meeting #6, October 21 – 
November 21, 2025) 
 
State Project No.: CFHWY00550 • Federal Project No.: 0001653 
Alternatives Refinement and Initial Screening Report – Final, July 2025 
 
Dear AMATS and DOT&PF Project Team, 
 
Thank you for presenting the latest materials for the Seward Highway to Glenn Highway Connection PEL Study. 
I appreciate the clarity of the Online Open House and the effort that has gone into the Alternatives Refinement 
process. 
 
Below are my comments regarding the final proposed alternative (“Alternative 5,” formerly “Alternative C”), 
and one specific design recommendation. 
 
1. On the Long-Term Reality of the Seward–Glenn Connection 
 

1. Regarding the concept of a highway/freeway connection between the highways. Several concepts 
were studied, but the impacts were too high and the costs too great. The results are summarized in 
the Level 1 screening report. 
 
2. The PEL needed to be consistent with the adopted Anchorage plans. Because the Knik Arm 
Crossing is not in an adopted plan, it was not considered as reasonably foreseeable. If the Knik Arm 
Crossing project moves forward, it will need to figure out the best way to connect into Anchorages 
roadway network. 
 
3. Your supporting comments on the PEL recommendations are noted. 
 
4. We recognize that the grades at 16th Avenue are challenging for a roundabout design. We expect 
that as design moves forward grading and other design solutions will be considered (such as the one 
you suggest). 
 
5. Comment noted.  
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I believe that, as a community, we all recognize an important truth: 
 
Alternative 5 cannot—and will not—serve as the final long-term highway-to-highway connection between the 
Seward Highway and the Glenn/Parks Highway system. 
 
Over the next decades, federal standards will continue to raise expectations for what is effectively U.S. 
Highway No. 1, because these two corridors together form that national route. Ultimately, the connection 
must: 
provide a continuous freeway, maintain 65 mph speeds throughout, avoid traffic signals, and 
offer the shortest, most direct route between major population centers. 
 
A configuration within the Anchorage bowl simply cannot meet those federal-level criteria in a permanent, 
future-ready way. 
 
2. What the True Final Solution Will Look Like 
 
If we look ahead 10–30 years, the only realistic and optimal final solution is clear: 
 
A Knik Arm bridge providing a direct Seward Highway → Big Lake → Parks Highway connection, continuing 
toward Houston and north to Fairbanks. 
 
Such a link will reduce the overall Seward–Fairbanks route by up to 20 miles, improve travel time, and 
modernize the entire Highway No. 1 corridor. I am certain the Knik Arm crossing will eventually be built, as 
population and freight demand continue to rise. 
 
When that happens, that bridge—not Alternative 5—will serve as the true ultimate Seward–Glenn/Parks 
connection. 
 
3. Understanding the Purpose of the Current PEL Study 
 
Because of that future reality, I view the current PEL effort in a very practical light: 
 
This is an excellent opportunity for Anchorage to use federally funded improvements (90% federal match) to 
upgrade our internal city transportation system—while still meeting the PEL requirements. 
If the true final solution (the Knik Arm bridge) were being built today: 
many of the smaller but important improvements in Alternative 5 would not be funded, or they would 
eventually require local or state money later, or they would be postponed indefinitely. 
 
Instead, under this PEL framework, Anchorage gains significant improvements at a fraction of the cost—
including the new proposed road east of Merrill Field over the former landfill site (where, incidentally, many 
historical artifacts may exist). This is a smart and beneficial use of the federal process. 
 
For this reason, I am supportive of most improvements proposed under Alternative 5. 
 
4. One Key Safety Concern: Proposed Roundabout on Ingra Street 
 
My only major concern relates to the proposed roundabout in the low section of Ingra Street between 
Fireweed Lane and 15th Avenue. 
 
Why the roundabout design is unsafe: 
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Northbound traffic coming downhill from the New Seward/Fireweed intersection will naturally gain speed. A 
roundabout located at the bottom of a grade will force sudden braking, particularly dangerous on icy winter 
roads. This configuration is likely to cause frequent bump-to-bump collisions due to sliding and reduced 
stopping distance. At present, such accidents are relatively rare precisely because the current roadway 
geometry causes vehicles to slow naturally while climbing uphill toward 15th Avenue. 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Remove the roundabout from the design and maintain a continuous, non-stop flow through the bottom of 
Ingra Street, consistent with today’s safe uphill-slowing pattern. This one correction would significantly 
improve winter safety while preserving the operational benefits of the project. 
 
5. Conclusion 
 
Alternative 5 is a valuable and forward-looking set of improvements—but not the final highway-to-highway 
solution, which can only be achieved through a future Knik Arm bridge. In the meantime, we should use this 
federally funded opportunity wisely to improve Anchorage’s road system. 
 
My only strong request is the removal of the proposed Ingra Street roundabout due to unavoidable winter-
safety risks. 
 
Thank you for considering my comments and for your continued work on this important project. 
 
Respectfully, 
Fyodor Soloview 
Anchorage Resident & Long-Term Transportation Advocate 
President InterBering, LLC 
www.InterBering.com 

75 Kerry Lynch I do not support the Fairview Bypass recommendation in this report. I support the actions and outcomes in the 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan and the Long Range Transportation Strategy including reducing lanes on 
Ingra/Gambell and providing high-quality transit. The issue this report aimed to address was the current 
highway's impact to quality of life for the residents of Fairview. Our city plans call for addressing this problem 
by reducing lanes and adding transit to provide alternatives to vehicle travel, reducing traffic speed and 
volume.  These are the ideas this report should have analyzed in depth to develop an effective design. Instead 
it set out to justify a highway expansion and so looked only at serving vehicle traffic and focused entirely on 
regional mobility. However, the early data collected in the Seward Glenn Origin Destination study 2022, 
showed that the majority of the travel on this corridor is local, not regional. This data really should have 
informed the PEL study from the start as it shows the true transportation needs we have. We are not trying to 
solve regional travel problems for people traveling to/from Anchorage on long journeys from outside the 
Municipality. We are trying to solve a local travel problem calling for providing alternatives to driving, primarily 
for Northeast Anchorage. We want to expand travel options to reduce impact to quality of life, increase 
economic benefit, reduce maintenance costs and improve safety for everyone. If those goals are met, this 
existing highway corridor can be made safer and meet regional travel needs without such extreme measures. 
Instead of pushing forward with highway expansion designs, we should have been looking at how to make this 
corridor truly serve regional needs - limited access points to local destinations and minimal business activity 
to discourage local use is a more functional layout for regional transportation. This report does not address 
that. Instead it calls for enormous investment in, and expansion of, a highway facility that would spread its 
impact beyond Fairview to Merrill Field, Chester Creek, Midtown, Muldoon, Mountain View and Airport 
Heights. All while our population declines, traffic counts drop, and the rest of AK DOT's overbuilt urban 
highway  system goes neglected resulting in dozens of lives lost each year. I do not support the Fairview 
Bypass recommendation in this study and instead urge AK DOT to urgently direct all their investment instead 

First note that a highway connection is not recommended. Highway/freeway connections were 
studied and eliminated in the Level 1 screening. The PEL does recommend lane reductions, 
complete street improvements, transit service improvements, trail connections and slower speeds. 
The connection between the highways is proposed to be a parkway design with generous 
landscaping, bike paths and sidewalks/trails and slow speed limits. The origin destination 
information was used to complete the study. As the commenter mentions, there are relatively few 
cars traveling all the way through Anchorage. Most of the traffic coming into the study area on the 
Glenn and Seward Highways is heading to major destinations like downtown, midtown, the Port, and 
Joint Base Elmendorf Richardson. Without a place to route the traffic trying to get to these locations 
it will continue to traverse through the middle of Fairview to the detriment of the neighborhood 
continuing safety and livability problems there. 
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toward safety on our high-injury corridors to stop the loss of life on our urban streets. We should follow our 
approved long-range plans and focus on safety, maintenance of (and downsizing) existing infrastructure, and 
mode shift to achieve affordable transportation and livability goals already envisioned by our community. 

72 Mary Mills  Subject: The Seward Glenn roadway connections 
 
Hello Traffic Engineers, 
 
I really like that Alternative 5 meets "reconnecting Fariview" objectives and cuts down on vehicle traffic on 
Gambell, Ingra and 5th Ave. I like that the plan is not to build a highway. I like the plan to make a bike-friendly 
route in this area. 
 
I'm concerned about this phrase used to describe the route, "Highest # or relocations" ? How many 
relocations are there expected to be? 
 
In what way does the plan consider pedestrians? 
 
Mary Mills  

There are approximately 22 relocations anticipated. However, the alternative is still at a planning 
level so this estimate may be reduced as the project advances through the design process. 
 
The proposed parkway connection includes bike and pedestrian facilities along the entire route. The 
plan includes a pedestrian boulevard/trail connection between Chester Creek and Ship Creek along 
Hyder Street. Gambell and Ingra Streets would also include bike and pedestrian improvements. 
Details on pedestrian improvements can be found in the description of Alternative 5 in the Level 2 
Screening and Recommendations Report and the Final PEL document.  

70 Daniel Billman The proposed alternative package, as described in the PEL, appears well considered and a good solution to 
the area's transportation issues. I endorse it. 
 
I request two items be added to the implementation of the project. 
 
First upgrade the Chester Creek culvert and adjacent bicycle trail culvert to a bridge spanning both. The 
existing creek culvert is a barrier to small fish movement and substandard by current design requirements. 
Replacement with a bridge will allow construction of a natural channel under the highway, a vast improvement 
to the current condition. This bridge could be made slightly longer to accommodate the bicycle trail, also 
improving the current situation. 
 
Second as part of Project 4, the15th Avenue to Penland Parkway segment, add the reconstruction and 
restoration of the North Fork of Chester Creek. The route follows the historic creek channel. The creek is now 
in a pipe and an open channel could be constructed for the creek along the road corridor as was done along 
15th Avenue to the east of Sitka Street where trout have been documented living. This could be added to 
restoring the creek flow to the existing original creek channel through Sitka Street Park, approximately 2,200 
feet of prime salmon rearing and trout habitat ready to rewater (Restoring the Sitka Street Park channel was 
studied by MOA PM&E and found to be viable. It was not done because of a lack of funding.). Upstream of 
Sitka Street open channel could be extended to Bragaw Street allowing unhindered fish access between Knik 
Arm and Bragaw. This is an unprecedented opportunity. 

1. The crossing of the Seward Highway over Chester was addressed in the Midtown Congestion 
Relief PEL. The recommendation in that PEL is to replace the bridge with a culvert. 

2. The suggested creek enhancement will be considered during the environmental and design 
phase. The suggestion may be good idea for mitigation. 

68 Dave Gardner  Subject: Comments on Seward Glenn Connection Oct 2025 Level 2 Report 
 
By Dave Gardner/ Airport Hts neighborhood resident & homeowner 
 
First, thank you DOT and the HDR team for your decision to screen out and eliminate from further 
consideration what would have been a hugely harmful Alternative D Bypass Parkway option through Chester 
Creek Greenbelt. 
 
Second, your recommendation to place the MTP improvements Alternatives 2 & 3 as a priority for phasing is a 
good move and will help greatly with Fairview’s safety concerns and significantly move them forward toward 
realizing their goals for improving the Gambell Ingra corridor. 
 
With regards to a Seward to Glenn Bypass, the existing and projected traffic volumes do not seem to point to a 
compelling need for a new additional Highway or Parkway style connection. A look at a larger study area to 

Firstly, note that the project is not about accommodating a large forecast of future traffic or 
addressing a congestion issue on 5th, 6th, Gambell and Ingra. The issue is the conflicts between the 
regional/Interstate traffic that is routed through Fairview, which leads to safety and livability issues. 
The problems identified in the Purpose and Need Statement have existed for many years and will 
continue even at today's traffic levels. As mentioned, Boniface, Tudor and Muldoon Roads etc. 
already exist, and yet Fairview shoulders the burden because of the investments made that bring the 
highways directly to the edge of their neighborhood and the location of major land use destinations 
like downtown, midtown, the port, the base, etc. The bypass will share the traffic burden and will 
bring traffic closer to the areas mentioned, but it is not routed to be through a neighborhood. 
Additional impact analysis will be conducted during the NEPA phase which will identify potential 
mitigation measures (e.g. noise walls). 
 
Regarding the streetscape along 15th in South Fairview, it is true that the road design would change, 
However, only one surface lane is proposed each direction and the alternative incorporates a cut 



ID Sender Comment Response 
include Boniface, Tudor and Muldoon Roads would show that alternative routes bypassing Fairview are 
already being used and preferred by many travelers now. 
 
I do understand that it has been a long-standing DOT goal to �connect� the two Highways, the Seward and the 
Glenn more directly to each other. And now that DOT recommends that be accomplished with the proposed 
Alternative 5 alignment, I continue to be a NO on this Alternative 5 (previously option C), both as a question of 
need and as well as due to traffic and noise impacts to the Airports Heights neighborhood. 
 
Alternative 5, both with the initial phases and when fully built out, will encourage more bypass traffic, as well 
as route port freight traffic headed south, onto the new bypass and down past affordable residential areas, 
including Penland mobile home Park, Town Square Manor multi-family housing and Eastridge Condominiums,  
as well as Alaska Regional Hospital, the adjacent Medical Office Buildings housing numerous health care 
providers, Tanaina Preschool & outdoor playground, Charter Hospital, and Sitka Park. This Alternative will 
bring increased traffic noise, air pollution, landfill ground water issues, and more vehicle traffic activity spilling 
down Lake Otis Parkway, further dividing the Airport Heights Council neighborhood by even busier roadways 
than now. 
 
The planning team points to Providence Drive as a model for how the proposed Bypass Parkway roadway 
would look. 15th Avenue through Fairview actually looks like that now. Placing the roadway in a trench with 
adjacent frontage roads doesn’t look to be an improvement, nor would I think that the south Fairview 
neighborhood would see it that way either. 
 
Your team is proposing breaking the recommended bypass Alternative 5 into phases, starting at the Seward 
Highway and on through south Fairview. This will initially direct a significant amount of new traffic onto 15th 
going east, inundating Lake Otis Pkwy, DeBarr Road and Airport Heights Drive with increased congestion, 
noise and poor air quality, seriously and negatively impacting the Airport Heights neighborhood. This could 
potentially be a long-lasting situation with later phases through Merrill Field and the former City landfill behind 
Regional Hospital very possibly pushed out many years due to ROW issues, engineering challenges, and 
funding availability. This proposed phasing priority order and associated impacts would be very harmful to the 
health and livability of the Airport Heights neighborhood. 
 
Though a big ask, I suggest the previous Option C, now Alternative 4, be reconsidered. When the cost of the 
new lengthy Port Access Road is added to the Alt 5 option, it brings the total cost up to something comparable 
to the Alt 4 cost. Alternative 4 keeps the main route within the commercial area north of Merrill Field, more 
directly connects to the Port, preserves the current 15th Avenue parkway through Fairview as is, and would 
better allow the re-integration of a safer, friendlier Gambell Ingra corridor, helping the Fairview neighborhood 
better achieve their goals for a more livable community. 
 
The Alternative 4 option is similar to the earlier proposed "cut & cover" Highway to Highway option previously 
supported by Fairview and others, the ‘Refined’ concepts do differ by utilizing tunneling to avoid surface 
impacts, allowing and encouraging the resumption of private reinvestment and redevelopment along the 
corridor.  Alternative 4 would accomplish the project goals, and most importantly avoid harmful impacts to 
Alaska Regional Hospital & Medical Offices, schools, housing and neighborhoods, resulting from an entirely 
new and heavily travelled H2H Bypass Project corridor. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment, and thank you DOT and HDR staff for the work done to provide 
opportunities to participate and provide input and for your incorporation of community concerns into the 
planning and design process. My wish now is to see that cooperation and work continues that will do the least 
harm to neighborhoods and lead to the best outcome for everyone. 

and cover park and enhanced bridges to help mitigate the changes and to help connect the 
community together (with even more crossing locations than currently exist). 
 
The phasing plan is based on current traffic forecasts. The current design is proposed to be 4 lanes 
and there are 4 lanes receiving traffic there now. At the time each project moves forward, the termini 
would need to reconsider whether receiving streets would be able to handle the traffic.  
 
Alternative 4 (Formerly A/B) is not recommended for a number of reasons beyond just the capital 
cost. It has very high operating and maintenance costs, does not serve truck traffic carrying 
hazardous materials, and is less attractive to traffic.  

67 Jason Norris Hello,  
I write respectfully in comment on the Seward-Glenn PEL Report. I appreciate the team’s ongoing dedication 

1. The envisioned cross section for 5th and 6th Avenues is still just concept at this planning stage of 
project development. The suggested design detail can be considered when the 5th/6th Avenue 



ID Sender Comment Response 
to a lasting solution that serves all of our transit and transportation needs. The following are offered in good 
faith in the spirit of collaboration. Those I do profess that I was supportive of the Parkway AB alternative in its 
most recent form, I am happy to provide comments on Alternative 5 (formerly C) “Fairview Bypass”. I hope that 
these concepts will be thorough vetted and incorporated where they make sense. I am always happy to 
discuss these further should additional information be required.  
 
