MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

Department of Transportation and Public Facilities
Central Region Design and Engineering Services
Preliminary Design and Environmental

To: Melissa Goldstein Date:  April 4. 2016
6004 NEPA Program Manager

From: Brian Elliot Sb‘{/ Project  Sterling Highway MP 157 —
Regional Environmental Manager Name: MP 169 Rehabilitation —
Anchor Point to Baycerest
Hill
Subject:  Categorical Exclusion Project No:  Z381060000/MGS-021-1(52)

The Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities (DOT&PF) has assumed the
responsibilities of the Federal Highway Administration under Section 326 of amended Chapter 3
of Title 23, United States Code (23 U.S.C. 326).

The proposed project meets the criteria for classification as a categorical exclusion per 23 CFR
TTHTT7(d)(13). However. the project would involve the addition of passing lanes which is
defined as a Type 1 project per 23 CFR 772.5. Therefore. the project does not meet the general
programmatic approval condition outlined in the December 8. 2015, 6004 Programmatic
Categorical Exclusions memo. The project must be approved and signed by the Statewide 6004
NEPA Program Manager.

The Categorical Exclusion Documentation is attached for your review and approval. Please
return an original signature page to this office and keep a copy for your file.

Enclosures: Categorical Exclusion

ces Tom Schmid, P.E.. Project Manager. PD&E (w/ attachment)
Kathy Shea. Environmental Team Leader. PD&E (w/o attachment)
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State of Alaska
Department of Transportation & Public Facilities

CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION DOCUMENTATION FORM
FOR FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION PROJECTS

Project Name: Sterling Highway MP 157-MP 169 Rehabilitation -
Anchor Point to Baycrest Hill
Project Number (state/federal):Z581060000/0211052
Date: 03/31/2016
CE Designation: 23 CFR 771.117(d)(13)
23 CFR 771.117( )( )

List of Attachments:
Appendix A - Figures

Figure 1: Location & Vicinity Map

Figure Set 2: Proposed Project Design
Appendix B - Section 106 Consultation
Appendix C - Wetlands
Appendix D - Navigable Water Body Consultation
Appendix E - Fish Passage Consultation
Appendix F - Hazardous Waste Consultation
Appendix G - Floodplain Analysis
Appendix H - Noise Analysis
Appendix | - Section 4(f) Consultation
Appendix J - Public and Agency Scoping Documentation

I Project Purpose and Need

The purpose of the proposed project is to restore structural integrity, reduce congestion, and improve the
drivability and safety of the Sterling Highway from MP 157- MP 169 (Anchor Point to Baycrest Hill).

The Sterling Highway is the primary land surface transportation connection between the western coast of the
Kenai Peninsula and the rest of Alaska’s highway system. The highway provides a critical economic, recreational
and cultural link for central Alaska by providing access to the Kenai River and Cook Inlet, popular fisheries, and
commercial interests.

This section of the Sterling Highway has remained largely unimproved since 1966. Segments within the project
corridor are structurally deteriorating, in need of safety improvements, and do not meet current vertical and
horizontal design standards. Bridge structures show visible signs of wear and have been damaged in flood events.
Most culverts are in poor condition and do not provide sufficient drainage. Traffic congestion on this two-lane
highway increases travel times to and from Homer, Alaska, particularly during the summer months when local,
freight, and tourist traffic accumulate large platoons of traffic with little or no opportunity to pass.

1. Project Description

Sterling Highway MP 157-MP 169 Rehabilitation -
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The Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities (DOT&PF) has assumed the responsibilities
of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) under Section 326 of amended Chapter 3 of Title 23, United
States Code (23 U.S.C. 326), and is proposing a project in the Kenai Peninsula Borough (KPB), Alaska, to
improve the Sterling Highway between MP 157 — MP 169. The proposed project is located in: Sections 18-
20,29,32-33 of Township 5 South, Range 14 West; Sections 4-5, 9, 15-16 of Township 6 South, Range 14
West; and Sections 3-4, 10-13 of Township 5 South, Range 15 West (Seward Meridian); United States
Geological Survey Quadrangle Maps Seldovia D-5 SW, C-5 NE, and C-5 NW; Latitude 59.729 °N, 151.723 °
W (Google Earth, center of project).

See Appendix A, Figure 1 for project location.

Proposed improvements would include the following:

Rehabilitate the roadway;

Replace the existing culverts at North Fork Anchor River with a new bridge;

Replace South Fork Anchor River Bridge with a new bridge;

Straighten and align roadway alignment and curves (vertical and horizontal) to improve sight
distance and upgrade the roadway to current highway design standards in accordance with the
DOT&PF Preconstruction Manual and AASHTO,;

Construct passing and climbing lanes;

Improve turning movements and sight distance at intersections, by construction of right/left turn
lanes and realigning side roads, where needed;

Widen shoulders;

Install erosion control measures;

Clear vegetation, as needed; and

Repair, replace or improve as needed: existing culverts, including fish passage culverts; erosion
protection; drainage facilities; utilities; guardrail and guardrail end treatments; approaches; signing;
and striping.

See Appendix A, Figure Set 2 for proposed project design details.

Environmental Consequences

» For each yes, summarize the activity evaluated and the magnitude of the impact.
» For any consequence category with an asterisk (*), additional information must be attached such as an
alternatives analysis, agency coordination or consultation, avoidance measures, public notices, or mitigation
statement.
» Include direct and indirect impacts in each analysis.
A. Right-of-Way Impacts N/A YES NO
1. Additional right-of-way required. X ]
e  Permanent easements required. 0 X ]
e  Estimated number of parcels: 18
e Full or partial property acquisition required. O X L]
e  Estimated number of full parcels: 1
e  Estimated number of partial parcels: 18
e Property transfer from state or federal agency required. If yes, listagencyin [] [X []
No. 4 below.
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A. Right-of-Way Impacts N/A YES NO
e Business or residential relocations required. If yes, summarize the findings [] []* X
of the conceptual stage relocation study in No. 4 below and attach the
conceptual stage relocation study.
e Number of relocations: O
e  Type of relocation: Residential: [ ]  Business: []
Residential (Indicate number: N/A)
Business (Indicate number: N/A )
e Last-resort housing required. X [ L]
2. Will the project or activity have disproportionately high and adverse human health or ] X
environmental effects on minority populations and low-income populations as defined
in E.O. 12898 (FHWA Order 6640.23A, June 2012)?
3. The project will involve use of ANILCA land that requires an ANILCA Title XI ] X
approval. If yes, the project is not assigned to the State per the 6004 MOU and the CE
must be processed by FHWA.
4.  Summarize the right-of-way impacts, if any:
The Kenai Peninsula Land Use map was reviewed on March 30, 2016. Approximately one full
acquisition (residential parcel), and 18 partial acquisitions or permanent easements (residential,
commercial, and vacant parcels) would be required to construct the project. The full acquisition is
currently vacant of any structures. Two of the partial acquisitions or easements would be from Alaska
Department of Natural Resources (ADNR) owned lands. No residential or commercial relocations are
anticipated. The remainder of the project work would occur within DOT&PF ROW.
The proposed project would not require the use of ANILCA land. The proposed project would not
have disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on minority
populations or low-income populations as defined by Executive Order 12898. No adverse ROW
impacts are expected to occur as a result of the proposed project.
Temporary construction easements/permits are discussed in Section I11, Part P.
B. Social and Cultural Impacts N/A YES NO
1. The project will affect neighborhoods or community cohesion. ] =
2. The project will affect travel patterns and accessibility (e.g. vehicular, commuter, ] X
bicycle, or pedestrian).
3. The project will affect school boundaries, recreation areas, churches, businesses, police ] X
and fire protection, etc.
4. The project will affect the elderly, handicapped, nondrivers, transit-dependent, minority ] =
and ethnic groups, or the economically disadvantaged.
5. There are unresolved project issues or concerns of a federally-recognized Indian Tribe ] =
[as defined in 36 CFR 800.16(m)]. If yes, the project is not assigned to the State per the
6004 MOU and the CE must be processed by FHWA.
6. Summarize the social and cultural impacts, if any:
The Sterling Highway is the only continuous surface transportation route connecting the Kenai
Peninsula and the rest of Alaska’s highway system. It is a rural principal arterial and at Anchor Point
is the western most point of the North American highway system. Travel on the highway peaks
during summer months due to construction, tourism, and recreational activities on the Kenai
Anchor Point to Baycrest Hill 30f26 August 2015
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Peninsula.

