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The Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities proposes to build a 2.5
to 3.0-mile four-lane bridge across the Knik Arm of Cook Inlet from Anchorage to the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough. - Two alternative locations are being considered, one would
begin just north of downtown Anchorage and another would begin at a point within
Elmendorf Air Force Base. The project also would include approach roadways on both
sides of the Arm. The bridge at downtown would be connected to the local street sys~
tem at I and L Streets directly from the bridge and to Ingra and Gambell Streets via a
1.5-mile four-lane elevated connecting road. The Elmendorf bridge would connect to
the Anchorage street system near the intersection of Muldoon Road and the Glenn
Highway via a 6.5-mile four-lane limited-access road through Elmendorf AFB. Both
bridges would be connected to the Parks Highway near Houston via a 28.5-mile four-lane
then two-lane limited-access road. Principal issues are impacts on traffic volumes
and flow, growth and economic development, urban and military function and operation,
biological resources and wetlands, air quality, and 4(f) resources. No-Crossing
Alternatives are No-Action, the addition of lanes to the Glenn and Parks Highways (the

current route £from Anchorage to the Borough), and a Hovercraft crossing with a
two-lane connecting road to the Parks Highway near Houston.

Comments on this Draft EIS are due by October 22, 1984 and should be sent to Mr. Hamel
at the above address.
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SUMMARY

The Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities is proposing
to construct a crossing of the Knik Arm of Cock Inlet from the Municipality
of Anchorage to the Matanuska=-Susitna (Mat-Su) Borough. The termini would

-be at either Ingra and Gambell Streets or in the vicinity of Muldoon Road

and the Glenn Highway in Anchorage and at the Parks Highway near Houston in
the Mat-Su Borough. The proposed action would include a four-lane 1.5 or
6.5-mile limited-access roadway or connector leading from the Anchorage
terminus to the Arm, a 3.0 or 2.5-mile four-lane bridge over Knik Arm, a
two or one mile limited-access roadway leading from the bridge on the north
side of the Arm to a planned Borough road, and a 28.7-mile limited-access
connector to the northern terminus. The first 11.7 miles of the connector
would be four lanes. The last 17 miles would be two lanes.

The purposes of the proposed action are:

° To bring additional developable land within proximity to Anchorage.

° To enhance port and industrial development opportunities in the Mat-Su
Borough.

° To increase accessibility between Anchorage and communities to the
north.

° To improve +the efficiency of motor vehicle operations between

Anchorage and areas to the north.

Other government actions proposed in the same geographic area as the
proposed action include:

° The Anchorage Major Corridors Study, for which an EIS is 1in
preparation. The Major Corridors Study will consider alternative
improveménts to: The Seward Highway north of Tudor Road, which
follows Ingra and Gambell Street for part of its length; the Northside
Corridor, which is presently served by the Glenn Highway and 5th and
6th Streets and intersects with the Seward Highway; and a 15th Street
Bypass. A scoping document for the Major Corridors Study was issued
in March, 1984 by the Alaska Department of Transportation and Public
Facilities and the Federal Highway Administration.

° Point MacKenzie port and industrial development in the Mat-Su Borough
for which the Borough is now preparing a plan as a part of their
Coastal Zone Management planning (Kasprisin-Hutnik Partnership, June
21, 1984).

° Point MacKenzie Agricultural Project, which is now being implemented
in the Mat-Su Borough.

e Fish Creek Agricultural Project in the Mat-Su Borough (ADNR, April
1984).

s-1



e The possible relocation of the Alaska Native Medical Center hospital
at 3rd Avenue and Gambell Street in Anchorage to another site by the
U. S. Public Health Service.

e Planned disposal of 95.3 acres of land by Elmendorf Air Force Base at
Muldoon Road and the Glenn Highway.

° Coastal Trail development between Ship Creek and Resolution Park in
Anchorage (Municipality of Anchorage, [no date]).

e Coastal Trail development between Ship Creek and Eklutna in Anchorage
(Municipality of Anchorage, June 1982).

° Expansion of the State court building on K Street between 3rd and 4th
Avenues in Anchorage.

A. ALTERNATIVES

Two Ctossing and three No-Crossing Alternatives are being considered. The

Crossing Alternatives are the Downtown Project and Elmendorf Project. The

No-Crossing Alternatives are No-Action, Glenn/Parks Improvement, and Hover-

craft.

Downtown Project

The Downtown Project is illustrated in Figure S-1. The Project would
include a 5.5-mile, four-lane Downtown Crossing between I and L Streets in
Anchorage and a planned extension of the Point MacKenzie Access Road in the
Mat-Su Borough, including a three-mile bridge over Knik Arm. There are two
southbound ramp alternatives at I/L Streets, a southbound ramp directly
into L Street, which is one-way southbound, and a southbound ramp at I
Street where traffic would reach L Street via 3rd Avenue. The Project
would also include the 1l.5-mile, elevated, four-lane Seward Connector in
Anchorage. The Seward Connector would include ramps to the Port of
Anchorage area and Ingra and Gambell Streets. There are two southbound
ramp alternatives at Ingra/Gambell, a southbound ramp directly into Gambell
Street, which is one-way southbound, and a southbound ramp at Ingra Street
where traffic would reach Gambell Street via 3rd Avenue. Finally, the
Project would include the Houston Connector which would connect the
Crossing to the Parks Highway near Houston. Segment 1 of the Houston
Connector would follow the route of the existing and planned portions of
the north-south segment of the Point MacKenzie Access Road from the
Crossing to the Access Road's east-west segment. Segment 1 would be an
11.7 mile 1limited~-access, four~lane highway with five intersections.
Segment 2 would continue north and reach the Parks Highway near Houston.
It would be a 17-mile, limited-access, two-lane road with six intersec~
tions, and it would include a bridge over the narrows between Big and
Mirror Lakes.

The Downtown Project would cost $742.9 million (1985 dollars). Annual

maintenance costs would be $1.54 million (1985 dollars). The Crossing
portion of the Project would be built between 1986 and 1990 employing 150
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workers. The Houston Connector would be built in 1989 and 1990 employing
50 workers, and the Seward Connector would be built in 2000 and 2001
employing 100 workers. Until 2001, the I and L ramps of the Crossing would
adequately handle Crossing traffic entering Anchorage, and the Seward
Connector would not be required.

Elmendorf Project

The Elmendorf Project is illustrated .in Figure S-1. The Project would
include a 10-mile, four-lane Elmendorf Crossing terminating in the vicinity
of Muldoon Road and the Glenn Highway in Anchorage and in the Mat-Su
Borough at a planned extension of the Point MacKenzie Access Road. The
Crossing would include a 2.5-mile bridge over Knik Arm and a bridge over
Ship Creek. In Anchorage, an interchange at Oilwell Road would provide
access to persons coming to and from the east via the Glenn Highway and to
and from the south wvia Muldoon Road. A Glenn Highway interchange would
provide access to persons coming to and from the west via the Glemn
Highway. The Elmendorf Project also would include the Houston Connector as
described under the Downtown Project.

The Elmendorf Project would cost $547.0 million (1985 dollars). Annual
maintenance costs would be $1.5 million (1985 dollars). The Crossing
portion of the Project would be built between 1986 and 1989 employing 150
workers. The Houston Connector would be built in 1988 and 1989 employing
50 workers.

- No-Crossing Alternatives

No-Action. The No-Action Alternative would consist of the existing
regional street and highway system plus street and highway improvements
included in the region's short-range and long-range transportation plans.
These improvements would be completed whether or not a crossing is
constructed.

Glenn/Parks Improvement. The Glenn/Parks Improvement Alternative would
consist of the No-Action Alternative plus the widening of the Glenn Highway
to six lanes between Eagle River and the Glenn and Parks Highway juncture
and the widening of the Parks Highway to four lanes with a left-turn lane
from the Glenn/Parks juncture to Wasilla. The Glenn Highway would remain a
limited-access, grade-separated facility. The Parks Highway would continue
to have unlimited access with at-grade intersections. The Glenn/Parks
Improvement would cost $56.9 million (1985 dollars), and added annual
maintenance costs to the two highways would be $170,000 (1985 dollars).
The improvement would be built in 1988 and 1982 and employ 50 workers
during construction.

Hovercraft. The Hovercraft (air-cushion vehicle) Alternative would consist
of the No-Action Alternative plus the purchase of two large Hovercraft
ferries. In addition, terminals would be built on each shore and a
two-lane Houston Connector would be completed to the Parks Highway. The
Connector would include 11 intersections and a bridge across the narrows
between Big and Mirror Lakes. This Alternative would cost $226.5 million
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(1985 dollars), and annual maintenance costs on the Connector would be
$500,000 (1985 dollars). Purchase of Hovercraft, terminal construction,
and construction of a road to the Point MacKenzie Access Road would occur
in 1986. Completion of the Houston Connector would occur in 1988 and 1989,
and construction of the Connector and terminals would employ 50 workers.

B. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Downtown Project

The Downtown Project would result in a significant change in the pattern of
growth which would occur in the region containing the Municipality of
Anchorage and the Mat-Su Borough; in addition, a limited amount of new
growth would be induced. With the Downtown Project, the Mat-Su Borough
would have approximately 12,200 more dwelling wunits in 2010 <than is
forecast with No-Action (33 percent greater). This is a mid-range growth
allocation change and is considered the forecast most likely to occur. All
the growth-related numbers in this summary are based on mid-range
forecasts. The maximum and minimum likely change also is addressed in this
document for the Downtown and Elmendorf Projects, respectively. Anchorage
would have approximately 11,700 fewer dwelling units with Downtown in 2010
(six percent less than No-Action). The re-allocation from Anchorage is not
the same as the re-allocation to the Borough (500 less) because of induced
development. The region as a whole would have 247,600 dwelling units with
Downtown, 0.2 percent more than No-Action.

Employment location patterns would change, and  there also would be some
induced jobs. The Mat-Su Borough would have approximately 3,800 more jobs
in 2010 with the Downtown Project (19 percent more than No-Action).
Anchorage would have approximately 3,200 fewer jobs than No~Action (two
percent less). The region as a whole would have approximately 201,450 jobs
with Downtown, 0.3 percent more than No-Action.

The Downtown Project would cause Anchorage growth to occur at slightly
lower densities than are now projected in its land use plans. Borough
growth would occur at higher densities and in different locations than are
presently planned. The rate of growth in the Palmer/Wasilla area would
be less than with No-Action. Most of the new growth would occur in the
Point MacKenzie, Xnik, Big Lake, and Houston areas along the Houston
Connector. Development densities for the region as a whole would be lower
with a Downtown Project than with No-Action.

Public service needs would .be changed with the change in growth patterns.
Beginning in 1990, the Borough in conjunction with the State would have to
provide . schools and emergency services to serve the faster growing Borough
population, however needs for these services would be slowed in Anchorage.
Gas, telephone, and electric service would need to be provided to those
developing parts of the Borough that do not now have service. Service
would be provided by existing private utility companies. The cost of this
service would be paid for by the user, either initially or over a period of
time. Water and sewer service in the Borough would be provided privately.



The Downtown Project would enhance to a limited extent resource development
in the Borough Jy reducing travel time to the Anchorage market and by
supporting the construction of the Borough's planned port at Point

MacKenzie. The number of resource-related jobs resulting directly from the’

crossing by 2001 would be approximately 180.

Increased growth in the Borough would result in the loss of wildlife
habitat and increased hunting and fishing pressure. The acres of land
developed in the Borough beyond that with No-Action by 2010 would be 8,200
(nine percent increase and 0.85 percent of Willow Sub-Basin). A
significant slowing in lands developed in Anchorage would not be expected
because development densities would decrease counteracting gains resulting
from less growth., Most of the Mat-Su development would be in upland forest
habitat, however there is an adequate supply to serve the increased growth.
Wetland use for development would be confined to intermittent, small
wetlands within areas that are generally dry or perhaps near lakes with
high pressure for development. The habitat lost through development would
be valuable for moose, black bear, snowshoe hare, red squirrel, spruce
grouse, and songbirds. Critical habitat is protected via the State of
Alaska Coastal Zone Management Plan and the Corps of Engineers Section 404
permitting procedure. Increased management efforts would be required in
the Mat-Su Borough to overcome adverse effects to fish and wildlife
populations resulting from increased pressure associated with improved
access from residential areas.

The change in growth patterns also would alter regional traffic flow. The
street and highway system generally would operate in a more efficient
manner with a Downtown Project than with No-Action. The wvehicle-miles of
travel in the region would decrease from 4.53 million daily in 2010 to 4.12
million (nine percent decrease). - The number of vehicle-miles traveled
daily under less than acceptable traffic flows would change from
approximately 2.8 million in 2010 to approximately 2.0 million (20 percent
decrease). The most significant improvement in flow would be on the Glenn
and Parks Highways. The changes from No-Action would be mixed in the
Anchorage bowl. A small overall flow improvement would occur in the
Anchorage bowl except on I/L Streets, Minnesota Drive, Seward Highway, and
S5th/6th Avenues where congestion would be greater due to bridge traffic
entering and leaving the bowl. Regional transit use would be slightly less
(by approximately 5,000 one-way trips in 2001 or 4.5 percent) with the
Downtown Project due to the transfer of forecast dwelling units from
Anchorage, which has higher per capita transit use, to the Borough, which
has a lower per capita transit use. Lanes for use by buses and carpools
would be provided at crossing toll booths, and bus turnouts would be
provided at Houston Connector intersections.

With regard to financing of local government operating costs by local
government, the Downtown Project would benefit Anchorage but would
adversely affect the Borough. New growth in the Borough would result in an
approximately $5 million (1983 dollars, add about 10 percent for 1985

dollars) annual shortfall of locally generated revenue required to meet

costs (using current costs and tax rates). The shortfall would occur
because residential development does not pay for the services it requires
and residential services are supported through non-residential property
taxes and taxes on vacant land. The employment shift to the Borough
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attributable to the Project would not be adequate to cover the costs of the
new residential development. Anchorage would benefit by approximately $5
million (1983 dollars) because the amount of residential dJdevelopment
shifted to the Borough, with its high cost in relation to revenue, would be
greater than the amount of non-residential development shifted.

Finally, the changed growth patterns would alter the amount of carbon
monoxide (CO) generated by traffic. Peak~hour emissions would dJdecrease
4,200 pounds per hour in 2010 (10 percent) compared to No-Action. The
pattern of site-specific CO concentrations would change but overall air
quality would get slightly better in the Anchorage bowl. CO concentrations
would be reduced along the Glenn and Parks Highways. The Downtown Project
is consistent with the State Implementation Plan (for air quality).

In addition to the growth related impacts resulting from a Downtown
Project, the Project also would have the following major site-specific
impacts: .

° A single family home, four businesses, and a parking lot would be
displaced. Relocation would not be a serious problem.

° Ships and barges would have to pass under the bridge to reach the Port
of Anchorage. Clearance would be provided, however in winter the risk
of collision would be increased if ships would become trapped in ice.

° The Merrill Field aviation clear zone would be encroached by
approximately 30 feet. Federal Aviation Administration approval would
be likely for the encroachment.

° 999 acres of undisturbed terrestrial habitat would be taken (851 acres
in Willow Sub-basin or 0.09 percent of that area), as would 134 acres
of wetland (116 acres in Willow Sub-basin or 0.03 percent of the
wetlands in that area). The alignment being evaluated was located to
minimize wetland encroachment. No streams would be crossed, and there
would be only one lake crossing.

° 55 acres of land designated by the State for small farms would be
acquired (one percent of area designated).

° Views from a restaurant and several residences and businesses would be
adversely affected in the vicinity of the I/L ramps. The I Street
southbound ramp alternative would have the least visual impact since
it would not block views of the Arm.

° For several 2nd/3rd Avenue structures eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places, noise and CO levels would rise (in some
cases CO standards would be exceeded), the I/L ramps would be visually
dominant and block views, and access would become more circuitous.

° For Resolution Park, noise levels would rise, CO standards would be
exceeded, and access would have to be altered. The L Street south-
bound ramp alternative would take 0.3 acres of the park.



° At Hostetler Park, noise levels would rise and CO standards would be
exceeded. With the I Street southbound ramp alternative, alterations
would be required to Hostetler Park in order to restore access to
Resolution Park.

Finally, for an additional cost of $60 million (1985 dollars) the Knik Arm
bridge could be built so that a railrcad could be placed on it at some
future date. This would further support implementation of the planned
Point MacKenzie port, result in a slightly greater encroachment on the
Merrill Field aircraft clear zone, and require larger bridge piers so there
would be a slightly greater disturbance to coastal wetlands.

Elmendorf Project

The Elmendorf Project also would result in the significant change in the
pattern of future growth in the region, with the accompanying effects, that
was described for the Downtown Project. A small amount of development
also would be induced. However, the change in growth patterns from
No-Action would not be as great with the Elmendorf Project. The 1lower
allocation change would moderate both the positive and negative allocation-
related effects. The growth pattern changes of the Elmendorf Project
(again using a mid-range forecast) would be:

° The Borough would have approximately 8,400 more dwelling units in 2010
than . with No-Action (23 ©percent increase). It would have
approximately 2,600 more jobs (13 percent increase). ‘

° Anchorage would have approximately 7,900 fewer dwelling units in 2010
than with No-Action (four percent decrease). It would have
approximately 2,100 fewer jobs (one percent decrease).

° The region as a whole would have 247,600 dwelling units, 0.2 percent
greater than No-Action, and 201,450 jobs, 0.3 percent greater than

No-Action.

The changes in densities, location of growth, and public service needs
described for Downtown would be similar for Elmendorf but moderated by the
smaller changes in growth patterns.

As with Downtown, Borough resource development would be enhanced to a
limited extent. Approximately 180 resource development-related jobs would
be induced.

Increased Borough growth would result in 5,800 acres of wildlife habitat
being developed beyond what would occur with No-Action (seven percent
increase and 0.6 percent of Willow Sub-basin). Again, any reduction in the
amount of land development in Anchorage would be offset by lower densities.
The same safeguards and mitigating measures described for Downtown would be
applicable to Elmendorf. Increased pressure for fish and wildlife use
would require increased management efforts.
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Compared to No-~Action, vehicle-miles of travel in the region would decrease
from 4.53 million daily to 4.37 million (four percent dJdecrease).
Venicle~miles traveled daily under less than acceptable traffic flows would
decrease from approximately 2.8 million in 2010 to approximately 2.3
million (18 percent decrease). The most significant improvement in flow
would again be on the Glenn and Parks Highways outside the Anchorage bowl.
There would be small improvements on some Anchorage bowl arterials, but
congestion would increase on the Glenn and Seward Highways, including the
planned Northside Corridor improvements. Congestion also would increase
slightly on Muldoon and Tudor Roads. These increases would result from
bridge traffic heading towards downtown and mid-town Anchorage. Regional
transit use would decrease slightly (approximately 3,500 one-way trips in
2001 or three percent) for the same reasons as Downtown. The same
provisions for - transit described for Downtown would be provided with
Elmendorf. :

New Borough growth would result in an approximately $3.5 million (1983
dollars) shortfall of locally generated revenues required to meet costs.
The shortfall would occur for the same reasons as for Downtown. Anchorage
would benefit by approximately $3.5 million (1983 dollars).

Finally, peak-hour CO emissions in the region would increase 400 pounds per
hour in 2010 compared to No-Action (one percent increase). This increase
includes an increase of 1,000 pounds in the Anchorage bowl and a decrease
of 600 pounds outside ‘the bowl. This trend is the opposite from what would
occur with Downtown. The pattern of site-specific CO concentrations would
change and overall would get slightly worse in the Anchorage bowl. The
Elmendorf Project would not be in keeping with the State Implementation
Plan. The impact could be offset by future improvements to Anchorage bowl

~arterials that would suffer traffic congestion increases. If the Elmendorf

Project is selected as the preferred alternative, specific improvements
will be analyzed and presented in the Final EIS.

In addition to the growth-related impacts resulting from an Elmendorf
Project, the completion of the Project also would have the following major
site~-specific impacts:

° A single-family home would be displaced. On Elmendorf Air Force Base,
a landfill, portion of storage yard, borrow area, gate, aeronautical
receiver antenna, and FAA antenna would be displaced. The antennas
would be the only difficult relocation. An in-depth study would be
required to find a replacement site for the antennas that would
minimize impacts to operations.

e The Project would cross numerous roads and road/trails on Elmendorf
AFB. Access would be restored via overpasses, frontage roads, and
large culverts.

d 1,183 acres of undisturbed terrestrial habitat would be taken (851
acres in Willow Sub-basin or 0.09 percent of that area) as would 124
acres of wetland (116 acres in Willow Sub-basin or 0.03 percent of the
wetlands in that area). The alignment being evaluated was located to
minimize wetland encroachment, and there would be only one stream and
one lake crossing.

s-9



° 55 acres designated by the State for small farms would be acquired
(one percent of area designated). '

° The Project would take 18 acres of AFB recreation land (16 percent of
approximately 115 acres of such land), alter views, and increase noise
levels. Grading and revegetation matching natural conditions would
mitigate impacts to views.