1) Reducing the existing 5th and 6th Avenues to four lanes is an improvement, but we can do even better. I 
reference the NACTO Urban Street Design Guide, Transit Corridor (screenshot below). I recommend this 
concept be adapted to the available right-of-way on 5th/6th between the split on the west side and Airport 
Heights Drive on the east side (likely by removing street parking and/or reducing sidewalk width) for the 
following reasons:   

a. Table 3 “Phasing Plan Summary” states that the goal of Project 9 (5th and 6th Ave Complete Streets) 
is, among other things, a speed limit of 35mph. I think this is a great goal, but the proposed 4-lane 
parkway design will encourage drivers to go much faster than that given the road’s straight, flat 
alignment. We already see this on roads like East Northern Lights, Muldoon, and elsewhere. The key 
to lower speed limits is to employ optical narrowing for the driver or incorporate other designs to 
indicate to the driver that slower is safer. A straight, flat road with a 35mph speed limit will not 
accomplish this, particularly for drivers with visions of the Glenn Highway in front of them.  

b.  
b. A true “regional parkway” (page 62) would connect places as a road, not to businesses along the way as a 
street. A 4-lane parkway design with multiple curb cuts and businesses with traffic entering and exiting will 
lead to bad driver behavior as seen elsewhere in Anchorage and it takes away from pedestrian and cyclist 
experience.   
 
c. By moving from the proposed design to NACTO’s Transit Corridor, the design would allow for more efficient 
operation of People Mover’s Route 92 and could provide a relatively efficient transfer for passengers to Route 
31. As the east downtown redevelops, this will be a critical link, and it opens the possibility for other routes to 
use this infrastructure in the future as well as efficient public transit to Merrill Field. It also places 
infrastructure on both sides of drivers, inducing them to drive more slowly, which brings the design in 
alignment with the stated goal speed limit. Finally, it is the most complete street design and aligns best with 
Anchorage’s Long Term Transportation Strategy.  
d. Given the amount of curb and earthwork already likely to take place, the incremental cost to incorporate 
this design change would be very reasonable, particularly in light of the existing costs ($63 million) and 
benefits to all users.  
 
2) I must express some reticence to see the final reconstruction of Gambell and Ingra pushed out so far. While 
I understand why it cannot be accomplished first, the sequencing shown on Page 59 is not set in stone, and 
project may be constructed in a number of orders, I would prefer to see a stronger commitment to getting the 
current Project 10 done as quickly as possible, which appears to be Project 6. I recommend making this 
change and committing to the people of Fairview that this will be done as quickly as reasonably possible. It’s 
just too easy to leave the last increment unfinished with these large projects, particularly after $400 million 
has already been spent.  
 
3) On 15th Avenue and Debarr, I’m concerned that the new configuration leaves opportunities on the table 
east of the roundabouts at Merrill Field. The segment between the roundabouts on the west and Pine on the 
east would be best served by NACTO’s Transit Corridor design given the presence of People Mover’s 30 and 31 
routes. This would be a complete and necessary increment to help integrate nonmotorized users into the 
area, providing better and more efficient transit for Penland Park, Glacier Terrace, and other residences, while 
increasing access to Alaska Regional Hospital, a major employment and community care center. This 
deconflicts People Mover from car traffic, reducing the amount of time it takes buses to stop and start and 

project goes through additional preliminary engineering and final design. 
 
2. The PEL team got several comments regarding the phasing and timing of recommended projects. 
DOT&PF has taken the input into consideration and updated the phasing plan in the final PEL 
document. 
 
3. Recommendations further east on 15th Avenue are beyond the scope of this study. The 
suggestions appear to have merit and should be considered in the next update of the MTP. 
 
4. The logic for completing projects 7, 8, and 9 was to provide routes for truck traffic to reach the port 
prior to further reducing lanes on Gambell and Ingra Streets. As additional refined traffic analysis is 
completed, it may be possible to move the Gambell and Ingra projects earlier in time. Ultimately, the 
decision on priorities will be made through the update to the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) 
and Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) process. The PEL team got several comments 
regarding the phasing and timing of recommended projects. DOT&PF has taken the input into 
consideration and updated the phasing plan in the final PEL document. 
 
5. This suggestion will be documented for further consideration during design. 
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reduces conflicts between buses and personal vehicles. In this regional employment center with high 
frequency routes, this addition to the plan would be very welcome and productive.  
 
4) With respect to Projects 7 and 8, while great and appropriate care was given to 15th with respect to bridges 
and caps, I would like to see a similar amount of care given to residents of Mountain View to ensure they have 
non-motorized access across the proposed freight route. While this road is mostly cutting through industrial 
lands, which is appropriate, where possible, features that encourage non-motorized and public transit should 
be incorporated. Additionally, Page 57 “Industrial Streets” shows a 2-lane road with shoulders but no non-
motorized facilities. “Port Connection” says there will be sidewalks on both sides. This seems in conflict. 
Would also appreciate cycling considerations on this route.  
 
5) I appreciate that the Fairview Greenway is situated early in the project. I would highly suggest consulting 
with the Dutch Cycling Embassy to learn best practices on how to incorporate bike infrastructure into a 
Greenway/Woonerf as well as transitions from that facility to trails including design of ramps and wayfinding. 
They may be able to produce effective, cost-efficient features that we would otherwise be unaware of.  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  

65 Ortiz, Olivia K CIV 
USARMY CEPOA 
(USA)  

Subject: Seward Glenn Connection PEL 
 
Hello, 
 
Thank you again for presenting the proposed Seward Glenn Connection project to us at the United States 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). The presentation detailed the nuances and thought processes that 
accompanied the idea of connecting these two (2) highways and provided a better understanding of the 
project for USACE. 
 
Based on the preliminary information presented, it appears the preferred alternative (Alternative 5) concept 
would avoid wetlands and other waters of the U.S. to the maximum extent practicable. Therefore, the 
proposed work may fit under the terms and conditions of a nationwide permit (NWP). Please note this is not a 
final decision or determination. When an application containing finalized values, plans, etc., is submitted, the 
project manager assigned to the project will decide on the extent in which wetlands and other waters of the 
U.S. have been avoided. 
 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act requires that a Department of the Army (DA) permit be obtained for the 
placement or discharge of dredged and/or fill material into waters of the U.S., including jurisdictional wetlands 
(33 U.S.C. 1344). USACE defines wetlands as those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or 
groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and under normal circumstances do support, a 
prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. 
 
Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 requires that a DA permit be obtained for structures or work 
in or affecting navigable waters of the U.S. (33 U.S.C. 403). Section 10 waters are those waters subject to the 
ebb and flow of the tide shoreward to the mean high water mark, and/or other waters identified by the Alaska 
District. 
 
Thank you, 
Olivia Ortiz 
Regulatory Specialist 
Alaska District|POA 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  

DOT&PF appreciates the USACE's guidance on potential Waters of the U.S. permitting procedures. 
The recommended projects still need to be adopted into Anchorage's Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan, prioritized for funding, and then they could begin the environmental approval phase. DOT&PF 
will be in touch with the USACE as projects from the PEL move into the environmental/permitting 
process. 

63 Bob Butera Thank you for eliminating all highway alternatives and Alternative D. 
 
The Fairview Bypass (Alternative 5) is a significant improvement over the eliminated alternatives.  By diverting 

1. The project team agrees that traffic maintenance during construction will be critical. That is a 
major consideration for the phasing of the projects. For any project that advances to construction a 
Maintenance of Traffic Plan would be prepared to try to minimize traffic impacts and disruption. 
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freight and through traffic away from Gambell and Ingra Streets, the recommended plan will reduce traffic 
volumes, noise, and pollution in Fairview.   
 
BUT, unless traffic is reduced, it must go somewhere, and until the project is fully built out, traffic that is 
diverted from Fairview will end up in other neighborhoods.   
 
To reduce the impact on all neighborhoods and minimize traffic management during all phases of project 
construction, every possible way to reduce traffic should be implemented prior to any new road construction 
or lane reduction.  At an early workshop for this project, numerous traffic reduction ideas were suggested. 
These ideas should be revisited and the most practical implemented.     
 
One low-cost project that should be a no-brainer is to establish an automated toll booth on the Glenn 
Highway.  Increasing the cost of driving will encourage ride sharing, transit, rail, and reduce unnecessary 
traffic on the Glenn Highway.  Dedicate the toll receipts for road maintenance.  
 
Traffic management will be one of the most costly aspects of this project.  I suggest changing the project 
phasing to minimize this expense by first reducing traffic and then providing an alternate route for this traffic 
during construction.   
 
Traffic reduction measures as mentioned above. 
Downtown-Midtown-UMed Rapid Transit.  Another traffic reduction project with a low price tag. 
Fairview Greenway and Hyder Pedestrian Boulevard.  This is a nod to Fairview as the Gambell and Ingra 
reconstruction is moved down the phasing timeline. 
Port Access Route Phases 1&2 - Numerous benefits, plus it removes the northbound trucks from the focus 
area.   
Fairview Bypass Phases 1 & 2 and Glenn Highway Interchange 
Full reconstruction of Gambell and Ingra Streets.  - Do this reconstruction once, not twice, and while all traffic 
can be diverted to the Fairview Bypass. 
16th Avenue Extension and Roundabout work. 
5th and 6th Ave Complete Street. 
 
This proposed phasing plan does not give Fairview the immediate lane reductions that they desire on Gambell 
and Ingra, but by reducing traffic and constructing the Fairview Greenway early there will be some immediate 
neighborhood benefits.  It also seems that reducing lanes on Gambell and Ingra streets before there is a place 
for traffic to go will bottleneck Fairview, negating benefits of a lane reduction.    
 
A few other additional comments: 
 
One of the most significant and appreciated changes in this report is the change from Highways to Parkways 
with lower speed limits.  At the October public meeting the statement was made that the parkway speed limit 
would be 35 mph.  The Phasing Plan Summary on Page 59 (Table 3) calls out a speed limit of 35 to 45 mph for 
Project 5, the Parkway, but an inset graphic on Page 52 calls out 40-45 mph for parkways.  Please make these 
consistent at 35 mph. 
 
Also, regarding speed limits: Page 51 discusses how “Starting from the south, a series of roundabouts are 
proposed…These connections will slow speeds coming off the Seward Highway.”  Why not start the process of 
slowing speeds on the Seward Highway at Tudor Road.  I realize that Seward to Glenn PEL study has 
boundaries, but the parkway concept needs to extend from the Seward Highway at Tudor Road to the Glenn 
Highway.  

 
Consideration of implementing tolls on the Glenn Highway is an idea that is beyond the scope of this 
PEL. The suggestion would be best brought up during the next update of the AMATS Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan. 
 
2. Consideration of implementing tolls on the Glenn Highway is an idea that is beyond the scope of 
this PEL. The suggestion would be best brought up during the next update of the AMATS Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan. 
 
3. The PEL team got several comments regarding the phasing and timing of recommended projects. 
DOT&PF has taken the input into consideration and updated the phasing plan in the final PEL 
document. 
 
4. The document has been updated to be consistent. 
 
5. The area between Tudor and 20th was covered in the Midtown Congestion Relief PEL. That PEL 
already identified recommendations for that area. 

62 Shawn Roberts It’s obvious a lot of thought has gone into the different alternatives for the Sewerd to Glenn connection. After 
reviewing them, I would choose alternative number five. The rest just seemed to be Band-Aids and not a 

Your preference for Alternative 5 is noted and will be added the project record. 
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forward thinking alternative for the future needs of the Community.  
Thank you, 
Shawn Roberts 

59 Steve Lindbeck My comment is a question: How will this alternative affect access to Downtown Anchorage?  Access to downtown Anchorage is anticipated to be improved. The 2050 MTP envisions removing a 
lane from each direction on 5th and 6th Avenues and creating better pedestrian and bike access. By 
providing a route for regional traffic on the Fairview Bypass the traffic burden is shared, allowing 
5th/6th Avenues to function better after the reduction in lanes on 5th and 6th Avenues. 

58 Tom Schneider I was able to attend the in-person open house, and I'm extremely optimistic about option 5 (Fairview bypass). 
This option opens the door to (and encourages) new development along the Gambell-Ingra corridor, adding 
opportunities for new housing, businesses, and recreation spaces in the downtown core. I appreciate the use 
of areas adjacent to Merrill field to re-route through traffic, as this provides the best balance of traffic flow and 
avoiding residential neighborhoods while using mostly underutilized land. I also am enthusiastic about a 
Hyder trail or greenway connecting the Chester Creek and Ship Creek systems for recreation and commuting 
within the downtown core. Yes on the Fairview bypass! 

Your preference for Alternative 5, and the reasons for your support, are noted and will be included in 
the project record. 

57 Bob Charles Alternative 5. Fairview bypass is by far the best alternative that addresses issues and problems presented by 
the other alternatives. We agree that the recommended solution, more than just one project; it is a group of 
projects that create a subarea plan, which includes regional connections, accommodation, enhancement of 
MTP 2050 projects, and transit. We also agree that together these projects ranked best for regional mobility, 
safety, and livability. It also keeps the idea of highways away from the urban living and working area. It provides 
for a much improved transport culture and way of life for the community as well as the rest of the region. 

Your preference for Alternative 5, and the reasons for your support, are noted and will be included in 
the project record. 

54 Hannah Dietterich Overall, the goal that we need a highway bypass through Anchorage implies that Anchorage is just a place in 
the way between Kenai and Mat-Su and that downtown Anchorage or the port aren't destinations themselves. 
Instead of people, bikes, and vehicles navigating their city, a highway would serve to block off downtown and 
Fairview from East Anchorage and Midtown as a large barrier. I am therefore overall not convinced that we 
need a big arterial highway through Fairview or Airport Heights. The best alternative if we had to have a 
highway would be to bury it in a tunnel.  
 
Recognizing that traffic through Fairview right now impacts the community, alternative 2 is the most feasible 
and affordable, with improved opportunity for neighborhood connections (within fairview, and between 
fairview and everywhere else without a big highway in between), transit, and bike/pedestrian usage, with 
minimal impacts to the health, environment, or homes/businesses. It prioritizes people over vehicles, 
especially single-occupancy vehicles. It also maintains the glenn highway connection into downtown and the 
port, which seems essential, as some of the biggest destinations/starting points of lots of vehicles. It therefore 
prevents this traffic from being routed south and then needing to traverse Fairview from the south into 
downtown.  
 
I have a few really big concerns with alternative 5. It seems to prioritize through vehicle traffic (not stopping, 
but only traversing) through midtown/north/east Anchorage without considering that people who live here also 
just need to get east and west around Anchorage, and they use things like 5th and 15th to do that, that will now 
be blocked by a highway, or forced onto an onramp to go a couple blocks and get off again with only going all 
the way south to northern lights as an alternative. It also routes a new highway right past both Fairview and 
Airport Heights elementary schools, which is a major health risk. At the same time, since Anchorage 
downtown and the port are the primary end points of the average driver (especially freight and commuters that 
are not moving lots of people), its unclear to me how moving the highway south wouldn't then require 
everyone to still get off and drive downtown on Ingra/Gambell, maintaining the problem. Again, this feels 
targeted to only help people who want to go between Mat-Su and Kenai at the cost (financial and 
traffic/environmental) of Anchorage residents. Even the order of the projects in the proposal prioritizes the 
needs of Anchorage below those of people just driving through by making transit improvements last.  
 
Our population is not growing and building a highway through our city will not help connect us and simply cost 
us money we don't have. Alternatives 2 and 3 focus on putting Anchorage residents needs first and offer the 

The project is not proposed to be a highway, and the project need is not driven by trips driving 
through Anchorage, but rather people traveling to major destinations in Anchorage like downtown, 
midtown, the port, Joint Base Elemendorf Richardson, etc. Tunnels were explored (See alternative 4) 
but were found to be extremely expensive for both capital and operating/maintaining. Alternative 2 
continues to route all regional/Interstate highway traffic through Fairview on a 6-lane couplet. It does 
not create a main street design as called for in the Anchorage Land Use Plan. Alternative 5 is not a 
freeway, but rather a parkway design with generous landscaping, bike paths, and sidewalks with 
slower speeds. 
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most affordable step to improving neighborhood connection and community. Alternative 4 would be a great 
expense to improve those driving through Anchorage without getting off the highway, without further impacting 
Anchorage residents and even improving neighborhood, pedestrian/biking, and transit. Alternative 5 seems to 
both prioritize non-Anchorage-residents, while shifting the neighborhood/traffic/environmental impacts 
slightly east without getting rid of any of them, only costing Anchorage without much improvement (except 
potentially in Fairview itself, but not in Fairview's access to the rest of midtown, east anchorage, and 
UMED/hospitals, other the environment/connectivity of the neighborhoods to the east). I therefore most 
support improving transit and road safety and connectivity to put Anchorage residents first with lasting 
improvements for Anchorage, and not focusing on vehicle traffic bypassing Anchorage all together. 