The proposed project would rehabilitate the roadway and provide long-term benefits to the traveling
public by providing designated passing opportunities, widened shoulders, improving drainage, moose
warning signs, and straightening horizontal and vertical curves. No adverse social or cultural impacts
would occur from the proposed project nor would neighborhoods, community cohesion, or
accessibility be affected.

<
M
w

C. Economic Impacts N/A

1. The project will have adverse economic impacts on the regional and/or local economy,
such as effects on development, tax revenues and public expenditures, employment
opportunities, accessibility, and retail sales.

2. The project will adversely affect established businesses or business districts.

3. Summarize the economic impacts, if any:

O O ‘

The proposed project would result in a long-term economic benefit to the region by improving the
safety and efficiency of commercial traffic along the corridor.

The proposed project would not permanently change access patterns, relocate any business, or bisect
any established business districts. The proposed project would not result in a permanent adverse
economic impact. Temporary impacts to businesses during construction are discussed in Section 11,
Part P.

<
m
wn

D. Land Use and Transportation Plans N/A
1. Project is consistent with land use plan(s). ]
a. ldentify the land use plan(s ) and date Kenai Area Plan (2001), KPB
Comprehensive Plan (Adopted June 21, 2005), KPB Transportation Plan
(2003), Managing Kenai Peninsula Wetlands (2014), Homer
Comprehensive Plan 2008 (Adopted 2010), Homer Area Transportation
Plan Chapter 5 (2005), and Kenai Peninsula Fish Habitat Partnership
Strategic Plan (2011).
2. Project is consistent with transportation plan(s). 1 X
a. ldentify the transportation plan(s) and date. KPB Transportation Plan
(2003); Homer Transportation Plan (2005), Alaska Statewide Transportation
Improvement Plan [STIP(2016-2019)].

3. Project would induce adverse indirect and cumulative effects on land use or []
transportation. If yes, attach analysis.

4. Summarize how the project is consistent or inconsistent with the land use plan(s) and transportation
plan(s):

|

The proposed project is identified as Need ID 2670 in the STIP. Although it is not specifically identified
in the other plans listed above, the proposed project is consistent with their general goals of preserving
waterways, land use, and modernizing transportation corridors for safety and connectivity.

Land use in the proposed project area consists of primarily residential parcels with some industrial,
commercial, and public lands dispersed throughout. The Sterling Highway from MP 157 to MP 180 is
an Alaska Scenic Byway (Sterling Highway South Segment) consisting of spectacular views of Cook
Inlet. As the elevation of the road would remain near existing, scenic views of Cook Inlet would not be
impacted.

The proposed project would not adversely impact current or future land uses.

X X3

08
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10.

Impacts to Historic Properties N/A  YES

Does the project involve a road that is included on the “List of Roads Treated as ]
Eligible” in the Alaska Historic Roads PA? If yes, follow the Interim Guidance for
Addressing Alaska Historic Roads.

X8

Does the project qualify as a listed activity that has no potential to cause effects to - X
historic properties? If yes, attach concurrence from the FHWA Area Engineer (non-
assigned projects) or Statewide NEPA Manager for 6004-assigned projects.

a. Indicate the appropriate policy directive or memo that identifies the project as an

action with no potential to cause effects to historic properties:

The Central Region PQI has determined the proposed project does not

meet the Programmatic Allowance under the Section 106 Programmatic

Agreement.
Is a National Register of Historic Places listed or eligible property in the Area of ] ] X
Potential Effect?

Date Consultation/Initiation Letters sent October 20, 2014, Attach copies to this
form.

a. List consulting parties State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO); Cook Inlet Region, Inc. (CIRI);
Ninilchik Natives Association, Inc. (NNA); Ninilchik Traditional Council (NTC); and Seldovia Village

Tribe (SVT).

b. If no letters were sent, explain why not. Attach “Section 106 Proceed Directly to
Findings Worksheet”, if applicable N/A

Date “Finding of Effect” Letters sent July 14, 2015, Attach copies to this form
a. State any changes to consulting parties None

List responding consulting parties, comment date, and summarize:

On July 21, 2015, SHPO concurred with DOT&PF's Finding of No Historic
Properties Affected (FONHPA). NTC responded via email on December 9,
2014, by resending the comments it sent in response to the agency scoping
letter (see Section V for a summary of NTC's response; and Appendix B for the
full response. CIRI, NNA, and SVT did not respond to follow-up calls made on
February 5, 2016.

Are there any unresolved issues with consulting parties? ] ] X
a. If yes, list N/A

Date SHPO concurred with “Finding of Effect” July 21, 2015, Attach copy to this form.

Will there be an adverse effect on a historic property? If yes, attach correspondence ] ] =
(including response from ACHP) and signed MOA. If yes, Programmatic Agreements

(PCEs) do not apply.

Summarize any effects to historic properties. List affected sites (by AHRS number only)

and any commitments or mitigative measures. Include any commitments or
mitigative measures in Section VI.

The Area of Potential Effect (APE) consists of the DOT&PF 200-foot ROW from MP 157 to MP
169, with two wider areas where the North Fork Anchor River Bridge would be constructed (south of
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MP 157), and where a curve would be altered (south of MP 158).

Efforts to identify sites of traditional, cultural, or historic significance included a review of the Alaska
Heritage Resources Survey database, a literature review of previous surveys in the area, and a field
survey of the APE during the summer of 2014. The previously recorded sites were found to be
outside the proposed project and no new sites were recorded during the 2014 survey. On July 21,
2015, DOT&PF received concurrence from the SHPO on a FONHPA.

See Appendix B for documentation of Section 106 consultation.

n

Wetland Impacts N/A  YES
1. Project affects wetlands as defined by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). If D>
yes, document public and agency coordination required per E.O. 11990, Protection of
Wetlands.
2. Are the wetlands delineated in accordance with the “Regional Supplement to the Corps [ | X
of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Alaska Region (Version 2.0) Sept. 2007 ”?
3. Estimated area of wetland involvement (acres): 10

4. Estimated fill quantities (cubic yards): 84,600
5. Estimated dredge quantities (cubic yards): 31,600

6. s a USACE authorization anticipated? [] X
If yes, identify type: NWP [X] Individual [X] General Permit[_] Other [ ]
7. Wetlands Finding Attach the following supporting documentation as appropriate:
e Avoidance and Minimization Checklist, and Mitigation Statement
e Wetlands Delineation.
e Jurisdictional Determination.
e Copies of public and resource agency letters received in response to the request
for comments.
a. Are there practicable alternatives to the proposed construction in wetlands? If yes, [ ] ]
the project cannot be approved as proposed.

b. Does the project include all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands? If [ ] X
no, the project cannot be approved as proposed.

c. Only practicable alternative: Based on the evaluation of avoidance and ] X
minimization alternatives, there are no practicable alternatives that would avoid the
project’s impacts on wetlands. The project includes all practicable measures to
minimize harm to the affected wetlands as a result of construction. If no, the
project cannot be approved as proposed.

8. Summarize the wetlands impacts and mitigation, if any. Include any commitments or mitigative
measures in Section VI.

A review of the KPB Parcel Viewer on February 22, 2016, identified several areas of wetlands
located within the vicinity of the proposed project. Professional wetland scientists conducted a field
investigation during the summer of 2014, to verify wetland boundaries. A Preliminary Jurisdictional
Determination (April 2015) identified approximately 61.67 acres of palustrine wetlands and 8.66
acres of streams within the study area.

The proposed project would be designed to avoid and/or minimize wetland impacts by:

o Adjusting embankment fill slopes from 5:1 to 4:1 or 3:1 to avoid wetland impacts;

0 OB

L]
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¢ Shifting alignments toward lower functioning or valued wetlands; and
e Constructing improvements away from the [South Fork] Anchor River.