Finally, for an additional cost of $50 million (1985 dollars) the bridge
could be built so that a railroad could be placed on it at some future
date. This would further support the planned implementation of a port at
Point MacKenzie but would require larger piers so there would be a slightly
greater disturbance to coastal wetlands. If the railroad is provided for,
views from the bridge would be improved since both directions of travel

would be on top of the bridge.

No-Crossing Alternatives

No-Action. The No-Action Alternative would result in none of the growth
pattern and related changes described for the Crossing Alternatives.
No-Action growth forecasts are based on current trends. The Mat-Su Borough
would have approximately 19,900 jobs and 37,000 dwelling units in 2010;
Anchorage would have. approximately 180,900 jobs and 209,900 dwelling units.

The density and location of future growth would be is described in area
land use plans. Public service needs would follow current demand trends.
Opportunities for resource development in the Mat-Su Borough would be based
on development strategies included in existing area plans. Approximately
88,000 acres of land would be developed in the Borough. by 2010. Current
trends in the growth of fish and wildlife use would be unchanged. )

Vehicle-miles of travel in the region would be 4.53 million daily in 2010.
The number of vehicle-miles traveled at less than acceptable traffic flows
would be approximately 2.8 million in 2010. Regional transit ridership
would be 112,900 one-way trips in 200l1. Local govermment cost and revenue
trends would be unchanged. In 2010, traffic would generate 43,800 pounds
of carbon monoxide per hour during the peak hour.

No-Action would result in no site-specific impacts.

Glenn/Parks Improvement. The Glenn/Parks Improvement Alternative also
would result in none of the growth changes described for the Crossing
Alternatives. The growth data described for No-Action above are applicable
to the Glenn/Parks Improvement. The improvement would significantly
improve traffic flow on the Glenn and Parks Highway between Eagle River and
Wasilla. Transit service also would be improved through bus turnouts at
interchanges and preferential bus/carpool lanes at interchanges on the

Glenn Highway.

The completion of this alternative would have the following major site-
specific impacts:

s-10
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° Eight single-family homes, seven mobile homes, and 15 businesses would '
be displaced. New homes and business structures would have to be
built to provide for relocation.

° 19 miles of gas transmission line either would be relocated or would
be covered and 2.5 miles of electric transmission line would be
relocated.

° 126 acres of terrestrial habitat would be taken, as would be 35 acres

of wetland. Six major streams, several minor streams, would be
crossed, including eight important fish streams. Well designed
bridges, culverts, and other cross drainage (for wetlands) would
minimize impact.

° Visually the roadways would become more dominant with increased width
and new cut-and-fill slopes exposed. Slopes would be revegetated.

° The Eagle River to Peters Creek bikepath would be relocated within the
highway right-of-way. It would be closed for two construction

seasons.

Hovercraft. The Hovercraft Alternative would result in almost none of the

growth changes described for the Crossing Alternatives. Most of the growth

impacts described for No-Action would be applicable to Hovercraft. A
slight amount of future regional growth could occur in the Borough rather
than Anchorage. There would be a limited improvement in access to the
Borough for hunting and fishing which would increase hunting and fishing
pressures, requiring more rigid management measures. Compared to
No-Action, daily vehicle-miles of travel in the region would decrease in
2010 from 4.53 million to 4.42 million (two percent decrease). Vehicle-
miles of travel at less than acceptable traffic flows would decrease from
approximately 2.8 million daily to approximately 2.7 million (two percent
decrease). Traffic flow would improve slightly on the Glenn and Parks
Highways compared to No-Action. Transit one-way trips in the region in
2001 would increase by 310 (walk-on Hovercraft users) over No-Action (0.3
percent increase). Bus/carpool preferential parking would be provided at
the Borough Hovercraft terminal.

Construction of this alternative would have the following major site-
specific impacts: )

° One single-family home would be displaced. -

° 861 acres of undisturbed terrestrial habitat would be taken (851 acres
in Willow Sub-basin or 0.09 percent of that area), as would be 126
acres of wetland (116 acres in Willow Sub-basin or 0.03 percent of the
wetlands in that area). The Houston Connector alignment being
evaluated was located to minimize wetland encroachment.

° The Anchorage terminal would be in the tidal floodplain and would
require protection.

° 55 acres of land designated by the State for small farms would be
acquired (one percent of area designated).

5-11



cC. AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

Areas of controversy related to construction of the alternmatives under
consideration are:

° Changes in growth patterns in Anchorage and the Mat-Su Borough that
would result from a Crossing and whether or not they would be of
benefit to the two communities.

° Fiscal impact to the Municipality of Anchorage and the Mat-Su Borough
from the change in future growth patterns resulting from a Crossing.

° Competition for State general revenue funds or Federal participating
highway funds and whether or not there are other uses for those funds
that are of higher priority.

° With a Downtown Crossing, the potential for ship collision with the
bridge.
e The effect of the alternatives under consideration on traffic

operation in and around downtown Anchorage.

Only one of these issues has produced opposition to any of the alternatives
under consideration. Several ship and barge operators have expressed their
opposition . to the Downtown Crossing. All of these issues are expected to
be among the key considerations in the selection of a preferred alternative
and are addressed in Chapter IV, "Environmental Consequences".

D. SIGNIFICANT UNRESOLVED ISSUES
The following issues are unresolved:

° The Downtown Project would penetrate the aircraft clearance zone of

’ Merrill Field, a general aviation airport. The Federal Aviation
Administration has not yet determined the acceptability of that
encroachment but will do so prior to release of the Final EIS.

° U. S. Coast Guard bridge clearance requirements have not yet been
determined for the crossings of Knik Arm and the narrows between Big
and Mirror Lakes. Based in part on comments at the EIS public
hearings, the Coast Guard will render a decision prior to the release
of the Final EIS. They may also hold their own hearings on the
bridge clearance question alone.

° More detailed habitat value analyses are necessary in order to develop
a mitigation program for impacts to wildlife habitat resulting from
increased development in the Mat-Su Borough with a Crossing Alterna-
tive. These analyses and the mitigation program will be developed in
conjunction with the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service prior to the
release of the Final EIS.
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The Air Force plans to retain  a consultant to develop a highway
alignment through the Base that would serve an Elmendorf bridge. That
alignment will be considered in +the Final~~EIS if the study is
completed prior to Final EIS release. The Elmendorf alignment under
consideration in this document was developed based on discussions with
Base officials. :

The Mat-Su Borough is preparing a land management élan for the Point
MacKenzie Area Meriting Special Attention identified in their Coastal
Zone Management Plan (Mat-Su Borough, Planning Department, August
1983). A discussion of the impact on this plan by the alternatives
under consideration will be included in the Final EIS. A discussion
on impacts to current planning options is included in Chapter IV,
"Environmental Consequences”.

The Municipality of Anchorage is conducting its own study of the
fiscal impacts of a Crossing. Its findings will be presented in the
Final EIS.

The Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities is
conducting the Cook Inlet Transportation Study which will address the
economic feasibility of a railroad on the Knik Arm bridge. If
available, its findings will be presented in the Final EIS.

A determination of conformance to the State Implementation Plan for
air quality by the Anchorage Metropolitan Area Transportation Study
Air Quality Policy Committee is needed for the alternatives under
consideration. :

OTHER FEDERAL ACTIONS REQUIRED

Other Federal actions required because of the proposed action include the
U. S. Coast Guard and Federal Aviation Administration findings described in
the previous section plus the following permit approvals:

[}

Corps of Engineers Section 404 permit for placing dredged or f£fill
material in waters of the United States would be required for all
wetlands filling and 1likely would be needed for Knik Arm bridge
construction.

Corps of Engineers Section 10 permit for construction of structures in
navigable waterways of the United States would be required for the
Knik Arm and Mirror/Big Lake narrows bridge, as well as the Ship Creek
bridge with the Elmendorf Project and the several bridge widenings
required with the Glenn/Parks Improvement.

U. S. Coast Guard Section 9 bridge permit would be required for the
Knik Arm and Mirror/Big Lake narrows crossing.

s-13



A permit would be required from the Federal Communications Commission

for aircraft clearance encroachment.

Department of Defense agreement for wuse of right-of-way across
Elmendorf AFB with Elmendorf Project.
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Chapter I

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR PROPOSED ACTION

A, PURPOSE

Nearly half the population of the State of Alaska resides in the
Municipality of Anchorage. Although the Municipality has a large area,
some 1,955 square miles, developable land is largely restricted to a
triangularly shaped area (the Anchorage bowl) which is bordered on one side
by the Chugach Mountain Range and on the other two sides by arms of Cook
Inlet: Turnagain Arm and XKnik Arm. Elmendorf Air Force Base (AFB) and
Fort Richardson Army Post also provide a northern limit. Figures I-1 and
I-2 show the Project Location and Project Area, respectively.

Only two highways provide access to the Anchorage bowl, the Seward Highway
from the southeast and the Glenn Highway from the northeast; see Figure
I-1. Suburban development is constrained to a narrow corridor along the
Glenn Highway. The region is experiencing unprecedented urban growth;
employment and population increase averaged 12 percent per year in 1982 and
1983. The most developable land in the bowl has been committed and costs
of developing the remaining lands are increasing. The proposed action
would provide a third highway into the bowl from the north, connecting the
Parks Highway in the Matanuska-Susitna (Mat-Su) Borough with the Anchorage
road system via a bridge across the Knik Arm of Cook Inlet.

The purposes of the proposed action are:

° To bring additional developable land within proximity to Anchorage.

° To enhance port and industrial development opportunities in the Mat-Su
Borough.

° To increase accessibility between Anchorage and communities to the
north.

° To improve the efficiency of motor vehicle operations between

Anchorage and areas to the north.

Evaluation of a Knik Arm crossing and its alternatives within this document
focuses on the issue of how best to provide for future growth of the
Anchorage metropolitan area, including the Mat-Su Borough. Orderly
expansion of the transportation system is important to future economic
vitality of the region and the State.

Without a highway crossing of Knik Arm and opening up additional land
outside the Anchorage bowl for residential and industrial development, it
is anticipated that the bowl will experience a shortage of suitable
building sites, rapidly escalating land prices, higher density development,
traffic congestion, and slowdown in construction and business investment.
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A crossing of Knik Arm would add to the supply of developable land close to
the Anchorage bowl, promote a more dispersed pattern of urban growth, and
contribute to a more efficient transportation system. A preferred
alternative and recommended course-of-action will be presented to the
Governor and State legislature in early 1985, following review of this
document and preparation of a Final Environmental Impact Statement.

B. NEEDS

Developable Land

The population of the Anchorage metropolitan area, including the suburban
Mat-Su Borough, is currently more than 260,000. It is expected to grow to
about 480,000 by the year 2010. Developable land within the Anchorage bowl
is being consumed rapidly, and the cost of developing the remaining land,
which has poor soils and drainage, is increasing. Raw land is over ten
times as costly in the bowl as it is across the Arm in the Mat-Su Borough.

The Point MacKenzie area in the Mat-Su Borough, bounded by Knik Arm,  the
Goose Bay State Game Refuge, the Point MacKenzie Agricultural Area, and the
Susitna Flats State Game Refuge, exceeds 25,000 acres; see Figure I-2.
Although detailed surveys have not been made, preliminary assessments show
that over half of that area is suitable for development. The crossing
would bring this large supply of developable land as close as three miles
from Anchorage, thereby lowering the cost of commercial and residential
construction.

Industrial Development Opportunities

Parcels of economically developable land large enough for extensive indus-
trial development are scarce in the Anchorage bowl, but are plentiful in
the Point MacKenzie area. Similarly, expansion of the Port of Anchorage is
constrained and an additional port site will need to be developed in the
future, . particularly for export. The Alaska Department K of Natural
Resources and the Matanuska-Susitna Borough adopted in 1982 the Willow
Sub-Basin Area Plan (ADNR, October 1982), which designates planned usage of
public lands. It covers lands within the southcentral portion of the
Borough including the land most affected by the proposed action; see Figure
I-1. Except for the area dedicated to agriculture, the Point MacKenzie
area, directly across the Arm from Anchorage, has a recommended land use of
"Development of Port, Industrial Area, and Community”. This intent is
confirmed in the Borough's draft comprehensive plan (DOWL Engineers,
February 1983), its adopted coastal zone management plan (Mat-Su Borough,
August 1983), .and 1its current Point MacKenzie planning effort
{Kasprisin-Hutnik Partnership, June 21, 1984).

A Knik Arm crossing is viewed in a recent Borough planning document for
Point MacKenzie as "the single most important transportation scheme to
facilitate the future growth and development of the Point MacKenzie area".
(Phase I - Point MacKenzie Port/Park Land Management Plan, Kasprisin-Hutnik
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Partnership, 1984). The Crossing would help justify development of the
Borough's proposed industrial port/park facility.

Increased Accessibility

Anchorage is the economic and cultural center of Southcentral Alaska and
provides a variety of services such as health care, financial, entertain-
ment, supplies, and equipment to outlying communities. Conversely, the
area across Knik Arm from Anchorage provides municipal residents with a
wide variety of recreation opportunities, natural resources such as gravel,
and agricultural resources. ’

Present northbound motor vehicle traffic from Anchorage must travel around
Knik Arm via the Glenn Highway northeast to its intersection with the Parks
Highway and then the Parks Highway west to Houston (and points north); see
Figure I-2. A Knik Arm crossing would shorten the approximate distance
from Anchorage to Houston from 58 miles via the present route to as little
as 34 miles.

The present highway route between Anchorage and the Point MacKenzie area is
even more circuitous. -To reach it involves traveling northeast on the
Glenn Highway to its intersection with the Parks Highway, west to Wasilla;
southwest on the Knik-Goose Bay Road to the Point MacKenzie Access Road;
west along the north side of the Goose Bay State Game Refuge, and finally
south, The proposed action would shorten the approximate distance from
Anchorage to Holstein Avenue in the Point MacKenzie Agricultural Area
(Figure I-2) from 72 miles via the present route to as little as 14 miles.

"Efficiency of Motor Vehicle Operations

A Knik Arm crossing would affect future traffic volumes on all the major
highways in the region. Growth which otherwise would have occurred either
along the Glenn/Parks Highway corridor or in the Anchorage bowl would occur
across Knik Arm to the north. Thus, future traffic volumes on the Glenn
and Parks Highways and on many roads within the Anchorage bowl would be
less if a Knik Arm crossing were built.

In the year 2010, the proposed action would reduce daily wvehicle-hours of
travel (VHT) in the area from about 148,000 without a crossing to as little
as 129,000 with a crossing (as described later). Daily vehicle-miles of
travel (VMT) within the region would be reduced from approximately 4.53
million without a crossing to as little as 4.12 million with a crossing,

cC. HISTORY AND AUTHORITY

In 1955, the Anchorage Chamber of Commerce sponsored an economic study for
a causeway at Cairn Point (Bloch, 1955); see Figure I-2. 1In 1971, the
State of Alaska Department of Highways commissioned an evaluation of the
feasibility of constructing a highway crossing of Knik Arm (Howard,
Needles, Tammen & Bergendoff, 1972). Although the development of a
crossing did not proceed beyond the 1371 study, it was determined at that

I-5



time that a permanent crossing could be constructed. The 1971 report
resulted in the following conclusions: :

° The construction of a crossing is feasible.
°’ A bridge is the most advantageous structure.
° The most favorable location is 1-1/2 miles upstream from Cairn Point.

In 1975, a Phase I Feasibility Study for a Proposed Knik Arm Crossing
Utilizing a Ferry System was commissioned by the Alaska Department of
Public Works. The report recommended a crossing generally at Cairn Point
with an access road located between Elmendorf AFB and Fort Richardson.

The current work was authorized by the State Legislature, which in 1981
appropriated funds for an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and
preliminary design of a Knik Arm crossing. 2An EIS is being prepared
because it has been determined that issuance of permits by the U.S. Coast
Guard and Corps of Engineers would be a major Federal action. Following a
study of economic- feasibility in 1983 (ADOT/PF, April 15, 1983), the
project was endorsed by the Governor and key legislators.

A Draft (US DOT/FHWA, ADOT/PF, August 12, 1983) and a Final (US DOT/FHWA,
ADOT/PF, December 5, 1983) Corridor Alternatives Analysis report were
prepared as a part of EIS development and are considered a part of this
document. Their purpose was to narrow the range of possible XKnik Arm
crossing project locations and confiqurations to be considered in the EIS.
They contained cost, environmental impact, benefit-cost, cost-effective-
ness, and financial analyses at a general 1level of detail, and they
resulted in the identification of unreasonable corridors for the crossing
and its approach roads, as well as unreasonable crossing configurations.
Only the corridors and configurations found to be reasonable with that
general level analysis are analyzed in detail in this document, along with
several no-crossing alternatives. Other reports prepared as a part of the
current "Knik Arm crossing evaluation are listed on Appendix H under "US
DOT/FHWA, ADOT/PF". '
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Chapter IT

ALTERNATIVES

Two Crossing Alternatives and three No-Crossing Alternatives are evaluated
in this document. The Crossing Alternatives are the Downtown Project and
the Elmendorf Project. Each Crossing Alternative includes a highway
bridge. The option of designing the bridges so a railroad track can be
incorporated at a later date is addressed in Chapter VI. The No-Crossing
Alternatives aré the No-Action, Glenn/Parks Improvement, and Hovercraft
(air cushion vehicle).

A. SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVES
The alternatives analyzed in this document were selected based on two
analyses, a corridor analysis and an alignment analysis, which eliminated

unreasonable alternatives.

Corridor Analysis

Several corridor, crossing configuration, and no-crossing alternatives were
considered in the corridor analysis, see Figure II-1, The results of this
analysis are documented in a report entitled Final Corridor Alternatives
Analysis (Can) (USDOT/FHWA, ADOT/PF, December 5, 1983). In the Final CAA,
the following analyses were made in the evaluation of alternative
corridors: Benefit-cost, environmental  impacts, cost-effectiveness,
financing, <conceptual costs, wurban growth, and travel forecasts.
Alternatives found to be reasonable and meriting further consideration in
the Final CAA were: -

° South Approach/Crossing Corridors:

- Downtown I
- Elmendorf

° Crossing Configuration:
- Bridge

° North Approach Corridor:
- "Houston

° No-Cro;sing Alternatives
- No-Action

- Additional Lanes on Glenn and Parks Highways (low capital
investment option)

- Hovercraft Ferries (transit option)

II-1
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Improved bus service “as a part of both the Crossing and No-Crossing
Alternatives also was found reasonable. Those alternatives found to be
unreasonable were found so for the following reasons:

(-]

South Approach/Crossing Corridors:

Point MacKenzie - unacceptable aviation clear zone interference
and benefit-cost ratio due to high cost

Downtown II - unacceptable aviation clear zone interference

Fort Richardson - low incentive for aevelopment in Mat-Su Borough
and unacceptable return on investment

Eagle River - low incentive for development in the Mat-Su Borough
and unacceptable benefit-cost ratio due to low benefits

Crossing Configurations:

Tunnel: unacceptable benefit-cost ratio due to high cost

Causeway - section 4(f) impact (see Chapter V, "Section 4(f)
Requirements" for definition) for which a prudent and feasible
alternative does exist, high 1level of natural environment

impacts, and unacceptable benefit-cost ratio due to hlgh cost
compared to bridge

Bridge/Causeway: high 1level of natural environment impacts,
unacceptable benefit-cost ratio and return on investment due to
high cost

North Approach Corridors (via western route except Wasilla):

Willow - high level of natural enviromment impacts, and higher
costs with lower benefits and toll revenue compared to other more
easterly corridors

Nancy Lake - unacceptable changes to the character of the Nancy
Lake Parkway and use of Nancy Lake Recreation area, plus the
reasons listed for the Willow corridor

Big Lake - circuitous route results in lower benefits and toll
revenue compared to more direct corridors

Wasilla - section 4(f) impact (see Chapter V "Section 4(f)
Requirements” for definition); there are prudent and feasible
alternatives to crossing Goose Bay State Game Refuge

No-Crossing Alternatives

~

Ferry Boat - wunreliable in winter, slow service, and Ilow
incentive for development in Mat-Su Borough due to poor user
attraction
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- Vertical Take-Off and Landing Aircraft (VIOL) or Helicopter

Crossing - VTOL inappropriate for short travel distance;
helicopters would have low capacity, provide no means for wvehicle
crossing, and operations would be adversely affected by inclement
weather

- Commuter Rail - insufficient Mat-Su/Anchorage transit demand to
warrant investment

A Draft Corridor Alternatives Analysis (USDOT/FHWA, ADOT/PF, Augqust 12,
1983) was circulated for public and agency comment. The Final CAA then was
prepared. The corridor alternatives analysis was part of the EIS process
and Final CAA findings are considered a part of this document. Copies of
the Final CAA can be obtained from the Alaska Department of Transportation
and Public Facilities in Anchorage (see title page of this document for
contact and address).