33 John Dickenson Please send me the Purpose and Need  statement that is used to evaluate project alternatives in the  
Seward to Glenn highway connection study.   

The requested document was sent on 11/10/2025. 

20 Carrie Wittmer  Subject: Feedback on final proposal - Seward Glenn Highway 
 
Thank you for your in-person presentation this month.  I'm a homeowner of a house on 14th and Karluk.  Here 
are my comments on the recommended plan - 
 
1.  I like that it can be implemented in stages and sections. 
2.  I prefer to route high volume traffic along 15th St. instead of keeping it on Ingra or Gambell. 
3.  I like making Ingra, Gambell, and Hyder into slower, town-like streets that can accommodate commercial 
and community uses. 
4.  I'm concerned that Airport Heights won't like the route on 15th, but I think that a depressed Fairview Bypass 
with bridges would actually increase property values for properties along 15th. 
5.  It wasn't clear if the 15 St. underground parkway would require imminent domain for some properties along 
the route. 
 
 
Thank you for the thoughtful research and study that has been put into this PEL.  I appreciate the opportunity 
to comment. 

1-3 Your preferences are noted and are part of the project record. 
 
4. DOT&PF is coordinating with all of the adjacent community councils and will take into account all 
views in the final recommendations. 
 
5. For the most part, the proposed construction fits within the existing right-of-way. However, some 
properties would need to be acquired in that area to accommodate the proposed alignment curve 
off of the Seward Highway. 

19 Dru Malone Alternate C seems to me to be the best overall option. It avoids thru traffic in downtown and causes the least 
disturbance to local roads. Fairview could become a great downtown neighborhood if the traffic was reduced 
to appropriate levels. 

Your preference for Alternative C is noted. Note that Alternative C is now called Alternative 5: 
Fairview Bypass. 

14 Brennen Hankins Firstly, thanks for the level of detail and forethought put through on this project. The really sad thing that I'm 
seeing from the NIMBY hippies and yuppies in the previous comments, is they don't realize that this project's 
focus isn't solely about improved traffic capacity, but getting the hordes of commuters and heavy-haul trucks 
off neighborhood surface streets, eliminating the clouds of exhaust fumes that hang around Gambell/Ingra 
Streets and 5th/6th Avenues, and make the historically maligned neighborhood of Fairview, right on the edge 
of Downtown, livable again. It has the added bonus of eliminating what I call "the starting lines of the 
Anchorage 500" (where commuters rev their dngines and adrenaline glands at the eastbound stoplights on 5th 
Avenue every evening, waiting for the green light to drop like a starting flag and they can jockey for pole 
position on their way up the Glenn).  
 
On that point, never mind that the gap between the Seward and the Glenn Highways is unfortunately located 
right in the epicenter of a nexus nearly everyone who lives in or must pass through the Anchorage Bowl must 
navigate through to get anywhere (South Anchorage & Midtown Commuters => JBER & Downtown; Port of 
Anchorage => Kenai Peninsula-bound Trucks; Everybody in MOA North And East of Downtown/Mat-Su 
Residents => Ted Stevens Int'l Airport, the list goes on.) All they're seeing is a highway being built (gasp!) and 
potential loss of a little parkland. Sorry to let them know, and you are 100% free to quote me on this, adding 
more bus routes and/or bike paths isn't going to solve the problem. If this were truly about creating a freeway 
just for Kenai Peninsula-bound traffic from the north to breeze through on, the State could've turned Dowling 
Road into a freeway east of the Seward Highway and pushed it through the Campbell Tract up through the 
western flank of JBER's cantonment areas to the south of the Glenn. That wouldn't do diddly for about 90% of 

Answer A: Yes. The PEL is a planning study. Before recommendations can move forward, they need 
to be included in the AMATS Metropolitan Transportation Plan. If the recommendations are included 
in the plan, they could move forward for further development. That plan is updated every 4 years and 
can be amended if necessary. If conditions change in the future, AMATS could remove or add 
projects. 
 
Answer B. The Fireweed/Northern Lights/Benson/36th area was covered by a separate PEL study - 
the Midtown Congestion Relief PEL. The results of that study are located here: 
https://www.midtowncongestionrelief.com 
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the people I just described (plus, "Muh Parkland! Where will the homeless sleep?!"). But I digress. I like what 
you guys are trying to do, and appreciate the effort you're putting forth. 
 
Moving on from.the jokes, pokes, and praise, I realize the all the Freeway Alternatives are off the table, along 
with Parkway Alternatives C and D, despite, to me, Options C and D (both Original Recipe and Parkway 
Alternatives) making the most practical sense in terms of project simplicity, cost, and ease of right-of-way 
acquisition (Everyone seemed to prefer the options that tunneled all the way under Ingra--nobody's 
concerned about Fairview residents potentially being displaced at all? Does nobody remember how badly 
Kelo v. New London soured the American people on the concept of eminent domain?). My two questions on 
that are thus:  
 
A) Could those options be reinstated, if the proposed tunnels under Merrill Field were extended all the way 
South to the existing Freeway Portion of the Seward Highway beginning south of East 36th Avenue, thereby 
eliminating "The Dread Freeway O'er The Greenway", as well as the Fireweed/Northern Lights/Benson/36th 
bottleneck (which, in my experience, is where the -real- traffic pinch is)? Has anybody looked at this as a 
potential option? (See proposal example below). And,  
 
B), If not, what's the plan for those four signals? Your proposals do a heck of a job dealing with the problem 
areas on the north end of the gap, but those four signals would still be the most unwalkable intersections in all 
of Anchorage, and would just become "the new Anchorage 500". 
 
Looking forward to seeing a safer, more livable downtown, and once again, thank you for your efforts to make 
that happen. 
 
-Brennen Hankins 
 
LONGER TUNNEL PROPOSAL: Perhaps instead of a tunnel dumping out at Chester Creek with on/off-ramps 
going every which way, you have the tunnel start just south of East 36th Street, and have southbound 
on/northbound off ramps go from New Seward Highway up to East 36th? (Gosh, I wish I could draw tjis out, or 
attach a drawing on this comment to illustrate the idea).  
 
-This would allow the surface arterial portion of the Seward Highway to be recoupled with northern end of the 
existing Old Seward Highway, and allow the portion of the existing Seward Highway north of East 36th to go on 
a major road diet, similar to your proposal for East 5th Avenue near Merrill Field. Pretty sure the businesses 
between East 36th and Benson would appreciate that. 
 
-Northbound traffic exiting the main Seward Highway up to East 36th come to a roundabout or a signal, where 
they can turn onto East 36th, or continue straight to merge with northbound Old Seward Highway traffic, 
providing access to Benson Blvd, Northern Lights Blvd, Fireweed Lane, and onto Downtown, via a now two-
way Ingra. Northbound traffic wishing to access the Thru-Tunnel coming from any of those aforementioned 
surface streets could do so via a northbound-only on-ramp going into the northbound tunnel from what would 
be renamed the Old Seward Highway, located between Fireweed Lane and the Chester Creek Greenbelt 
(Traffic coming from Fairview or Downtown on Ingra that wanted to pick up the northbound highway tunnel 
would likely either do so via East 5th Avenue or the proposed East 15th Avenue/Lake Otis Parkway entrance). 
 
-Southbound traffic in the Thru-Tunnel could exit onto the new Old Seward Highway south of the Chester 
Creek Greenbelt to access Fireweed Lane, Northern Lights Blvd, Benson Blvd, and East 36th. Traffic wishing to 
continue south on New Seward Highway from those streets could enter via a southbound on-ramp that would 
originate at a new (fourth) leg at the intersection of Old Seward Highway and either East 33rd or East 34th 
Avenues; southbound traffic would turn left at this new intersection (which would either be signalized or a 
roundabout), and traffic coming from East 36th wanting to go south on the New Seward Highway would turn 
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north onto Old Seward Highway and turn right (east) at this new intersection onto the on-ramp (perhaps a pair 
of right-turn slip lanes, one for westbound 36th Avenue traffic turning north, and one for northbound Old 
Seward traffic turning right onto the southbound on-ramp, could facilitate this better). The aforementioned 
northbound freeway traffic exiting onto northbound Old Seward would merge north of this intersection. My 
reasoning behind putting the southbound on-ramp north of East 36th is to put a little more distance between 
this proposed ramp and the existing southbound off-ramp for Tudor Road, and hopefully avoid a weave 
bottleneck between the two. 
 
That'd keep your project underneath the Chester Creek Greenbelt and keep the NIMBY types mollified. It'd 
also mean yiu wouldn't have to go with Alternative AB, saving you from tunneling through a sandstone bluff 
that, if I recall right, suffered pretty major slumping during the 1964 Good Friday Earthquake. Not to mention, 
this, combined with Options (and Alternatives) C and D, would probably still be cheaper than trying to tunnel 
all the way under Ingra. 
 
Anyhoo, food for thought. Have a good one. 

164 AMATS Dear Seward Highway to Glenn Highway PEL Team,  
  
AMATS staff reviewed the Draft PEL Report & Level 2 Screening and Recommendations Report and have some 
significant concerns regarding the information provided and on the recommendation. Please find our 
comments below:  
  
Overall comments  
1) The PEL documents overall don’t provide enough support for why the Parkway Alternative is the only 
alternative that will address the purpose and need. For example, there is not enough explanation on how the 
existing system is unable to absorb the changes that come with changing Ingra/Gambell to the community 
vision. Instead, the documents push the idea that the Parkway alternative is the only solution and you can’t 
have anything else without the Parkway alternative:  
a. While the PEL documents predict that a substantial amount of cut-through traffic will be seen based on the 
model results, this is only a prediction based on a model that is not perfect. Has this happened in the 
Municipality of Anchorage in the past? Our understanding is the specter of cut-through traffic is used to justify 
these large scale investments, but has never materialized to the degree indicated in the text of the document. 
Would an increase in cut-through traffic be expected under current volumes, or only if overall traffic volumes 
increase in the future? See also the comment below about the Travel Model (which does predict increasing 
traffic overall) being out of date. 
 b. If cut-through traffic does happen, based on ground-truthed data and not just the model, did the project 
team look at the other changes that could be made to the system to help mitigate/deter people from using the 
side streets as cut through? For example, Karluk Street is one the of roadways listed as having an increase in 
cut-through traffic in some alternatives, but that ignores the real-world design of that roadway that specifically 
limits people’s use of it as a cut-through facility. These types of improvements can be done on other roadways 
throughout the system for a similar effect and are cheaper and less impactful than the selected alternative. A 
thorough assessment of the other alternatives should have included an evaluation of multiple available 
options, including treatments of neighborhood roads to reduce spillover traffic if it becomes a reality.  
c. The PEL documents also don't explore potential tradeoffs that could be acceptable for regional traffic. The 
documents don't explain how NHS functionality is defined and whether there are requirements underlying the 
statement that the current system "cannot fully support" regional mobility. Could A/C provide much of this 
functionality? In addition or alternatively, did the study explore whether the community would potentially 
prefer to accept slower regional traffic/NHS through Anchorage, with traffic lights, stop signs, and slower 
speeds, to benefit livability?  
d. Did the project team look at other options for Ingra and Gambell that might provide a balance of 
functionality with lower cost and fewer impacts, such as making Ingra a two-way 4-lane facility while Gambell 

Overall comments 1. Alternative 5 reduces traffic the most on Gambell and Ingra Streets (including 
truck traffic), in turn providing the best opportunity to benefit the Fairview neighborhood by: (1) 
improving community cohesion, (2) allowing Gambell and Ingra Street complete street 
improvements to function safely and efficiently, (3) allowing area land uses to redevelop in accord 
with local plans, and (4) reducing traffic-related impacts such as air quality and noise the most. It is 
forecast to attract the most trips, which means it is the most useful for getting travelers where they 
want to go (this finding is reinforced by the travel time metrics). That also means it results in the 
lowest amount of diverted traffic to other neighborhoods. In fact,  
 
Overall comments1a. While it is true that the travel model predicts substantial cut-through traffic if 
road diets occur without providing capacity for regional trips, the prediction does not need to rely on 
the model to come to this conclusion. Prior to 5th Avenue’s expansion from 4 to 6 lanes, there was 
substantial cut-through traffic in neighborhoods surrounding the arterial connection between the 
highways. This problem is documented in Anchorage transportation plans and studies that predate 
the expansion to 6 lanes. It was when 5th Avenue was still 4 lanes that Fairview completed their 
traffic calming improvements. Mountain View, Airport Heights, and Rogers Park all suffered from the 
cut-through traffic and also sought relief as travelers sought to avoid the bottleneck. The traffic on 
5th Avenue at that time was nearly identical to the traffic that is on 5th Avenue today (~50,000 trips 
per day). In other words, the cut-through problem does not rely on future traffic growth and would 
occur under current volumes.  
 
Overall comments 1b. The project team did not examine making neighborhood cut-through traffic 
more painful, which would only serve to force travelers back Gambell, Ingra and 5th Avenue and 
through Fairview. Because the connection between the highways is part of the Interstate Highway 
System and National Highway System, reducing capacity to intentionally force regional traffic to 
crawl through the project area or to zigzag through east Anchorage causing impacts to other 
neighborhoods is unacceptable. 
 
Overall comments 1c. Several metrics are presented that examine NHS functionality, including travel 
times, delay, average daily traffic, and diverted traffic etc. The project team explored concepts and 
alternatives that looked at not providing a regional connection while also implementing road diets on 
5th, 6th, Gambell, and Ingra. The tradeoffs are fully examined in the Level 2 Screening and 
Recommendations Report. As to what the community prefers and whether the tradeoffs are 
acceptable – that is a political decision that will be up to the AMATS Policy Committee, the MOA 
Assembly, and the State Legislature which will need to approve or reject the recommendations into 
Anchorage Transportation Plans will also need to provide the funding to implement them. The project 



ID Sender Comment Response 
is reduced to two lanes? While that doesn’t completely meet the vision identified by the public, was there ever 
a discussion about whether that tradeoff might be preferred over taking ROW for the Parkway?  
 
Alternative selection  
1) The Travel Demand Model may rely on out-of-date information that affects alternative selection. The 
Screening and Final reports do not indicate which growth scenario was ultimately used from the Travel 
Demand Forecast, but if the medium-growth scenario was used as initially suggested, that was based on 
assumptions of growth that have since proven to be incorrect—Anchorage is now expected to decline. The 
PEL study’s medium-growth scenario used the 2019-2045 population projection from Alaska DOL&WD, which 
showed a linear increase for the Anchorage population. In July 2022 (still early in this PEL study), DOL released 
their updated 2021-2045 projection, which predicted a slight decline by 2045. This decline is more 
pronounced in DOL’s most recent projection (2024). As such, for the PEL study, using the flat-growth scenario 
for Anchorage (which was set up in the 2022 Travel Demand Forecast) would have been better justified. The 
choice need not necessarily be tied to the MTP, which was limited in its ability to switch to updated 
information due to procedural requirements, and using the newest/best available data is justified regardless 
of what was used in the MTP.   
If the PEL study carried forward with the medium-growth scenario instead, the final report needs to explain 
that predictions from the traffic model, such as total VMT and the location-specific increases in ADT predicted 
for some alternatives, are likely overestimated based on current information. This is necessary for 
transparency to decision-makers and the public, especially because an updated population projection 
became available early on, and the PEL study even had a scenario in place that would have appropriately 
matched that updated information.  
 
2) When comparing alternatives, this study does not appear to consider sources of uncertainty. In any 
predictive model, such as the Travel Demand Forecast, the input data and the model assumptions cannot be 
perfectly accurate. This means that the model’s predictions are likewise not perfectly accurate—there is 
uncertainty around the point estimates (averages) that the model provides. This uncertainty is a problem when 
comparing alternatives: the difference between alternatives may be smaller than the margin of error, meaning 
there is not enough evidence that two alternatives are genuinely different. The Level 2 Screening Report 
ignores this uncertainty by assigning all values as “better than” or “worse than” No Action (green versus red in 
the tables) and then sequentially ranking alternatives, even when differences are tiny—such as 9.5 versus 9.4 
minutes for travel time. If the apparent differences are statistically unsupported and/or so small as to be 
meaningless to the user’s experience, ranking the alternatives differently from one another is misleading, and 
they should instead be ranked equally (as is done when the values are tied). This would affect the final score 
of each alternative and thus potentially the recommended alternative. If the modeling framework provides a 
measure of uncertainty, this issue can be formally addressed. If not, this caveat still needs to be 
communicated in text in the Level 2 Screening Report and (more briefly) the Final Report. The Level 2 
Screening Report’s table color-coding should also use shades of colors to indicate where differences are 
minimal, similar to Table 8. Consider also using some threshold, such as 10%, where anything under that 
threshold is not considered to be a meaningful or statistically supported difference (thus alternatives with 
<10% difference are considered equal).  
 