Unavoidable wetland impacts would include the permanent excavation of 31,600 cubic yards of
dredge and the placement of 84,600 cubic yards of fill material in approximately ten acres of
wetlands. These impacts would be to rehabilitate the roadway, replace bridge structures, construct
passing and climbing lanes, replace culverts, improve drainage, provide erosion control, and provide
safety improvements. A USACE Section 404 permit will be obtained to authorize work in wetlands.
At this time DOT&PF is unsure if the work would fall within the constraints of a Nationwide Permit,
or if an Individual Permit will be required. Wetland mitigation will occur according to USACE
guidelines and the Section 404 permit.

See Appendix A, Figure Set 2 for location of wetlands along the project.

See Appendix C for the Highway Wetlands Avoidance and Minimization Form and Preliminary
Jurisdictional Determination.

G. Water Body Involvement N/A YES NO
1. Project affects a water body. X []
2. Project affects a navigable water body as defined by USCG, (i.e. Section 9). 0 O X
3. Project affects Waters of the U.S. as defined by the USACE, Section 404. ] X* [
4. Project affects Navigable Waters of the U.S. as defined by the USACE (Section 10) 1 X* O
5. Project affects fish passage across a stream frequented by salmon or other fish (i.e. 1l X ]
Title 16.05.841)
6. Project affects a cataloged anadromous fish stream, river or lake (i.e. Title 16.05.871). 1 X* O
7. Project affects a designated Wild and Scenic River or land adjacent to a Wild and ] X
Scenic River. If yes, the Regional Environmental Manager should consult with the
Statewide NEPA Manager (assigned CEs) or FHWA Area Engineer and FHWA
Environmental Program Manager (non-assigned CEs) to determine applicability of
Section 4(f).
8. Proposed water body involvement: Bridge [X] Culvert X] Embankment Fill [X] ]
Relocation [ ] Diversion [X] Temporary [X] Permanent[X] Other [ ]
9. Type of stream or river habitat impacted: Spawning X] Rearing [X]  Pool [X] ]
Riffle [ ] Undercutbank [ ] Other [ ]
10. Amount of fill below (cubic yards): OHW 1,400 MHW HTL
11. Summarize the water body impacts and mitigation, if any. Include any commitments or mitigative
measures in Section VI.
A review of the USACE List of Navigable Waters and the USCG Navigable Waters of the United
States [(U.S.), March 2012] did not identify any waters near the proposed project as navigable. The
ADNR Navigable Waters Mapper (reviewed February 26, 2016) identified the [South Fork] Anchor
River and North Fork Anchor River as unknown navigable waters. The [South Fork] Anchor River is
considered navigable at the confluence of these two rivers, approximately 750 feet southwest of the
proposed project. Replacement of North and South Fork Anchor River Bridges prompted consultation
with USCG. On October 19, 2015, the USCG confirmed by phone a USCG bridge permit is not
required for either the North or South Fork Anchor River bridge replacements.
Anchor Point to Baycrest Hill 7 of 26 August 2015
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See Appendix D, for documentation of USCG consultation.

Additionally, the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System website was reviewed and no waters in the
proposed project area are listed as Wild and Scenic.

Table 1: Streams located within Proposed Project Area

Receiving Water Anadromous Fish Passage

Name Location of Work

Body Stream Improvements
[South Fork] Cook Inlet Yes Overwater work with Yes
Anchor River temporary in water work
North Fork [South Fork] Yes In water and overwater Yes
Anchor River Anchor River work
Two Moose Creek  [South Fork] Yes In water work Yes
Anchor River
Unnamed Stream [South Fork] Yes In water work Yes

(Locally known as Anchor River
Beaver Creek)

Ruby Creek [South Fork] Yes In water work Yes
Anchor River

Diamond Creek [South Fork] No In water work Yes
Anchor River

Unnamed Stream [South Fork] Unknown In water work Unknown
at MP 158.46 Anchor River

On February 18, 2016, a review of the Alaska Department of Fish & Game (ADF&G) Anadromous
Waters Catalog (AWC) identified five anadromous streams within the proposed project corridor.
Impacts to anadromous streams are discussed in Section 11, Part H below.

The proposed project would place approximately 1,400 cubic yards of fill below the OHW to replace
bridge structures, culverts, and other project improvements such as widening shoulders, straightening
horizontal curves, and erosion control measures. These streams would temporarily be diverted during
construction.

Erosion along the banks of the [South Fork] Anchor River is migrating towards the highway. In order
to address immediate and future shifts, erosion control measures such as flattening slopes, installing
rip rap, and diverting water would be incorporated to stabilize the [South Fork] Anchor River and
other waterbodies throughout the project corridor, as needed.

Work below OHW will be conducted in accordance with USACE Section 404 permit and ADF&G
Title 16 Fish Habitat permit stipulations, including specific in water work windows.

See Appendix A, Figure Set 2 for location of fish passage culverts and erosion control improvements.
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H.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6. Summarize fish and wildlife impacts and mitigation, including timing windows, if any. Include

The proposed project would require work in fish bearing streams for activities such as replacing or

Fish and Wildlife

Anadromous and resident fish habitat. Any activity or project that is conducted below
the ordinary high water mark of an anadromous stream, river, or lake requires a Fish
Habitat Permit.

a. Database name(s) and date(s) queried: ADF&G AWC, February 22, 2016,

Anadromous fish habitat present in project area.
Resident fish habitat present in project area
Adverse effect on spawning habitat.

Adverse effect on rearing habitat.

Adverse effect on migration corridors.

Adverse effect on subsistence species.

Essentlal Fish Habitat (EFH). EFH includes any anadromous stream used by any of the
five species of Pacific salmon for migration, spawning or rearing, as well as other
coastal, nearshore and offshore areas as designated by NMFS.

a. Database name(s) and date(s) queried: ADF&G AWC, February 22, 2016;
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) EFH Mapper,
February 23, 2016.

EFH present in project area

Project proposes construction in EFH. If yes, describe EFH impacts in H.6.
Project may adversely affect EFH. If yes, attach EFH Assessment.

Project includes conservation recommendations proposed by NMFS. If NMFS
conservation recommendations are not adopted, formal notification must be
made to NMFS. Summarize the final conservation measures in H.6 and list in
Section VI.

Wildlife Resources:
a. Project is in area of high wildlife/vehicle accidents.
b. Project would bisect migration corridors.
c. Project would segment habitat.

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. If yes to any below, consult with USFWS and
attach documentation of consultation.

a. Eagle data source(s) and date(s) : USFWS Migratory Bird Management Bald
Eagles, February 22, 2016; windshield survey August 6-10, 2014.
Project visible from an eagle nesting tree?

b
c. Project within 330 feet of an eagle nesting tree?
d
e

c.o_—hg'oo_pc'

T oo o

Project within 660 feet of an eagle nesting tree?
Will the project require blasting or other activities that produce extreme loud
noises within 1/2 a mile from an active nest?

f. Isan eagle permit required?
Is the project consistent with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act?

any commitments or mitigative measures in Section VI.
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[
=

|Z*
|Z*
I:'*
I:'*
I:'*
I:'*

OO

|Z*
I:‘*
|Z*
I:'*

I:'*

improving culverts, installing erosion control, and constructing temporary and permanent bridges. See
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Tables 2 and 3 below for descriptions of the fish bearing streams within the project corridor.

Anadromous and Resident Fish/Essential Fish Habitat

Table 2: Anadromous Streams and Species

Stream Name AWC Code Anadromous Fish Species
Present species include chum, pink, and sockeye
[South Fork] Anchor River ~ 244-10-10010 salmor]; Dolly Vargjen; ant_j steelhead trout. Pro_wdes
spawning and rearing habitat for coho and chinook
salmon.

Present species include Dolly Varden and steelhead
North Fork Anchor River ~ 244-10-10010-2011  trout. Provides spawning habitat for coho, chinook, and
pink salmon, and rearing habitat for Dolly Varden.
Provides spawning habitat for coho and chinook
Two Moose Creek 244-10-10010-2021  salmon. Also provides rearing habitat for coho and
chinook salmon; Dolly Varden; and steelhead trout.
Provides spawning habitat for coho salmon. Also
[Beaver] Creek 244-10-10010-2025  provides rearing habitat for coho salmon, Dolly Varden
and steelhead trout.
Provides spawning habitat for coho salmon. Also
Ruby Creek 244-10-10010-2088  provides rearing habitat for coho salmon and Dolly
Varden.