Alignment Analysis

EIS preparation began with the development of alignments within the
Downtown I/Houston and Elmendorf/Houston corridors, now termed the Downtown
Project and Elmendorf Project. Their development was based on further
engineering and meetings with the Municipality of Anchorage, Mat-Su
Borough, and military staff during early 1984, as well as public and
agency comments on the representative alignments used in the corridor
analysis. The components of the three No-Crossing Alternatives (No-Action,
Glenn/Parks Improvement, and Hovercraft) 51m11ar1y were defined in greater
detail early in EIS preparation.

Figure II-2 locates project alignments that were considered and highlights
those selected for evaluation in this document. The alignments listed
below were selected for evaluation because they maximize transportation
service and minimize cost and environmental disruption:

1. Downtown Proiject

° Downtown Crossing -- bridge structure across the Arm plus enough
roadway - to bring bridge traffic to the existing road system in
Anchorage (intersection of 3rd Avenue and I/L Streets) and the
planned extension of the Point MacKenzie Access Road in the
Mat-Su Borough (intersection near Lake Lorraine)

° Seward Connector -- elevated roadway providing improved access
from the crossing to the Port of Anchorage and to the
intersection of 3rd Avenue and Ingra/Gambell Streets as well as
the Northside and Seward corridors, for which ADOT/PF is
examining major highway improvements (ADOT/PF, FHWA, March 1984).

°. Houston Connector -- roadway providing improved access from the
crossing to the Parks Highway at Houston

- Segment 1 provides improved access as far north as the
east-west segment of the Point MacKenzie Access Road
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- Segment 2 provides improved access between the east-west
segment of the Point MacKenzie Access Road and the Parks
Highway

Elmendorf Project

° Elmendorf Crossing -- bridge structure across the Arm plus enough
roadway to bring bridge traffic to the existing road system in
Anchorage (Glenn Highway west of the Muldoon Road interchange)
and the planned Point MacKenzie Access Road in the Mat-Su Borough
(intersection near Lake Lorraine) '

° Houston Connector -- Segments 1 and 2 as indicated for the’

Downtown Project

Other alignments were examined and dropped from further consideration.
They are located in Figure II-2 and are described below:

(-]

Downtown Crossing Southbound Ramp Connected to L Street at 6th Avenue:

There would be an unacceptable level of dislocation and neighborhood
disruption. The view of Knik Arm for area residents would be blocked.

Seward Connector Ramps Serving Downtown Anchorage on the C Street
Viaduct: Crossing traffic would pass through what is expected to

become the center of activity in downtown Anchorage, adding to traffic

congestion.

Seward Connector Ramps Connecting to E and G Streets: G Street is not
a through arterial street and E Street has 1limited capacity, so
traffic distribution problems would occur in downtown Anchorage. In
addition, the E Street ramp would pass adjacent to the planned
location for several historic homes. The G Street ramp would cause
unacceptable commercial and residential dislocation.

Elmendorf Crossing Beginning at Boniface Parkway and Reaching the Arm
South of Alignment Analyzed in This Document: The Air Force identi-
fied several significant and costly impacts that would result from
this alignment. The present alignment responds to Air Force concerns
and reduces the impact on Air Force facilities.

Ramps Improving Access from Crossing to Glenn Highway East of Muldoon
Road: This movement is provided for by the Elmendorf Crossing via a
half diamond interchange at Oilwell Road. The ramps would provide a
more direct route than the Oilwell Road interchange. However, it was
found there would not be enough traffic (350 vehicles per average
weekday in 2010, including both directions of travel) to warrant the
cost of the ramps.

Houston Connector Intersecting Parks Highway' North of Houston: This
alignment was wused in the Final CAA, It followed an ADOT/PF
designated future transportation corridor, however it passed through
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an extensive wetland area and required bridges across the Little
Susitna River and the Alaska Railroad. Concern about the extensive
wetland involvement and the Little Susitna River crossing was
expressed during review of the Draft CAA. Thus, the alignment was
dropped in favor of the present alignment.

° Houston Connector Intersecting Parks Highway at Xing Arthur Road:
This alignment was suggested by the Houston City Council (see Appendix
G), but it was dropped because it would require a bridge over the
Alaska Railroad.

The components of the No-Crossing Alternatives identified in the corridor
analysis and carried forward to this document are:

° No-Action = Projects presently programmed and planned between
Anchorage and the Mat-Su Borough

° Glenn/Parks Improvement - Supplementing the No-~Action Alternative with
additional lanes on the Glenn and Parks Highways

° Hovercraft (air cushion vehicle} - Supplementing the No-Action
Alternative with a Hovercraft Ferry across XKnik Arm

A fourth No-Crossing Alternative was evaluated but dropped from further
consideration, the Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative.
This is defined as limited capital improvements maximizing use of the
existing road system. In examining possible actions for inclusion in this
alternative, it was concluded that no TSM technique would improve signifi-
cantly the access to growth areas outside the Anchorage bowl on the Glenn
and Parks Highway.

Carrying capacity of the Glenn/Parks Highways could not be increased
significantly by signalization, striping, and bus/high occupancy vehicles
(HOV) on contraflow lanes. Pavement widths would not be sufficient to
accommodate additional traffic lanes or a continuous left turn lane along
the Parks Highway through Wasilla. Provision of a bus/HOV lane on the
Glenn Highway would be impractical in that either a lane would have to be
removed from the peak direction of traffic flow, reducing capacity to
unacceptable levels, or two lanes would have to be removed from the
non-peak or contraflow direction, reducing capacity to unacceptable levels.
Government sponsored HOV incentives, such as leasing vans for van pools,

might induce some carpooling but the shift would not be sufficient to

justify the dedicated lane.

B. DOWNTOWN PROJECT

The termini for the Downtown Project would be the Seward Highway at Ingra/
Gambell Streets in Anchorage and the Parks Highway near Houston in the
Mat-Su Borough. The Downtown Project would be divided into the following
parts shown in Figure II-2:

° Crossing (access ramps from I and L Streets in downtown Anchorage, a

bridge across XKnik Arm, and a road connecting to a planned extension
of the Point MacKenzie Access Road in the Mat-Su Borough)
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° Seward Connector (road connecting the crossing with the Seward Highway
at Ingra and Gambell Streets and with the Port of Anchorage)

° Houston Connector

~ Segment 1 (road between crossing and east-west segment of Point
MacKenzie Access Road in the Mat-Su Borough)

- Segment 2 (road between end of Segment 1 and Parks Highway at
Houston)

Crossing

Alignment Description. The southern terminus of the crossing would be at
the I/L couplet near 3rd Avenue in Anchorage. Two alternative configura-
tions for the southbound ramp are under consideration. One would end at L
Street and the other at I Street. The northbound ramp would begin at I
Street. Starting from the southern terminus, Knik Arm would be crossed in
a north-west direction, reaching.the north bluff about 1.5 miles north~east
of the tip of Point MacKenzie. The crossing then would proceed north along
the west slope of the Elmendorf Moraine (Figure II-3) for approximately two
miles and end near Lake Lorraine at the line between Sections 22 and 23,
T14N, R4W, Seward Meridian. The entire crossing would be about 5.5 miles
long, see Figures II-3 and II-4. Additional detail is shown in Appendix A.

Traffic Volume. Traffic capacity of the four-lane crossing is estimated at
50,000 AWDT (average weekday daily traffic, including both directions of
travel). Traffic on the crossing is forecast at 42,300 AWDT in year 2010
{(design year), approximately twenty years after project completion.

Bus Service. It is anticipated that commuter bus service would use the
crossing to accommodate the increased transit demand between Anchorage and
the Mat-Su Borough. See description under "Houston Connector". A separate
bus/carpool lane would be provided through the crossing toll booths.

Design Features. The central feature of this crossing would be the spans
over Knik Arm, which would include a single-level, four-lane, cable-stayed
bridge. A conceptual drawing of this bridge is shown in Figure II-5. It
would consist of the 2,240-foot long cable-stayed configuration, 9,500 feet
of 500-foot deck-truss spans, and approximately 4,000-feet total of shorter
maltiple-girder spans which would reach the bluffs on either side of the
Arm. The total length would be three miles.

The bridge would accommodate installation of utilities, but there would be
no provisions for use by either non-motorized vehicles or pedestrians.

Navigation clearance 1,000-feet wide and 150-feet above MHHW {(Mean Higher
High Water) would be provided under the main span. The two piers flanking
the main span would be centered about a navigation course identified by
the Coast Guard (U.S. Coast Guard, January 198l). Navigation lights would
be provided on the bridge in conformance to Coast Guard requirements.
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The two towers supporting the cable-stayed spans would project
approximately 30 feet into the aviation clear zone for Merrill Field.
Lighting for aircraft would be provided in conformance with requirements of
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).

All bridge piers would be designed to resist earthquakes, ice, temperature
extremes, wind, and other forces that would affect a structure at this
location. The bridge would alsc be designed to minimize the chance of ship
collision and the damage resulting from a collision. Design investigations
would include an analysis of the following means +to minimize ship
collisions: '

e Locate the navigation channel to provide the safest passage into and
out of the Port of Anchorage

° Provide the optimum navigation clearance for the number and character-
istics of ships -

° Provide navigation aids to assist the passage of ships under the
bridge ‘
° Utilize ice breaking type vessels and designated pilots to assist

ships during hazardous climatic conditions

The following means to minimize damage to the bridge in the event of a ship
collision would be analyzed: ’

° Design of fendering system at the piers to partially absorb the energy
from a collision and/or to deflect a ship away from the pier

° Design of the pier itself to withstand a collision without collapse of
the bridge

The remainder of the Crossing north of XKnik Arm would be a limited access
four-lane at-grade roadway. Grades would be moderate with, large cuts
required north of the end of the bridge due to a large ridge called .the
Elmendorf Moraine. A 400-foot wide right-of-way would provide adequate
width for future utilities, space for future frontage roads, and/or buffer
space to protect adjacent land uses from roadway noise and visual impacts.
Fencing would not be provided along the right-of-way.

Toll booths would be constructed on the Mat-Su end of the Crossing between
the bluff and the first interchange. The Dbooths would accommodate
northbound and southbound users of the Crossing.

Lighting would be provided on the bridge structure, at the toll plaza, and
at roadway intersections.

Cost. The estimated 1985 costs of the Downtown Crossing, plus additional
costs resulting from a five percent inflation rate before project
completion, are:

ir-12
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Engineering $ 33,600,000

Right-of-Way - 1,000,000
Construction 522,900,000
TOTAL 1985 costs 557,500,000
Inflation to

Construction 72,300,000
TOTAL $629,800,000

Inflation calculations took into account the forecast timing of
construction expenditures. Annual maintenance costs (1985) are estimated
to be $1,100,000.

Construction. Construction of the Crossing would take six years, allowing

for .design time, site characteristics, and winter shutdown. The at-grade
roadway could be built independent of the bridge- and would take less time.
With construction starting in 1986 as planned, the Crossing would be open
for traffic use in 1991.

Construction materials for the bridge, including superstructure members,
steel pier shells, and steel pier bases probably would be £fabricated
outside of Alaska. Cement and reinforcing steel also would be shipped in
from out-of-State.

Labor requirements for construction of the bridge would be solicited from
within the State and then, if necessary, additional labor would be sought
from outside the State. An average of 150 workers per vear would be
required during construction.

For the at-grade roadway portion, all labor, heavy equipment, and construc-
tion materials, except for cement and certain specialty steel items, would
be available within the State.

A single central construction staging area is envisioned to provide for
importation and storage of supplies and equipment for Crossing
construction. This site would require:

° Dock facilities -- pier at 20-foot depth water (low tide); crane to
unload barges bringing steel and concrete from the Orient or Lower 48

° Storage yard -- level cleared area approximately 15 acres (750 x 1,000
feet) in proximity to the dock and above high water to provide for
storage of materials and equipment, mixing of concrete, and
.contractor's office

° Access road to the staging area for bringing in sand and gravel and
personnel; the approximately 40-foot wide 1road on 100-foot
right-of-way would be designed for truck loading and six percent
maximum grade; crushed rock surface is envisioned
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The crossing staging area would not need to be at the construction site
although proximity would be desirable. The site would be occupied only
during construction and therefore could be leased or purchased and sold
following construction. .
Three alternative sites for construction staging are shown in Figure II-3.
They are:

1. South of Ship Creek on the Anchorage waterfront on land leased from
the Alaska Railroad. For use as a staging site, the current site
would require £ill, dock construction, and dredging. York Steel, the
current leaser, has Corps of Engineers permits for dock and £fill at
this location. Proximity to existing transportation, services, and
labor would make this a preferred location for staging. This location
would necessitate a subordinate Mat-Su~side construction office
(perhaps one acre) to manage Mat-Su-side construction. Boat or
aircraft transport would be provided between Anchorage and the Mat-Su
shore.

2. Approximately one mile west of MacKenzie Point on the Mat-Su shore on
land leased or purchased from private owners. Approximately one-half
mile of pier would be needed to reach 20~foot water depth. Off-loaded
materials would be transported to the top of the bluff or a 15 acre
fill area would be created in the mud flat area. Approximately 11
miles of access road would be required to link this staging area with
the existing terminus of the Point MacKenzie Access Road. This
location would require a boat or aircraft transport link to Anchorage
and a subordinate Anchorage-side construction office (perhaps one
acre) to manage on-shore construction. Construction of a staging area
dock, storage, and access road in this location could provide the
nucleus for a Point MacKenzie port following Crossing construction.

3. Approximately four miles north of the Port of Anchorage on the Mat-Su
shore. This site would be leased or purchased from the Borough or
private owners. Approximately one-half mile of pier would be needed
to reach 20-foot water depth. Alternately a 15-acre fill area would
be created in the mud flat area near the dock. This location would
require a boat or aircraft transport link to Anchorage and boat 1link
to the Elmendorf shore. Approximately eight miles of gravel roadway
would be needed to connect the site to the existing terminus of the
Point MacKenzie Access Road. Construction of a dock, staging area,
and access road in this location could provide the nucleus for a Point
MacKenzie Port following Crossing construction.

Any of the three sites could be used with a Downtown Crossing. The first
two would be particularly suitable.

Maintenance and Operation. Maintenance requirements for the bridge portion
would include safety inspections, and navigation and aircraft lighting
replacements. An eight year paint cycle would be required for the steel.
Snow removal, sign repair, periodic lane striping, roadway repairs, and
repaving would also be required. Periodic repairs would be made to the
toll booths. Operation requirements would include 24-hour staffing by toll
collectors. Approximately 25 jobs would result.
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Financing. See Appendix F, "Project Financing Overview".

Permits and Approvals. The following permits and approvals would be

required with the Downtown Crossing:

° Corps of Engineers Section 404 permit for all wetlands £filling and
likely for Knik Arm bridge construction

° Corps of Engineers Section 10 permit for construction of Knik Arm
bridge

° U.S. Coast Guard Section 9 permit for Knik Arm bridge

° Approval by the Federal Aviation Administration to encroach on the
Merrill Field clearance zone

° Permit from  the PFederal Communications Commission for +the air
clearance encroachment

° Department of Environmental Conservation Certificate of Reasonable
Assurance (that water quality would be maintained)

° Governor's office determination of coastal zone plan consistency

° Department of Natural Resources tidelands lease and an 11 AAC 93.160
dam permit for constructing cofferdams

° Department of Fish and Game Title 16 peimit (for affecting critical
habitat area)

° ' ADOT/PF, Division of Design and Construction, Design Group II
(aviation) clearance with Federal Highway Administration and Federal
Aviation Administration concurrence since crossing is within two miles
of an airport :

Seward Connector

Alignment Description. This portion of the Downtown Project would connect
both the Seward Highway and the Port of Anchorage to the Crossing. The
connection from the Seward Highway would proceed north from Ingra/Gambell
Streets (starting point for Seward Highway as well as end points for
planned Seward and Northside Corridors, See Chapter III, "Street and
Highway Plans") through an undeveloped area. Two southbound ramp alterna-
tives are being considered, one would end at Gambell Street and one would
end at Ingra Street. The northbound ramp would begin at Ingra Street. It~
would curve west, cross an Alaska Railroad track, and run parallel to and
south of Ship Creek wuntil it would connect with the Crossing near the
shore of Knik Arm. The length of the Seward Connector would be about 1.5
miles. Vehicular access to the Port of Anchorage would be provided to the
Crossing via two, one-lane ramps on the west side of the Alaska Railroad
mainline track, see Figure II-4. Additional detail is shown in Appendix A.
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Traffic Volumes. Traffic capacity of the four-~lane Connector is estimated’

at 50,000 AWDT, which includes both directions of travel. Year 2010
traffic is forecast at 19,600 AWDT. ’

Design Features. The Seward Connector would consist of a four-lane bridge
throughout its entire length. The bridge would be high enocugh to allow
clearance underneath for railroad traffic, but low enough to pass under the
existing C Street viaduct. No provisions would be made for use by either
pedestrians or non-motorized vehicles except c¢rossing underneath the
bridge. Roadway lighting would be provided at all exits and entrances.
The Connector would be drained into the Municipal storm sewer system.

Cost. The estimated 1985 costs of the Seward Connector, plus additional
costs resulting from a five percent inflation rate before project
completion, are:

- Engineering . $ 6,900,000
Right-of-Way 8,000,000
Construction 107,900,000
TOTAL 1985 costs 122,800,000
Inflation to construction 134,400,000
TOTAL $257,200,000

Inflation calculations tock into account the forecast timing of construc-
tion expenditures. Annual maintenance costs (1985 dollars) are estimated
to be $40,000. This figure does not include cyclical maintenance, such as
repaving, which is treated as a capital expenditure by the State.

Construction. It is anticipated that construction would be completed in
two years with much of the work continuing through the winter. Labor
requirements would be solicited initially from within the State of Alaska.
Construction would take place in 1999 and 2000 with the Connector open for
traffic in 2001. The schedule would be coordinated with Major Corridor
Project(s) (ADOT/PF, FHWA, March 1984). During construction activity, the
project would employ about 100 workers. :

Maintenance. The largest maintenance expenditures would be for snow
removal, surface repair, and repaving: One or two new jobs might result.

Financing. See Appendix F, "Project Financing Overview".

Permits and Approvals. The following permits and approvals would be
required with the Seward Connector:

° Corps of Engineers Section 404 permit for filling wetlands

° Department of Environmental Conservation Certificate of Reasonable
Assurance (that water quality would be maintained)
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° Governor's office determination of coastal zone management plan
consistency

° ADOT/PF, Division of Design and Construction, Design Group II
(aviation), clearance with Federal Highway Administration and Federal
Aviation Administration concurrence since Connector is within two
miles of an airport

Houston Connector

Alignment Description. This Connector would connect the Crossing of either
the Downtown or Elmendorf Project to the Parks Highway. Segment 1
of the Houston Connector would start at the line between Sections 22 and
23, T1l4N, R4W, Seward Meridian, which would be the northern terminus of the
Crossings near Lake Lorraine. It then would head northwest, following the
west slope of the Elmendorf Moraine for about 6.5 miles where it would join
the south end of the existing Point MacKenzie Access Road. The alignment
would follow this road north 5.2 miles to where the Point MacKenzie Access
Road turns east. Segment 2 of the Connector would continue north, passing
between Carpenter Lake and Cann Lake, then it would proceed northeast,
passing between Cann Lake and Jewell Lake for about 6.3 miles to South Big
Lake Road. In the next 10.2 miles, it would cross over the narrows between
Mirror Lake and Big Lake, pass south of Bottle Lake and north of Orchid
Lake, continue northeast between Blanket Lake and Little Beaver Lake, and
then turn east and terminate at the Parks Highway about 0.25 miles south of
the Alaska Railroad grade crossing in Houston, see Figure II-6. Additional
detail is shown in Appendix A.