3) For Alternative 3 (Transit), the report considers a choice between an HOV lane and non-motorized facilities, 
suggesting incompatibility of the Transit alternative with a Complete Streets design. However, many cities use 
shared bike/bus lanes to allow transit on Complete Streets. It would also be possible to provide bus service 
without an HOV lane. The materials need to justify why an HOV was the only option considered for this 
alternative, especially given the result that the HOV lane conflicts with previous plans calling for Complete 
Streets.   
 
4) The Pedestrian and Bicycle Study (PBS) is provided as an appendix, but there is no indication of how or if 
that study informed alternative screening or any other aspect of the final report. Was it used? If so, how did 

team has fully documented and disclosed all public comments and decisionmakers can take that 
record into consideration. 
 
Overall comments 1d. Again, the project team examined multiple concepts that would have kept 
regional traffic on Gambell and Ingra. Sensitivity modeling was conducted to determine what might 
happen if capacity is reduced below the 6-lane couplet in the 2050 MTP. Reducing capacity on 5th 
Avenue to 4 lanes and/or reducing capacity on Gambell and Ingra below the 6 lane couplet (without 
some other route) would lead to diverted traffic to other neighborhoods, would continue to route 
Interstate traffic through a low income minority neighborhood, and is not in keeping the functional 
classification of a major IHS/NHS facility. 
 
Alternative Selection 1. The forecast mentioned in the comment, which references the “Medium 
Growth” scenario, was not used directly in the traffic modeling. DOT&PF commissioned that 
trendline analysis as a check on the AMATS model, which had overestimated travel forecasts in the 
past. The PEL model used the most recent DOL data available at the time the model was updated 
and calibrated (three years into the study – not early on). While DOL Anchorage forecast population 
dropped in the latest 2050 estimate, the MatSu Borough estimate, which contributes substantially to 
the Glenn Highway traffic and the problems in the study area, held nearly steady.  
 
Alternative Selection 2. Point taken. The project team can clarify where differences are not 
meaningfully different. Note that while color shading and ranks are provided for some metrics, there 
was not an overall score or ranking using an algorithm to add up the scores to reach a decision. The 
color-coding and ranking in the tables is only to aid the reader in identifying differences in a large 
amount of data. DOT&PF identified the preferred based on the overall differences based on all of the 
metrics written analysis. 
 
Alternative Selection 3. The HOV lane was added based on consultation with the MOA Public 
Transportation Department. It was added to try to give the Transit Focus alternative the best possible 
opportunity to solve the problems by giving buses and carpools a time advantage. While it is true 
that a shared bus/bike lane could be built, converting from 6 lanes to 4 and then having two of those 
lanes be dedicated to buses and bikes would not be feasible from a traffic standpoint. Hence the 
need to keep all 6 lanes on 5th Avenue. Between Eagle River and the Airport Height intersection, 
traffic in the HOV lanes would be traveling at highway speeds making it incompatible for bikes to 
share the lane. The alternative also includes the HOV lane being on the inside lane (the furthest away 
from the curb) making it more difficult for bikes to turn. Nonetheless, the Transit Focus alternative 
did not garner sufficient ridership for the cost to be recommended. 
 
Alternative Selection 4. The Pedestrian and Bicycle Study confirmed the levels of pedestrian activity 
through the corridor and the need for improvements. The study also counted turning movements 
which were used in the travel model to refine the model’s intersection calibration. Finally, the study 
provides a baseline of pedestrian use and turn movements that can be used in future design efforts. 
The results were not directly used in the alternative selection. 
 
Alternative Selection 5. The Purpose and Need Statement integrates the relevant directives from the 
Land Use Plan Map which is reflected in the alternatives (for example a Gambell Main Street and 
Ingra Greenway Street) that were evaluated. The land use distribution in the travel model is based on 
the 2040 Land Use Plan map. Property acquisition estimates are located in Table 6 “Livability 
Screening Data.” Other adverse impacts are discussed in Table 9 “Environmental Impacts.” If 
projects from the PEL move forward in the NEPA process, additional impact analysis and analysis on 
the consistency with plans would be undertaken. 
 



ID Sender Comment Response 
that affect alternative selection? If not, why not, and what was the purpose of the PBS?  
5) Table 5 of the Level 2 Screening Report indicates whether the road itself is consistent with other area plans, 
but does not address other negative impacts such as taking housing or other private property. How does each 
alternative relate to non-transportation-specific goals in plans like the 2020 Comprehensive Plan and 2040 
Land Use Plan?  
 
6) There appears to be a missing analysis on how the alternatives align (or not) with the MOA Long Range 
Transportation Strategies. 
 
7) Level 2 Screening Report: Table 6, Right-of-way acreage of various land uses: why aren’t these compared to 
No Action or given a rank? And how is this different from “ROW to be acquired”?    
8) Level 2 Screening Report: Table 6, Acres of greenspace: does this account for existing greenspace that will 
be removed by each alternative?  
 
Fairview Bypass Alternative comments  
1) The 2021 AMATS Non-Motorized Plan (NMP) calls for Separated Bikeways on Gambell and Ingra Street 
which could be satisfied by on-street buffered or protected bike lanes, or by sidepaths. The proposed cross-
sections (Final Report pg 53) indicate “sidewalks” without clarifying whether they would be wide enough to be 
considered multi-use separated pathways. If not, this does not satisfy the NMP.  
 
2) The Level 2 Screening Report and the text of the Final Report describe Ingra Street as having a two-way left 
turn lane. In contrast, one of the depicted cross-sections in the Final Report (pg 53) does not include the 
center turn lane. The caption of the cross-section graphic also refers to “one potential cross-section” despite 
two being shown. These inconsistencies will cause confusion when later referencing the report and should be 
corrected. At this early stage, it would be most useful to provide several different cross-sections consistent 
with the other plans and supporting the vision developed by the PEL, rather than preemptively limiting options; 
a later, more in-depth planning effort will be better placed to make those decisions.  
 
3) The recommendation for a 30-mph speed limit for Gambell and Ingra is not explained or justified. Selection 
of a speed limit will need to be made in conjunction with other decisions, such as what type of bike facilities 
to provide (unprotected on-street lanes may not be appropriate with a >25 mph speed limit). While the PEL 
study presumably needed to choose something to inform the traffic model, if it is also mentioned in text, the 
choice of 30 mph needs to be explained and justified—otherwise, it could be carried forward in a way that 
restricts future design options. If 30 mph was chosen arbitrarily or because it’s one step lower than the current 
speed limit, that needs to be indicated, along with the caveat that the design stage of the Ingra/Gambell 
project should not be prevented from considering other speeds.  
  
4) Has DOT&PF M&O reviewed the landscaping concepts? Winter maintenance policies, procedures, and 
equipment typically do not align with extensive roadside landscaping. This should be evaluated prior to 
promising “generous landscaping” as a benefit of any of these projects. The PEL should describe such hurdles 
and either revise its concepts accordingly, or recommend changes to winter maintenance operations that 
would allow achievement of the PEL vision.  
 
5) In the example cross-sections, it would be helpful to include potential ranges of widths of the various 
facilities, to show what is possible within the existing or anticipated right-of-way. Also be sure to show the 
right-of-way widths for all necessary elements like curb-and-gutter and signs/lighting.  
 
6) Was the predicted ridership for the recommended transit route based on current or future conditions? If the 
former, why not implement Project 11 immediately?  
 
7) Why is only one transit route recommended? Can the report provide an immediate recommendation for the 

Alternative Selection 6. The long-range strategies are general in nature. The PEL recommendations 
are generally consistent with the Long Range Transportation Strategy (LRTS). The recommendations 
will improve safety by separating vehicles from non-motorized used, improving lighting, improving 
non-motorized facilities, etc. The project has substantially reduced the amount of right-of-way 
anticipated. As the project moves through design, ways to further reduce the ROW impact will be 
explored. The PEL recommendations improve transportation choices by providing additional non-
motorized and transit options. The envisioned Main Street will encourage higher density 
development supporting the ability to use transit. The recommendations reflect public priorities as 
the project has engaged the public extensively throughout the process. For example, based on 
public input, the road changed from the freeway to a lower speed parkway. The analysis examines 
the more specific adopted transportation plans and incorporates the specific projects from those 
plans. These adopted plans and projects are assumed to be consistent with the long-term 
strategies. Information will be added to the PEL regarding consistency with the Long Range 
Transportation Strategy.  
 
Alternative Selection 7. The text has been revised to show that those rows are providing information 
about the amount of different land uses impacted. The total ROW impact is ranked  Good point. That 
will be done for the final PEL. 
 
Alternative Selection 8. Yes. 
 
Fairview Bypass Alternative comments 1. The graphics depict examples of potential cross sections. 
The middle set of cross-sections on page 53 depicts the separated bike paths. The description (also 
on page 53) identifies that there would be room for bike facilities and captions below the graphics 
clearly state that the AMATS non-motorized plan calls for bikeways. The cross-section used in the 
screening (p. 12 and 13 of the Level 2 Screening and Recommendations Report) assumed that 
separated bike paths are included. 
 
Fairview Bypass Alternative comments 2. The wording will be corrected to indicate more than one 
potential cross section is shown. The caption is worded to indicate these are “potential” cross—
sections specifically to not limit future designs options.  
 
Fairview Bypass Alternative comments 3. Caveat language will be added to make it clear that the 
speed limit could change during subsequent design work. 
 
Fairview Bypass Alternative comments 4. The PEL was tasked with laying out a vision for the Seward 
to Glenn Highway connection. That vision includes a parkway with bike paths, sidewalks/trails, and 
generous landscaping. If policy makers want to eliminate the generous landscaping if/when these 
projects are incorporated into the MTP or when they get TIP/STIP funding, they have the power to do 
that. 
 
Fairview Bypass Alternative comments 5. The example cross-sections do show what is possible with 
the proposed rights of way. There are many variations that could be designed. The PEL lays out a 
vision and has confirmed that the vision can fit within the proposed right-of-way. Future designers 
will have the flexibility to get into the details. 
 
Fairview Bypass Alternative comments 6. The ridership is based on a 2050 forecast. Project 11’s 
description (p. 67) indicates that the route could be implemented at any point during the PEL’s 
implementation. Which means it could be implemented immediately. That is a decision for the MOA 
Public Transportation Department. As is described in the description, its success would be 
significantly strengthened by integrating transit-supportive streetscape and roadway design features 



ID Sender Comment Response 
transit route shown and then a recommendation to continue implementation of transit overtime for the other 
routes?  
 
8) More discussion is needed on how the alternative will help to mitigate/address the noise that will be created 
with this new facility. There is a significant amount of vehicles per day being shown as using this facility and 
the fencing used on other Anchorage arterials is inadequate to handle the noise that will be generated. Robust 
noise walls, above and beyond what is normally done, will need to be installed for this alternative and a 
discussion on that topic should be included in these documents.  
9) A relatively small amount of the parkway is covered. Has the team looked at providing some more covering 
without having to move to a full tunnel?   
 
10) The documents indicated this alternative will have 77K+ vehicles per day, which is a substantial increase 
even over current Glenn Highway traffic, suggesting the bypass could handle most of our current and future 
regional traffic. The project documents should include a discussion about a trade-off where this alternative 
can be the primary NHS route in and out of Anchorage and allow other roadways to have their NHS 
designation removed. Routes such as Muldoon Road, Tudor Road, Lake Otis, Boniface Parkway, Bragaw 
Street, 5th/6th Ave could be redesigned to better accommodate community needs, such as the existing safety 
concerns, if they were not on the NHS system.  
 
Clarification/editorial comments  
1) It is not clear how the Level 2 screening criteria were translated into scores. How were the ranks used? What 
about the tables where ranks are not shown, such as environmental criteria? Was cost considered? Adding a 
table with each criterion (rows) and the score for each alternative (columns), with the final scores at the 
bottom, would provide the necessary transparency in showing how the recommended alternative was 
identified.  
 
2) Increases in VMT and ADT are predicted in multiple places throughout the Screening Report. In each case, 
clarify how much of the increase (or decrease) is expected to be due to 1) population growth, 2) a change in 
route choices for existing trips, or 3) new trips that would be generated by the alternative. Adding VMT, 
particularly on top of what might be expected with population growth, is not consistent with area plans such 
as the AMATS MTP and MOA LRTS.  
 
3) How were the maintenance costs calculated for each alternative (other than Transit, which is documented 
in the materials)? What is included in O&M Cost per Year and 20-year O&M Lifecycle?  
4) Overall Summary and Recommendation: the Downsides list should include the additional maintenance 
burden generated by building new lane-miles and path-miles with the Fairview Bypass, 15th Ave frontage 
roads, and Port Connection.  
 
5) Level 2 Screening Report: Table 6, truck traffic: what is the unit of measurement?  
 
6) Level 2 Screening Report: Tables 7 and 8: the Total Ranks do not match the sum of the ranks for any 
alternative (calculation error?).  
 
7) Final Report: It would be very helpful to include a more zoomed-in map for each phase in the final report, as 
the area-wide phase map (pg 58) does not provide enough detail and a map would better communicate the 
routes and elements than the in-text descriptions. Include adjacent property lines, clearly indicating which 
properties would be partly or entirely acquired for each phase.  
 
8) It would help readers navigate the long appendices if the table of contents was hyperlinked in each 
document (as has been done for the Final Report).  

into the corridor’s planned upgrades on Gambell and Ingra Streets, which is the only reason it 
follows project 10. It is certainly possible to start running buses on that route and to complete the 
transit supportive street upgrades later.  
 
Fairview Bypass Alternative comments 7. The recommended route had a substantial ridership 
forecast compared to other routes evaluated. It also ties very directly to the purpose and need 
relative to the Fairview area’s demographics and travel need. Other routes could be implemented 
over time, but they were not recommended because of their more limited predicted ridership. MOA 
Public Transportation Department and AMATS are encouraged to look at the modeling results for 
Alternative 3 to determine if other routes warrant additional consideration (See Table 15 in the Final 
Travel Demand Modeling Report – attached to Appendix M).  
 
Fairview Bypass Alternative comments 8. Noise is briefly discussed in Table 9. Noise is not typically 
evaluated in detail in a planning study. Should projects move forward into NEPA, a full noise analysis 
would be conducted, and noise mitigation (such as walls) would be evaluated.  
 
Fairview Bypass Alternative comments 9. The team tried to balance costs with potential benefits. 
There are limitations to how long the covers can be before they need ventilation, fire suppression, 
etc. Air quality modeling may be needed to determine how close together they can be. Decisions on 
whether additional covers are needed, feasible, and affordable will occur during NEPA.  
 
Fairview Bypass Alternative comments 10. Such a discussion will be added to the final PEL report 
based on this comment. 
 
Clarification/editorial comments 1. As mentioned previously, color shading and ranks are provided 
for some metrics. There was not an overall score or ranking using an algorithm to add up the score to 
arrive at a recommendation. The color-coding and ranking in the tables is only provided to aid the 
reader in identifying differences in a large number of data. DOT&PF identified the preferred based on 
the overall differences based on all of the metrics. Cost is a factor and is presented in Table 10. 
 
Clarification/editorial comments 2. The model does not estimate induced demand. All alternatives 
were modeled using the same population and employment distribution, so changes in VMT and ADT 
are a result of route choices estimated by the model.  
 
Clarification/editorial comments 3. Maintenance costs were calculated based on a per lane mile 
basis based on current DOT&PF experience in the Anchorage area. Additional costs were included 
for bridges and cut and cover structures. Lifecycle costs added the annual costs and included 
pavement overlays every 10 years. 
 
Clarification/editorial comments 4. Project team will add. 
 
Clarification/editorial comments 5. Trucks per day. Table will be updated. 
 
Clarification/editorial comments 6. Totals will be corrected. 
 
Clarification/editorial comments 7. Additional graphics have been added to depict the 
recommendations. 
  
Clarification/editorial comments 8. Project team will consider. This will depend on how the final PEL 
is published/archived. 
 



ID Sender Comment Response 
 
9) Check all color schemes against colorblindness simulators to allow legibility by all readers or when printed 
in grayscale (e.g., red versus green in the Level 2 Screening Report tables).  

Clarification/editorial comments 9. The raw numbers and the ranking already aide the reader in 
discerning the differences in the metrics. The report included text in each table to describe the 
impacts in additional to color help the reader identify differences in the score.  

1 Jason Norris Just want to write in to express my support for the refined Parkway AB Alternative that includes two tunnels, 
rework of the Fairview Streets, and reconfiguration of East 5th, among other positive attributes. This 
alternative may be the costliest, however it is the comprehensive solution that addresses the needs of the 
DOT/NHS, the desires of the community, eliminates needless policy-non-compliant impacts to parks, is the 
most in-line with adopted land use plans, avoids takings of private homes, and has the lowest environmental 
impacts. The additional cost is more than justified by the incremental benefits. For these reasons and many 
more, this should be the selected alternative should this project move forward to the next phase. Thank you.  

Your support for Parkway Alternative AB is noted. Note that Parkway Alternative AB is now known as 
Alternative 4: Ingra Tunnel. 