Table 3: Other Streams and Resident Fish Present

Stream Name Fish Fish Passage =~ ADF&G Determination Resident Fish Species
Passage Site Rating

Diamond Creek 20301017 Red Resident fish present Juvenile Dolly Varden

Unnamed Stream Unknown Unknown Unknown ADF&G to survey 2016

During agency scoping, ADF&G indicated (November 18, 2014) “If any other stream culverts will be
replaced in the project, ADF&G, Habitat Division requests a site visit to determine fish presence at
these streams prior to design plans. If fish are found in any of these streams, then appropriate fish
passage culverts must be installed.” See Appendix J, for correspondence from ADF&G during agency
scoping. This comment was referring to streams at MP 164.82 and MP 158.46 which were initially
identified as potentially fish bearing, but during a subsequent ADF&G fish assessment (August 14,
2015) no fish were observed at both streams. However, a formal fish assessment was only conducted
for the stream located at MP 164.82; ADF&G will conduct a formal fish assessment for MP 158.46 in
the spring of 2016. If ADF&G determines the stream is fish bearing, DOT&PF will consult with
ADF&G on culvert design and obtain a Title 16 Fish Habitat permit as described below.

ADF&G will be consulted during culvert design to ensure culverts meet the hydraulic capacity design
standards and maintain existing levels of fish passage (for Juvenile coho salmon) in accordance with
the August 2002 Memorandum of Agreement between ADF&G and DOT&PF for the Design,
Permitting, and Construction of Culverts for Fish Passage. A Title 16 Fish Habitat permit will be
obtained prior to construction.

Pursuant to Sections 305(b)(2) and 305(b)(4)(B) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act, DOT&PF has
determined the proposed project would not result in an adverse effect to EFH. Short-term impacts
during construction would be minimized as described in Section 11, Part P. In addition, all in water
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work would be timed to avoid fish-spawning periods and would be scheduled in accordance with all
stipulations set forth in the Title 16 Fish Habitat permit. The long-term effects of bridge replacement
and culvert construction are expected to benefit EFH by improving fish passage and habitat.

See Appendix A, Figure Set 2 for location of fish passage culverts.

See Appendix E, for documentation of fish assessment and ADF&G consultation.

Wildlife Resources

A review of the Statewide DOT&PF Moose-Vehicle Collision Rankings 2006-2010 indicated the
segment of the Sterling Highway between MP 160 and MP 163 has been identified as an area with a
high rate of moose-vehicle collisions (ranked 14™ in the 75™ percentile threshold). The proposed
project is expected to reduce moose-vehicle collisions by:

¢ Increasing shoulder width;

e Improving visibility by clearing within the ROW; and

¢ Providing signage to alert motorists of potential moose crossings.
This project would not segment habitat or alter migration corridors.

Bald and Golden Eagles and Migratory Birds

Bald eagles are known to nest in the vicinity of the project. Surveys for eagle nests would be
conducted prior to construction to determine if a nest is within the primary (330 feet) or secondary
(660 feet) zones. On August 6-10, 2014, DOWL staff conducted a windshield bald eagle survey of the
project corridor and identified one eagle nest (near MP 162) within the secondary zone, approximately
400 feet from edge of pavement. DOT&PF did not consult with USFWS regarding the nest because
project construction is not anticipated to occur for several years. USFWS will be contacted if active
nests are observed within the primary and secondary zones during the pre-construction surveys.

The wetlands, rivers, lakes and ponds in and around the project area are resting and feeding areas for
nesting and migratory waterfowl, shorebirds, songbirds and raptors. Vegetation clearing would take
place as needed and would be in compliance with the USFWS recommended clearing windows for the
Southcentral Region. Clearing would be avoided in forest, woodland, shrub, or open habitats between
May 1% and July 15™.

No adverse impacts to eagles or other migratory birds are anticipated as a result of the proposed
project. See Section VI for environmental commitments and mitigation, including a pre-construction
eagle survey, and required actions in the event active eagle nests are discovered within the primary and
secondary zones during construction.

l. Threatened and Endangered Species (T&E) N/A YES NO
1. Database name(s) and date(s) queried: ADF&G Endangered Species list and

USFWS Information, Planning, and Conservation System (IPaC), accessed

February 17, 2016
2. Listed threatened or endangered species present in the project area. X* O
3. Threatened or endangered species migrate through the project area. X* O
4. Designated critical habitat in the project area. X
5. Proposed species present in project area. [ X
Anchor Point to Baycrest Hill 11 of 26 August 2015

Z7581060000/0211052



l. Threatened and Endangered Species (T&E) N/A YES

6. Candidate species present in project area. >
7. What is the effect determination for the project? Select one.

a. Project has no effect on listed or proposed T&E species or designated critical =
habitat.

b. Project is not likely to adversely affect a listed or proposed T&E species or ]
designated critical habitat. Informal Section 7 consultation is required. Attach
consultation documentation, including concurrence from the Federal agency, to
this form.

c. Project is likely to adversely affect a listed or proposed T&E species or ]
designated critical habitat. If yes, consult the FHWA Area Engineer (non-
assigned projects) or Statewide NEPA Manager for 6004-assigned projects.

8. Summarize the findings of the consultation, conferencing, biological evaluation, or biological
assessment and the opinion of the agency with jurisdiction, or state why no coordination was
conducted. Include any commitments or mitigative measures in Section VI.

A query of the IPaC website on February 17, 2016, indicated there is one threatened species, and no
endangered species or critical habitat within the proposed project area.

The Alaska breeding population of Steller’s eider is identified as occurring within the vicinity of the
project area. Critical habitat for this species is located approximately 390 miles to the northwest.
Steller’s eider molt and winter near the Kenai Peninsula and are a common spring, fall, and winter
resident of Kachemak Bay. Since Steller’s eiders are a near shore (<20 meters offshore and in waters
<5 meters deep) marine waters species, no adverse impacts to threatened or endangered species are
anticipated.

“

Invasive Species N/A YES

1. Database name(s) and date(s) queried: Alaska Natural Heritage Program,
University of Alaska Anchorage, Alaska Exotic Plants Information
Clearinghouse (AKEPIC) Feburary 22, 2016
2. Does the project include all practicable measures to minimize the introduction or X
spread invasive species, making the project consistent with E.O. 13112 (Invasive
Species)? If yes, list measures in J.3.

3. Summarize invasive species impacts and minimization measures, if any. Include any
commitments or mitigative measures in Section VI.

A query of the AKEPIC website identified several non-native and invasive species exist along the
project corridor. The proposed project includes vegetation clearing as required to construct the
project, and maintain sight distances and road safety. To minimize the risk of introducing or
spreading invasive species, the area of ground disturbance would be limited to the extent possible
for the purposes of the project. Weed-free soil would be used to reestablish vegetation after
construction. If certified weed-free soil is unavailable, locally produced material will be used to limit
the opportunity for introducing invasive or non-native seeds. Environmental commitments and
mitigation measures for invasive species are discussed in Section VI.

NO
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K. Hazardous Waste N/A YES NO
1. Database name(s) and date(s) queried: Alaska Department of Enviornmental
Conservation (ADEC) Contaminated Sites Mapper January 19, 2016
2. There are potentially contaminated sites within or adjacent to the existing and/or X ]
proposed ROW.
3. There are identified contaminated sites within or adjacent to the existing and/or X ]
proposed ROW.
4. Extensive excavation is proposed adjacent to, or within, a known hazardous waste site, []* X
or the potential for encountering hazardous waste during construction is high. If yes,
attach the hazardous waste investigation report and approved ADEC Corrective
Action Plan.
5. Summarize the hazardous waste impacts and mitigation, if any. Include any commitments or
mitigative measures in Section VI.
A review of the ADEC contaminated sites mapper and database was conducted on January 19, 2016;
ten sites were identified near the proposed project (Table 4).
Table 4. Contaminated Sites
Site Name Hazard ID Location Status
On the south side of
Craig’s Anchor Point 975 North Fork Road at Active
Garage/Salvage the intersection with
Sterling Highway
460 feet south of the
North Fork Road and Cleanun complete-
Anchor Point Texaco 23429 Sterling Highway ANUp P
. Institutional Controls
Intersection on the east
side of the highway
On the north side of the
Asphalt Plant Remnants 469 Sterling Highway at Cleanup complete
Maintenance Street
On the north side of the
DOT&PF Homer 23744 Sterling Highway at Cleanup complete-
Maintenance Shop - Institutional Controls
Maintenance Street
On the north side of the
ancﬁf‘ PF Homer 24664 Sterling Highway at Active
Y Maintenance Street
Cleanup complete-
Homer Bailing Eacilitv- Y Mile north of Sterling Institutional Controls
! g y 1819 Highway and NE of
Landfill 1 A
Maintenance Street
600 feet north of the
KPB- Homer Bailing Sterling Highway and
Facility 22968 1,000 feet east of Cleanup complete
Maintenance Street
Facility- Landfill 2 3764 Sterling Highway and ~~ Cleanup complete
1,250 feet east of
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Maintenance Street