" Traffic Volume. Traffic capacity would be approximately 30,000 AWDT for

the four-lane Segment 1 and 15,000 for the two-lane Segment 2. Year 2010
traffic is forecast at 23,400 'AWDT for Segment 1 and 11,000 AWDT for
Segment 2. ‘

Bus Service. Increased accessibility to the &anchorage bowl and -the
availability- of developable land is expected to generate development and
associated demand for commuter bus service, Because of the long travel
distance, an express bus system with few stops is envisioned. Park-and-
ride lots for car pooling and bus operations near major intersections could
also occur. Bus/carpool turnouts would be provided at major intersections,
and there would be room in the Connector right-of-way for the eventual
construction of park-and-ride lots. Bus service is discussed in detail
under "Public Transportation", Chapter IV.

Design Features. Segment 1 would be a limited access four-lane road.
Segment 2 would be a limited access two-lane road. Limited access means
that access to the connector would be permitted only at intersections. The
Connector would have a grade that is gentle to rolling, with small cuts and
£fills. A bridge would be regquired for the crossing of the narrows between
Mirror Lake and Big Lake. Bridge clearance would be in conformance with
Coast Guard requirements.
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As shown on Figure II-6, at-grade intersections with lighting, signs, and
bus/carpool turnouts would be provided at eleven locations:

South of Lake Lorraine -

South of Twin Island Lake

West of Lost Lake

Holstein Heights Subdivision (Point MacKenzie Agricultural Area)
East-West Segment of Point MacKenzie Access Road
East of Jewell Lake '
Irish Hills Subdivision

South Big Lake Road

Horseshoe Lake Road

West of Beaver Lakes

Parks Highway

 aad
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There would be no provisions for non-motorized vehicles or pedestrians
throughout the length of the Houston Connector, however the right-of-way -
would be wide enough for future inclusion of a path for non-motorized
vehicles or pedestrians. A bridge would be provided for the users of the
Iditarod Trail to cross over the route. Also a parking lot would be
provided on the right-of-way near the trail crossing.

A 400-foot right-of-way would be required for both segments to provide
adequate width for future utilities, frontage roads, future upgrading to
full grade separation (interchanges), and/or buffer space to protect
adjacent land uses from roadway noise and visual impact. Initially,
fencing would not be provided along the right-of-way boundary. If required
at some locations in the future, it would be installed.

Costs. The estimated 1985 costs for the Houston Connector, plus additional
costs resulting from a five percent inflation rate before project
completion, are:

. Segment 1 Segment 2 Total

Engineering $ 3,100,000 $ 3,600,000 $ 6,700,000
Right-of-Way 0 4,500,000 4,500,000
Construction 23,700,000 27,700,000 51,400,000
TOTAL 1985 costs 26,800,000 35,800,000 62,600,000
Inflation to

Construction 5,800,000 7,100,000 12,900,000
TOTAL ’ $32,600,000 $42,900,000 $75,500,000

Inflation calculations took 1into account the forecast timing of
construction expenditures. Annual maintenance costs (1985 dollars) are
estimated to be $230,000 for Segment 1 and $170,000 for Segment 2. These
figures do not include cyclical maintenance, such as repaving, which is
treated as a capital expenditure by the State.
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Construction. All 1labor, heavy equipment, and construction materials,
except for cement and reinforcing steel, would be available within Alaska.
Since construction of the Connector would require little or no specialty
items, the funds expended out-of-State would be negligible. Construction
would occur during the final two years of the Crossing construction (1989
and 1990). Labor requirements would be solicited initially from within the
State of Alaska, and it is anticipated that an average of 50 workers per
year would be required during construction.

Maintenance. Maintenance requirements for this Connector would include
snow removal, sign and roadway 1light repair, periodic lane striping,
roadway repair, and repaving. One or two new jobs might result.

Financing. It is anticipated that the Houston Connector would be financed
partially by Federal participating funds. See Appendix F, "Project
Financing Overview".

Permits and Approvals. The following permits and approvals would be
required with the Houston Connector:

° Corps of Engineers Section 404 permit for filling wetlands

Corps of Engineers Section 10 permit for Mirror/Big Lakes narrows
bridge

° U.S. Coast Guard Section 2 permit for bridge across Mirror/Big Lakes
narrows

Department of Environmental Conservation Certificate of Reasonable
Assurance (that water guality would be maintained)

e Governor's office determination of coastal zone management plan
consistency
° Department of Fish and Game Title 16 permit (cr0531ng fish streams or

affecting critical habitat area)

cC. ELMENDORF PROJECT

The termini for the Elmendorf Project would be an interchange with the
Glenn Highway near Muldoon Road in Anchorage and an intersection of the
Parks Highway near Houston in the Mat-Su Borough (Figure II-2). The
Elmendorf Project would be divided into the following parts:

° Crossing (road from the Glenn Highway in Anchorage, a bridge across
Knik Arm, and a road connecting to a planned extension of the Point
MacKenzie Access Road in the Mat-Su Borough)

Houston Connector (same as with Downtown Project)

II-20.
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Crossing

Alignment Description. The Crossing would begin at the Glenn Highway near

Muldoon Road, cross Fort Richardson and Elmendorf Air Force Base (AFB),
cross Knik Arm, and end at the line between Sections 22 and 23, T14N, R4W.
The alignment would be northerly from the interchange at Glenn Highway,
passing between the AFB hospital and Bartlett High School. It would curve
to the northwest near the hospital's helicopter pad and then curve north
near Ship Creek, passing between an AFB east-west runway clear 2zone and
munitions safety clearance zones. The alignment would continue northerly
until it reached the Alaska Railroad. It then would turn to the northwest
and pass north of the north-south runway clear zone, and north of the
Hillberg Ski Area reaching the bluffs of Knik Arm north of Green Lake.
Knik Arm then would be crossed in an east-west direction, reaching the
Mat-Su side of the Arm about four miles northeast of the tip of Point
MacKenzie. The Crossing would proceed west for about one mile before
ending near Lake Lorraine. The length of the -entire Crossing would be
about 10 miles, see Figure II-3. Additional detail is shown in Appendix A,

Traffic Volume. Traffic capacity of the four-lane Crossing is estimated at
50,000 AWDT. Year 2010 traffic is forecast at 30,100 AWDT.

Bus Service. Buses would use the Crossing to serve increased transit
demands between Anchorage and the Mat-Su Borough. See description under
"Houston Connector". A separate bus/carpocl lane would be provided through
the crossing toll booths.

Design Features. The portion of the Crossing passing through Fort
Richardson and Elmendorf AFB would be a fully access-~controlled four-lane
divided highway. Deep cuts and high fills would be required for approxi-
mately 1.7 miles. ’

There would be a directional interchange with the Glenn Highway near
Muldoon Road and a half-diamond interchange at Oilwell Road. In the

portion passing through Fort Richardson and Elmendorf AFB, 13 bridges would

be needed, including two over the BAlaska Railroad. For the 400-feet
before reaching Knik Arm, the highway would be close to the shore of Green
Lake. Except for Ship Creek, this portion of the highway would not cross
any streams or lakes.

A 300-foot wide right-of-way would be required through military property.
This entire portion of the Crossing would be fenced at the right-of-way
boundary.

A four-lane double-level bridge would cross Knik Arm, see Figure II-5. The
2.5 mile long bridge would consist of 21 through-truss spans and about
2,500-feet of multiple-girder spans. At the bluff line on both sides of
the Arm, about 1,000-feet of girder spans would project onto the shore.
These spans would provide for the transition from a double-level roadway on
the bridge to a side-by-side roadway on the shores.
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The bottom of the steel trusses would be high enough to clear waves and
spray at high tide., Navigation clearance for large boats would not be
provided, however there would be clearance for small craft and the
Chugach Electric maintenance barge. Lighting for aircraft and navigation
would be provided in conformance to the requirements by the FAA and U.S.
Coast Guard. Provisions would be made to allow for the installation of
utility lines, but no provisions would be made for use by pedestrians or
non-motorized vehicles.

Bridge piers would be designed to resist earthquakes, ice, temperature
extremes, wind, and other forces that would affect a structure at this
location.

On the Mat=-Su side of the Arm, the Crossing would be a four-lane at-grade
roadway with small cuts and fills. A 400-foot right-of-way would provide

adequate width for utilities and future frontage roads. No fencing would

be provided for this portion of the Crossing,
The bridge, toll plaza, and intersections would be lighted.

Toll booths would be constructed on the Mat-Su end of the Crossing between
the bluff and the first interchange. The booths would accommodate
northbound and southbound users of the Crossing. '

Cost. The estimated 1985 costs for the Elmendorf Crossing, plus additional
costs resulting from a five percent inflation rate before project
completion, are:

Engineering ’ $ 26,800,000
Right-of-Way 1,000,000
Relocation 89,100,000
Construction 367,500,000
TOTAL 1985 costs 484,400,000
Inflation to construction 47,200,000
TOTAL $531,600,000

Inflation calculations +took into account the forecast +timing of
construction expenditures. Annual maintenance costs (1985) are estimated
to be $1,100,000. This figure does not include cyclical maintenance, such
as repaving, which is treated as a capital expenditure by the State.

Construction. Construction would take five years, allowing for design
time, site characteristics, and winter shutdown. The at-grade roadway
could be built independently of the Arm bridge and would take about two
years. With construction starting in 1986 as planned, the Crossing would
be open for traffic use in 1990.

Construction materials for the Arm bridge, including superstructure mem-
bers, steel pier shells, and steel pier bases, likely would be fabricated
outside Alaska. Cement and reinforcing steel also would be shipped in from
out-of-State. Some heavy equipment needed for the Arm bridge would need to
be brought in.
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An average of 150 workers per year would be required during construction.
Labor requirements for construction of the bridge would be solicited from
within the State and then, if necessary, additional labor would be sought
from outside the State.

Construction of the at-grade roads could be carried out by local contrac-
tors, wtilizing labor mostly from the State of Alaska. Most of the
materials needed for construction of the roads would be available within
Alaska. Construction of the road through Fort Richardson and Elmendorf AFB
would require about 100,000 tons of fill material which would be brought in
from the Mat-Su Borough.

A staging area also would be required for this Crossing. Any of the three
locations described under the Downtown Crossing could be used; the first
and third would be particularly suitable. )

Maintenance and Operation Requirements. Maintenance and operation require-

ments would be similar to those for the Crossing segment of the Downtown
Project.

Financing. See Appendix F, "Project Financing Overview”.

Permits and Approvals. The following permits and approvals would be

required with the Elmendorf Crossing:

° Department of Defense agreement for use of right-of-way through
Elmendorf AFB

e Corps of Engineers Section 404 permit for filling wetlands

° Corps of Engineers Section 10 permit for Knik Arm and Ship Creek
bridges

° U.S. Coast Guard Section 9 permit for Knik Arm bridge

° Department of Environmental Conservation Certificate of Reasonable
Assurance (that water quality would be maintained)

° Governor's office determination of coastal =zone management plan
consistency

° Department of Natural Resources tidelands lease and an 11 AAC 93.160
dam permit for constructing cofferdams :

° Department of Fish and Game Title 16 permit (crossing fish streams or
affecting critical habitat area)

Houston Connector

This portion of the Elmendorf Project would be identical to the Houston
connector described for the Downtown Project except that construction would
be started and completed one year sooner (1988 to 1989). Year 2010 traffic
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is forecast at 17,600 AWDT for the four-~lane Segment 1, and 8,600 AWDT for
the two-lane Segment 2. Traffic capacity would be approximately 30,000
AWDT for Segment 1 and 15,000 AWDT for Segment 2.

Costs. The estimated 1985 costs for the Houston Connector, plus additional
costs resulting from a five percent inflation rate before project
completion, are:

Segment 1 Segment 2 Total

Engineering $ 3,100,000 $ 3,600,000 $ 6,700,000
Right-of-Way 0 4,500,000 4,500,000
Construction 23,700,000 27,700,000 51,400,000
TOTAL 1985 Cost 26,800,000 35,800,000 62,600,000
Inflation to : .

Construction 4,300,000 5,200,000 9,500,000
TOTAL $31,100,000 $41,000,000 $72,100,000

Infiation calculations took into account the forecast timing of construc-
tion expenditures. ’

D. NO-CR@SSING ALTERNATIVES
Three No-Crossing Alternatives are analyzed in this document:

1. No-Action -- Includes only those projects presently programmed
(FY 1984 to 1989) and planned (1983 to 2001) between Anchorage and the
Mat-Su Borough

2. Glenn/Parks Improvement -- Supplements the No-Action Alternative with
additional lanes on the Glenn and Parks Highways

3. Hovercraft (Air Cushion Vehicle) -- Supplements the No-Action
alternative with Hovercraft ferries crossing Knik Arm between downtown
Anchorage and Point MacKenzie plus a two-lane road from the Point
MacKenzie ferry terminal to Houston

No-Action

The No-Action Alternative is defined for two timeframes -- (1) short-range,
reflected in the FY 1984 to 1988 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)
for the Anchorage Metropolitan Area Transportation Study (AMATS, Septem=-
ber 1983), the 6-year Capital Improvement Program (CIP) for the Mat-Su
Borough (Mat-Su Borough, March 1984) the ADOT/PF FY84 105 Program (ADOT/PF,
September 1983), and the Anchorage Accelerated Road Program (MOA-ADOT/PF,
March 1984); and (2) long~range, 1983 +to 2001, reflected in the
Municipality (Municipality of Anchorage, Community Planning Department,
July 1983) and Borough (Mat-Su Borough, March 1984) long-range transporta-
tion plan elements. Components of the programs and plans affecting travel
in the Anchorage to Mat-Su corridor are described below and shown in Figure
II1-7.
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Short-Range. Four improvements are proposed in the Anchorage to Mat-Su

Borough corridor during the 1984 to 1989 timeframe:

o

Widening of the Glenn Highway to six lanes from Muldoon Road to Eagle
River. Traffic capacity would be increased to 75,000 AWDT. The year
2010 expected traffic volume is approximately 80,400 AWDT.

Widening and grade separation of the Glenn Highway to four lanes from
Eklutna to the Parks Highway. Interchanges would be constructed at
the intersections of the Glenn and Parks Highways and at the inter-
section of the old and new Glenn Highways south of the Knik River.
Traffic capacity would be increased to 50,000 AWDT. Year 2010 traffic
volumes are forecast at 34,600 AWDT.

North Eagle River interchange. The interchange would improve safety
and increase traffic capacity to approximately 50,000 AWDT. Year 2010
traffic is forecast at 59,600 AWDT.

A park-and-ride lot within the right-of-way of the Glenn and Parks
Highway interchange. Short-range capacity of the lot would be approx-
imately 45 spaces; long-term capacity 75 spaces.

Long-Range. Three improvements are proposed for the 1990 +to 2001

timeframe:

-]

Bragaw Street and Boniface Parkway interchanges with Glenn Highway and
Glenn Highway widening to six lanes between Turpin Street (between
Muldoon Road and Boniface Parkway) and Airport Heights Road. Traffic
capacity along this segment would be increased to 75,000 AWDT. Year
2010 traffic is forecast at 67,200 AWDT. '

Northside Bypass, extending the Glenn Highway in a 6-lane, grade sep-
arated configuration between Airport Heights Road and a proposed
Seward Freeway beside the Ingra/Gambell one-way couplet. Traffic
capacity would be increased to approximately 75,000 AWDT. Year 2010
traffic is forecast at 77,200 AWDT. Although 1listed in current
Anchorage bowl plans, this is only one of several alternatives being
considered for the Northside Corridor in ADOT/PF's Major Corridors
Study; see Chapter III, "Street and Highway Plans".

Seward Freeway, extending the Seward Highway as a freeway north from
Tudor Road to connect with the Northside Bypass. Traffic capacity in
this corridor would be increased to approximately 75,000 AWDT. Year
2010 traffic is forecast at 47,000 AWDT. Although listed in current
Anchorage bowl plans, this is only one of several alternatives being
considered for the Seward Corridor in ADOT/PF's Major Corridors Study;
see Chapter III, "Street and Highway Plans".
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Glenn/Parks Improvement

Alignment Description and Design Features. This alternative would widen

the Glenn Highway to six lanes (three lanes in each direction) between Eagle
River and the Glenn/Parks Highway Jjuncture. The addition of one extra
traffic lane in each direction would require that all of the existing
bridges be either widened or replaced, depending upon the structural
configuration. Additionally, some of the present interchanges would
require major modification in order to accommodate the added traffic lanes.

The Parks Highway would be widened to four 1lanes, two lanes in each
direction with provisions for a separate left-turn lane, between the Glenn
Highway and Wasilla. The present alignment and grade would be followed.

Additional right-of-way or construction easements would be required for
both widenings where cut or fill slopes would exceed present right-of-way
limits. At interchanges on the Glenn Highway where major modifications
would be dictated, additional right-of-way would be required. Bridges over
six major and several minor streams would have to be widened.

These improvements would be in addition to those included under the
No-Action Alternative, see Figure II-7.

Traffic Volumes. The additional lanes would increase the capacity of the
Glenn Highway from Eagle River to the Parks Highway from approximately
50,000 (No-Action) to 75,000 AWDT. Forecast 2010 traffic volumes in this
section are 59,600 AWDT. The additional 1lanes on the Parks Highway

- would increase its capacity to approximately 30,000 AWDT. Year 2010

traffic volumes would be approximately 27,100 AWDT between the Glenn
Highway and Wasilla.

Bus Service. To complement highway widening, bus/carpool pullouts would be
incorporated at .freeway interchanges. The bus/carpool pullouts with
passendger shelters and pedestrian access to nearby streets would encourage
use of high -occupancy vehicles, thereby increasing the benefit from highway
investment. Ramp metering with preferential bus/carpool lanes would be
incorporated.

Costs. Cost of the addition of lanes to the Glenn and Parks Highways would
be approximately $56.9 million (1985 dollars), plus additional costs
of approximately $8.5 million resulting from a five percent inflation rate
before project completion. Inflation calculations took into account the
forecast timing of construction expenditures. Maintenance costs would be
approximately $170,000 (1985 dollars) annually. This does not include
cyclical costs, such as repaving, which are treated as a capital
expenditure by the State.

Construction. All 1labor, heavy equipment, and construction materials,
except for cement and reinforcing steel, would be available within Alaska.
Since construction would require little or no specialty items, the funds
expended out-of-State would be negligible. Construction would occur £from
1988 to 1989. Labor requirements would be solicited initially from within
the State of Alaska, and it is anticipated that an average of 50 workers
per year would be required during construction.
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Maintenance. Maintenance requirements would include snow removal, sign and
roadway light repair, periodic lane striping, roadway repair, and repaving.

Financing. Improvements would be partially financed with Federal partici-
pating funds.

Permits and Approvals. The following permits and approvals would be
required with the Glenn/Parks Improvement:

° Corps of Engineers Section 404 permit for filling wetlands

° Corps of Engineers Section 10 permit for crossings of six major
and several minor streams

° Department of Environmental Conservation Certificate of Reasonable
Assurance (that water quality would be maintained)

° Governor's office determination of coastal 2zone management plan
consistency
° Department of Fish and Game Title 16 permit (crossing fish streams or

affecting critical habitat area)

Hovercraft . (Air-Cushion Vehicle)

Description. This alternative would include purchase of three 1large
Hovercraft ferries and construction of Anchorage and Point MacKenzie
terminals and access roads. The Hovercraft Alternative would provide a
ferry crossing of Knik Arm with lower carrying capacity and cost than a
highway bridge. The Hovercraft Alternative also would provide less
accessibility and generate less travel demand than a bridge.

Each Hovercraft vehicle would have a capacity of approximately 60 autos and
420 passengers. A vehicle would depart every 30 to 40 minutes with the
majority of the time used in loading and unloading the craft. Hovercraft
would be relatively unconstrained by ice and tides and would have greater
operating flexibility, speed, and reliability than conventional ferry
boats.

Terminal facilities would consist of large stable pads just above tide flat
areas. The Anchorage terminal would be immediately north of Ship Creek,
while the Mat=-Su Borough terminal would be approximately one-and-a-half
miles north of Point MacKenzie. Approximately 14 acres of land would be
required at each terminal location to provide space for Hovercraft storage,
ticketing, passenger waiting/shelter, and vehicle parking. This
alternative also would include completion of the Houston Connector as a
two~lane road for both segments; see the earlier Houston Connector
description. The Anchorage terminal would be just south of Ship Creek and
‘adjacent to the existing Port Access Road connecting to the A/C Couplet,
see Figure II-7.
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Operations. Assuming a 13-hour operating day, capacity of each Hovercraft
vessel per direction would be approximately 700 vehicles per day and 5,000
passengers. One-way fares would be about five to ten dollars for an
automobile and driver and about two dollars per passenger. Year 2010
travel demand is estimated at approximately 980 vehicles (1.27 passengers
per vehicle) and approximately 400 passengers (without vehicles) each way
daily with about 75 percent of the trips occurring during the peak period.