10 Mary Vittone  Subject: Re: Seward-Glenn Connection PEL Study Comment and Contact Form - Mary Vittone 
 
What is the estimated date of completion for this project? 
How much is the estimated cost and who would be paying for it?  Is it all State funded? 
 
I saw the presentation tonight at the Senior Center and it was most impressive. HDR did a very comprehensive 
job of poster boards.  I didn't stay for the snacks.  I live at 14th and LaTouche and am very concerned as to 
what Alternative 5 will do for my property value. 
 
Sincerely, 
Mary Vittone  

Evaluating potential effects on property values is beyond the scope of this planning study. The 
potential impacts to property values would be examined in a subsequent environmental review 
process under the National Environmental Policy Act. First any recommendations coming out of the 
PEL would need to be adopted into the AMATS Metropolitan Transportation Plan and then funded for 
environmental analysis and preliminary engineering. 

34 John Stabb Missing pieces (perhaps)  
Chester Ceek sports complex-what plans are in the works? The plan for 16th street may impact them 
Merrill Field-what is their long range plan? Runway changes? 
Alaska Regional-what plans do they have for future expansion, what is their vision? 

1. The proposal for 16th Avenue is not expected to require right-of-way . The connection of 16th to 
Gambell and Ingra Streets is expected to improve access and circulation to the sports complex. If 
that connection moves forward additional coordination would occur during the design and 
environmental phase to minimize potential impacts. 
 
2. The project team coordinated with Merrill Field. The proposed alignment is not expected to affect 
their operations or preclude planned development. The project team has proposed going under the 
medevac taxiway to maintain that critical connection to the hospital. 
 
3. The routing of the alternative is proposed to be between Alaska Regional and Merrill Field in that 
vacant space and avoid any buildings or parking at the hospital. 
 
  

35 Donald Fritz Fairview's Quality of Life: 
Less noise 
Fewer bushy areas for homeless camps 
Less regional traffic --Ingra and Gambell are essentially unclosable rivers of traffic 

Comment noted. 

36 Fyodor Soloview None of the options are really highway to highway connection; The normal connection is a 65 mph freeway.  
How to build it: (in the next 100 years): 
From Houston->Big Lake area->Port Mackenzie->bridge (tunnel) over Cook Inlet-> Gambell/Ingra->overpasses 
and tunnels under Fireweed, N.L. & Benson Blvds->36th ave 
As an option, similar to the former Alt D-with a deep tunnel under Sitka park and Fireweed (instead of viaduct, 
which was rejected by the neighbors).  
As another option-via Dowling Road, parallel to Tudor->to Glenn hwy via military land!  
P.S. round-about on INgra St-radiculous option :) 

Highway connections were eliminated due to unacceptable impacts. The suggested connection 
through Port Mackenzie and over the Knik Arm Crossing is not in the current AMATS Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan and is beyond the scope of the PEL Study. 
 
The study team considered tunnels and found they were too expensive to build and maintain and 
used by hazardous loads limits the effectiveness. 
 
The goal is not to connect the highways together, but rather to solve the problems identified in the 
Purpose and Need Statement. A connection around Anchorage would not solve the problems. There 
is only a small amount of traffic that is passing all the way through. Most of the traffic is headed for 
destinations like downtown, midtown, the port, the base, etc. Those trips would not find a bypass 
through military land useful. 
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37 Anonymous There is no perfect solution 

It is better to do something than wasting money on ??? There is always someone who doesn't like it 
Comment noted. 

38 Peter Mjos Alternative 5: 
1. Will result in major traffic through other routes and neighbirhoods. EST 1300 additional cars/day on already 
over burdened Lake Otis Parkway. (Of note, the UMED plan seems currently dormant, but recommended only 
3 lanes, and an east side protected bikelane.  
A further increase of cut through traffic through Airport Heights cannot, must not be permitted. No attention to 
vehicles can supercede viable, long established neighborhoods. NO! 
Traffic numbers must be decreased-not move accomodation to traffic-farther, more pollution, more 
dangerous.  
Bus rapid transit is an answer, but current zoning preceding its viability.  Unless prohibited by law, a toll booth 
north of Eklutna would undoubtedly limit valley traffic into our city. We simply cannot allow traffic to impact 
and disrupt our Anchorage neighborhoods.   

1. Your concerns about traffic are noted. The project team also feels that 3 lanes on Lake Otis 
Parkway appear adequate. More detailed traffic analysis would be conducted during the preliminary 
engineering/NEPA phase of project development. 
 
2. A bus rapid transit connecting Downtown, Fairview, Midtown, and UMed is recommended in the 
PEL. 
 
3. Consideration of a toll booth coming into Anchorage is beyond the scope of this study and would 
best be considered during the next update to Anchorage's Metropolitan Transportation Plan. 

39 Anonymous Strong support for all the proposels that include "pedestrain boulevards" and "trail connections" Your support is noted and will be included in the project record. 

41 Leola Rutherford Very welcoming & professional. Example fore how "public comment" should be done. 
Tunnel idea: thanks for considering but looks too complicated & expensive for it to actually happen; may 
result in project not happening at all.  
Curious if impacts on A & C and Dowling/Muldoon have been calculated. 
Love the images of what vision might look like but curious where people will park to access these invisioned 
events (e.g. street market). Also curious how residents on Hyder will access their properties if autos are 
restricted.  

1. The tunnel idea in Alternative 4 was eliminated in part due to the high construction, operation, and 
maintenance costs. 

2. Traffic levels on potentially affected streets have been calculated. The results are attached to the 
Level 2 Screening and Recommendations Report (Appendix M). 

3. Regarding the potential pedestrian boulevard on Hyder. Property access by vehicles would not be 
prohibited, they would just be slowed down through design features. 
Parking would for events would be considered during the more detailed design phases.  

42 Anonymous Re Alt #3: 
Why would the state want to make 36th Ave worse (more traffic) when Tudor is already a lost cause? Commit 
to Tudor as a high traffic corrdior-but please make it safer!- and consider ways to receive 36th Ave as a less 
heavy vehicle traffic corridor safe for "walking, riding, and rolling" Please!! 

Alternative 3 is not recommended so concern raised with diversion of traffic associated with that 
alternative would not occur. 

98 Tyler Boyes Relocating the highway adjacent to Merril Field will have negative impacts to the airport heights neighborhood 
and compound the problems with excessive traffic on Lake Otis Bldv. This will create more cut through traffic 
and increase the danger to children and pedestrians especially near the school. Additionally the land around 
Merril Field is rotting landfill remnants that will require removal and remediation, increasing the cost. If the 
highway is to take this route, it should be a cut and cover project. 

The project team has routed the Fairview Bypass route to minimize impacts to Merrill Field, routing 
the alignment outside the current fence line and would put in a cut and cover tunnel under the 
medivac taxiway to maintain that important connection. The project team is aware of the landfill and 
potential impacts there and understand that remediation would be required. 

161 Earl Malpass Merrill Field Airport Manager’s Comments: 
 
Merrill Field Airport understands that the consultants were hired by communities wishing  
to reverse highway and business development which has adversely affect their  
neighborhood’s redevelopment efforts, community cohesion, and quality of life, and this 
final report provides what the customer wanted. 
However, as the current airport manager, I need to make Merrill Field Airport’s position on  
this final proposal clear.  
First, I concur with the comments and concerns Mr. Michael Schoder submitted via email  
dated November 19, 2025. 
Secondly, since I am named in the document as having been consulted (one time meeting, 
at my request, in broad, conceptual terms), I need to have MRI’s position on this proposal 
memorialized.  
 
Alternative Five, as proposed with bringing a highway between Merrill Field Airport and  
Alaska Regional Hospital, would cause quantifiable, irreparable harm to the airport, the  
Municipality of Anchorage, and the residence of over 150 communities in Alaska, most of  
which live remote and rely on Merrill Field as a lifeline to their communities and  
businesses. The number of ways this alternative is a non-starter for MRI are numerable. It  

1. Regarding the purpose of the study, this study was identified and funded as part of the 2040 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan. The need and scope of the study that was endorsed by the MOA 
and DOT&PF through the AMATS approval of the 2040 MTP. DOT&PF hired consultants to identify 
solutions to longstanding transportation problems involving safety, travel conflicts, and livability 
issues of an interstate highway traversing the Fairview neighborhood.   
 
Regarding the involvement of MRI. When the project began in 2021, the project team coordinated 
with the Merrill Field Airport Manager at that time. At the project team’s initial meeting with MRI 
management, they indicated that an alternative that goes between MRI and Alaska Regional would 
be generally acceptable as long as there were no substantial impacts to MRI operations. In addition, 
the Airport Manager was invited to participate in the project’s Agency committee. In short, MRI has 
been involved at each of the key decision steps including the level 1 screening and now the level 2 
screening.  
 
2. The proposed improvements are not expected to have a substantial negative impact on MRI 
operations. The alignment was routed to largely avoid the operating area of the airport, staying 
outside of the existing fence line except where it is proposed to cross the taxiway connection to 
Alaska Regional Hospital. We had originally discussed putting the roadway connection under that 
taxiway. To try to trim cost we explored an at-grade solution using gates and signals. Based on 
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is my opinion there has been little-to-none consideration or consultation of the airport  
stakeholders impacted by this alternative. 
 
The basis of some decisions is illogical and flawed. For example, the report states: 
“Despite involving relocations and environmental concerns near Merrill Field…” “it offers  
the most miles of non-motorized infrastructure, the most greenspace, and the lowest 
acreage of roadway fronting residential properties.”  
 
Of course MRI has “the most miles of non-motorized infrastructure, greenspace, and nonroadway residential 
properties.” It’s an airport! Non-motorized infrastructure, residences,  
and congested roadways are contrary to safe, secure, FAA compliant airports. The first  
portion of the statement implies the “relocations and environmental concerns” are the  
only hurdles or consequences, and the “luxury of not having traffic go through the  
neighborhoods” is more important than MRI being an economic engine to the Municipality  
and the state.  
 
A large portion of the success of this plan hinges on routing a federal highway through  
Merrill Field Airport. The proposed route was selected without input from the FAA, Merrill  
Field stakeholders, Anchorage Solid Waste Services (which is responsible for the land fill),  
Anchorage Regional Hospital, FAA Air Traffic Control Tower, Municipality of Anchorage  
Airport Advisory Commission (which has sent a resolution against this proposal to the  
Anchorage Assembly) and very minimal interaction with MRI management. As do all our  
neighbors, the airport supports our community’s objectives but this alternative should not  
be a serious consideration. We are disappointed for our community. 

feedback provided by MRI, the project team has reverted to the grade-separated crossing in the Final 
PEL report to reduce MRI impacts and maintain the continuity of that taxiway. DOT&PF plans to 
continue discussions with MRI to identify ways to further reduce any negative impacts to MRI and 
explore opportunities where the project could be beneficial to MRI such as facilitating improvements 
to the crosswind runway.   
 
3. The statement refers to Alternative 5 as a whole; it is not specially referring to the effects on MRI. 
Compared to the other alternatives under consideration, Alternative 5 provides the most miles of 
non-motorized infrastructure, green-space, and lowest acreage of roadway fronting residential 
property.    
 
 The project team acknowledges the importance of MRI to the Municipality and the State. The 
surface transportation system is also important to local and regional stakeholders as the Seward 
and Glenn Highways corridors are vital economic links used to transport people and goods from 
Anchorage to other parts of Alaska. The existing Ingra/Gambell Street corridor is inconsistent with 
adopted plans that envision improving neighborhood redevelopment, community cohesion, and 
quality of life. The recommended alternative is expected to support economic development, support 
land use infill, improve access to services, and restore neighborhood vitality by moving regional 
traffic out of the Fairview community. The recommendation is a compromise that balances all the 
transportation needs of the area with community needs.   
 
4. The project has conducted a robust public engagement process to inform people about the 
project and solicit feedback. The project team has made presentations to the AMATS Technical and 
Policy Committees which includes two representatives from the Anchorage Assembly and included 
MRI and the MOA Planning Department on our technical committee. In addition, the project team 
has coordinated with Alaska Regional Hospital at multiple points throughout the project and they 
were also invited to participate in the project’s Community Advisory Committee. The record of public 
outreach is available on the project website and is documented in the PEL report.   
 
During the recent meeting with MRI leadership, most of the concerns expressed regarding the 
project were the type of concerns typically addressed during the design and environmental process. 
During the design of the PEL recommendations, additional coordination will occur between DOT&PF 
and the appropriate organizations.   

40 Anonymous I like Alternative 5. Extra attention to detail is required at the south end of the runway. This is a high accident 
potential zone. This is where aircraft are most likely to stall on take-off and landing. This is also where aircraft 
can "overshoot" the end of the runway. Recommend a short covered road area, covered by soil where aircraft 
can safely stop without colliding with cars.  

The PEL recommends a 4-lane road in this location, The same number of lanes as currently cross 
beneath the runway approach/departure surface. However, during the environmental and design 
processes, consideration of putting a lid over the road in this location could be considered. 

146 Molly Mylius  Subject: Concern about Alternative 5 Impacts on Government Hill 
 
Hi, 
 
My name is Molly Mylius, I am a resident of Government Hill (the east side of the neighborhood, just a few 
blocks from the proposed new freight route). I'm sorry to have missed the recent comment window but hope 
you will still consider my comment. 
 
I've participated in this planning effort off and on over the years. I was just reviewing the project website and 
was very surprised to see that the preferred alternative (#5) will have a major impact on my neighborhood. I 
hadn't been tracking the project closely because previous rounds of the Study did not anticipate any major 
impacts to Government Hill. If this Alternative 5: Turnagain Bypass is indeed going to be the preferred 
alternative, I'd like to see more engagement with Government Hill. The proposed new roundabout on East 
Loop Rd. will be placed on the ONLY access road to and from our neighborhood, on a blind curve that already 

The final PEL includes the recommendation to continue examining potential connections to the port 
through a reconnaissance engineering study. Such a study will allow a more in-depth engineering 
analysis than was possible in this planning level study. 
 
The project team has had a robust public involvement campaign which has included reaching out to 
Government Hill. The study team has presented at Government Hill in the past and has had a 
representative from the community council on the Project's Community Advisory Committee. Earlier 
outreach efforts included postcard mailers to all addresses in the study area to notify residents 
about the study. A chronology of the outreach efforts can be found in Appendix C of the PEL. If 
projects from the PEL move forward for environmental review and additional engineering design, 
DOT&PF will continue to coordinate with all of the affected community councils. 
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sees frequent collisions. It is also alongside the only bike and pedestrian pathway to and from the 
neighborhood. The proposed new freight road also parallels the greenbelt along our neighborhood. In the 
presentation materials, I didn't see any acknowledgement of these impacts or information on how the 
impacts might be mitigated. None of the illustrations featured in your presentation of Alternative 5 even 
mention the changes to Government Hill. Please consider increased engagement with the Government Hill 
area if Alternative 5 is going to proceed. I'm not necessarily opposed to the Alternative but feel the 
neighborhood engagement has been lacking given the late-in-the-process introduction of an option with 
major impacts to this neighborhood, and no acknowledgement of those impacts in your recent presentation 
materials. While I support the overall objectives of this planning effort, as a Government Hill resident I feel 
blindsided and alarmed by the change, and the lack of related information on impacts to where I live. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment, and for all your time and effort invested into this important project 
to improve  mobility, accessibility, and safety in Anchorage. 
 
Sincerely, 
Molly 
 
Molly Mylius 
Government Hill resident 

137 Tyrone Neel Hello my name is Tyrone Neel.  
 
I live at 1190, Northpointe Bluff Dr., Anchorage Alaska 99501. This is the neighborhood on the bluff just above 
the main switching yard of the Alaska RR and I am also an employee of Matson and have been working at the 
Port of Alaska for 35 years. I am VERY familiar with the traffic from Gov Hill to the port as well as the needs of 
the commercial vehicles that deliver freight to and from the port.  
 
I recently became aware of a proposed new road that would travel just beyond my back yard between our 
houses and the rail tracks.  
 
I would like to voice my opposition to this part of the Fairview improvement project.  
While I applaud most of the project that deals with a bypass road from Ingra and 15th to the Glenn Hwy, I think 
there are better ways to address the movement of traffic to and from the port.  
As a resident that would be adversely impacted by the addition of the commercial traffic being routed just 
beyond my back door I would like to point out the following observations.  
The most obvious issue I see with the proposal is the round-about proposed on the corner of the Loop Road.  
 
That area is difficult and dangerous to traverse in the wintertime as is. The corner has a bad outward leaning 
camber to it and it’s not uncommon for vehicles coming down the hill to “drift” into the oncoming uphill traffic.  
Most people who drive this route are aware of this and take the proper precautions to avoid accidents. Some 
do not. As our only access route from our homes to the rest of Alaska, if/when this area gets blocked(even for 
a short while) there is no way in or out of Gov Hill.  
 