South side of Sterling
Bay Crest Fuel & C 26143 Highway between
Store Maintenance Street
and Rogers Loop

Cleanup complete

University of

Alaska Fairbanks On the south side of Cleanup complete
Homer Research 23074 Sterling Highway at
Station Rogers Loop

DOT&PF consulted with ADEC on February 4, 2016, regarding sites potentially near excavation
activities (Hazard IDs 23744, 275, 24664, and 23429). The proposed project does not extend past
Thurmond Avenue and ADEC does not anticipate encounters with hazardous substances during
construction near Hazard IDs 275 or 23429. ADEC does not anticipate the proposed project
encountering contamination from Hazard IDs 23744 and 24664, since the contamination associated with
these sites are located north of the maintenance building and are far (over 300 feet) from the Sterling
Highway. Discussion concerning encountering contaminated soil, groundwater, or free phase petroleum
products during construction is discussed in Section V1.

ADEC indicated the proposed scope of work would not likely encounter contaminated soil during
construction. However, if contaminated or hazardous materials are encountered during construction, all
work in the vicinity of the contamination would be stopped and ADEC will be consulted for guidance on
how to proceed and any contaminated material would be tested, handled, and if necessary, disposed of in
accordance with ADEC-approved procedures. DOT&PF will follow the procedures outlined in
Technical Memorandum (dated March 2014) for Managing Petroleum-Contaminated Soil, Water, and
Free Products during Public Utility and Right-of-Way Construction and Maintenance Projects.

See Appendix F, for Hazardous Waste consultation documentation with ADEC.

r

Air Quality (Conformity) N/A  YES
]

1. The project is located in an air quality maintenance area or nonattainment area (CO or
PM-10 or PM-2.5). If yes, indicate CO [_] or PM-10 [_] or PM-2.5 [_], and complete
the remainder of this section.

2. The project is included in a conforming Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and = ]
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).

a. List dates of FHWAJ/FTA conformity determination: N/A

3. The project is exempt from an air quality analysis per 40 CFR 93.126 (Table 2 and X O
Exempt Projects). If no, a project-level air quality conformity determination is
required for CO nonattainment and maintenance areas, and a qualitative project-level
analysis is required for both PM-2.5 and PM-10 nonattainment and maintenance
areas.

4. Have there been a significant change in the scope or the design concept as described in [ []
the most recent conforming TIP and LRTP? If yes, describe changes in L.8. In
addition, the project must satisfy the conformity rule’s requirements for projects not
from a plan and TIP, or the plan and TIP must be modified to incorporate the revised
project (including a new conformity analysis).

K5

L]
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r

Air Quality (Conformity) N/A  YES

5. A CO project-level analysis was completed meeting the requirements of Section X O
93.123 of the conformity rule. The results satisfy the requirements of Section 93.116(a)
for all areas or 93.116(b) for nonattainment areas. Attach a copy of the analysis.

6. A PM-2.5 project-level air quality analysis was completed meeting the requirements of [X]  []*
Section 93.123 of the conformity rule. The results satisfy the requirements of Section
93.116. Attach a copy of the analysis.

7. A PM-10 project-level air quality analysis was completed meeting the requirements of ]  []*
Section 93.123 of the conformity rule. The results satisfy the requirements of Section
93.116. Attach a copy of the analysis.

8. Summarize air quality impacts, mitigation, and agency coordination, if any. Include any
commitments or mitigative measures in Section VI.

08

L]

L]

No adverse impacts to air quality would occur from the proposed project. On February 18, 2016, the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency list of Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas was reviewed
and the proposed project is not located in a maintenance or nonattainment area. The proposed project
would not increase traffic capacity and is not anticipated to increase vehicle air emissions. Temporary
air quality impacts during construction are discussed in Section Ill, Part P.

M. Floodplain Impacts (23 CFR 650, Subpart A) N/A YES

1. Project encroaches into the base (100 year) flood plain in fresh or marine >
waters. Identify floodplain map source and date : See below

my3

If yes, attach documentation of public involvement conducted per E.O. 11988 and 23
CFR 650.109. Consult with the regional or Statewide Hydraulics/Hydrology expert.
Attach the required location hydraulic study developed per 23 CFR 650.111. Answer
guestions M.1.a through d.

If no, skip to M.2.
a. Is there a longitudinal encroachment into the 100-year floodplain? ] X*

b. Is there significant encroachment as defined by 23 CFR 650.105(q)? Ifyes, [] []*
the project cannot be approved as proposed without a finding that the
proposed action is the “Only Practicable Alternative” as defined in 23 CFR
650.113. Attach the finding for approval.

X [

c. Project encroaches into a regulatory floodway. ] X*

d. The proposed action would increase the base flood elevation one-foot or ] >
greater.

2. Project conforms to local flood hazard requirements. ]

X X
00 X O

3. Project is consistent with E.O. 11988 (Floodplain Protection). If no, the project cannot
be approved as proposed.

4. Summarize floodplain impacts and mitigation, if any. Include any commitments or mitigative
measures in Section VI.

FEMA has published an effective FIRM for a portion of the project area (FEMA, 1981) and has
developed a preliminary digital FIRM (DFIRM) (FEMA, 2014b). Under both the effective and
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preliminary mapping, portions of the roadway are within a FEMA-delineated 100-year floodplain.
See Appendix G for effective FIRM and preliminary DFIRM mapping of the entire project corridor.

Effective FIRM. According to the effective FIRM Panel 020012 4325A (FEMA, 1981), floodplain
mapping along the Anchor River in the vicinity of the project area extends from the confluence with
the North Fork Anchor River, at about MP 157.4, south (upstream) along the [South Fork] Anchor
River to MP 158.5, where the study ends. On effective FIRM panel 020107 6020B (FEMA, 2009),
floodplain mapping for the City of Homer extends north to MP 168.2, where the study ends. On this
panel, the Sterling Highway is outside the mapped 100-year floodplain. Based on the effective FIRM
mapping, only the highway crossing of the North Fork Anchor River is within the 100-year floodplain;
no other portions of the project area are within the floodplain on the effective FIRMs.

Preliminary DFIRM. The majority of the project is outside the mapped base 100-year flood plain, as
detailed in Table 5. Areas within the ROW that are not mapped, or are mapped as Zone B, C or X
(area determined to be outside the limits of the 100-year floodplain) or Zone D (possible but
undetermined flood hazards) are not subject to review in a Location Hydraulic Study since they are not
within the 100-year floodplain. The DFIRM maps a 100-year floodplain along the [South Fork]
Anchor River from the confluence with the North Fork Anchor River south to MP 161.1 as Zone AE
(100-year floodplain with base flood elevation), and includes a mapped regulatory floodway. Under
this preliminary mapping, the highway crossings at the North Fork Anchor River and at the [South
Fork] Anchor River at MP 161 are within the mapped floodway. The highway ROW itself between
MP 160 and MP 161.1 (a longitudinal encroachment), the downstream end of the highway crossing at
Two Moose Creek (MP 159.8) and the lower portion of [Beaver] Creek (MP 160.5) are within the 100-
floodway fringe, but not the floodway. Short portions of the southbound side of the right-of-way
(ROW) abut the floodway at MP 159.8 and at MP 160.5, including the mouth of [Beaver] Creek. Both
locations are experiencing streambank erosion. Localized flooding occurred in May 2002, near MP
160 (Tunseth, 2002) and caused road closures between MP 157 and MP 165 in November 2002
(Garner, 2002).