Bus Services. Feeder buses 1likely would be provided for access to the
Hovercraft terminals on the Anchorage side.

Construction and Maintenance. Construction and maintenance requirements
would be similar to those described for the Houston Connector. Hovercraft
would be purchased, terminals completed, and a gravel Houston Connector
built to the Point MacKenzie Access Road in 1986, The Houston Connector
would be completed in 1988 and 1989, An additional requirement would be
maintenance of the Hovercraft vehicles. .

Cost. Three Hovercraft vehicles, access roads, and terminals would cost
approximately $226.5 million (1985 dollars). Five percent inflation would
add approximately 14.5 million to the cost. Inflation calculations tock
into account the forecast timing of construction expenditures. Annual
operating and maintenance cost would be about $18.2 million (1985 dollars).

Finance. Construction and operating costs could be £financed in part
(perhaps 25 percent) by user fares, however the majority of construction
and operating costs would be subsidized from the State general fund and
other sources.

Permits and Approvals. The following permits and approvals would be
required with the Hovercraft Alternative:

° Corps of Engineers Section 404 permit for filling wetlands

e Corps of Engineers Section 10 Permit for Mirror/Big Lakes narrows
bridge

° U.S. Coast Guard Section 9 permit for bridge across Mirror/Big Lakes
narrows

° Department of Environmental Conservation Certificate of Reasonable

Assurance (that water quality would be maintained)

° Governor's office determination of coastal zone management plan
consistency
° Department of Fish and Game Title 16 permit (for affecting critical

habitat area)
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E. COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

Table II-1 summarizes, in a form that allows easy comparison, the
characteristics of the Crossing and No-Crossing Alternatives presented in
this chapter and their impacts for each of the areas of concern presented
in Chapters IV, V, and VI.
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Table II-1

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

No-Crossing Alternatives

Crossing Alternatives

Area of Concern No-Action

Glenn/Parks
Improvement

Hovercraft

Downtown Project

Elmendorf Project

CHARACTERISTICS OF
ALTERNATIVES

® Design Features None beyond current
programs and plans

$0 beyond current
programs and plans

® Construction
Cost
(nmillions of
1985 dollars)

° Annual Mainte-
nance Cost
(mMillions of
1985 dollars)

$0 beyond current
programs and plans

* Two different growth allocation scenarios were considered for each Crossing Alternative.

for the Downtown Project.
most likely to occur.

Widen Glenn Highway to
6 lanes between Eagle
River and the Glenn/
Parks juncture; widen

‘Parks Highway between

Glenn/Parks juncture
and Wasilla to 4 lanes
with left turn lane

$56.9

$0.17

number in parentheses relates to the low allocation scenario.

Purchase three large Hov-
ercraft ferries; build

terminals and 2-lane Hous-

ton Connector from Mat-Su
side terminal to Houston
with 11 intersections and
bridge at Big/Mirror
Lakes

$226,5

$0.5 for Connector to
Parks Highway plus
Hovercraft maintenance.
(total annual operating
and maintenance cost =
$18.2

5.5~mile 4-lane Crossing
between I/L Streets in
Anchorage and planned
Point MacKenzie Access
Road in Mat-Su Borough
including a 3-mile
bridge over Knik Arm;
1.5-mile elevated 4-lane
Seward Connector to

" Ingra/Gambell Streets

in Anchorage; 11.7-mile
limited access 4-lane
Houston Connector to
east-west Point MacKen-~
zie Access Road with
five intersections;
17-mile limited access
2-lane Houston Connec-
tor to Parks Highway
with six intersections
and bridge at Big/Mirror
Lakes

$742.9

$1.54

The mid-range is
For the

10-mile 4-lane Crossing
between vicinity of Glenn
Highway and Muldoon Road
in Anchorage and planned
Point MacKenzie Access
Road in Mat-su including
2.5~mile bridge over Knik
Arm; 11.7-mile limited
access 4-lane Houston
Connectpr to east-west
Point MacKenzie Access
Road with five intersec-
tions; 17-mile limited
access 2-lane Houston
Connector to Parks: High-
way with six intersec~
tions and bridge at Big/
Mirror Lakes

$547.0

$1.50

A mid-range and high allocation to Borough were considered
A mid-range and a low allocation to Borough were considered for the Elmendorf Project.
For the Downtown Project, the number in parentheses relates to the high allocation scenario.

considexed the
Elmendorf Project, the
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II~1 (continued)

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

No-Crossing Alternatives

Crossing Alternatives

Glenn/Parks
Area of Concern No-Action Improvement Hovercraft Downtown Project Elmendorf Project

CHARACTERISTICS OF

ALTERNATIVES

{continued)

° .Construction None 1988 to 1989 1986 for Hovercraft, 1986 to 1990 for Cross- 1986 to 1989 for Cross~
Period terminals, road to Point ing (open 1991); 1999 ing (open 1990); 1988 to

MacKenzie Access Road; to 2000 for Seward Con- 1989 for Houston Connec-
1988 to 1989 for com- nector; 1989 to 1990 tor
pletion of Houston for Houston Connector
Connector
4 .

° Construction None 50 from 1989 to 1990 50 in 1986, and from 150 from 1986 to 1988; 150 from 1986 to 1987;
Labor Require- 1989 to 1990 200 from 1989 to 1990, 200 from 1988 to 1989
ments (average 100 from 2000 to 2001
annual jobs)

TRANSPORTATION

IMPACTS

° Highway Acces-
sibility
- 2001 travel 82 minutes 76 minutes 73 minutes 44 (45)* minutes 60 minutes

time Anchorage
to Houston

~ 2010 daily 4.53 million
vehicle-miles
of travel in

project area

- 2010 daily
vehicle-hours
of travel in
project area

147.6 thousand

° Traffic Volumes

~ 2010 Glenn
Highway average
weekday traffic
(AWDT) at Eagle
River Bridge

80,400 AWDT

)

4,53 million

143.6 thousand

80,400 AWDT

© 4.42 wmillion

144.4 thousand

78,100 AWDT

2

4,12 (4.35)* million

128,6 (137.5)* thousand

57,100
(57,500)* AWDT

S 1

4.37 (4.21)* million

139,0 (133.4)* thousand

60,900
(61,300) * AWDT

.
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Table II-1 (continued)
COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES
No~Crossing Alternatives Crossing Alternatives
Glenn/Parks

Area of Concern No-Action Improvement Hovercraft Downtown Project Elmendorf Project
TRANSPORTATION
IMPACTS (continued)

- 2010 Crossing -—— —— 2,600 AWDT 42,300 (49,000)* 30,100 {(27,600)*

AWDT

- 2010 Anchorage
bowl traffic

° Traffic Flow

- 2010 Anchorage
bowl traffic
flow

~ 2010 traffic
flow outside
Anchorage
bowl

- 2010 vehicle-
miles of travel
(VMT) at less
than acceptable
levels-of-
service (D
to F) in pro-
ject area

Current trends
unchanged

Current trends
unchanged

Current trends
unchanged

2,788
million VMT

Same as No-Action

Same as No~Action

Significant improvement
on Glenn and Parks High~-
ways

2,788
million VMT

Same as No-Action

Same as No-Action

Slight improvement on
Glenn and Parks High-
ways

2,739
million VMT

AWDT

Significant decreases
in forecast volumes on
Glenn Highway, Boniface
and Lake Otis Parkways,
and C Street; signifi-
cant increases on I/L
Streets, Minnesota
Drive, and Seward High-
way

Improvements throughout
Anchorage bowl except on
I/L Streets, Minnesota
Drive, Seward Highway,
and 5/6th Avenues, which
lead to the bridge, where
vhere congestion would
increase

Significant improvement
on Glenn and Parks High-
ways; Crossing would
operate at level-of-
service C or better in
2001, and at less than
acceptable D or E by
2010

1,982 (2.816)*
million VMT

AWDT

Slight decreases in fore-
cast volumes on some
major arterials; increas~
es on Glenn and Seward
Highways and planned
Northside Corridor im-
provements; small in-
creases on Muldoon and
Tudor Roads

Some improvement in
Anchorage bowl; conges-
tion would worsen slight-
ly on Muldoon and Tudor
Roads, on Glenn and
Seward Highways, and on
planned Northside Corri-
dor improvements which
lead to the bridge

Significant improvement

on Glenn and Parks High-
ways; Crossing would op-
erate at level-of-service
C or better through 2010

2,343 (2.223)*
million VMT
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Area of Concern

Table II-1 (continued)

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

No-Crossing Alternatives

Crossing Alternatives

No-Action

Glenn/Parks
Improvement

Hovercraft

Downtown Project

Elmendorf Project

TRANSPORTATION
IMPACTS (continued)

- Flow at cross-
ing termini

° Freight Movement

- Annual truck
miles Anchor~
age to Willow
in 2010

- Access Im-
provements to
port and indus-
try in Anchor-
age

° Public Transpor-

tation

-~ Daily transit
one~-way trips
in project
area, 2001

- Daily transit
round~-trips on
Glenn Highway,
2001

( s E‘ u

1.19 million miles

None

112,900 trips

5,000 trips

C. i xJ‘

1.19 million miles

None

112,900 trips

5,000 trips

f. ] ﬁ_T-? Jff__? Lo ,]

1.19 million miles

None

113,210 trips

5,000 trips

Adequate capacity at
Parks Highway without
changes to that road; .
street modifications
required at I/L Streets
and 3xd Avenue including
removal of parking;
modifications required
at Ingra/Gambell Streets
and 3rd Avenue, including
the reduction of 3rxd
Avenue in that area to
one or two through lanes
depending on ramp con-
figuration

0.83 million miles
{change due to reduced
travel distance)

Direct truck access
from Port of Anchorage
and Ship Creek indus-
trial area to Interior
Alaska

107,860 (103,810)* trips

4,500 (4,300)* trips

Adequate capacity at
Parks Highway, and Oil-
well and Muldoon Roads,
no alterations required
to serve crossing
traffic

0.99 million miles
(change due to reduced
travel distance)

None

109,440 (111,350)* trips

4,700 (4,900)* trips
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Table II-1. (continued)

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

No~-Crossing Altexnatives

b d (! Loowd Loood L b

Crossing Alternatives

Glenn/Parks
Area of Concern No~Action Improvement Hovercraft Downtown Project Elmendorf Project
TRANSPORTATION
IMPACTS {continued)
- Daily transit —-— ——— 310 trips 480 (580) trips* 360 trips

round-trips
across cross-—
ing

- Transit im~-
provements in-
cluded in al-
ternatives

None beyond those
now planned by
Borough and
Anchorage

° Pedestrians and
Bicycles

- Impacts to
movement

No impact

i

-~ Pedestrian and None
bicycle pro-

visions in-

cluded in al-

ternatives

° Street and
Highway Plans

- Planned major
street and
highway pro-
jects

No impact

Bus/carpool turnouts at
highway interchanges and
preferential bus/carpool
lanes at interchange
ramps on Glenn Highway

Eagle River to Peters
Creek bikepath would
be relocated in highway
right-of-way; closed
for two seasons

None

Entrance to proposed
Eklutna Frentage Road
altered slightly

Bus/carpool preferxential
parking at Mat-Su termi-
nal

No impact

Walk-ons permitted on
ferry

Some planned roads would
become part of the Hous-
ton Connector; others

would cross or join Con-
nector at an intersection

On Houston Connector,
sites for park-and-ride
lots in right-of-way,
bus/carpool turnouts at
intersections, and toll
booth lanes

Same as Downtown

Pedestrian access to
Resolution Park inhib-
ited (see "Section 4(f)
Evaluation: below)

No impact

One 8-foot lane on
Crossing would cost
about $20 million so
no provision made for
pedestrians and bi-
cycles

Same as Downtown

Some planned roads would
become part of the Hous-
ton Connector, others
would cross or join Hous-
ton Connector at an inter-~
section; need for Wasilla
Bypass deferred

Same as Downtown
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Table II-1l (continued)

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

No-Crossing Alternatives Crossing Alternatives

Glenn/Parks
Area of Concern No-Action Improvement Hovexcraft Downtown Project Elmendorf Project
TRANSPORTATION '
IMPACTS (continued)
- Major Corri=- No impact No impact No impact Need for Northside Corri- No impact
dors Study dor improvements more
(Northside and critical, feasibility of
Seward Highway two alternatives that use .
Corridors, 3rd Avenue as part of a '
15th Avenue . one-way couplet reduced
Bypass) by Seward Connector traf-

fic movement at Ingra/
, Gambell; Need for Seward
Highway Corridor improve-
ments made less critical, .
alterations required to
freeway extension alter-
natives north of Chester
Creek so they would meet

Seward Connector ramps
SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC

IMPACTS '

¢ Urban Growth
and Economic

Development

2010 forecast

employment ! .
~Mat~Su Borough 19,936 jobs 19,936 jobs 19,936 jobs 23,717 (26,520)* jobs 22,585 (21,274)* jobs
-Anchorage 180,928 jobs 19,936 jobs 19,936 jobs 16,728 (13,940)* jobs 17,881 (19,202)* jobs

2010 forecast
dwelling units
~Mat-Su Borough 37,052 units 37,052 units 37,052 units 49,292 (58,272)* units 45,482 (41,282)* units
-Anchorage 209,946 units 209,946 units 209,946 units 198,266 (189,276)* units 202,066 (206,266)* units

2010 average
square feet of

land per

dwelling unit

(sf/du)

-Anchorage bowl 3,210 sf/du 3,210 sf/du 3,210 sf/du 3,530 sf/du 3,530 sf/du
-Bagle River 4,210 sf/du 4,210 gf/du 4,210 sf/du 4,840 sf/du 4,840 sf/du
~Point MacKenzie 19,600 sf/du 19,600 sf/du 19,600 sf/du 4,900 sf/du 4,900 sf/du
~Other Mat-Su 19,600 sf/du 19,600 sf/du 19,600 sf/du 19,600 sf/du 19,600 sf£/du

~— oM Ch M 2 T
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Table II-1 (continued)
COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES
No~-Crossing Alternatives Crossing Alternatives
Glenn/Parks
Area of Concern No-Action Improvement Hovercraft Downtown Project Elmendorf Project
SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC
IMPACTS (continued)
° Land Use Plans No impact Minimal impact; consis- - Minimal impact; consis- Slows Anchorage develop~ Growth related impact
tent with area Coastal tent with area Coastal ment, reduces planned similar to Downtown Pro-
Zone Management Plans to Zone Management Plans to housing densities, re- ject although less sig-
the maximum extent prac- the maximum extent prac- inforces downtown infill nificant due to smaller
ticable ticable and multiuse development increase in rate of Bor-
plans; increases rate of ough growth; consistent
Mat-Su Borough growth, with area Coastal Zone
reinforces plan to de- Management Plans to the
velop port and industry maximum extent practi-
at Port MacKenzie, in- cable
creases residential
densities beyond what
is now planned, encour~
ages greater amount of
= development in rural
iR} areas south of Big Lake,
J) shifts planned Big Lake
et core area from east to
west side of lake; con-
sistent with area Coast-
al Zone Management Plans
to the maximum extent
practicable :
° Dislocation and No impact 8 single-family, 7 mobile 1 single-family; finding Same residential dis- Same residential dis-

Relocation

homes, 15 businesses dis~
placed; new homes and
business structures would
have to be built to pro-
vide for relocation

home with identical
amenities may be diffi-
cult

placement as Hovercraft;
four businesses and one
parking lot displaced;
no difficulty expected
in relocating businesses
without disrupting the
community

placement as Hovercraft;
landfill, portion of
storage yard, borrow
area, gate, aeronautical
receiver antenna dis-
placed on Elmendorf AFBj;
in-depth study required
to find replacement site
for antenna that minimal-
ly impacts operations, no
difficulty with other
military relocations
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Table II-1 (continued)

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

No-Crossing Alternatives

Crossing Alternatives

Glenn/Parks
Area of Concern No-Action Improvement Hovercraft Downtown Project Elmendorf Project
SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC
IMPACTS (continued)
° Urban and Mili-
* tary Function
and Operation
- Neighborhood No impact No impact Houston Connector would Increases traffic on Increases traffic on
and Business split privately-owned I/L and Ingra/Gambell Ingra/Gambell couplet
Community parcels; frontage roads couplets where passes vwhere passes through
3 and underpasses would through residential residential neighborhoods
provide access neighborhoods; some but not as great an in-
disruption of indus- crease as Downtown; Hous=~
trial operations in ton Connector impact same
Ship Creek area during as Hovercraft
constructiony south-
bound Gambell Street
ramp alternative would
disrupt Alaska Native
Medical Center access
and circulation, how-
ever the facility may
be moved by the U.S.
Public Health Sexvice
and this ramp would
) be built only if the
Center is moved; Hous-
ton Connector impact
same as Hovercraft
~ Military No impact No impact No impact No impact Would cross numerous

e A é; i (M b tl J

paved and gravel roads
plus road/trails; access
would be restored in all
cases either via over-
passes, frontage roads,
or in the case of road/
trails large culverts;
construction equipment
may need to be modified
to assure no disturbance
to Circularly Disposed
Antenna Array

)
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Table II-1 (continued)
COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES
No-Crossing Alternatives Crossing Alternatives
Glenn/Parks
Area of Concern No-Action Improvement Hovercraft Downtown Project Elmendorf Project
SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC
IMPACTS (continued)

- Schools No impact No impact No impact In 2010, 6,120 (10,610) In 2010, 4,215 (2,115)
students* in Mat-Su students* in Mat-Su
beyond No-Action fore- beyond No-Action fore-
cast; same number cast; same number
fewer in Anchorage fewer in Anchorage

- Emergency No impact No impact No impact Fire and emergency medi- Same as Downtown, except

Services ? cal service would need not as much growth would
to be provided to a occur
rapidly growing Point
MacKenzie and Knik/Goose
Bay areas
- Port of An- No impact No impact No impact Direct access from port No impact
chorage and to bridge provided;
Navigation ships and barges would
tj Clearance have to pass under the
| bridge to reach the Port
".3 of Anchorage, clearance
provided, however in
winter vessel control
can be reduced if
trapped in ice
- Aviation No impact No impact No. impact Bridge towers penetrate No impact
Clearance approximately 30 feet
into the Merrill Field
aviation clear zone
- Utilities No impact 19 miles of gas trans- Two major electric lines Portions of three major Portion of major electric

mission line either re-
located or covered; 2%
miles electric trans-
mission line relocated;
FAR antenna array may
need to be relocated

passed under, maintenance
access across Houston
Connector provided

electric lines would be
relocated slightly by
Seward Connector; same
Houston Connector impact
as Hovercraft; gas,
electric, and telephone
service would be re-~
quired in Point MacKen-
zie and other now un-
developed areas, no
difficulty is expected,
water and sewer likely
provided privately

line would be relocated
slightly, another would
be raised where it would
pass over crossing south
approach; same Houston
Connector impact as
Hovercraft; same utility
service required as for
Downtown, but to a lesser
extent because of smaller
growth shift
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Table II-1 (continued)

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

No~Crossing Alternatives

Crossing Alternatives R

Glenn/Parks §%
Area of Concern No-Action Improvement Hovercraft Downtown Project Elmendorf Project
SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC
IMPACTS (continued) '
- Minorities, No impact No communities impacted, Same as Glenn/Parks Im- Same as Glenn/Parks Im~ Same as Glenn/Parks Im-
Low Income, go special effort in provement provement provement
Elderly coordination and partici-~
pation in hearings is not
required
° Government
Finance
- Local No Impact No impact No impact New gfowth in Borough New growth in Borough
Government would result in a $5.09 would result in a $3.5
Operations ($8.85) million* short- ($1.75) million* short-
fall of locally generated fall of locally generated
revenue required to meet revenue required to meet
costs  (using current costs (using current
costs and tax rates); costs and tax rates);
. Anchorage would benefit Anchorage would benefit
by $5.1 ($8.35) million. by $3.52 ($1.84) million
(in 1983 dollars, add (in 1983 dollars, add
about 10 percent for about 10 percent for
1985) 1985)
~ Competition No impact Competition for Federal Same as Glenn/Parks Im- Same as Glenn/Parks Im- Same as Downtown
with Other highway funds minimized provement, plus ferry . provenient, plus other
Capital Pro- through scheduling fares would be used to sources of funding that
jects construction involving help finance would minimize use of
State funds late in cur- : State and Federal funds
rent short- and long- are being considered
range planning periods;
other desirable State
general fund projects
could be delayed but
no decision to fund
alternative made and
would compete on own
merits with other capi-
tal projects
NATURAL RESOURCE
IMPACTS
° Biological
Resources
- Acres of 0 acres 126 acres 1,146 acres 1,350 acres 1,518 acres
terrestrial

habitat taken

b
Wl ead
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Table II-1 {continued)