I think that purposely adding more traffic to this area (especially with the addition of a round about) is not a 
good idea at all.  
As a resident of NPB we have been very thankful  for the security fence that surrounds the railroad property as 
it has served the purpose of keeping homeless encampments from developing in the wooded area inside the 
fence. If this road is built it will open that area up to such encampments.  
Though we have all become used to living between JBER and the railroad switching yard and the lights and 
noises that come with that, the thought of adding constant traffic noise and streetlights just beyond our back 
yards is daunting.  

The final PEL includes the recommendation to continue examining potential connections to the port 
through a reconnaissance engineering study. Such a study will allow a more in-depth engineering 
analysis than was possible in this planning level study. 
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One other thing to consider is that currently, Whitney and Post roads have become a haven for motorcycle and 
loud car racers. I suppose the long stretches of roads with no stop signs and very little police activity are a 
magnet for those activities. They are louder than the trains and jets combined! If the proposed road were to go 
through it wouldn’t take long for them to discover this new, longer stretch of even less possibility of being 
ticketed.  
Oh joy. A race track right out our back doors.  
 
I have some other observations from the prospective of a port worker and commercial hauler.  
Much of the freight going to Fairbanks either goes on the AK RR or by truck with 2 containers commonly 
referred to as “doubles” or “sets”. 
 All of the freight going to the rail uses Whitney road because that is where the drop off and pick for the RR is. 
Just before the intersection of Whitney and Post.  
So none of that traffic would use the proposed road.  
The doubles also use Whitney road currently.  
A slight modification (rounding) of the corner of Whitney road and Ocean dock would be VERY helpful for 
these long rigs.  
I think if the Whitney road option were revisited you would find support for that option. A bypass like that 
would surely draw the doubles going to Fairbanks and any other traffic going to the East side of Anchorage, 
Eagle River, and beyond and would definitely reduce truck traffic on 6th ave. 
 
A slight rounding of the corner of C street turning East onto 6th Ave would also be a major improvement for not 
only the doubles but the single trailers as well. 
 
In my opinion the BEST thing that could happen for the safe and efficient movement of freight to and from the 
Port of Alaska would be a series of elevated ramp ways that would go over the 4 railroad tracks between the 
small Ship Creek bridge and the Port security shack. All could be overpassed for incoming and out going traffic 
while still keeping the existing roads to allow access to places the new elevated roads bypass. The small boat 
harbor for example. If the Whitney road option were to be implemented, I believe these elevated bypasses 
with on/off ramps to existing infrastructure would work very well for safe efficient movement of cargo for 
decades into the future.  I have done some rough sketches of what might work and will attach them 
 
In summary, I strongly oppose the proposed road with a round about on the loop road and traversing along the 
greenbelt between the subdivisions and the railroad.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to voice my concerns and keep up the good work.  
 
Thank you Gaylen for the informative presentation at the Gov Hill CC meeting.  
 
Hmmm.  Couldn’t paste the pics here. I’ll email them to you.  

134 Daniel Luna-
Sanchez  

Subject: Seward Glenn Connection Comment 
 
Hi, 
 
As an Anchorage resident, I am all for reconnecting Fairview, that neighborhood has long been ignored and its 
residents have not been prioritized. Thank you for trying to make a positive difference. 
 
As a resident of Government Hill, I am firmly opposed to Alternative 5 Fairview Bypass (Formerly C) for the 
following reasons: 

 
  *   Safety 

The final PEL includes the recommendation to continue examining potential connections to the port 
through a reconnaissance engineering study. Such a study will allow a more in-depth engineering 
analysis than was possible in this planning level study. 
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     *   My partner and I bike to work in the summer and winter. The merge you are proposing onto E Loop Rd 
would cause an enormous increase to the amount of heavy trucks going down back down the hill to get to the 
Port. Currently, the only way for pedestrians to exit Gov. Hill is to walk down the hill on a very narrow sidewalk 
and cross the street to get onto the very narrow pedestrian path on the bridge. With normal traffic, it is already 
difficult enough to cross the road there because current drivers are going much faster than 35 mph and there 
is a slight bend in the road, causing a major blindspot. I can only imagine how much more dangerous it will 
become with larger trucks speeding to get to Port. 
        *   If, for some reason, this option is selected, I implore you to look at improving pedestrian safety, 
especially at that road crossing. I’d love to raise my family here, and I’d feel a lot better if I didn’t have to worry 
about my child getting run over because of someone racing to Port because time is money.  
     *   Noise 
        *   The Gov. Hill Community Council meeting from 11/20 brought up some great points. One that I agree 
with is the noise. While I understand that the limit would be set to 35 mph, no one is going to follow that. 
Especially on an industrial road that is wider to accommodate the larger trucks AND even worse if you include 
bike paths with no physical barrier. We already hear the drag strip racers using Whitney Road as their 
playground at night and cannot imagine how much louder they would be with a wide, straight, and 
uninterrupted stretch of road. 
     *   Cost 
        *   There would be so much money poured into this design vs using existing and improving existing 
infrastructure. While I understand the allure of designing something new from scratch, we should really look 
around us and see how we can better use what we already have. 
 
I would be in support of designing something closer to Alternatives 3 or 4. I like how you would explore using 
the existing Whitney Rd, I like that we may be able to improve Ocean Dock Rd, I like that we would not be 
worsening the pedestrian safety issue we already have on Government Hill. 
 
Please reach out if you would like to further discuss any of the items I’ve listed above. 
 
Thank you, 
Daniel 

131 Tom Ferrazzi The link from the port going past the Government Hill Greenbelt has design flaws that make the proposed road 
unfeasible.  I own a fuel delivery company, and the steep grades on tight turns in the area of East Loop Rd. just 
won't work with any amount of ice on the road.  The s-turns below the curling club is fraught with accidents 
even without the big rigs on it. 
I think a better solution would be to create a tractor-trailer dedicated expressway elevated over all the railroad 
tracks at the beginning of E Whitney Rd. then improve E. Whitney to 4 lanes total, the inside lanes being 
dedicated thru traffic for big rigs, and the outside lanes serving local businesses. 
This makes the shipping industry happy.  They leave the port with their own dedicated lane free of 
intersections, making it safer, faster for the truckers (time is money) 
It makes the folks who bought new houses in the Northpointe Bluff Neighborhood happy, as they don't have 
the noise of traffic and exhaust brakes. 
Furthermore, it better complies with simple zoning laws, keeping that traffic in an industrial/commercial zone 
rather than next to a residential neighborhood. 

The final PEL includes the recommendation to continue examining potential connections to the port 
through a reconnaissance engineering study. Such a study will allow a more in-depth engineering 
analysis than was possible in this planning level study. 

130 Heather Jensen I’m writing to express deep concerns about the proposed plan, particularly its impact on Government Hill. 
While I fully support the efforts to reduce heavy traffic through Fairview, I’m alarmed by how the current 
proposal affects our neighborhood. 
 
The idea of constructing a new road along E Bluff is heartbreaking. Government Hill values its trails, its 
walkability, and its connection to nature. A road in this area wouldn’t just take away beloved community 
spaces—it would bring significantly more traffic into our only access point into the neighborhood that already 
struggles with safe access. Simply posting a 35 mph speed limit won’t change driver behavior. We see this 

The final PEL includes the recommendation to continue examining potential connections to the port 
through a reconnaissance engineering study. Such a study will allow a more in-depth engineering 
analysis than was possible in this planning level study. 
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every day on the A/C bridge, where speed limits are routinely ignored. 
 
I’m also deeply concerned about the proposal to place a roundabout on East Loop Road. This stretch of 
roadway already experiences frequent crashes, particularly in summer when speeding becomes common. 
Introducing a roundabout in the middle of that downhill section—especially while adding semi-truck traffic—
feels unsafe and unreasonable. Trucks must reach the port, but why not use existing roadways like referenced 
in Alternative 4 on Whitney and Ocean Dock Road instead of pushing additional risks onto a residential 
neighborhood? The lower industrial area is already built for commercial activity, and residents expect that 
near the railroad and port—not at the entrance of Government Hill. 
 
Our community already faces challenges with pedestrian and bike access. Safe routes in and out of the 
neighborhood are extremely limited. Removing trails, adding noise and traffic, and funneling trucks into our 
streets will only make the situation worse. (I already feel quite scared biking down the sidewalk as cars speed 
up and own with no barrier to pedestrians.) The current plan threatens pedestrian access and increases safety 
concerns that are already prevalent. 
 
I urge you to prioritize the safety and wellbeing of Government Hill residents. Please reconsider the design and 
pursue alternatives, such as utilizing Whitney Road in Alternative 4, that protect both community values and 
the needs of our industrial partners. We want a plan that works for everyone—one that improves access 
without sacrificing what our neighborhood holds dear. 

129 Thomas Pease  Subject: Oppose Reeve/Loop Road Port Access 
 
Dear Seward-Glenn Planning Team and Alaska Department of Transportation: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Seward-Glenn Connection proposal. I support the 
connection alternative that best restores Fairview neighborhood’s character. However, I encourage you to 
abandon the proposed port access proposal spanning the rail yard and paralleling the Government Hill bluff to 
Loop Road. This port access route would present insurmountable costs, safety risks, and impacts on the 
Government Hill neighborhood. Please see a more detailed discussion below. 
 
Process Issue 
The process by which this newly presented port access route was conceived apparently involved just one 
stakeholder-the truckers. It feels as if the views of a single stakeholder were solicited and incorporated 
prematurely without consulting other stakeholders such as the GHCC neighborhood. 
 
Safety Concerns 
What is the risk of putting an intersection at Curling Club curve, which is a blind corner located on a steep hill? 
Is there safety data documenting past injuries and deaths involving truck traffic that would justify such cost 
and disruption to our neighborhood? Would creating a new intersection on Loop Road hill and on a blind 
corner negate any safety gains the new route might provide? 
 
How would the sidewalk crossing the off-ramp at the bottom of Loop Road be made safe with the increased 
truck traffic? 
 
Neighborhood Impacts 
A road paralleling the base of the bluff will impact Sunset Park by adding road noise and most likely 
eliminating the tree buffer between the park and the rail yard. An even more detrimental impact would be the 
elimination of the existing walking/biking trail that parallels the railroad’s fence line and is an integral part of 
our neighborhood’s comprehensive trail plan. It appears as if neither the truckers nor DOT is aware of this 
trail’s existence based on Galen’s comments in a previous email. 
 

1. The final PEL includes the recommendation to continue examining potential connections to the 
port through a reconnaissance engineering study. Such a study will allow a more in-depth 
engineering analysis than was possible in this planning level study. 

2. The connection to the Ship Creek Trail would provide Government Hill residents with a connection 
to the Ship Creek Trail. The proposed route would not interfere with the existing bridge. The final PEL 
includes the recommendation to continue examining potential connections to the port through a 
reconnaissance engineering study. Such a study will allow a more in-depth engineering analysis than 
was possible in this planning level study. 
 
3. Costs have been estimated and included at a planning level for each project. Which projects are 
prioritized for funding is a decision that occurs through the AMATS transportation improvement 
program and the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program. 
 
4. The need is not about trying to save time for freight vehicles to and from the port. It is about trying 
to find a route that reduces freight traffic in downtown and Fairview to improve safety and 
connectivity between the port and highway network. In part this is to try to be consistent with 
adopted plans that are trying to make those areas more walkable and pedestrian-friendly. If Gambell 
and Ingra Streets get a road diet and are converted to more of a main street design, there needs to be 
a replacement location for the freight vehicles. 
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How much of Harvard Park will be taken or irreversibly changed if an interchange is built at Curling Club curve 
(Loop Road)? 
 
How will Anchorage’s only curling club facility be able to function in its current location with a proposed new 
roundabout on Curling Club curve (Loop Road)? 
 
Secondary Impacts 
How would the added noise of several hundred trucks descending Loop Road each day impact the west side 
of the neighborhood? Could northbound traffic on Ocean Dock Road get backed up with significant truck 
traffic now entering Ocean Dock from the east? How might such delays along Ocean Dock impact trip times 
for traffic accessing the port from the south? 
 
While the separated nonmotorized trail is a nice gesture, its benefits are greatly overstated in DOT emails and 
on their conceptual map. The trail does not connect to downtown or midtown, which are the primary 
destinations for most Government Hill bike/walk commuters. In fact, the new trail would head in the opposite 
direction from most town/business centers and would add several miles to a nonmotorized commute. 
Additionally, the proposed tie-in to the existing trail raises many questions, including how it would be 
integrated with the current bike trail bridge across Ship Creek that was built at great expense. Also, how would 
it impact the extensive 1% for Art installation that was just erected at this site. 
 
Undetermined Cost and Limited Resources 
Cost is a huge concern. With the plan at a very preliminary stage, assigning a cost is impossible. However, it 
goes without saying that an overpass of this scale would be extremely expensive and could potentially divert 
transportation funding from more critical projects. 
 
Questionable Need 
What is the time saved for freight being transported to downtown, midtown and south via this proposed new 
route versus the old routes? 
 
Conclusion 
Please pursue the Seward-Glenn Connection plan that best restores the character of the Fairview 
neighborhood. For the port access portion of the plan, I urge DOT to drop the proposed Reeve Boulevard-Loop 
Road port access alternative because of cost, safety, and neighborhood impacts and to pursue the Whitney 
Road port access option instead. Whitney Road access provides the safest and most economical port access 
alternative. Current population and economic growth projections do not support the need for an expensive 
new road and bridge to the port. We currently lack the resources to maintain the roads and bridges we have. 
 
Sincerely, 
Thomas Pease 
Government Hill Resident 

128 Jody Sola Government Hill Community Council Response to the Seward-Glenn PEL Plan November 21, 2025 
 
Introduction: 
On November 20, 2025, the Government Hill Community Council convened a meeting attended by nearly 60 
local homeowners and neighbors. As the president of the Council, I am writing to convey the collective 
concerns and official position of our community regarding the current Seward-Glenn PEL plan, particularly as 
it affects the Government Hill area. 
 
Community Position on the Proposed Plan: 
After thorough discussion and review of the proposed design, the Government Hill Community Council 
unanimously and strongly disapproves of the plan as it pertains to the Government Hill section. While we do 

The final PEL includes the recommendation to continue examining potential connections to the port 
through a reconnaissance engineering study. Such a study will allow a more in-depth engineering 
analysis than was possible in this planning level study. 
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not have significant objections to the elements concerning Downtown and Fairview and understand that there 
may be design challenges in those areas, our main concerns are focused on the portion of the plan that runs 
along the E Bluff green belt and terminates in a roundabout on E Loop Road. 
 
Neighborhood Concerns and Context: 
Neighborhood Character and Adaptation to Industrial Surroundings- 
Testimony provided by residents during the meeting highlighted the long-term nature of their commitment to 
Government Hill. Having lived in the community for many years, residents emphasized that the distinctive 
character and overall enjoyment of the neighborhood are closely tied to its limited access. Despite being 
surrounded by major industrial complexes—including the Alaska Railroad, the Port of Alaska, and Joint Base 
Elmendorf-Richardson (JBER)—the community has remained resilient. 
 
While the proximity of these industrial neighbors undoubtedly presents challenges to the tranquility of 
Government Hill, residents have gradually adapted to and coexisted with these conditions. Throughout the 
discussion, it was reiterated that truck traffic associated with the Port of Alaska has generally been kept at a 
distance from residential areas. As a result, the noise generated by these vehicles has not emerged as a major 
concern for neighborhood quality of life. The plan as presented would change all of that. 
 
Importance of Port Access and Community Recommendations: 
We recognize the critical importance of efficient access to the Port of Alaska, given the substantial volume of 
freight passing through. As discussed during the meeting, the most pressing issue appears to be the need for 
truck access that is not hindered by trains, additional side streets, or bridges. With this in mind, we strongly 
urge the state to revisit and reconsider earlier versions of the plan that were previously approved by the 
community council. If the design team can adjust the current proposal to more closely resemble the 
previously endorsed option, we believe the neighborhood would be much more receptive and supportive of 
the plan. 
 
Specific Flaws and Safety Concerns with the Current Plan: 
The current Seward-Glenn PEL plan contains several significant flaws that directly impact the Government Hill 
neighborhood. A primary concern is the proposed destruction of the green belt below the bluff—a valued 
natural area for residents that contributes to the unique character of our community. 
 
Additionally, the plan proposes changes to the grade at E Loop Road and the introduction of a roundabout at 
the same location. These modifications raise substantial safety concerns, particularly for children who 
regularly cross at the intersection of Hollywood and E Loop Road on their way to the local school. Many 
families from outside the immediate neighborhood also drive their children to the immersion school, leading 
to increased traffic during critical periods when the roundabout and adjacent roads would experience heavy 
use. 
Furthermore, E Loop Road is icy during most of the winter, and is very narrow, with little or no shoulders, which 
already poses dangers for drivers and pedestrians. These conditions would only worsen with the proposed 
changes, further compromising safety and accessibility for both residents and visitors. 
 
Details of Proposed Roadway Changes: 
Overview of Roadway Design and Speed Limit- 
The current proposal introduces a two-lane roadway with a posted maximum speed limit of 35 miles per hour. 
Currently, area access is provided via a bridge that also maintains a 35-mph speed limit; however, 
enforcement of this regulation is minimal and inconsistent. This lack of enforcement raises concerns about 
traffic safety and adherence to speed limits within the neighborhood. 
 