Table 5: Preliminary Flood Mapping Along Project Corridor

Start and End Manoed Elood Zone Subiject to Location Hydraulic
Mileposts bp Study under 23 CFR 650.111(a)
Zone X (small portion of Zone AE

157.0-159.6 and floodway under bridge) No
159.6 - 161.1 Zones AE and X and floodway Yes
161.1-161.3 Zones B and X No
161.3 - 166.0 not mapped No
166.0 — 168.8 Zone X No
168.5 — 169.0 Zone D No

A Flood Hazard Permit (FHP) will be obtained prior to construction for all work within the 100-year
floodplain. The proposed project will be designed to meet KPB’s flood hazard requirements. The KPB
Floodplain Manager issues FHPs based on the most up to date flood hazard maps.

See Appendix G for the Location Hydraulic Study, which indicates the proposed project would not
result in a significant encroachment as defined in 23 CFR 650.105(q)(1&2). Permits are identified in
Section V and commitments/mitigation measures are located in Section VI.
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N. Noise Impacts (23 CFR 772) N/A YES
1. Does the project involve any of the following? If yes, complete N.1.a. X
If no, a noise analysis is not required. Skip to section O.
e  Construction of highway on a new location.

e  Substantial alteration in vertical or horizontal alignment as defined in 23 CFR
772.5.

e Anincrease in the number of through lanes.
e Addition of an auxiliary lane (except a turn lane).

e  Addition or relocation of interchange lanes or ramps added to a quadrant to
complete an existing partial interchange.

e Restriping existing pavement for the purpose of adding a through-traffic lane
or an auxiliary lane.

e Addition of a new or substantial alteration of a weigh station, rest stop, ride-
share lot or toll plaza.

a. ldentify below which category of land uses are adjacent: A noise analysis is required
if any lands in Categories A through E are identified, and the response to N.1 is ‘yes’.

08

Category A: Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance and [ ] ] =
serve an important public need and where the preservation of those qualities is
essential if the area is to continue to serve its intended purpose.

Category B: Residential. This includes undeveloped lands permitted for this category. [ ]

X X
O

Category C (exterior): Active sport areas, amphitheaters, auditoriums, campgrounds, [ ]
cemeteries, daycare centers, hospitals, libraries, medical facilities, parks, picnic areas,
places of worship, playgrounds, public meeting rooms, public or nonprofit

institutional structures, radio studios, recording studios, recreation areas, Section 4(f)
sites, schools, television studios, trails, and trail crossings. This includes undeveloped
lands permitted for this category.

Category D (interior): Auditoriums, day care centers, hospitals, libraries, medical ] ] =
facilities, places of worship, public meeting rooms, public or nonprofit institutional

structures, radio studios, recording studios, schools, and television studios.

Category E: Hotels, motels, offices, restaurants/bars, and other developed lands, [] X []
properties or activities not listed above. This includes undeveloped lands permitted for

this category.

2. Does the noise analysis identify a noise impact? If yes, explain in N.3 X ]

3. Summarize the findings of the attached noise analysis and noise abatement worksheet, if applicable:

This project proposes the addition of passing and climbing lanes, and a substantial alteration of the
horizontal alignment, meeting the definition of a Type | project as defined in the ADOT&PF Noise
Policy and in 23 CFR 772.5.

Traffic noise levels and concurrent traffic counts were measured at eight representative locations along
the proposed project corridor. A total of 85 discrete noise sensitive areas were input into FHWA Traffic
Noise Model Version 2.5 to predict noise levels for:

e The existing (construction) year (2017);
e The design year build alternative (2027); and
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e The design year no-build alternative (2027).

Highway traffic noise impacts occur when the predicted highway traffic noise levels approach or
exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC), or when the predicted highway traffic noise levels
substantially exceed the existing highway noise levels, even though the predicted levels may not exceed
the NAC. The traffic noise model predicted traffic noise impacts would occur at one noise sensitive
area (R40) regardless of project construction [R40 is a residence with an NAC of 66 decibels (dB)]. The
noise level at R40 is predicted to be at the NAC of 66 dB with the no-build alternative, or exceed it by
reaching 67 dB with the build alternative. Because the predicted dB values are considered a noise
impact, a feasibility analysis of noise barriers was conducted for R40; a noise barrier was determined to
be feasible. Once the noise barrier was determined to be feasible, a reasonableness analysis was
conducted. This analysis determined a noise barrier is not reasonable because it exceeds the reasonable
cost allowed per benefited receptor under the DOT&PF Noise Policy.

No noise barriers are recommended for the proposed project.
Temporary noise impacts related to construction are discussed in Section 11, Part P.

See Appendix H, for the Final Traffic Noise Analysis and Feasibility and Reasonableness Worksheets.

0. Water Quality Impacts N/A  YES
1. Project would involve a public or private drinking water source. If yes, explain in O.7 ]
2. Project would result in a discharge of storm water to a Water of the U.S. (per 40 CFR =

230.3(s))
3. Project would discharge storm water into or affect an ADEC designated Impaired ]

Waterbody. If any of the Impaired Waterbodies have an approved or established Total

Maximum Daily Load, describe project impacts in O.7

a. List name(s), location(s), and pollutant(s) causing impairment:
N/A

4. Estimate the acreage of ground-disturbing activities that will result from the project?

135 acres
5. Is there a municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) APDES permit, or will runoff be ]

mixed with discharges from an APDES permitted industrial facility?
a. If yes, list APDES permit number and type: N/A

. Would the project discharge storm water to a water body within a national park or state ]
park; a national or state wildlife refuge? If yes and Alaska Construction General Permit
applies to the project, consultation with ADEC is required at least 30 days prior to
planned start of construction activities.

7. Summarize the water quality impacts and mitigation, if any. Include any commitments or mitigative
measures in Section VI.

»

DOT&PF does not anticipate any long-term adverse impacts to water quality as a result of the proposed
project.

A review of the Alaska’s Final 2012 Integrated Water Quality Monitoring and Assessment Report
(ADEC, 2013) did not indicate the presence of any impaired waterbodies within the proposed project.
The report indicates a majority of Alaska’s waters are expected to be classified as Category 1 (all water

X OKE
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quality standards criteria are attained); however, no specific waters are identified in this category. North
Fork Anchor River, [Beaver] Creek, and Two Moose Creek are not identified in this report and would
likely be Category 1 waters. The [South Fork] Anchor River, Diamond Creek, and Ruby Creek are
identified as Category 3 Waterbodies. Category 3 Waterbodies have insufficient information to make
an attainment or impairment determination.

Storm water within the proposed project is collected in roadside ditches and typically infiltrates or
flows to wetlands, unnamed tributaries, the [South Fork] Anchor River, North Fork Anchor River, Two
Moose Creek, [Beaver] Creek, Ruby Creek and Diamond Creek. The proposed project would increase
impervious surface area. However, storm water would continue to be collected in roadside ditches and
infiltrate or flow into wetlands, or tributaries to [South Fork] Anchor River and Diamond Creek.

Temporary water quality impacts related to construction are discussed in Section Il1, Part P.

P. Construction Impacts N/A  YES NO

1. There will be temporary degradation of water quality. X ]

2. There will be a temporary stream diversion. X ]

3. There will be temporary degradation of air quality. X ]

4. There will be temporary delays and detours of traffic. X ]

5. There will be temporary impacts on businesses. X ]

6. There will be temporary noise impacts. X ]

7. There will be other construction impacts. X []

8. Summarize construction impacts and mitigation for each ‘yes’ above. Include any commitments or
mitigative measures in Section VI.

Water Quality

Ground disturbing activities and storm water runoff may result in temporary water quality degradation of

adjacent streams, wetlands and other waterbodies. Implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention

Plan (SWPPP) and utilization of suitable Best Management Practices (BMPs) would minimize adverse

impacts to water quality during project construction.

Temporary Stream Diversion

Temporary stream diversions are likely during construction of the in-stream culverts and replacement of

the South Fork Anchor River Bridge and removal of North Fork Anchor River culverts. An ADF&G Title

16 permit will be acquired for work in anadromous streams; all permit stipulations will be followed to

minimize adverse impacts to fish.

