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Dale said that in the scoping meeting they will draw “fat lines” to show alignment options.  

The size, type, location, and grade of structure will also be addressed.   

 

Barbara asked how the project is funded.  She also mentioned constraints, and asked about the 

timeline and reality of the project going through.   

 

Robin said that the transportation bill has not gone through yet, but that KABATA expects 

some money from that bill, other money through bonds, as well as support from the toll.   

 

Dale said that the federal highway money will be earmarked for the project.  The project team 

expects to receive bonding money and state money.   

 

Barbara asked if the project would go through. 

 

Robin responded that the project team is operating under that assumption.  She said that 

scoping is going to continue through August, the draft EIS will be out in November, and the 

final EIS should be out in June of 2006.  KABATA wants to work in an open forum, with no 

surprises from either agencies or the project team.   

 

Robin described the goal for developing a list of alternatives and developing criteria from 

which to analyze the alternatives (cost, impacts to fisheries, etc) with the agencies.  She also 

said that this project will be different that others in that the NEPA process will proceed in 

conjunction with the permitting process. 

 

Jim Glaspell (URS) said that his company would be heading up the permitting process.   

 

Robin explained that a purpose and need (P&N) statement with five main intents is under 

development.  One need is to meet the legislative intent of connecting Anchorage to the MSB 

by a bridge.  Connecting the POA and Port MacKenzie would help alleviate some of the Port 

of Anchorage’s (POA) congestion by allowing expansion to happen in designated industrial 

areas of Port MacKenzie.  With the new Homeland Security concerns, a link between 

Elmendorf Air Force Base (EAFB) and Port MacKenzie is beneficial.  The link would be an 

alternative escape route for the Anchorage bowl in case of an emergency.  Another important 

need is the need for a connection to the quickly growing Mat-Su valley.   

 

Dan Vos (NOAA) asked if the Port of Anchorage (POA) agreed with the P&N stated for 

them. 

 

Robin said that KABATA is talking to them about it.  They heard initially that they agreed, 

but the P&N can change throughout the scoping process.  Port MacKenzie agrees with the 

P&N.   
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Barbara asked if the goal of emergency evacuation is to have two ways to get out of either 

Anchorage or the Valley.   

 

Robin clarified that the purpose is to provide an alternative route out or into the Matanuska 

Susitna Valley or Anchorage.   

 

Robin then gave a quick description of the project constraints.  The POA is an industrial area 

that is busy and crowded, and has restrictions on traffic flow based on security concerns; Port 

traffic is not permitted to mix with public (through) traffic.  Government Hill poses 

constraints based on homeowner issues.  There are quality of life issues for the neighborhood.  

There are constraints involved with security and airspace at the Air Force Base.  With a 

possibility of 30,000 cars traveling through the project area, there could be problems with 

access to the base.  There are also environmental constraints such as: the deep trench through 

the approximate center of Knik Arm, essential fish habitat, and beluga whale habitat.  Siltation 

of the POA is a large issue.  The amount of constraints for such a small project area makes it 

hard to have many alternatives.  Robin commented that the option of having the bridge lower 

in the Arm (below the Ports) was discounted in 1984 because it would be in the way of the 

boats headed to the ports and fishermen.  The project will have to work with these constraints 

as it ties into existing road networks.  The biggest challenge to overcome in the engineering 

realm will be seismic activity.  The current model for earthquake activity is not relevant for 

Alaska, as earthquakes in California (where the model was created) are different. 

 

Dan asked how earthquakes differ between Alaska and other locales.   

 

The project team responded that Alaskan earthquakes are longer (5 minutes vs. 30 seconds) 

than other earthquakes.   

 

Jim mentioned that because of many reasons (depth, velocity, scour), bridge construction will 

likely be better farther north than previously studied alternatives.  The composition of the 

bottom is dense sand and fine materials, which are fairly solid.  The depth at the narrowest 

point of the trench (in Knik Arm) is 140 feet.   

 

Dan asked if the project will include roads into Anchorage and asked how that process would 

work. 

 

Robin said that traffic studies are underway which will determine how the project will be 

integrated into the existing road network.  She said that KABATA will stop paying for road 

improvements when the traffic that the bridge adds to the roads stops affecting them 

(intersections stop failing).   

 

Dan asked what possible alignments could be. 


