Stakeholder Feedback and Consultation- 
While the state has made considerable efforts to gather feedback from various stakeholders, a significant gap 
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exists in the consultation process. Specifically, there has been a notable absence of input from the Alaska 
Railroad, a key entity given its proximity and relevance to the proposed changes. The lack of engagement with 
the Alaska Railroad remains a major concern for the community. 
 
Environmental and Community Impact- 
The proposed location and design of the new roadway are expected to increase noise levels and concentrate 
carcinogens, especially diesel exhaust, in the area. These emissions would impact one of Anchorage’s most 
densely populated neighborhoods, prompting concerns about air quality and overall community well-being. 
 
Geological Instability and Historical Context- 
During the recent meeting, community members highlighted the history of the area near Sunset Park. The Gov 
Hill Elementary School previously occupied the site, but the region's geological instability—made evident by 
the 1964 earthquake—led to the school's relocation. Given this history, constructing a roadway directly below 
Sunset Park is considered inadvisable by residents. 
 
Grade Changes and Trucking Concerns- 
The proposed grade change from the new road to E Loop Road is another significant issue. Residents believe 
this steep gradient alone should discourage truckers from supporting the plan. Past collaborations with the 
Port of Alaska on emergency exit designs have emphasized the importance of grade elevations, a concern 
shared by the Alaska Trucking Association. This history brings into question whether grade elevations were 
adequately considered when presenting the current plan to trucking stakeholders. 
 
Summary of Community Concerns 
In summary, the document underscores several critical concerns about the Seward-Glenn PEL plan’s impact 
on the Government Hill neighborhood near the Port of Alaska. Key issues include the need for improved truck 
access to the port, safety risks associated with changes to E Loop Road and the new roundabout, and the loss 
of a valued green belt. The introduction of a two-lane roadway with a 35-mph speed limit has raised additional 
worries about increased traffic, enforcement shortcomings, and insufficient consultation with the Alaska 
Railroad. Residents are also deeply concerned about higher noise levels and carcinogen concentrations from 
diesel exhaust, which would negatively affect air quality in a densely populated area. The community 
continues to urge planners to revisit earlier, more widely supported proposals to address these challenges. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Jody Sola, president 
Government Hill Community Council 

123 Debra Neel Hello everyone and thank you for the opportunity to weigh in on the new Port routes being considered. 
 
My name is Debra Neel and I live at 1190 Northpointe Bluff Drive just above the main rail yard. While I am the 
current president on the NPB HOA, I am here tonight speaking on my behalf as a concerned resident. 
 
It has recently come to our attention that one of the options of improving port access and the movement of 
freight would be a new road (referred to as “Fairveiw Bypass”) that would pass between the rail yard and our 
back yards. I would like to voice my opposition to this new road and add my support for the option 
 
While we are no strangers to industrial environments and the noise associated with them, (after all we did 
choose to build or buy our homes in between an air force base and a rail yard) I think that exacerbating that 
with the additional noise and lighting that would surely come with a road heavily traveled by commercial 
vehicles seems unnecessary and can be avoided. 
  

1. The final PEL includes the recommendation to continue examining potential connections to the 
port through a reconnaissance engineering study. Such a study will allow a more in-depth 
engineering analysis than was possible in this planning level study. 
 
2. Turning radii issues at 5th/6th with A and C are known and would be addressed by projects in the 
AMATS Metropolitan Transportation Plan (more specifically the MTP has projects that remove a lane 
from 5th and 6th Avenues and convert those streets to two-way streets). 
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In the plans, I see where in addition to the road, a bike trail along side of it is also proposed. This seems 
redundant to me as there is already an established bike trail that follows the southern edge of ship creek all 
the way to Reeve Blvd and beyond.  
I would much rather see that money spent to improve/widen the dangerously narrow sidewalk alongside the 
main road that ties Gov Hill to the bridge, which is really the only decent option Gov Hill residents have to walk 
and bike to downtown. 
  
Another concern I have is that the motorcycles and cars that currently like to race each other on Whitney and 
Post roads will be drawn like a moth to a flame when they discover a new 2 mile stretch of roadway that has no 
stop signs and is even more tucked out of the way from local law enforcement. They are extremely 
loud…….like being at a tractor pull competition.   
      
So, this part is for Amy:  thank you and Galen for talking to us at the Govt Hill CC meeting last night. So many 
great reasons were pointed out why the route going behind the railroad onto East Loop road is not the best 
idea. The noise, the lights, the pollution, the road possibly bringing homeless camps and racing cars and 
motorcycles. As the existing bike trail that already runs parallel on the other side of Ship Creek has many 
camps on it. Also, the fact that E Loop road is the only access for the base and the school and how many 
accidents in the past have impacted traffic and that we do not need to add big trucks into that mix. 
 
I also have an idea to get trucks from C street onto 6th Ave. I know that is a very tight left turn even for cars. The 
road there is particularly full of pot holes too.  How about make a long, curved, soft lane ( example: going west 
on Tudor and turning north onto C street and also going south on C street turning west onto Tudor ) the corner 
of 6th Ave is a paid parking lot right now. Could you cut into that to make a soft turn from a 1 way to a 1 way? 
Trucks leaving the port could continue to take the current outlet to the C street bridge and onto 6th ave and 
not even have to cross the extra railroad crossings. Sounds like an easy fix to me!  
 
I would also like to express my thoughts that I prefer the Oceandock to Whitney Rd option. I am sorry, the site 
was hard for me to figure out the correct names for this alternative. Please feel free to reach out to myself, my 
husband, Tyrone Neel or any of the Northpointe Bluff Dr owners if needed.  
 
We appreciate that we are able to work together on this and hopefully we have made the best case to show 
you to drop this alternative as an option. 
Best wishes, 
    Debra Neel 
     

118 Doug Brown  Subject: DOT Proposal The DOT proposal for alternative 5 of the Fairview bypass  There are several problems 
with the very narrow strip of land for a road between the Northpointe Bluff Subdivision and the Railroad. The 
area between the utility easement at the to... 
 
 
Doug Brown 

The final PEL includes the recommendation to continue examining potential connections to the port 
through a reconnaissance engineering study. Such a study will allow a more in-depth engineering 
analysis than was possible in this planning level study. 

117 Larry Garner The impact of this new traffic pattern will have a substantial impact on our Government Hill community if 
implemented and yet last night's council meeting was for many of us, our first exposure to it. 
 
I am still trying to digest the information on this last day of the comment period; we need more time before you 
close out this part of the process and move on. 
 
Regards, Larry Garner 

The final PEL includes the recommendation to continue examining potential connections to the port 
through a reconnaissance engineering study. Such a study will allow a more in-depth engineering 
analysis than was possible in this planning level study. 
 
DOT&PF agreed to accept all comments from Community Councils regardless of when they were 
received. 

115 Trish Brackebush There are other options for this road.  It does not need to go where the proposed route is.  Its dangerous, 
especially at the proposed roundabout.  We of course love our neighborhood, its beautiful!  We bought the 
piece of property to build our retirement home. We moved here knowing we were close to the base and the 

The final PEL includes the recommendation to continue examining potential connections to the port 
through a reconnaissance engineering study. Such a study will allow a more in-depth engineering 
analysis than was possible in this planning level study. 
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railroad, we can live with the noise from them, but the noise from this proposed road is asking too much in my 
opinion.  The Whitney road expanded would be the better route and probably cheaper.  Please consider 
another route! 
 
Trish Brackebush 

113 Peter Murphy As a Government Hill resident who lives on the East side on the bluff, I would like to see the route from and to 
the Port be the one that utilizes the Whitney and Post road plan.  This route with a hope that the Ocean Dock 
road will also be incorporated into this project will alleviate train horn NOISE at the Whitney to Post crossing ( 
assuming an overpass would be used) and utilize an existing route.   
The newly proposed route to and from the Port that would be constructed at the base of the bluff would greatly 
increase the noise and pollution levels for residents on or near the bluff.  It would create more congestion on 
the blind curve of East Loop road which is already a very dangerous curve with heavy vehicle use.  A possible 
positive for this East Road section is the engineering for this project may make it better.  Although adding 
truck/freight traffic and additional private users who may find it easier and quicker to get to and from the 
Glenn Hwy and downtown via this route may negate this and cause a more dangerous situation than already 
exist. 
 
The section that this proposed route along the bluff is a wildlife corridor.  Bears, foxes, etc. use this area to 
move through with some separation from traffic and humans.  A narrow corridor indeed for the wildlife traffic. 

 
Thank you for the meetings and listening to the residents and the community councils 
 
Best Regards, Peter Murphy  
  

The final PEL includes the recommendation to continue examining potential connections to the port 
through a reconnaissance engineering study. Such a study will allow a more in-depth engineering 
analysis than was possible in this planning level study. 

110 Rae Woodsum Subject: Fwd: Government Hill and port access plan 
 
 
Greetings, 
 
Galen Jones made a presentation at our community council meeting tonight. My biggest concern is that the 
current plan that was presented was a plan that brought the port traffic up the hill from the port. That is just 
nuts, in my humble opinion. Those big trucks going up and down that hill alone, not to mention doing it in the 
winter time, does not make any sense and does not seem safe at all. If after all this time, this is the plan that 
the project developers thought was the best, or one of the best options, it indicates to me that they are just 
looking at maps and have not actually driven on that road. 
 
Please, I encourage all partners involved in this process to drive on the roads that are being considered on 
these plans. It will be very clear to you what would and would not work, even to the layman. 
 
In short, directing port traffic up and down Loop Road from and to the port is not a good idea. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Rae Woodsum 
Government Hill Resident  

The final PEL includes the recommendation to continue examining potential connections to the port 
through a reconnaissance engineering study. Such a study will allow a more in-depth engineering 
analysis than was possible in this planning level study. 

109 Ross Goble Subject: Public Comment-Port Access 
 
As a resident of Government Hill, I fully recognize the need for an improved alternative route from the Port of 
Alaska to the highway. The current truck movement turning east on 6th Avenue from C Street, is clearly 
problematic. Trucks frequently must occupy both the left lane and the turning lane to complete the turn. 
 

The final PEL includes the recommendation to continue examining potential connections to the port 
through a reconnaissance engineering study. Such a study will allow a more in-depth engineering 
analysis than was possible in this planning level study. 
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However, I strongly oppose the proposal to construct a roundabout on Loop Road and route port truck traffic 
up and down the Loop Road hill, connecting to a newly built road between the railroad and the bluff. 
 
Routing heavy truck traffic on Loop Road would create several serious and avoidable issues: 
 
Safety risks: Loop Road is steep, narrow, and frequently icy during the winter. Placing a roundabout at the 
steepest curved section represents a major safety hazard. 
 
Increased noise impacts: Trucks would need to significantly increase power to climb the hill and would rely 
heavily on brakes, including loud engine brakes, when descending. This would substantially increase noise 
pollution directly next to residential areas. 
 
Neighborhood intrusion: This plan brings industrial truck traffic unnecessarily close to one of Anchorage’s 
oldest and most unique neighborhoods, threatening livability and community character. 
 
A better solution is to improve Ocean Dock Road connecting to Whitney Road. This would create a truck route 
that: 
 
Remains within the industrial Ship Creek and port corridor 
Maintains separation between heavy industrial activity and residential neighborhoods 
Provides a safer and more direct alignment for port traffic 
Avoids the steep, icy, and residential nature of Loop Road 
 
I strongly encourage the project partners to pursue the Ocean Dock and Whitney Road plan and protect 
Government Hill from unnecessary industrial encroachment and safety risks. 
 
Thank you for considering this perspective and for prioritizing both community safety and responsible 
infrastructure planning. 
 
Thank you, 
Ross Goble 

103 Tom Ferrazzi I am strongly against any new roadways that connect the port and Glen Hwy shown in alternative 5.  It would 
destroy the very new Northpointe Bluff subdivision, so soon after we fought to have the greenbelt fixed to keep 
our view. 
The better alternative would be to fix E Whitney Rd. to eliminate potential conflicts and make a better trucking 
route. 
Any new road would increase noise and traffic in our quiet neighborhood.  Please keep the noise and traffic 
where it already is, and make the improvements in E Whitney Rd. to allow for better, safer traffic flow. 
Tom Ferrazzi 

The final PEL includes the recommendation to continue examining potential connections to the port 
through a reconnaissance engineering study. Such a study will allow a more in-depth engineering 
analysis than was possible in this planning level study. 

87 Tyrone Neel Subject: Opposition to Fairview bypass 
 
Hi all. 
    My name is Tyrone Neel. I have recently been made aware of a proposed road (Fairview bypass) that would 
be just beyond my back yard. 
     I live at 1190 Northpointe Bluff Drive. 
   I also work at the Port of Alaska. I’ve been working there for 35 years now so I’m very familiar with the Gov 
Hill/Port of Alaska area. 
    I have reviewed much of the material on your website and would like to voice my opposition to the Fairview 
bypass (formerly C) option and give my support to the Parkway Alt C&D #2. 
    In my opinion the best thing that could happen to streamline the movement of freight to and from the Port of 
Alaska would be to overpass all the rail tracks that choke up the flow in and out of the port. On busy ship days 

The final PEL includes the recommendation to continue examining potential connections to the port 
through a reconnaissance engineering study. Such a study will allow a more in-depth engineering 
analysis than was possible in this planning level study. 
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it only takes a few minutes of a train crossing to back up traffic significantly. The track on the sharp corner at 
the bottom of the Gov Hill bluff is the worst offender and none of the plans address that one. 
     Would it be feasible (or even possible) to go over all of them? 
Possibly use the point of the bluff for elevation to feed on to bridges/ramps? 
    The outgoing traffic could feed onto Whitney road and the existing C street bridge. 
    I know there is very limited room between the tracks on ocean dock road and I’m sure it would be an 
engendering nightmare but just a thought. 
 
See pic. 
Red are the tracks 
Yellow would be the elevated idea. 
 
  

79 Bradford Allen  Subject: Fwd: Port Connection public comment 
 
The following is my public comment for the upcoming Government Hill, Downtown, and Fairview Community 
Council meetings: 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
To Whom It May Concern, 
 
I am writing to express my severe opposition to the proposed "Alternative 5: Fairview Bypass (Formerly C)" in 
the Port Connection plan that creates a busy and loud trucking route within direct proximity to the homes on 
Northpointe Bluff and Northbluff Roads. Shipping trucks are very loud and create an unnecessary lower 
quality life for the residents on Northpointe Bluff Dr. and Northbluff Dr. We also have an active community with 
many children, adults, and pets who enjoy outdoor recreation along the bluff adjacent to the newly proposed 
trucking route. The trucks would be heard inside and outside of our homes with the above proposed route. 
Living adjacent to the Railroad, we want to do everything we can NOT to add to the noise level we already 
have. 
 
There is an less obtrusive alternative, previously called "Parkway Alt C&D #2" that would use the existing 
industrial road, "E. Whitney Road", on the south side of the railroad tracks. This would maintain or only slightly 
increase the current noise level by pushing the loud trucks away from any housing. This alternative would have 
the added environmental benefit in that it would preserve the current greenbelt between our homes and the 
Railroad. 
 
As a resident of Northpointe Bluff Dr., I believe we should do everything we can to preserve our quality of life 
and avoid unnecessary road construction and trucking route directly adjacent to our residential neighborhood 
whenever a good and equally feasible alternative exists. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Bradford Allen, DDS 
Owner, Allen Dental Group LLC 

The final PEL includes the recommendation to continue examining potential connections to the port 
through a reconnaissance engineering study. Such a study will allow a more in-depth engineering 
analysis than was possible in this planning level study. 

78 Bradford Allen To Whom It May Concern, 
 
I am writing to express my severe opposition to the proposed "Alternative 5: Fairview Bypass (Formerly C)" in 
the Port Connection plan that creates a busy and loud trucking route within direct proximity to the homes on 
Northpointe Bluff and Northbluff Roads. Shipping trucks are very loud and create an unnecessary lower 
quality life for the residents on Northpointe Bluff Dr. and Northbluff Dr. We also have an active community with 
many children, adults, and pets who enjoy outdoor recreation along the bluff adjacent to the newly proposed 

The final PEL includes the recommendation to continue examining potential connections to the port 
through a reconnaissance engineering study. Such a study will allow a more in-depth engineering 
analysis than was possible in this planning level study. 
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trucking route. The trucks would be heard inside and outside of our homes with the above proposed route. 
Living adjacent to the Railroad, we want to do everything we can NOT to add to the noise level we already 
have. 
 
There is an less obtrusive alternative, previously called "Parkway Alt C&D #2" that would use the existing 
industrial road, "E. Whitney Road", on the south side of the railroad tracks. This would maintain or only slightly 
increase the current noise level by pushing the loud trucks away from any housing. This alternative would have 
the added environmental benefit in that it would preserve the current greenbelt between our homes and the 
Railroad. 
 