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

No~Crossing Alternatives

Crossing Alternatives

Glenn/Parks
Area of Concern No-Action Improvement Hovercraft Downtown Project Elmendorf Project
NATURAIL RESOURCE
IMPACTS (continued) :
- Acres of

terrestrial
habitat taken
(by wildlife
value)
° Moose 0 acres 90 acres + B850 acres ' 980 acres 1,182 acres
° Black Bear 0 acres 126 acres 810 acres 940 acres 1,108 acres
° Snowshoe Hare O acres 90 acres H 841 acres 971 acres 1,155 acres
° Red Squirrel 0 acres 90 acres 751 acres 881 acres 1,065 acres
° Fur Bearers 0 acres 35 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres
° Spruce Grouse 0 acres 90 acres 751 acres 881 acres 1,065 acres
° Song Birds 0 acres 90 acres 841 acres 971 acres 1,155 acres
¢ Muskeg Nest~

ing Birds 0 acres 0 acres 9 acres 9 acres 28 acres
° Waterfowl and

shorebirds 0 acres 35 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres

~ Acres of devel-
oped land in
Mat-Su Borough,
2010

- Marine habi-
tats

~ Number of im-
portant fish
streams and
lakes crossed

88,000 acres

No impact

0 crossings

88,000 acres

No impact

8 crossings

.88,000 acres

Minimal impact to marine

mammals and seabirds could
occur during operation of

Hovercraft

1 crossing

96,200 (102,000)* acres
(would be increase in
terrestrial habitat
use)

Temporary construction
impacts; minimal long-
term impacts; port de~-
velopment at Point Mac-
Kenzie aided by the
Crossing could result
in water pollution,
disruption to fish mi-
gration, noise, and
displacement of inter-
tidal habitats

1 crossing

93,800 (91,000)* acres
(would be increase in
terrestrial habitat
use)

Same as Downtown

2 crossings
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Table II-1 {continued)

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

No-Crossing Alternatives

Crossing Alternatives

Hovercraft

Downtown Project

Elmendorf Project

NATURAL RESOURCE
IMPACTS (continued)

- Aquatic habi-
tat impact due
to change in
growth pat-
terns

~ Use of fish
and wildlife

=11

- Threatened or
Endangered
Species

° YWetlands
- Acres affected
- Effects of

change in
growth pattern

° Water Quality

~ Marine En-
vironment

Glenn/Parks
No~-Action Improvement
No change No change
No impact No impact
No impact No impact
0 acres 35 acres
No change No change
No impact No impact
3 A NS R A R (SN R AN R

Minimal change

Limited improvement in
access to hunting and
fishing areas in Borough
which would increase' use,
requiring more rigid
management measures

No impact

125 acres

Minimum change

Minor increase in sus-
pended sediments during
construction

Could result in in-
creased fishing pres-
sure, decrease in water
quality, loss of stream
bank habitat, blockage
of fish passage, impacts
to water supply in Bor-
ough; Borough subdivi-
sion requlations place
limits on "shoreland"
development which

would help minimize
impact

Significant improvement
in access to hunting and
fishing areas in Borough
which would increase use,
requiring more rigid
management measures

No impact

134 acres

In Borough, small
intermittent wetlands
developed in areas
generally dry, and
possibly some devel-
oped near lakes, as a
result of growth in-
crease

Minor and temporary
changes to water quality
during construction;

minimal long~term impacts
would include runoff from
bridge surfaces

Same as Downtown, but
less growth increase in
Borough

Same as Downtown

No impact

. 124 acres

Same as Downtown, but
less growth increase in
Borough

Same as Downtown




r
—
[:
-

—

Table II-1 {continued)

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

No~Crossing Alternatives

Crossing Alternatives

Glenn/Parks .
Area of Concern No-Action Improvement Hovercraft Downtown Project Elmendorf Project
NATURAL RESOURCE
IMPACTS (continued)
-~ Freshwater En-
vironment
Water quality No impact Would cross six major No impact Construction impacts to Minor impacts (increased
streams and several minor Ship Creek minimized sedimentation) to Ship
streams; impact would be through drainage ditch- Creek during construc-
would be minimal, some es, settling basing, and tion; construction im-
sedimentation spill cleanup; construc- pacts for Houston Con-
H tion impacts for Houston nector minimized through
Connector minimized drainage control, erosion
through drainage con~- control, and revegeta-
trol, erosion control, tion; no significant
and revegetation; no long-term impacts
significant long-term
impacts
Effects of No change No change Minimal change Long-term impacts in Same as Downtown, but
=] change in Borough due to increased less growth increase in
*? growth development could in- Borough
N patterns ' clude increase in lake
w nutrient content causing
eutrification process to
speed up, siltation and
increased turbidity, and
water pollution; State
and Federal regulatory
and permitting programs
would minimize impact
° Hydrology
~ Marine Environ- No impact No impact No impact In Knik Arm, minor Same as Downtown
ment changes in patterns of
currents and sediment.
deposition, minor scour-
ing could occur due to
ice pile-up
~ Freshwater En- No impact Would cross six major No impact Houston Connector could Same as Downtown

vironment

streams, several minor
streams, tidal areas,
wetlands; well designed
bridges, culverts, and
other cross drainage
materials would mini-
mize impact

alter drainage patterns
as it crosses wetlands
north of Big Lake; cul-
verts would minimize
impacts
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Area of Concern

Table II-1 (continued)

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

No-Crossing Alternatives

Crossing Alternatives

No-Action

Glenn/Parks
Improvement

Hovercraft

Downtown Project

Elmendorf Proiject

NATURAL RESOURCE
IMPACTS (continued)

° Floodplains

° Natural .Resource

Development

~ Farmlands of
State and
Local import-
ance

-~ Agriculture

and Marketing
Processing

~ Timber

No impact

No impact

No impact

No impact

-

No impact

No impact

No impact

Timber could be salvaged
from cleared right-of-
way for firewood

Building and paved area
would be in tidal flood-
plain, would require
protection

Right-of-way acquisition
would require 55 acres of
designated farmland for
Houston Connector

Minimal impact

Timber cleared for right-
of-way could be salvaged
for firewood; resource-
to-market access would
not improve

Seward Connector pier
foundations would en-
croach on the Ship Creek
floodplain, however they
would not affect channel
capacity and flood flows

Same as Hovercraft

Improved access to
Anchorage local market
for Point MacKenzie
Agricultural Project;
would support develop- .
ment of a Point Mac-
Kenzie port/industrial
complex which would
provide part of in-
frastructure needed
for processing and
export

Timber cleared for right-

of-way could be salvaged
for firewood; improved

access between local mar-

ket and timber; supports
development of Borough
port/industrial facility
complex which could pro-
vide opportunities for
processing and exporting
wood products

Narrowing of floodplain
and encroachment of piers
at Ship Creek crossing,
however bridge design
would result in no impact
on floodwater flow

Same as Hovercraft

Same as Downtown

Same as Downtown
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Table II-1 (continued)

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

No-Crossing Alternatives

Crossing Alternatives

No-Action

Glenn/Parks
Improvement

Hovercraft

Downtown Project

Elmendorf Project

NATURAL RESOURCE

IMPACTS (continued)

~ Recreation

~ Subsurface
Resources

Sv-II

- Western Alaska
Resources

° 1ditarod Trail

° Air Quality

- Peak hour CO
emissions
(1lb/hx in 2010)

No impact

No impact

No impact

No impact

43,800 1b/hr

No impact

Would require sand and
gravel from known local
borrow sites

No impact

No impact

43,800 1b/hr

Increased access to po-
tential recreation areas
in Mat-Su; impact limited
by time, cost, and Hover-
craft capacity

Would require sand and
gravel for Houston Con-
nector, and would induce
development of known,
but unused, gravel
sources within five
miles of Connector

No impact

Access improved; Houston
Connector would cross;

a bridge that mushers
and other trail users
could easily use would
be provided, as well as
vehicle pullout and in-~
terpretive sign

43,800 lb/hr

Increased growth to
Borough and improved
access would increase
demand for recreation
requiring additional
recreation facilities
and intensified man-
agement of water and
wildlife resources

Same as Hovercraft, plus
would support develop~-
ment of coal, oil, and
gas, and particularly
sand and gravel; would
support port develop-
ment which would help
encourage sub-surface
resource development

Would help develop-

ment of Beluga coal
field and oil and gas
reserves by improving
access; would also
support port develop-
ment which could provide
necessary processing and
export infrastructure

Same as Hovercraft

39,600 (40,800)* 1b/hr

Same as Downtown, but

growth increase less

Same as Downtown

Same as Downtown

Same as Hovercraft

44,200 (42,700)* 1lb/hr
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Table ITI-1 (continued)

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

No~Crossing Alternatives

Crossing Alternatives

NATURAL RESOURCE
IMPACTS (continued)

- Peak-hour NO
emissions
(1b/hr in 2010)

- Maximum Pre-
dicted 8-hour
CO concentra-~
tions (ppm in
2010)

North Anchox~
age bowl (av-
erage for 14
receptors
tested)

Outside Anchor-
age bowl

Mat~Su Borough

- Anchorage Air
Quality Plan
Implementation

° Noise

-~ Regidences with
peak-hour L
greater than
67 dB, year
2010, outside
Anchorage bowl

~ Anchorage bowl
noise levels

Glenn/Parks
No-Action Improvement i Hovercraft Downtown Project Elmendorf Project
1,800 1b/hr 1,800 1lb/hr 1,600 1b/hr 1,700 (1,600)* 1b/hr

8.6 ppm (6 recep-
tors violate
standards)

6.7 ppm

Less than 1.5 ppm

No impact

681 residences

No change from cur-
rent trends; levels
100 feet from ar-
terials just below
or slightly above
FHWA 67 dB cri-~
terion

8.6 ppm (6 receptors-~
violate standards)

6.7 ppm

Less than 1.5 ppm

No impact

728 residences

Same as No-Action

1,800 1b/hr

8.6 ppm (6 receptors
violate standards)

6.7 ppm

Less than 1.5 ppm

No impact

536 residences

Same as No-Action

L3
Fa
;5
»
L3

8.4 (8.8)* ppm (5 re-
ceptors violate .
standards)

4.7 (4.8)* ppm

Legs than 1.5 ppm

Would redistribute traf-
fic in the Anchorage
bowl but would not im-
pede implementation of
plan; conforms to State
Implementation Plan

591 (594)* residences

Generally noise levels
would have either neg-
ligible or a beneficial
change from No-Action
along bowl arterials

L2
-
£
g
—

8.8 (8.7)* ppm (6 recep-
tors violate standards)

5.2 (5.3)* ppm

Less than 1.5 ppm

Would redistribute traf-
fic in Anchorage bowl,
reducing the success of
the plan; would not con-
form to State Implementa-
tion Plan unless Long-
Range Transportation Plan
revised to offset emis~
sions increases

551 residences

Same as Downtown
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Table II-1 (continued)
COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES
¥
No-Crossing Alternatives Crossing Alternatives
Glenn/Parks
No-Action Improvement Hovercraft Downtown Project Elmendorf Project

NATURAL RESOURCE
IMPACTS (continued)

° Energy
(1990 to 2010
average annual
equivalent
barrels of oil/
day)

° Visual

SECTION 4(f)
EVALUATION

° 918 West 2nd
Avenue

5,200 barrels

No impact

No impact

5,300 barrels 5,200 barrels

Roadway would be more
dominant with increased
width, new cut and £ill
slopes exposed

Houston Connector would
provide scenic corridor,
cuts and £ills would be
visible; views of road
from Big Lake area would
be a minor impact to
nearby homes

No impact No impact

5,000 (5,300)* barrels

Would dominate and ad-
versely affect views
from one restaurant and
several residences and
businesses on the north
side of Downtown Anchor-
age where I/L ramps end;
Houston Connector same
as for Hovercraft

L Street Southbound
Ramp: noise levels
increase 8 AB (barrier
minimally reduces),
ramps dominant visual’
element and L Street
ramp closes views to

west; I Street Southbound

Ramp: noise levels in-
crease 11 dB, exceed

67 dB criterion (barrier
minimally reduces),
ramps dominant visual
element, and access

more circuitous due to
increased traffic on

3rd Avenue at K Street

5,300 (5,000)* barrels

S

Would pass through land
valued for natural set-
ting and involve deep
cuts and high fills; mit-
igation would include
grading and revegetation
to match natural condi-
tions; Houston Connector
same as for Hovercraft

No impact



8v~-I1

Table II-1 (continued)

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

No-Crossing Alternatives

Crossing Alternatives

Area of Concern No-Action

Downtown Project

Elmendorf Project

SECTION 4(f)
EVALUATION (continued)

° 935 West 3rd No impact
Avenue
° 813 and 813% No impact

West 2nd Avenue

° Resolution Park No impact

Glenn/Parks

Improvement Hovercraft
No impact No impact
No impact . No impact

No impact No impact

A SRR BN i S ALl SR b

F “] “"] [ "oy [

L Street Southbound
Ramp: views altered;

I Street Southbound
Ramp: Noise levels
increase 7 4B, CO
standards exceeded,
on-street parking in
front of building lost,
views altered, access
more circuitous due to
increased traffic on
3rd Avenue at K Street

Noise levels raised 4
to 6 dB depending on
the ramp alternative,
ramps dominant visual
element

L Street Southbound
Ramp: Takes .03 acres.
of land which would be
replaced in accordance
with Land and Water
Conservation Fund Act,
access affected but
would be restored,
noise levels increased
by 6 dB, eight-hour CO
standards exceeded;
views altered at park
entrance and from deck;
I Street Southbound
Ramp: Access affected,
but would be restored
although likely altera-
tions to Hostetler Park
(including loss of land)
would result, noise
levels increased by

4 dB eight~hour CO
standards exceeded

No impact

No impact

No impact

)
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Table II-1 (continued)

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

No~Crossing Alternatives

Crossing Alternatives

Area of Concern

Glenn/Parks
Improvement

Hovercraft

Downtown Project

Elmendorf Project

SECTION 4(f)
EVALUATION (continued)

° Hostetler Park

° Elmendorf AFB
Recreation
Facilities

69-1I

PROVISION FOR ——-
FUTURE RAILROAD
ON BRIDGE

No impact

No impact

No impact

No impact

No impact

No impact

L Street Southbound
Ramp: Noise levels in-
creased by 6 dB, 8-hour
CO standards exceeded;
I Street Southbound
Ramp: Restoration of
access to Resolution
Park.could necessitate
park ‘alterations, noise
levels increased by 44dB,
8-hour CO standards ex-
ceeded

No impact

$60 million added to
cost (1985 dollars);

10 percent increase in
construction employment;
supports implementation
of planned Point MacKen-
zie industry and port;
25 feet additional en-
croachment in Merrill,
Field aircraft clear
zone; plers larger so
slightly greater dis-
turbance to coastal
wetlands

No impact

4

18 acres of land in rec-
reation area taken; rec-
reational quality affec-
ted by changes in visual
character, increased
noise levels (1 to 8 dB),
and proximity to road; )
however access to all
areas maintained, large
culverts would carry
trails under road; visual
impacts mitigated by re-
vegetation and blending
cut-and-£fill slopes into
existing terrain

$50 million added ta cost
(1985 dollars); 10 per-
cent increase in con-
struction employment;
supports implementation
of planned Point MacKen-
zie industry and port;
piers larger so slightly
greater disturbance to
coastal wetlands; views
improved from bridge
since both directions of
travel on top of bridge

—
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Chapter III

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

A. REGIONAL SETTING

The project area is in Southcentral Alaska within the Municipality of
Anchorage and the Matanuska-Susitna (Mat~Su) Borough (see Figure I-2).

Anchorage is the population, transportation, trade, service, and cultural
center for Southcentral Alaska. It is the State's largest city with a 1983
population of 230,900. The Municipal boundaries extend east into the
Chugach Mountains, north to the Knik River, and south around Turnagain Arm.
However, the central city is in a bowl physically bounded on the west and
south by the Knik and Turnagain Arms of Cook Inlet and on the east by the
Chugach Mountains. Elmendorf Air Force Base and Fort Richardson Army Post
provide a northern limit. Suburban-type growth occurs along Knik Arm and
in other locations outside the bowl.

Key transportation links between the interior and the Lower 48 are found in
Anchorage, including highway, rail, port, and air facilities. The Glemn
and Parks Highways provide access to the interior and the Seward Highway
offers access to the Xenai Peninsula. The Alaska Railroad connects
Anchorage to Fairbanks and to ports at Whittier and Seward. 2Air transpor-
tation is provided by five airfields including Anchorage International
Airport and Elmendorf Air Force Base.

The Mat-Su Borough covers an extensive area north of Anchorage. The
project area is in. the southcentral portion of the Borough which is
characterized by Theavily vegetated lowlands with numerous water-
bodies, wetlands, and small hills. This area includes large tracts of
undisturbed land, land that. has been cleared for agriculture, and streams
and lakes valued for recreation, as well as developed areas. Population of
the entire Mat-Su Borough in 1983 was 30,600 with the highest concentration
of people 1living in the Palmer and Wasilla areas. Development also
occurs along the Parks Highway, at Big Lake, and several other
road-accessible lakes in the project area.

B. TRANSPORTATION. CHARACTERISTICS

The following areas of interest are discussed under .transportation
characteristics: Existing roadway network, traffic volumes, traffic flow, 
freight movement, public transportation, pedestrians and bicycles, and

street and highway plans.

Existing Roadway Network

Key roadway links in the project area are shown in Figure III-1l; each is
numbered. These major urban arterials and rural highways are those on
which traffic operation is most likely to be influenced by the introduction

ITI-1
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of the alternatives under consideration. The links were used in modeling °
traffic forecasts. The transportation analysis divides the project area
into two parts, an urban arterial area and a rural highway area. The
urban arterial area is the Anchorage bowl south of the intersection of the
Glenn Highway and Muldoon Road. The rural highway area includes all roads
north of that intersection.

Traffic Volumes

Existing (1982) and currently forecast traffic volumes (2001 and 2010) on
selected key roadway links are shown on Table III-1. These volumes assume
no Knik Arm Crossing is built and are shown as Average Weekday Daily
Traffic (AWDT) including both directions of travel. Volumes are not listed
for all 1links in the network shown in Figure III-1l. Those listed are
representative of volumes within the entire project area.

Traffic volumes on the Glenn Highway between Muldoon Road and Eagle River
(link 16) are expected to increase significantly from approximately 29,000
AWDT presently to 80,400 in 2010. Volumes on the Parks Highway also are
forecast to increase significantly, as shown on 1link 7, from 8,500
presently to 27,100 in 2010.

Within the Anchorage bowl also, traffic volumes are expected to increase
significantly on many of the roadways. For example, volumes on the
downtown 5th/6th Avenue Couplet between C Street and the Seward Highway
(L1ink 42) are expected to increase from a present 39,000 AWDT to about
49,700 in 2010. Volumes on the Seward Highway south of Tudor Road (link
8l) are forecast to reach 54,200 in 2010 from 43,200 currently. Volumes on
Muldoon Road between DeBarr Road and Northern Lights Boulevard (link 52)
are projected to. increase from today's 25,400 to about 51,000 in 2010,
while traffic volumes on Tudor Road between Lake Otis and Boniface Parkways
(link 61) are forecast to grow from a present 44,600 to 74,500 in 2010.
The current traffic volume of 23,600 on Dimond Boulevard between the 01d
Seward Highway and the Seward Highway (link 203) is expected to increase to
51,000 AWDT in 2010.

Traffic Flow

Table III-1 also presents the level-of-service (EOS) rating for selected
key 1links within the project area. The LOS indicates the operational
efficiency of a certain roadway segment and is determined by comparing the
traffic volume to the capacity of the facility. Various facility
improvements described under the No-Action Alternative in Chapter II are
accounted for in the 2001 and 2010 levels. LOS A represents a free flow of
traffic, while LOS F represents extreme congestion and major traffic flow
interference; see Table III-2. I10S A to C are considered acceptable
traffic flows, D to F are less than acceptable. Several key links are
forecast to operate at a poor level-of-service. The Parks Highway between
Wasilla and the Glenn/Parks Highway juncture (link 7) would operate at LOS
F in 2001 and 2010. The Glenn Highway between Muldoon Road and Peters
Creek (links 15 and 16) would operate at levels-of-service E and D,
respectively, in 2001 and both would be at LOS F in 2010.