Air Quality

Temporary impacts to air quality would result from equipment exhaust, dust from ground disturbing

activities, and the movement of vehicles on unpaved surfaces during construction. Abatement methods

such as watering disturbed surface areas and completing timely equipment maintenance would help

minimize these impacts. Increased emissions are not anticipated to cause or contribute to an exceedance of

national air quality standards. No permanent adverse impacts to air quality are anticipated from this

project.
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Traffic and Business Impacts

Local businesses and road users may experience delays during project construction. Advanced notice to
the public of construction activities and implementation of a traffic control plan would mitigate adverse
traffic and business impacts. Construction activities may be scheduled at off-peak hours in order to limit
delays. Access to adjacent properties such as businesses and residences will be maintained throughout
construction. Access to adjacent Section 4(f) resources will be maintained throughout the project
according to the conditions described in Section Ill, Part Q, below, and in Appendix I.

Noise Impacts

Noise levels may temporarily increase from heavy machinery use, increased truck traffic, heavy
equipment, and other construction activities. Abatement methods such as proper maintenance of
construction equipment would help reduce these impacts. No permanent adverse impacts to noise quality
are anticipated from this project.

Other Construction Impacts

The proposed project may require temporary construction easements or temporary construction permits
for equipment access, stream diversions, or staging of materials.

Q. Section 4(f)/6(f) N/A  YES NO
1. Section 4(f) (23 CER 774)
a. Does a Section 4(f) resource exist within the project area; or is the project X ]
adjacent to a Section 4(f) resource? If yes, attach consultation with the Statewide
NEPA Manager (assigned CEs) or FHWA Environmental Program Manager
(non-assigned CEs) to determine applicability of Section 4(f)
b. Does an exception listed in 23 CFR 774.13 apply to this project? If yes, attach [ ] [] X
consultation with the Statewide NEPA Manager (assigned CEs) or FHWA
Environmental Program Manager (non-assigned CEs), and documentation from
the official with jurisdiction, if required.
c. Does the project result in the “use” of a Section 4(f) property? “Use” includesa [ ]  [] X
permanent incorporation of land, adverse temporary occupancy, or constructive
use.
d. Has a de minimis impact finding been prepared for the project? If yes, attach the [X] ] ]
finding.
e. Has a Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation been prepared for the project? If yes, [X] ] ]
attach the evaluation.
f.  Does the project require an Individual Section 4(f) Evaluation? If yes, the project X [] ]
is not assigned to the State per the 6004 MOU and the CE must be processed by
FHWA. Attach the evaluation.
2. Section 6(f) (36 CFR 59)
a.  Were funds from the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (LWCFA) used for [ ]  [] X
improvement to a property that will be affected by this project?
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Q. Section 4(f)/6(f) N/A  YES

b. Is the use of the property receiving LWCFA funds a “conversion of use” per = ]

Section 6(f) of the LWCFA? Attach the correspondence received from the ADNR
6(f) Grants Administrator.

3. Summarize Section 4(f)/6(f) involvement, if any:

Detailed Section 4(f) identification efforts were conducted for this project because several Section 4(f)
resources are located adjacent to the project corridor. On February 23, 2016, the following websites
were searched to identify any national, state, or local parks, or federal recreation areas: USFWS
National Wildlife Refuge System Online Mapper, U.S. National Park Service (NPS) online Mapper,
NPS Find a Park, ADNR Division of Parks and Outdoor Recreation, KPB interactive viewer.

Six Section 4(f) protected resources were identified adjacent to the project area:

Anchor River State Recreation Area;
Anchor River State Recreation Site;
Diamond Creek State Recreation Site;
Diamond Creek Recreation Area;
Baycrest DOT Ski Trailhead; and
Overlook Park.

On October 28, 2015, the Statewide NEPA Program Manager concurred the proposed project would
not result in the use of any Section 4(f) resources.

The Alaska LWCFA Database was searched on February 23, 2016, to identify listing of grants for
properties near the project. The Anchor River State Recreation Area and Anchor River State
Recreation Site are listed. However, the proposed project would not result in a conversion of use of
any Section 6(f) properties.

Contractor obligations to maintain access to Section 4(f) resources during construction is described
below in Section VI.

See Appendix I, for Section 4(f) consultation.

V. Permits and Authorizations N/A

1. USACE, Section 404/10 Includes Abbreviated Permit Process, Nationwide Permit, and
General Permit
Coast Guard, Section 9

ADF&G Fish Habitat Permit (Title 16.05.871 and Title 16.05.841)

Flood Hazard

ADEC Non-domestic Wastewater Plan Approval

ADEC 401

ADEC APDES

Noise

. Eagle Permit

10. Other. If yes, list below.

KPB (River Center) Multi Agency Permit and a Conditional Use Permit.

© © N kLD
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http://www.legis.state.ak.us/basis/statutes.asp#16.05.871
http://www.legis.state.ak.us/basis/statutes.asp#16.05.841

V. Comments and Coordination N/A  YES NO
1. Public/agency involvement for project. Required if protected resources are involved. = ]
2. Public Meetings. Date(s): September 15, 2014, (Homer) and = ]
September 16, 2014, (Anchor Point)
3. Newspaper ads. Attach certified affidavit of publication as an appendix. X ]
Name of newspaper and date: Alaska Dispatch News: June 28, 2014,
and September 4, 2014; Homer News: June 29, 2014, and
September 4, 2014; DOT&PF Online Public Notice on June 30,
2014,
4. Agency scoping letters. Date sent: November 17, 2014, = ]
5. Agency scoping meeting. Date of meeting: October 1, 2014, (Kenai X ]

River Center) February 11, 2015, (Ninilchik Tribe)
6.  Field review. Date: Project team conducted a field review on = ]
September 16, 2014,
7. Summarize comments and coordination efforts for this project. Discuss pertinent issues raised.

Attach correspondence that demonstrates coordination and that there are no unresolved
issues.

Public Scoping

A Notice to Begin Engineering and Environmental Studies was published online and in print on
June 28, 29, and 30, 2014, as described above.

Public Open Houses were held on September 15 and 16, 2014, in Homer and Anchor Point,
respectively. The main concerns shared with the project team included:

Safety within the project corridor needs to be improved;

Sight distances need to be improved throughout the corridor, especially at driveways;
The curve between MP 157 and MP 159 needs to be straightened;

The curve between MP 167 and MP 169 needs to be straightened;

Right and turn lanes are recommended at Diamond Ridge Road due to grade of highway;
Passing lanes and climbing lanes need to be added in various places throughout the project
corridor;

The bridge at MP 161 should be widened;

The project may impact private property;

There are drainage issues near MP 160.9;

The project should aim to minimize impact on fishing streams; and

The project should prioritize to align the road in opposite direction of homes.

Agency Scoping

An agency meeting was held on October 1, 2014, at the Kenai River Center. Agency scoping
letters were sent November 17, 2014, to various agencies for comment and comments were
received from:

ADF&G, Habitat Division confirmed the proposed project crosses five anadromous streams:
North Fork Anchor River, [South Fork] Anchor River, Two Moose Creek, [Beaver] Creek, and
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Ruby Creek (crosses twice). The culvert design for these anadromous streams must meet fish
passage design for the weakest swimming fish-juvenile coho salmon in all cases. Diamond Creek
is not classified as anadromous in the AWC; however, the above listed streams will need Title 16
Fish Habitat Permits. If any other stream culverts will be replaced in the project, ADF&G Habitat
Division requests a site visit to determine fish presence at these streams prior to design plans. If
fish are found in any of these streams, then appropriate fish passage culverts must be installed. A
Multiagency Permit form the River Center will be needed.

On June 18, 2015, ADF&G conducted a site visit of streams at MP 162.86 and MP 158.46 no fish
were observed. ADF&G plans to conduct another site visit for the stream located at MP 158.46 in
2016.

KPB, The project will require a FHP between MP 157-MP 162. Beyond MP 162 (to MP 169)
FHP is not required, as FEMA mapping ends at MP 162. The contractor will need permits beyond
those acquired by DOT&PF. A conditional use permit will be needed. The FEMA maps have been
updated. Use the new Flood Hazard Mapping from the KPB website. The KPB Floodplain
Administrator provided a link to Flood Hazard Mapping on October 1, 2014. Concerns of KPB
Floodplain Administrator for this project include:

e Making sure that all new culverts or bridges designs on the North Fork Anchor River and
Anchor River have the conveyance calculations to show a “No Rise”,

e Keeping stored/stockpiled equipment and materials out of the Special Flood Hazard Area,
and

e Meeting the same “No Rise” standard on any temporary bridges within the floodway.