As a resident of Northpointe Bluff Dr., I believe we should do everything we can to preserve our quality of life 
and avoid unnecessary road construction and trucking route directly adjacent to our residential neighborhood 
whenever a good and equally feasible alternative exists. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Bradford Allen, DDS 
Owner, Allen Dental Group LLC 

73 Janice Schroeder My comments are in regards to the proposed port connection shown in Alternative 5".   
 
I live on Government Hill which is the best kept secret in Anchorage. This proposal would have a huge impact 
on our neighborhood. A round about in the middle of Post Rd which is a hill merging huge commercial trucks 
with residential traffic would certainly increase traffic and change the look and feel of our neighborhood.  
 
Building a new road along the bluff would increase noise and eliminate the greenbelt which provides a 
wonderful buffer and protection.  
 
I think routing port traffic along E. Whitney is a much better alternative. The road is already there and there are 
no residential neighborhoods to disturb.  
 
Thank you for your consideration.  

The final PEL includes the recommendation to continue examining potential connections to the port 
through a reconnaissance engineering study. Such a study will allow a more in-depth engineering 
analysis than was possible in this planning level study. 

48 Steve Leider My comment refers to the new proposed port connection that creates a new road between the rail yard and 
the east bluff of Government Hill that was inserted into the project in the last month. 
 
As a resident of Government Hill, I strongly oppose this alternative.  It would bring even more noise to our 
neighborhood.  The noise from the rail yard is intermittent, but this road would add noise at all hours of the day 
and in our back yards.  The new road would open up our greenbelt to illegal camping which is now protected 
from illegal encroachment by the rail yard to the south and a security fence to the north.  
 
The port connection alternative "Parkway Alt C&D #2" referenced in Poster #18 on the Online Public Meeting 
#5 that shows the port connection using E. Whitney Road is much preferred.  It keeps the traffic at the south 
side of the rail yard, through the industrial area, and away from residential area of Government Hill.  "Parkway 
Alt C&D #2" has the additional advantage that it replaces the current railroad crossing at E. Whitney Rd and N 
Post Road with a bridge.  With the railroad intersection removed, the trains would not have to blast their horns 
every time they approach that area which adds significant noise pollution to Government Hill. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. 

The final PEL includes the recommendation to continue examining potential connections to the port 
through a reconnaissance engineering study. Such a study will allow a more in-depth engineering 
analysis than was possible in this planning level study. 

44 Jonathan Hornak  Subject: Public Comment for Seward Glenn Connection 
 
Hi, 
I'm a resident on Government Hill and have been reviewing the proposed alternates for the new road to the 

The final PEL includes the recommendation to continue examining potential connections to the port 
through a reconnaissance engineering study. Such a study will allow a more in-depth engineering 
analysis than was possible in this planning level study. 
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Port area.  The port connection shown in Alternative #5 poses several problems that I can see.  The first and 
primary being the roundabout in the middle of the hill up to Government Hill.  In the winters this hill is already 
very hard to navigate and adding a stopping point at the middle of the steepest portion is a bad design.  In 
addition, this would put semi trucks through the roundabout and it would require that the roundabout is much 
larger than there is currently space for in the current road and would require cutting into the hill or expanding 
closer to the railroad building somehow, both of which are not efficient uses of space. 
 
Parkway Alt C&D #2 seems to be a much better alternative to #5 and the added benefit of of Alt C&D #2 makes 
it so that the trains do not have to blow their horns when approaching the current crossing, which disturbs 
everyone on Government Hill as well as Bootleggers Cove neighborhoods. 
 
I urge the board making the decisions to move towards Parkway Alt C&D #2 rather than Alternative #5 as I see 
it as a better option. 
 
Thank you, 
Jonathan Hornak 
Northpointe Bluff Resident  

 AMATS  1) Interstate versus NHS designation.  
2) Reflecting the loss of housing/zoning capacity.  
3) Idea of a discontinuous interstate in the urban core of Anchorage. Is it possible?  
4) Overall cost of the project in the context of other projects in the Anchorage area.  
5) Additional disconnection of the neighborhood.  
6) Revisiting the model for vehicular traffic assumptions.  
 

1) The Interstate Highway System (IHS) is a subset of the National Highway System (NHS). The NHS 
includes Interstate Highways as well as other principal arterials and strategic routes that serve major 
population centers, ports, airports, transit facilities, military installations, and interstate and 
interregional travel. While Alaska's Interstate highways are not required to meet all Interstate 
geometric design standards under federal law, they remain part of the Interstate System and are 
subject to applicable federal requirements governing Interstate continuity, access, and system 
function. 
 
2) Potential right-of-way acquisition, relocations, and community impacts were key evaluation 
criteria throughout the PEL Study and were considered during both the screening process and 
refinement of alternatives. The recommended alternative was developed to minimize residential, 
business, and community impacts while still meeting the study’s purpose and need. The PEL Study 
recognizes that some property acquisitions and relocations would be required. Additional 
opportunities to avoid or reduce these impacts will be evaluated during future environmental review 
and project design as engineering details are further developed. 
 
3) Based on applicable federal regulations and coordination with FHWA throughout the PEL Study, 
maintaining Interstate continuity was treated as a fundamental project constraint.  
 
Federal regulations require the Interstate Highway System to function as a continuous network. 23 
CFR 470.107(a)(1) states the Dwight D. Eisenhower National System of Interstate and Defense 
Highways (Interstate System) shall consist of routes of highest importance to the Nation, built to the 
uniform geometric and construction standards of 23 U.S.C. 109(h), which connect, as directly as 
practicable, the principal metropolitan areas, cities, and industrial centers, including important 
routes into, through, and around urban areas, serve the national defense and, to the greatest extent 
possible, connect at suitable border points with routes of continental importance in Canada and 
Mexico. 
 
The contiguous nature of the IHS is essential for it to satisfy its required functions. As a result, having 
an IHS facility through the study area is essential. Having a gap in the IHS route would not receive 
FHWA approval because it would violate 23 CFR 470.111(c), which states, “Routes proposed for 
Interstate designation under section 332(a) (2) of the NHS Designation Act of 1995 (NHS Act) shall be 
constructed to Interstate standards and connect to the Interstate System.” 
 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.govinfo.gov%2Flink%2Fuscode%2F23%2F109&data=05%7C02%7Claurie.cummings%40hdrinc.com%7C13bcee8b1cde4581435808de5310eafd%7C3667e201cbdc48b39b425d2d3f16e2a9%7C0%7C0%7C639039529292852229%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Ji0xH6ReVjQ4mLzssE9YEOmwkK91VNZoRoM5t9wJdyU%3D&reserved=0
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Communities that have successfully removed IHS facilities have typically done so by creating 
bypasses around the urban core, also known as ‘ring roads.’ This is not a viable solution for 
anchorage because traffic is not trying to bypass the Anchorage Bowl. Rather, it is trying to get to, 
from, and through the study area. If a new route is not identified, the Ingra/Gambell couplet would 
remain the IHS route; however, this would be inconsistent with the neighborhood’s vision. 
 
Boise, ID has an Interstate 84 ‘spur’ (US-184) that terminates just west of downtown before splitting 
into a 10-lane couplet that connects to State Highway 26 on the east side of downtown that 
connects back to Interstate 84. This is not a gap in the IHS, as this configuration still satisfies federal 
requirement for interstates highways to be contiguous and “connect to the Interstate System.”  
 

 
 
4) The anticipated scale of individual phases is generally consistent with other major transportation 
projects that have been delivered or are planned in the Anchorage area. As Alternative 5 (Fairview 
Bypass) can be phased in a series of three smaller projects in the $50M to $100M range, it is 
anticipated to be well within DOT&PF’s ability to program and fund without impacting the ability to 
fund other important safety projects in the Anchorage Area.  
 
For comparison, there are several projects in the fiscally-constrained 2050 Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan (MTP) which exceed $50M including the Seward Highway / 36th Ave Interchange, 
Fireweed Ln Rehabilitation, and Eagle River Road Rehabilitation. Past projects similar in cost include 
Dowling Road between Elmore and Raspberry (3 stages), Elmore Rd Extension, MLK Jr Dr, O’Malley 
Rd Reconstruction, and more.  
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The Fairview Bypass parkway is included in the DOT&PF Central Region 10-year funding plan and the 
PEL implementation plan was provided to AMATS staff for incorporation into the next MTP currently 
being drafted. 
 
5) Improving community connectivity was a primary objective of the PEL Study. The recommended 
alternative includes four dedicated pedestrian and bicycle crossings of East 15th Avenue in Fairview 
(doubling the current crossing opportunities), as well as a park cap that would create additional 
opportunities for neighborhood connections and public space. Compared to existing conditions, the 
recommended alternative is expected to improve multimodal connectivity between the east and 
west sides of Fairview while also reducing regional through traffic on neighborhood streets. 
 
6) The PEL Study used the most current AMATS regional travel demand model available during the 
study and refined it using the latest Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development 
DOL&WD population and employment forecasts available at that time. The most recent DOL&WD 
forecast does predict a population decrease in Anchorage, but the overall region is relatively steady 
due in part to steady growth in the Mat-Su Valley. Travel demand forecasting was one input to the 
evaluation, but it was not the sole basis for the study recommendations. The project purpose and 
need is supported by existing transportation conditions, including current traffic volumes, 
operational deficiencies, safety concerns, freight movement, and neighborhood impacts. While 
future forecasts help evaluate long-term performance of alternatives, many of the recommended 
improvements address transportation needs that exist today.  
 

 Fairview 
Community Council 

A Resolution Regarding the Seward to Glenn PEL Study and the Recommended Alternative Whereas, the 
Anchorage Metropolitan Area Transportation Solutions (AMATS) body provided funding for a Seward to Glenn 
Highway Connection Planning and Environmental Linkages (PEL) Study evaluating options for connecting the 
highways; and  
 
Whereas, the Fairview Community Council (FVCC) has a vested interest in this study, which includes the 
entire council boundary, and because the council has advocated for short- and long-term solutions for the 
highway connection currently sited along 5th and 6th Avenues and the Gambell-Ingra couplet; and  
 
Whereas, the DOT&PF-Central Region provided Project Management and engaged the Consulting firm of HDR, 
Inc. to undertake the work; and  
 
Whereas, the PEL Study has undertaken extensive public outreach with all stakeholder groups including, but 
not limited to, monthly Collaborative meetings with the Reconnecting Fairview Committee (a partnership 
between NeighborWorks Alaska and the Fairview Community Council); and  
 
Whereas, the PEL Study project team presented the results of their analysis and public input in a Public 
Workshop in October of 2025 where the Recommended Alternative was unveiled to the general public with a 
30-day comment period ending November 21; and  
 
Whereas, the Recommended Alternative called the Fairview Bypass moves the proposed Seward to Glenn 
Connection from a route within the Gambell-Ingra Streets Corridor to a route generally along the 15th Avenue 
right-of-way starting in the vicinity of 15th Avenue and Ingra Street, traveling eastward to a point generally 
north of Sitka Street then moving diagonally northeast through Merrill Field Airport to the Glenn Highway and 
Airport Heights intersection; and Whereas, the PEL Study makes recommendations regarding project 
development and phasing that break the mega-project down into discrete components with logical termini 
and independent utility; and  
 

Your conditional support for the project is noted and will be included in the project record. 
 
The project phasing is being refined and no longer includes the Port Access project. The Parkway 
cannot be constructed after all the other projects because there needs to be a route for regional 
traffic to use. If the parkway is not constructed, traffic will continue to impact Ingra and Gambell 
Streets and neighborhood livability. Construction impacts are anticipated to be greater because 
some of the traffic that would normally use Airport Heights and15th Avenues would have to use Ingra 
and Gambell in addition to the regular traffic. Ingra and Gambell would also remain part of the 
Interstate Highway System/National Highway System until the Parkway is constructed.  
 
Additional information regarding impacts (including relocations) and mitigation would be developed 
during the NEPA phase.  
 
The route is already classified as a principal arterial. According to FHWA, a principal arterial is a 
high-capacity road in the functional classification system, designed for long-distance, high-volume 
traffic movement, connecting major urban centers, job hubs, and freight terminals, carrying the bulk 
of trips entering and leaving urban areas, with less emphasis on direct property access. These roads 
include Interstates, freeways, expressways, and major highways, forming a backbone for statewide, 
regional, and national travel, and supporting transit like express buses. The resolution probably 
intends that the route be reclassified to less than a principal arterial. If DOT&PF is successful at 
building the projects recommended in the PEL, including reconstructing Gambel and Ingra to more 
local serving uses, they would consider reclassifying the functional class at that time.  
 
DOT&PF will continue to work with the MOA and FVCC regarding funding of the proposed 
improvements.  
 
 



ID Sender Comment Response 
Whereas, the Recommended Alternative will significantly impact the Fairview neighborhood and warrants 
correspondingly scaled mitigation of negative impacts; and  
 
Whereas, proposed highway caps and streetscape connection projects between Ship Creek infrastructure, 
landscaping, and require additional maintenance; and  
 
Whereas, the FVCC supports an implementation and project phasing strategy that prioritizes projects with 
lower-costs, less impacts to the residential urban environment first, and more immediate transportation 
improvements, rather than projects that may perpetuate the DOT&PF’s inability to follow-through on projects 
(as seen with the utility undergrounding and lane reduction safety projects) such as the inability to advance a 
15th Avenue underground parkway project due to budget constraints or other factors; and 
 
Whereas, the FVCC needs to see concrete evidence of DOT&PF’s ability to implement all phases identified in 
the recommended alternative before committing to support of the 15th Avenue undergrounding for the 
Fairview Bypass;  
 
Therefore, Be It Resolved, the Fairview Community Council (FVCC) offers conditional support for the 
recommended alternative because the recommendation would re-route traffic outside of the Gambell-Ingra 
Corridor, allowing the neighborhood to reclaim and reconnect East and West Fairview; and  
 
Therefore, Be It Further Resolved, the FVCC recommends these changes to the implementation phasing plan 
to address the feasibility and fiscal uncertainty related to the more expensive capital projects recommended 
by the PEL Study, while having positive on-the ground changes in the near-term:  
 
• The short-term phasing should include:  
▪ Starting with the Gambell & Ingra Couplet Conversion (project 1, as numbered in the draft Implementation 
Plan, which is an already-programmed Highway Safety Improvement Program project), ▪ Fairview Greenway 
and Hyder Pedestrian Boulevard (project 3) focused on the segment between 5th and 15th Avenues,  
▪ Downtown-Midtown-UMED Rapid Transit (project 11).  
 
• The medium-term phasing should include:  
▪ Southern and northern access segments for Hyder St. (project 3),  
▪ Port Access Route phases 1 and 2 (projects 7 and 8, with the alignment on Whitney Road),  
▪ 16th Avenue extension (project 6),  
▪ Design and environmental analysis of the 5th and 6th Avenue reconstructions (project 9), and  
▪ Design, environmental analysis, and final reconstruction of Gambell and Ingra Streets (project 10).  
 
• If demand necessitates it, then the long-term phasing could include:  
▪ Preliminary design, environmental analysis, and construction phasing for the recommended Fairview 
Bypass Corridor (projects 2, 4, 5), and  
▪ Final reconstruction of 5th and 6th Avenues from Ingra St to Mountain View Drive (project 9).  
 
Therefore, Be It Further Resolved, the FVCC requests additional information regarding the Fairview Bypass to 
better understand impacts and mitigation for the 15th Avenue alignment, specifically regarding property 
relocations, visualization of the recessed parkway, frontage roads, and roundabouts or interchanges; and  
 
Therefore, Be It Resolved the FVCC requests the PEL Study change the order of project development such that 
the undergrounding of 15th Avenue is the last phase of a multi-phase capital improvement program of 
projects; and  
 



ID Sender Comment Response 
Therefore, Be it Further Resolved, the FVCC urges the reclassification of the Seward Highway along Gambell 
and Ingra Streets from 5th to 36th Avenue to a principal arterial, rather than the current overclassification as 
an Interstate, due to the lack of controlled access and to allow the recommended changes (above) to preserve 
the livability and connectivity of our neighborhoods; and  
 
Therefore, Be It Further Resolved the FVCC requests the PEL Study incorporate recommendations for a 
partnership between the DOT&PF, the Municipality and the FVCC to develop financing mechanisms and 
frameworks, such as a Local Improvement District, for operation and maintenance costs along the Gambell-
Ingra and 15th Avenue Corridors impacted by development of any upgraded Seward-Glenn Connection; and  
 
Therefore, Be it Further Resolved, the FVCC requests the DOT&PF and the Seward to Glenn Highway 
Connection PEL Study continue working closely with the Reconnecting Fairview planning effort to align its 
schedule and outcomes to recognize transportation and land use development must be treated in a holistic 
fashion.  
 
After establishing the necessary quorum of at least fifteen members, the Community Council by a vote of Ayes 
Nays Abstentions or by Unanimous vote (s) on this Day of , 2026 Approved Disapproved Tabled this 
Resolution. Attested To By: President Fairview Community Council 

 