ITI-3
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Table III-1

TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND TRAFFIC FLOW CHARACTERISTICS

(Current and Forecast)

o
1982 ' 2001 2010
Link No. of . No. of No. of
Number Roadway (Location) AWDT Lanes  LOS AWDT Lanes Los AWDT Lanes LOS
RURAL HIGHWAYS
1 Parks Highway (from Willow north) 1,400 2 A 3,100 2 A 3,900 2 A
4 Parks Highway (just east of Big Lake Road) 4,300 2 A 7,500 2 A 10,100 2 o]
7 Parks Highway (Glenn/Parks Junction to Wasilla) 8,500 2 B 20,200 2 F 27,100 2 F
10 Glenn Highway (from Palmer north) 2,400 2 A 9,700 2 o 11,700 2 C
13 Glenn Highway (Eklutna to Knik River) 10,600 2 (o] 26,100 4 B 34,600 4 [
15 Glenn Highway (Eagle River to Peters Creek) 16,000 4 A 47,600 4 E 59,600 4 F
16 Glenn Highway (Muldoon Road to Eagle River) 29,000 4 B 66,800 6 D 80,400. 6 F
24 Big Lake Road (Parks Highway to Big Lake) 2,200 2 A 800 2 A 1,200 2 A
32 Knik-Goose Bay Road (just south of Wasilla) B 3,000 "2 A . 4,400 2 A 6,500 2 A
35 Point MacKenzie Access Road (east-west segment) - 2 - 2,000 2 . A 2,900 2 A
URBAN ARTERIALS
36 Glenn Highway (Boniface Parkway to Muldoon Road) 25,900 4 A 67,000. 6 [ 83,000 6 D
37 Glenn Highway (Bragaw Street to Boniface Parkway) 34,500 4 D 54,200 6 B 67,200 6 (o}
38 Northside Bypass (planned between 0ld Seward Highway & Bragaw Street) - - - 63,800 6 (o] 77,200 6 D
42 5th/6th Avenues (C Street to Seward Highway) 39,000 6 F 42,100 6 F 49,700 6 F
43 5th/6th Avenues (L Street to C Street) 28,100 6 b 31,900 6 E 38,600 6 F
44 Muldoon Road (Glenn Highway to DeBarxr Road) 26,700 4 [of 35,700 4 D 41,500 4 F
45 DeBarr Road (Boniface Parkway to Muldoon Road) 22,700 4 B 24,200 4 [o} 26,600 4 [o}
49 15th Avenue (Seward Highway to Lake Otis Parkway) 27,300 4 c 21,400 4 B 22,000 4 B
50 15th Avenue (C Street to Seward Highway) 13,100 4 A 20,000 4 B 21,800 4 B
52 Muldoon Road (DeBarr Road to Northern Lights Boulevard) 25,400 4 [of 45,100 4 F 51,000 4 F
53 Northern Lights Boulevard (Boniface Parkway to Muldoon Road) 13,600 4 A 14,700 4. A 16,700 4 A
56 Northern Lights Boulevard (Seward Highway to Lake Otis Parkway) 25,400 4 c 22,900 4 B 23,800 4 B
58 Northern Lights/Benson Couplet (Minnesota Drive to C Street) 41,700 8 A 44,500 8 A . 47,200 8 A
60 Muldoon/Tudor Roads (Northern Lights Boulevard to Boniface Parkway) 22,100 4 B 39,400 4 D 45,300 4 F
61 Tudor Road (Lake Otis to Boniface Parkway) 44,600 4 F 64,300 4 F 74,500 4 F
62 Tudor Road (Seward Highway to Lake Otis Parkway) 40,800 4 F 54,300 4 F 61,400 4 F
63 Tudor Road (0ld Seward to Seward Highway) 36,600 4 F 57,000 4 F 64,400 4 F
64 Tudor Road (C Street to Old Seward Highway) 31,600 4 D 50,100 4 F 56,600 4 F
65 Tudor Road (Minnesota Drive to C Street) 28,800 4 o] 33,500 4 D 35,800 4 D
68 International Airport Road (Spenard Road to Minnesota Drive) 21,800 4 A 23,100 4 A 26,600 4 A
69 Boniface Parkway (Glenn Highway to DeBarr Avenue) 16,400 4 A 26,700 4 [od 32,800 4 D
70 Boniface Parkway (DeBarr Avenue to Northern Lights Boulevard) 14,000 2 o] 26,900 4 o] 30,100 4 D
73 Bragaw Street (DeBarr Avenue to Noxrthern Lights Boulevard) 12,700 4 A 18,000 4 A 18,600 4 A
76 Lake Otis Parkway (Northern Lights Boulevard to Tudor Road) 19,400 4 B 24,200 4 (o} 25,400 4 (o}
77 Seward Highway (5th/6th Avenues to 15th Avenue) 39,000 8 A 40,200 4 , ¢ 47,000 4 C
78 Seward Highway (15th Avenue to Northern Lights Boulevard) 53,100 6 [o] 70,300 4 F 82,300 4 F
80 Seward Highway (just north of Tudor Road) 41,600 4 D 59,900 6 C 71,300 6 c
‘81 Seward Highway (just south of Tudor Road) 43,200 4 (o} 47,500 6 A 54,200 6 B
82 0ld Seward Highway (36th Avenue to Tudor Road) 16,200 4 A 27,500 4 D 30,800 4 D
84 C Street or A/C Couplet (5th/6th Avenues to 15th Avenue) 17,000 4 A 30,200 6 A 34,500 6 A
- e 5. SIS \ e P : ; i | !
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Table III-1 (Continued)

TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND TRAFFIC FLOW CHARACTERISTICS
(Current and Forecast)
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. 1982 2001 2010
Link No. of No. of No. of
Number Roadway (Location) AWDT Lanes LOS AWDT Lanes LOS AWDT Lanes LOS
URBAN ARTERIALS (continued)
86 C Street (Northern Lights Boulevard to Tudor 'Road) 18,000 4 A 42,800 6 (o] 46,600 6 2]
. 88 I/L Street Couplet (5th/6th Avenues to 15th Avenue) 39,700 6 B 35,400 6 A 41,800 6 B
89 Minnesota Drive (15th Avenue to Northern Lights Boulevard) 30,700 6 B 30,100 6 B 35,600 6 B
90 Minnesota Drive {(Northern Lights to Spenard Road) 31,100 6 B 35,200 6 B 40,800 6 o]
92 Minnesota Drive (Northern Lights Boulevard to Tudor Road) 29,500 6 A 35,700 6 B 40,800 6 C
93 Minnesota Drive (Tudor Road to International Airport Road) 29,000 6 A 33,600 6 B 37,600 6 [
924 Spenard Road (Minnesota Drive to International Airport Road) 21,200 2 F 27,200 4 D 31,600 4 E
201 Dimond Boulevard (Minnesota Drive to C Street) . 23,500 2 F 35,400 6 B 40,000 6 Cc
202 Dimond Boulevard (C Street to 0ld Seward Highway) 25,400 4 C 50,900 6 D 57,500 6 E
203 Dimond Boulevard (0ld Seward Highway to Seward Highway) 23,600 4 B 45,100 6 D 51,000 6 D
206 Dowling Road (0ld Seward Highway to Seward Highway) 15,000 2 (84 30,700 4 D 34,700 4 D
208 Minnesota Drive (International Airport Road to Raspberry Road) 20,400 4 A 36,900 4 B 41,700 4 (o}
210 C Street (Dowling Road to Dimond Boulevard) 8,100 2 A 43,700 4 F 49,400 4 F
212 0ld Seward Highway (Dowling Road to Dimond Boulevard) 16,300 2 D 22,400 - 4 B 25,300 4 (o}
214 Seward Highway (DoWwling Road to Dimond Boulevard) 36,700 4 B 54,800 6 B 51,900 6 C
NOTES

AWDT - signifies Average Weekday Daily Traffic (includes both directions of travel).

i

10S - signifies Level-of-Service, see Table III-2, -

These traffic volumes and level-of service ratings assume a Knik Arm crossing is not built.

Sources:

- 1982 traffic volumes - ADOT/PF, 1982a and ADOT/PF, 1982b.

~ 2001 and 2010 volumes (rural-‘area) - Knik Arm Crossing project team (see Chapter IX), 1984; 2001 and 2010 volumes (Anchorage bowl or urban area) -

derived from Municipality of Anchorage traffic forecasts.

Rounded to nearest hundred.
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Table III-2

LEVEL-OF-SERVICE (LOS)

1L.0S v/C*
y:\ < ,50
B < .60
C < .75
D < _,90
.E < 1.00
P > 1.00

Source: Highway Research Board, 1965.

* V/C - Volume to Capacity Ratio used to determine level~of-service.

Description

Free Flow

Stable Flow - few
restrictions on operating

speed

Stable Flow - higher
volume, more restrictions

on speed and lane changing

Approaching Unstable Flow -
little freedom to maneuver,
condition tolerable for

short periods
Unstable Flow - lower
operating speeds, some

momentary stoppage

Forced Flow - considerable

Vstoppage
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In the Anchorage bowl, streets operating at level-of-service D or worse

‘would occur throughout the bowl on both major east-west and north-south

arterials. Streets which would operate at LOS E or worse by 2001 include
5th and 6th Avenues (Links 42 and 43), Muldoon Road (Link 52), Tudor Road
(links 61, 62, 63, and 64), Seward Highway (link 78), and C Street (1link
210) . :

Freight Movement.

Freight movement within the project area occurs via two major transporta-
tion modes, +truck and rail. Freight movement by truck outside the
Anchorage bowl occurs along primarily the Glenn and Parks Highways. Within
the Anchorage bowl, freight by truck follows major arterials, terminating
at the Port of Anchorage and various industrial locations; see "Urban and
Military Function and Operation". Table III-3 presents total annual truck
ton-miles and truck load-miles for truck freight from downtown Anchorage to
the Willow area. As shown, shipments of approximately 8.3 million
ton-miles occurred in 1980. Shipment of £freight is forecast to rise
substantially to approximately 18.8 million ton-miles and 23.8 million
ton-miles in 2001 and 2010, respectively. Approximately ten percent of
total traffic on key links outside the Anchorage bowl is trucks and about
five percent of urban traffic is truck traffic. These percentages are
expected to remain constant in future years.

The Alaska Railroad provides freight service between interior Alaska and
marine terminals in Anchorage, Whittier, and Seward. Whittier and Seward
have ice—-free ports for receiving rail cars and cargo transferred from
ship. The Port of Anchorage is the State's principal seaport and handles
all container shipments to and from the interior. Rail operations north of
Anchorage around Knik Arm consist of a single freight train daily in each
direction between Anchorage and Fairbanks, a single passenger train daily
in each direction (two trains daily in summer) to and from Denali National
Park/Fairbanks, and four to six gravel unit-trains in each direction
between Anchorage and Palmer in the Mat-Su Borough. Future rail tonnages
and train movements are forecast to increase in proportion to the popu-
lation/employment at interior destinations, i.e. 250 to 300 percent in-
crease for Mat-Su Borough rail movements by 2010 and a 100 percent increase
for Fairbanks shipments.

Public Transportation

The Anchorage People Mover (bus) system accounts for approximately 1.5
percent of all Municipality travel, with about four to seven percent of
person-trips in most of the primary transit corridors. (Municipality of
Anchorage, 1982b). Currently, approximately 39 scheduled peak hour buses
are in operation on 17 network routes. Service 1is available from
approximately 6:00 a.m. to 12 midnight Monday through Friday and to 10:00
p.m. on Saturday.

Planned short-range transit improvements include maintenance and storage

facility improvements, 115 additional buses to retire o0ld buses and upgrade
service, a downtown passenger center to accommodate a "through-routing”

I11I-7



Table III-3

TOTAL ANNUAL TRUCK TON~MILES AND TRUCK LOAD-MILES
(Anchorage to 1.8 miles north of Willow)

Total Total Total Total

Tons Ton-Miles Truck Loads Truck Load
Year (thousands) (thousands) (Vehicles) Miles (VMT)
1980 114 8,300 5,700 410,000
2001 258 18,800 12,900 940,000
2010 328 23,800 16,400 1,190,000
NOTES
Assumes: ~ No-Crossing

- 20 tons/average truck load
. = 72.7 miles (1.8 miles north of Willow to downtown Anchorage)
VMT signifies vehicle-miles of travel.
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system and increased ridership, 50 additional bus turnouts, 40 passenger
shelters, 2 staff vehicles, an automatic information and monitoring system,
three park-and-ride lots and shelters, and 860 bus stop signs (AMATS,
September 1983).

In the long range, the Municipality targets approximately 8.4 percent of
total person-trips by transit in 2001. Continued operation of buses in
"mixed" traffic is planned with the addition of exclusive lanes in selected
locations (Municipality of Anchorage, Community Planning Department, July
1983).

Currently, two commuter buses travel between the cities of Wasilla, Palmer,
and Anchorage on weekdays, one bus leaving Wasilla and one leaving Palmer
at 6:30 a.m. These buses reverse their route in the afternoon. Ridership
in 1981 averaged 30 persons per day on each of the Wasilla and Palmer runs
(HNTB, November 1982}.

It is anticipated that ridership could double in the next five years if
various improvements, including greater promotion of available bus service,
are made. Improvements proposed by 1986 in the Borough's transportation
plan include the purchase of two additional buses (45 passenger capacity)
plus preferably one additional bus or van for shuttle service between
Wasilla and Palmer. Ninety percent utilization of bus seating by 1986 is
assumed. The current bus schedule would be expanded (by adding one run
each from Wasilla and Palmer) to four runs during each peak period, or
eight runs daily. Additional information signs would be placed at stops or
along highways. Also, a park-and-ride transfer station is proposed at the
- Glenn/Parks Highways junction, which would include 40 to 50 spaces for bus
users, 20 to 25 spaces for carpoolers, and a 10-person enclosed
shelter (Matanuska-Susitna Borough, March 1984b).

Pedestrians and Bicycles

Provision for pedestrian movement in the Downtown and Ship Creek areas is
mostly on sidewalks or along the street edge with the exception of informal
trails along the railroad tracks that follow Knik Arm. A coastal trail is
planned that would go from Ship Creek to Knik Arm (Municipality of
Anchorage, [no date]), see "Land Use Plans", and it would eliminate use of
most of the informal trails. Bicycle movement occurs on streets throughout
the area. In the area of Elmendorf AFB influenced by alternatives under
consideration, provisions for pedestrian movement are limited to along
roadways and hiking trails (see Chapter V). In the Borough, a segment of
the Iditarod Trail extends from the town of Knik to the Little Susitna
River and has several connecting trails (see "Iditarod Trail").

There is also an extensive system of bike trails in Anchorage. Within the
area of the alternatives under consideration, there is a bike trail that
begins at Muldoon Road, connects to Bartlett High School, and follows the
Glenn Highway to North Birchwood. The only segment that could be affected
by one of the alternatives begins at Eagle River and parallels the Glenn
Highway for seven miles to its terminus east of the Glenn Highway North
Birchwood interchange (see Figure V-1). The path 1is within the Glenn

ITI-°



Highway right-of-way and is usually visible from the road. Distances
between the highway and the bikepath vary from 20 feet to over 100 feet

with vegetation providing little or no buffer between them. The path is

usually open to the highway on its west side and has either cut slopes with
little vegetation or naturally vegetated open space on its east side.
Bikepath grades vary, climbing and descending small hills. The path is 6.5

feet wide and paved with asphalt. Heaviest use is from mid-April to-

October, although no usage figures are available. Greatest use is by
bicyclists, however 3-wheelers and hikers occasionally use the bikepath.
Winter use is limited.

Bicyclists in the Mat-Su Borough use the shoulder of the Parks Highway and
other local roads.

Street and Highway Plans

Table III-4 describes current street and highway plans for the project
area. Two planned rail improvements are also noted. The focus is on
specific projects which could be affected by implementation of the
alternatives under consideration. The key transportation planning body for
the Anchorage bowl is the Anchorage Metropolitan Area Transportation Study
(AMATS) , a cooperative effort of the Municipality of Anchorage and Alaska
Department of Transportation and Public Facilities (ADOT/PF) responsible
for long-range travel forecasting, planning, and capital improvement
programming for the Anchorage bowl.

In addition to the above plans, ADOT/PF has recently begun the Major
Corridors Study. A scoping document has been released (ADOT/PF, and FHWA,
March 1984). This study will consider road improvement alternatives in the
Northside Corridor (Bragaw Street to C Street. in the Glenn Highway and
5th/6th Avenue area) and Seward Corridor (Tudor Road to 3rd Avenue in the
Seward Highway and Ingra/Gambell Street area). The Anchorage bowl
Long~Range Transportation Plan (see Table III-4) identifies the need for
improvements in these corridors and proposes specific solutions. The
Northside Corridor alternatives under consideration are: creating a
3rd/5th Avenue one-way couplet with high occupancy vehicle lanes, building
a freeway extension of the Glenn Highway from Bragaw Street to Ingra
Street, and extending the Glenn Highway as a freeway from Bragaw Street to
ramps at C/E Streets and G/I Streets. The Seward Corridor alternatives
are: a freeway extension of the Seward Highway from Tudor Road to Chester
Creek and addition of high occupancy vehicle lanes on the A/C Street
Couplet, a freeway extension from Tudor Road to 12th Avenue, and a freeway
extension from Tudor Road to a Northside Corridor freeway. Also being
considered in the Major Corridors Study is a 15th Avenue Bypass from the
Glenn Highway to the A/C Couplet. All the above alternatives are being
considered in various combinations or systems (ADOT/PF and FHWA, March
1984) .

Cc. SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS
The following areas of interest are discussed under social and economic

characteristics: Urban growth and economic development, land use plans,
urban and military function and operation, and government finance.
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Plan

AMATS Transportation Im-

provement Program (TIP)

FY 84

Date: September 1983

Term: FY84-FY88

Status: Final

Source: AMATS,
September 1983

Long-Range Transportation

SR S e T Sy

Table 1II-4

STREET AND HIGHWAY PLANS

General Description

Improvements

Plan (LRTP) For the

Anchorage Bowl 1983-2001

Term: 1983-2001

Status: Draft

Source: Municipality of
Anchorage, Com-
munity Planning
Department,
July 1983

Five year implementation schedule for Anchorage area

transportation projects - showing projects for which one
or more phases will begin between FY 84 and FY 88, TIP

projects are drawn from the AMATS Long-~Range Element,
Short-Term Analysis Plans and Programs, and the
Highway Safety Improvement Program,

This long-range transportation plan updates the 1977

LRTP, It identifies goals and objectives, idendifies

existing and future déficiencies based on current

socio~economic projections, evaluates several

alternative roadway networks, and recommends the

preferred network and improvements within the AMATS

study area. Major goals and objectives include:

° To provide a transportation system that enhances
the social and economic aspects of the region

° To provide safe and economical mobility to all
people

and goods in the most efficient and cost-effective
manner

° To provide a transportation system that protects the

environment
To provide a transportation system that conserxves
energy

To provide a transportation system that moves people

A/C Street Couplet - construction of a 6-lane one-
way couplet along A and C Streets from approximately
Tudor Road to 6th Avenue.

Glenn Highway-Eklutna Frontage Road construction.
Glenn Highway-Muldoon Road to Eagle River - widen
the Glenn Highway from 4 to 6 lanes.

Glenn Highway-North Eagle River Interchange.
Boniface Parkway (DeBarr to Tudor Roads) - widen
Boniface Parkway from 2 to 4 lanes.

Glenn Highway/Boniface Parkway Interchange - upgrade
capacity and traffic flow.

Glenn Highway-Northside Bypass - This 2.3 mile
6-lane facility from Ingra/Gambell Streets to
Bragaw Street, north of the Glenn Highway/S5th/6th
Avenue corridor, would provide an upgraded route
connecting the Glenn Highway and the Seward Highway
corridors. (Also one alternate in ADOT/PF Major
Corridors Study.)

Glenn Highway/Bragaw Street Interchange - upgrade
capacity and traffic flow.

Glenn Highway-Bragaw Street to Eagle River Inter-
change ~ widen from 4 to 6 lanes.

Seward Highway Corridor-3rd Avenue to Tudor Road ~
upgrade this corridor to a 6~lane, grade separated
highway with major interchanges at 36th Avenue,
Benson/Northern Lights Boulevards, 15th Avenue, and
other streets north to 3rd Avenue. The highway would
follow approximately its current alignment between
Tudor Road and 15th Avenue and then along Hyder
Street (between Ingra and Gambell Streets) from 15th

‘to 3rd Avenues. (Also one alternate in ADOT/PF Major

Corridors Study.)