ADNR, confirmed LWCF grants were used to make improvements at the Anchor River State
Recreation Area and Anchor River State Recreation Site. As such, any use other than public
outdoor recreation would create a conversion of in these 6(f) protected properties. If road work
takes place entirely in DOT&PF ROW, we would have no further involvement.

USACE, confirmed a Section 404 permit is required. Additionally, a Section 10 permit may be
required for structures in or affecting navigable waters of the U.S. This project is being assigned to
Mr. Michael Setering of the Kenai Field Office. Please forward future application and any
additional information/correspondence to Michael.T.Setering@usace.army.mil.

NOAA & NMFS, NMFS favorable to better fish habitat, such as the new bridge replacing
culverts and better alignments. The anadromous fish findings should help FHWA’s determine as
to whether or not the project will have any adverse effects on salmon EFH. NMFS recognizes
there will be some effects during construction, however fish will benefit from better passage.

ADEC Solid Waste Program, the Anchor Point transfer Site is accessed from the Sterling
Highway by Anchor Point Inn, at the start of the project. The Homer Landfill is about ¥4 mile east
of Sterling Highway, at the end of the project. Both these sites accept waste, which is then trucked
to Soldotna for disposal. Please notify Jack Maryott, Solid Waste Director of the KPB, at 262-
2002 or jmaryott@kpb.us of the proposed construction so they are aware and can plan for any
delays during construction.

SHPO, has no additional information or comments regarding cultural resources (historic,
prehistoric, and archaeological sites, locations, remains, or objects) at this time for the subject
project. We look forward to reviewing the cultural resource survey for this project and continued
consultation pursuant to Section 106 of the NHPA. On July 21, 2015, SHPO concurred with
FONHPA.
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NTC, On December 9, 2014, NTC responded by stating that additional information and analysis is
needed to evaluate sensitive resources potentially impacted by the project. DOT&PF met with
NTC on February 11, 2015, to discuss the NEPA process of the project. Concerns NTC has
include: Erosion issues along the corridor; fish passage, fish stock, and subsistence issues; safety;
and alternatives and cumulative effects. NTC is supportive of the project in general and wants to
be sure impacts to resources important to their stakeholders are adequately considered. DOT&PF
included NTC on the public meeting notification list, and NTC said it would assist by providing
local knowledge, including fish trapping results and identifying known subsistence areas. A copy
of the cultural resource survey was provided to NTC on August 13, 2015.

USFWS Habitat and Restoration & Partnership Programs, Meeting on December 11, 2014,
discussed improvements at North Fork Anchor River and Two Moose Creek a tributrary to [South
Fork] Anchor River.

No other agencies provided comments.

See Appendix J, for public and agency scoping documentation.

VI.  Environmental Commitments and Mitigation Measures
List all environmental commitments and mitigation measures included in the project.

1.) Advanced public notice of construction activities will be published to reduce construction
impacts on the local businesses, residents, and road travelers.

2.) If cultural, archeological, or historic sites are discovered during project construction, all work

that may impact these resources will stop until DOT&PF consults with the SHPO to determine

the appropriate corrective action.

3.) If contamination or hazardous materials are encountered during construction, all work in the
vicinity of the contamination will stop until DOT&PF consults with the ADEC to determine
the appropriate corrective action.

DOT&PF will follow the procedures outlined in Technical Memorandum (dated March 2014)

for Managing Petroleum-Contaminated Soil, Water, and Free Products during Public Utility
and Right-of-Way Construction and Maintenance Projects.

4.) Pre-construction eagle surveys will be conducted prior to each phase of construction;

DOT&PF will inform USFWS if active bald or golden eagle nests are observed within 660-feet

of proposed work. Unless otherwise advised by USFWS or DOT&PF, a primary zone of a
minimum 330 feet will be maintained as an undisturbed habitat buffer around nesting eagles
during construction. If topography or vegetation does not provide an adequate screen or
separation, the buffer will be extended to 0.25 mile, or a sufficient distance to screen the nest
from human activities. Within the secondary zone (between 330 and 660 feet), no obtrusive
facilities or major habitat modifications shall occur. If nesting occurs in sparse stands of trees,
treeless areas, or where activities will occur within line-of-site of the nest, this buffer shall
extend up to 0.5 miles. No blasting, logging, or other noisy, disturbing activities within the
primary or secondary zones should occur during the nesting period (February 1 to August 31).

5.) Notify Jack Maryott, Solid Waste Director of the KPB, at 262-2002 or at jmaryott@kpb.us of

the proposed construction so they are aware and can plan for any delays during construction.

6.) Clearing and grubbing is not permitted within the migratory bird window of May 1 to July 15
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7)

8.)

9)

except as permitted by federal, state, and local laws and approved by the Project Engineer.

Air quality will be maintained through the use of BMPs such as watering, sweeping, stabilizing
construction entrances and exits, and use of equipment emission control devices.

DOT&PF will prepare an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan during project design and
provide it to the Contractor.

A DOT&PF approved SWPPP, Hazardous Materials Control Plan, and Spill Prevention,
Control, and Countermeasure Plan (if applicable) will be implemented in accordance with
contract specifications and the APDES Construction General Permit.

All construction equipment will be inspected and cleaned prior to enter and exiting the
construction site to minimize spread of vegetative materials.

Erosion and sediment control materials will be locally produced products to minimize
potential infestation of new propagules from outside Alaska.

10.) The contractor will make every reasonable effort to minimize construction noise through

abatement measures such as proper maintenance of construction equipment.

11.) Access to Section 4(f) resources will be maintained during construction as required by

VII.

Section 643 of the Alaska DOT&PF Standard Specifications for Highway Construction.

Environmental Documentation Approval NIA

Do any unusual circumstances exist, as described in 23 C.F.R. 771.117 (b)? If yes,
the CE Documentation form cannot be approved.

L]

X

Does this 6004 Program approval statement apply?

“The State has determined that this project has no significant impact(s) on the
environment and that there are no unusual circumstances as described in 23 CFR
771.117(b). As such, the project is categorically excluded from the requirements
to prepare an environmental assessment or environmental impact statement under
the National Environmental Policy Act. The State has been assigned, and hereby
certifies that it has carried out, the responsibility to make this determination
pursuant to Chapter 3 of title 23, United States Code, Section 326 and a
Memorandum of Understanding dated September 20, 2012, executed between the
FHWA and the State.” If no, the CE must be approved by FHWA.

For 6004 projects: The project meets the criteria of the DOT&PF Programmatic ~ [_| ]
Approval 2 authorized in the March 4, 2015 “Chief Engineer Transmittal — 6004

Programmatic Categorical Exclusions”. If yes, the CE may be approved by the

Regional Environmental Manager. If no, the CE must be approved by a Statewide

NEPA Manager.

For non-assigned projects: The project meets the criteria of the April 13, 2012 = ]
“Programmatic Categorical Exclusion for Use on Federal-Aid Highway Projects

in Alaska” between FHWA and DOT&PF. If yes, the CE may be approved by the

Regional Environmental Manager. If no, the CE may be approved by the FHWA

Area Engineer.
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VIII. Environmental Documentation Approval Signatures

Prepared by: /égm i /W:) Date: g/gf/ 7ol 4

[Sign] Environmental Impact Analyst

Adoon  Mocri |

[Print Name] Envxronmentalipéik
Reviewed by: Date: _Z'i/ Zoie

[Sign] Engineering Manager

Tonm Schacel

[Print Name] Engineering Manager

Approved by: ﬁ,mls M Date: 4/4 2014

[Sign] Regional Environmental Manager

P o B\ oj‘k

[Print Name] Regional Environmental Manager
Assigned CE o= /
Approved by: e Date: 09/C FIG
[Sign] DOT&PF Statewide NEPA Manager

Mellssa  Geldste

[Print Name] DOT&PF Statewide NEPA Manager

Non-Assigned CE
Approved by: Date:
[Sign] FHWA Area Engineer

{Pnint Name] FHWA Area Engineer
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