Seward Highway Corridor Extension - This l-mile,
4-lane facility would connect the Seward Highway to
the Northside Bypass. (Also one alternate in ADOT/PF
Major Corridors Study.)

A/C Street Couplet - see above.

Boniface Parkway-DeBarr to Tudor Roads - see above.
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Table II1I-4 (continued)

STREET AND HIGHWAY PLANS

General Description

Qe

Improvements

Anchorage CBD Comprehensive

Development Plan

Term: Long-term

Status: Adopted

Source: Municipality of
Anchorage, Planning
Department,
Fall 1983

Matanuska-Susitna Borough

Comprehensive Development

Plan - Transportation

Term: 1981-2001

Status: Adopted

Source: Mat-Su Borough,
March 1984b

This plan serves as a guide for coordinated public and
private investment decisions in downtown Anchorage.
Several downtown circulation alternatives were
evaluated. .

The primary objective of this plan is to establish a
long~-range direction for planning of the primary
roadways (arterials and collectors) in the Mat-Su
Borough. The 20-year long-range plan is based on growth
projections for the area and determined system deficien-
cies.

E/G Streets One-Way Couplet -~ this improvement would

provide one-way traffic flow along these facilities

between 3rd and 9th Avenues.

Restrict peak hour parking along the north side of

5th Avenue between Ingra Street and K Street. This

would allow space to be used exclusively by HOV's

(High Occupancy Vehicles) such as buses, car-pool, or

van-pool vehicles during peak hours.

° Constrxuction of the A/C Street Couplet is assumed.
See above. ’

® Close F Street between 5th and 6th Avenues.

° Close G Street between 9th and 10th Avenues.

° Provide intersection improvements along 9th Avenue at

Ingra, Gambell, A, C, E, G, I, and M Streets.

¢ Susitna River Road or Susitna Corridor -, This 24-mile
resource road would provide an access road south from
along the Susitna River to Chuitna Corridor (see
below) .

° Houston Right~of-Way - the corridor 1s located south

. and west .of Houston running generally in a north-
south direction and would provide a connection to the
Point MacKenzie area. The right-of-way should pro-
vide space for utility use and rail, as well as
the roadway. ’

° Point MacKenzie Access Road (Phase III) - An exten-
sion to provide access to a potential Point MacKenzie
Port site.

° Fish Creek Agricultural Access - This 2,7 mile east-~
west project would be the first element of the
Chuitna Corridor, which would ultimately provide
access to the Beluga Coal Fields area west of the
Susitna River.

° Burma Road - This 6-mile roadway would connect the
existing South Big Lake Road and Point MacKenzie
Access Road. It is planned as an arterial with
controlled access.

° North Big Lake Road - a 5.5 mile roadway which would
complete the loop around Big Lake.

° Briggs Road - A 1.7 mile road providing access
between Horseshoe Lake Road and North Big Lake Road.

° Wasilla Bypass - This approximately 9-mile highway
project would provide alternative access between the
Parks Highway west of Wasilla to the Parks Highway
east of Wasilla.
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Table III-4 (continued)

"STREET AND HIGHWAY PLANS

General Description

Improvements

Willow Sub-Basin Area Plan
Term: Indefinite

Status: Adopted )
Source: ADNR, October 1982

Fish Creek Management Plan
Term: Indefinite

Status: Public Review Draft
Source: ADNR, April 1984

This plan is a land use plan for State and certain
Borough lands in the Southcentral portion of the
Matanuska~Susitna Borough. Transportation goals
include: '

A system which supports goals and objectives of
other plan elements

A system with the lowest possible long-run costs

A system with minimal environmental impacts

A system which efficiently uses energy and encourages
compact and efficient development patterns '

This plan is the final product of the Alaska Depart-
ment of Natural Resource's planning process for the

Fish Creek area. It includes:

Policy statements as to the allocation of State land

~ to various uses and a framework for resource

decisions

Refinement of land use allocations made in the
Statewide plan on a regional basis

Development of site specific land use allocations

Chuyitna Right-of-Way - A road leading westerly from
approximately Point MacKenzie Access road and along
the north side of Susitna Flats State Game Refuge
with bridges crossing at the Little Susitna River and
Fish Creek.

Winnebago Way - A connection between Willow and the
Chuitna Right-of-Way.

Susitna Corridor - A resources access road leading
southwesterly from Willow parallel to the Susitna
River,

Moraine Ridge Road - A residential access road
between the Chuitna Right-of-Way and the Red Shirt
Lake area,

Houston Right-of-Way - A corridor likely to be used
for rail only. See above for approximate alignment
description.

Chuitna Right-of-Way - See description above.
Winnebago Way (Chuitna Right-of-Way to Red Shirt Lake
Area only) - See description above. Primary or
secondary road depending on status of Moraine Ridge
Road.

Moraine Ridge Road ~ See description above. The
proposed alignment would function as a primary or
secondary road depending on status of Winnebago Way.
Rail access to a potential Point MacKenzie Port pref-
erably would follow an alignment along Moraine Ridge
Road, however, because of the highly speculative
nature of rail use in or through this area, no
right-of-way is currently defined.



Urban Growth and Economic Development

Figure III-2 presents recent growth trends and forecasts of population,
dwelling units (occupied), and employment (by place of work and excluding
military) for the Anchorage/Mat-Su region. Recent growth has been higher
than anticipated by regional econometric modeling. Housing and employment
growth during the past two years has averaged 12 percent per annum for the
region compared to the approximately four percent average rate anticipated.
Several factors appear responsible for the unexpectedly high growth rate:

° a construction surge as o0il revenues began fueling both public and
private investment

Alaska became an attractive location for new business and retail ser-
vice expansion during economic slowdown elsewhere

the difference between Alaska and Lower 48 cost of living and cost of
doing business has been steadily dropping

The result has been an unexpected broadening of the Anchorage economy.
Alaska, and Anchorage as the principal service center in the Alaskan
economy, i1s becoming less dependent on the Lower 48 for services, and the
economic multiplier effect of local investment is increasing.

Forecasts developed by the project team (see Chapter IX) and adopted for
Knik Arm Crossing evaluation are a summation of the Municipality of
Anchorage and Mat-Su Borough's latest 1983 to 2001 forecasts (Municipality
of Anchorage, July 1983) (DOWL Engineers, February 1983) and extension to
2010 assuming a growth rate slightly less than that occurring prior to
2001. Although the Anchorage and Borough forecasts were derived
independently, their summation reflects what the University of Alaska's
Institute for Social and Economic Research (ISER) terms "high economic
growth" for the region.

‘A similar but slightly more conservative long-term regional forecast is
presented by the baseline assumptions for the Susitna Hydroelectric Project
(Alaska Power Authority, February 1984), i.e., no Susitna Hydroelectric
construction. A considerably more pessimistic forecast than adopted for
Knik Arm Crossing evaluation is reflected in the mid-range scenario
utilized for a recent Outer Continental Shelf evaluation (Berman and Hull,
1984) .. Differences among these forecasts can be attributed largely to
different multipliers assumed for public and private project investment,
i.e., the extent to which project construction will spur additional
short-range and long-range growth in State employment.

Table III-5 presents 1983 estimates and forecasts for 2001 and 2010 of
dwelling units and employment for communities within the Municipality of
Anchorage and the Mat-Su Borough. The communities are shown in Figure
III-3. Currently, more than 80 percent of Anchorage-Mat-Su housing and
employment is within the Anchorage bowl (communities 9 to 16). Approxi-
mately eight percent of housing and two percent of employment lies within
the Eagle River and Turnagain Arm communities outside the bowl but within
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Table III-5

CURRENT AND FORECAST DWELLING UNITS
AND EMPLOYMENT BY COMMUNITY
(assumes no crossing)

Dwelling Units Employment
1983 2001 2010 1983 2001 2010

MAT-SU BOROUGH

1. Point MacKenzie - 400 600 - 200 400

2. Knik/Goose Bay 200 1,600 2,700 100 900 1,400

3. Fish Creek - 300 500 - 200 300

4, Willow/Nancy Lake 300 1,300 2,000 200 700 1,100

5. Big Lake/Houston 1,100 3,600 .5,400 600 2,100 2,900

6. Wasilla/Fishhook 4,300 7,900 11,000 2,200 4,500 5,800

7. Palmer/Sutton 2,300 6,600 9,700 1,200 3,800 5,100

8. Other Mat-Su 1,600 3,200 5,100 200 1,800 2,900
MAT-SU SUBTOTAL 9,800 24,900 37,000 5,200 14,200 19,900
MUNICIPALITY OF
ANCHORAGE

9. Northeast 23,500 31,600 35,100 15,400 21,900 24,900
10. Ship Creek 1,700 1,600 1,800 23,600 24,500 27,800
11. Downtown 200 800 800 16,500 17,700 20,100
12. Northwest 19,200 23,100 24,700 24,900 44,200 50,200
13. Central 8,400 14,300 17,400 9,800 19,200 21,900
14. Sand Lake 4,600 ©11,200 12,700 6,000 7,500 8,500
15. Ocean View 5,600 9,900 10,800 3,600 14,800 16,800
16, Hillside 6,200 13,900 15,300 2,000 2,200 2,500
17. Eagle River 6,700 16,900 20,700 2,300 5,900 6,700
18. Turnagain Arm 1,100 2,700 3,800 400 1,000 1,100
ANCHORAGE SUBTOTAL 77,900 126,000 143,100 104,500 158,900 180,500
TOTAL 87,700 - 150,900 180,100 109,700 173,100 200,354
NOTES

Dwelling Units and Employment are rounded to the nearest one hundred.
Sources: 1983: Municipality of Anchorage and Mat-Su Borough
2001: Municipality of Anchorage and Mat-Su Borough adjusted to the
project team's region-wide growth model.
2010: Project team's growth allocation model.
Communities are shown in Figure III-3.
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the Municipal boundaries. Approximately 11 percent of the region's housing
and five percent of its employment are located within the Mat-Su Borough.

Significant urban growth is expected throughout the project area over the
next 27 years, although at a somewhat lower rate than that experienced pre-
viously, and higher in the first 18-year timeframe than the last nine
years, Because the greatest available holding capacity is in the Borough
and because the cost of remaining developable land in the Anchorage bowl is
rising, an increasing share of both project area dwelling units and jobs is
expected to locate outside the Anchorage bowl.

Approximately 87,700 current dwelling units are forecast to increase to
approximately 150,900 units by the year 2001 (average annual growth rate of
3.0 percent) and further increase to 180,100 by the year 2010 (2.0 percent
per annum). Employment is forecast to increase at a slightly slower rate
-~ 2.8 percent per annum for the 1983 to 2001 period and 1.6 percent per
annum in the 2001 to 2010 timeframe. The portion of dwelling wunits
cutside the Anchorage bowl would increase substantially from the current 19
percent to 29 percent in 2001 and 34 percent by 2010. The portion of
employment outside the bowl would increase from 7 percent currently to 11
percent by 2001 and 14 percent by 2010.

Tables III-6, III-7, and III-8 illustrate in Spring 1984 dollars (increase
by five percent to obtain an estimate of 1985 dollars) market dynamics for
residential, commercial, and industrial development within the
Anchorage/Mat-Su region. In particular, they indicate the extent to which
development is more expensive within the Anchorage bowl than in outlying
locations. Land is the principal component responsible for cost
differences. For example, the cost of a typical single family residential
lot with improvements in Spring 1984 dollars varies from $5.90 per square
foot in the Anchorage bowl to $.90 per square foot in the Matanuska Valley
(areas listed for Borough in Table III-5 except "Point MacKenzie" and
"Other Mat-Su"). The cost of a typical commercial lot varies from $18.30 a
square foot in the Anchorage bowl to $3.40 a square foot in the Matanuska
Valley. - The cost of a typical industrial lot varies from $5.20 per square
foot in Anchorage +to $1.30 per square foot in the Matanuska Valley. Point
MacKenzie improved land costs are essentially the same as for the Matanuska
Valley.

Land Use Plans

Table III-9 describes area 1land use plans. Comprehensive development,
coastal zone management, and resource management plans are included. Table
ITI-9 descriptions focus only on those areas of the plans that could be
influenced by the alternatives. Elmendorf AFB also has plans for future
projects, however they are not public. They were reviewed by the project
team and accounted for in alignment planning. In addition to the plans de-
scribed in the table, there are three planned projects that warrant consid-
eration,

ITI-18
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Table III-6

. CONSTRUCTION COSTS OF A TYPICAL SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLING, SPRING 1984

Anchorage ‘ Matanuska Point
Construction Costs Bowl Eagle River Chugiak Valley MacKenzie
Land $ 50,000 $ 40,000 $51,000 . $ 17,700 $ 23,000
Cost of Structure : 70,000 69,000 69,000 69,000 69,000
Financing & Sales 30,000 30,000 24,000 24,000 24,000
‘Average Total Cost $150,000 $137,000 $150,000 $110,700 $116,000

NOTES

Cost estimate for land within the Anchorage bowl and Eagle River includes an R-1l lot (8,500 square
feet with all utilities including water, sewer, electric, gas, paving, curbs, and gutters. All
estimates for Matanuska Valley, Point MacKenzie, and Chugiak assume one-half acre and one acre lots,
respectively, with graded access, power, septic tank, and well., All estimates include interest and
closing costs charged by the developer prior to lot payoff.

Cost of structures are for a typical split-entry house with the following characteristics: 1,144
square feet finished upstairs, which includes two bedrooms, 1% baths, kitchen, dining room, and
living room with fireplace; 568 square feet unfinished downstairs, plus a 440-square foot two-car
garage. : :

Financing and Sales includes commissions, closing costs, interest on construction loan and loan fee,
job supervision, and direct job overhead. It also includes general and administrative expenses such
as insurance, office expense, and taxes. In addition, it includes builder's profit.

Spring 1984 dollars can be converted to an estimate of 1985 dollars by increasing them five percent.
Source: Anchorage Real Estate Research Committee, Fall 1982/Spring 1983; Les Brattain (Anchorage

Bowl), Rob Gamel (Eagle River and Chugiak), and Frank Langill and Carolyn Crusey (Matanuska
Valley.
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Table III-7

CONSTRUCTION COSTS OF A TYPICAL COMMERCIAL STRUCTURE., SPRING 1984

BEagle River/

Construction Costs Anchorage Bowl Chugiak Matanuska Valley
Land : $ 165,000 $ 250,000 $ 150,000
Structure 250,000 90,000 90,000
Finance & Sales 40,000 35,000 25,000
Average Total Cost $455,000 $375,000 $265,000
NOTES

Land cost is based on a typical 9,000 square foot commercial lot in the Anchorage bowl and one-acre

commercial lots in Eagle River/Chugiak and Matanuska Valley. Estimates include lots developed with
water, sewer, street improvements, electricity, engineering, and other fees.

Structure costs are for a typical commercial structure 5,023 square feet in the Anchorage bowl and
3,254 square feet in Eagle River/Chugiak. Matanuska Valley structure size was assumed equal to Eagle
River/Chugiak.

Financial and Sales costs include commission, closing costs, interest on construction loan and loan
fee, job supervision, and direct job overhead. Also included are general and administrative expenses
such as insurance, office expense, taxes, and builder's profit.

Spring 1984 dollars can be converted to an estimate of 1985 dollars by increasing them five percent.

Source: Appraisal Section, Department of Finance, Municipality of Anchorage; Terrie Peterson,
Appraiser's Office, Mat-Su Borough.
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‘ Table III-8

CONSTRUCTION COSTS OF A TYPICAL INDUSTRIAL STRUCTURE, SPRING 1984

Eagle River/

Construction Costs Anchorage Bowl _ Chugiak Matanuska Valley
Land $ 130,000 $ 74,000 $ 45,000
Structure 245,000 110,000 110,000
Finance & Sales 35,500 18,400 15,500

Average Total Cost $410,500 $202,400 $170,500

Major Cost Differences

Raw Land Costs $ 110,000 $ 60,000 $ 35,000
Financing 20,000 10,000 8,000
NOTES

Land cost includes a typical 25,000 square foot Il lot in the Anchorage bowl and one-acre Il 1lot in
Eagle River/Chugiak and Matanuska Valley. Estimates included lots developed with water, sewer,
street improvements, electricity, engineering, and other fees.

Structure costs are for a typical 6,388 square foot warehouse storage structure in the Anchorage bowl
and 3,098 square foot warehouse in Eagle River/Chugiak. Matanuska Valley structure size was assumed
equal to Eagle River/Chugiak.

Finance and sales costs include commission, closing costs, interest on construction loan and loan
fee, job supervision, and direct -job overhead. Also included are general and administrative expenses
such as insurance, office expense, taxes, and builder's profit.

Spring 1984 dollars can be converted to an estimate of 1985 dollars by increasing them five percent.

Source: Don Graham, Principal Appraiser, Department of Finance, Municipality of Anchorage; Terrie
Peterson, Appraiser's Office, Mat-Su Borough.
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Jurisdiction/
Plan

General
Description

Residential

Table III-9

LAND USE PLANS

Commercial

Industrial

Parks
and Open Space

Community
Serxvices

Other

Anchorage Bowl
Comprehensive
Development
Plan (revision)
Texm: 20 Years
Status: Adopted
Source:
Municipality of
Anchorage,
Planning De-
partment,

March 1982

Anchorage CBD
Comprehensive
Development
Plan

Term: Long-term
Status: Adopted
Source: Munici-
pality of An-
chorage, Com-~
munity Planning
Department,
Fall 1983

Port of Anchor-
age Marketing
and Development
Plan, Phase II
Term: to 2000
Status: Final
Source: TAMS
Engineers, 1983

Focus on goals,
policies, and ob-
jectives for en-
vironment, trans-
portation, parks,
energy, and urban
development.

The plan is de-
scribed as a.
strategy on which
to base decisions
rather than spe-
cific blueprint.
Goal is integrated
multi-use center.
Proposes specific
projects plus in-
fill development
clustering around
major downtown
anchors.

Focus on improv-
ing the utiliza-
tion of existing
port lands, It
also views Fire
Island as the best
long-term option
(beyond 2000) for
providing for port
growth, particu-
larly in terms of
bulk products.

Development con-
sistent with
natural charac~

Concentrate rath-
er than spread
along arterials;

teristics of area; establish neigh-

encourage higher
densities, par-
ticularly near
downtown; consi-
der effects of
development on

High density
housing should
be mixed with
other uses.

1
-
i

borhood centers;
encourage down-
town development
.as multi-use dis-
trict and en-
courage govern-
adjacent land
uses.,

New retail com-

plex between 5th
and 6th/A and D,

i
.

Concentrate in-
dustrial develop-
ment in single-
use districts,
primarily at Ship
Creek  and along
Alaska Railroad
in South Anchor-
age.

ment offices
there.

Circulation,
storage, and
berth improve-
ments planned
on existing
port site. Will
discourage non-
cargo use of
waterfront.

L

Develop a system.
of parks, green-
belts and trails,
including linear
park along Ship
Creek. Emphasis
on neighborhood
and community
level.

Enhancement of
pedestrian en-
vironment.

F Street Mall be-
tween 4th & 6th
and Town Center
Plaza between E

& F/5th & 6th;
view walk linking
new small parks
with Resolution
Park (locations

are 6th & L, 4th &

L, 3rd & H).

Municipality
should acquire
waterfront lands
to provide access
to shoreline.

Avoid extension
of utilities
through areas to
be protected
from development.
Utilities should
precede develop-
ment.,

New parking
structures at 5th
& C, 4th & I, and
7th & H; State
office complex on
5th between A and
Barrow.

r
(S
T
b

Encourage energy-
efficient develop-
ment and use of
mass transit; fol-
low Coastal Zone
Management and
Wetlands Manage-
ment plans. En-
courage historic
preservation,

Designates area
generally between
3rd & 7th/E & G as
"Town Center" or
civic core, in-
cludes mall, pla-
za, performing
arts, and conven-
tion centers, plus
several government
buildings. Sup~
ports preservation
of historic re~
sources (e.qg.,
Municipality plans
to relocate
historic homes to
Quyana Park at 3rd
& C for office and
commercial uses).

Goal is to remain
major cargo cen-
ter.

-
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Table III-9 (Continued)
LAND USE PLANS
Jurisdiction/ General Parks Community
Plan Description Residential Commexcial Industrial and Open Space Services Other

Anchorage Management bound- ——— —— Port of Anchor- —— ——— Goal is to balance
Coastal Zone ary includes area age area is an growth with pres-
Management of coastal flood- AMSA to guide ervation of Coast-
Plan ing plus adjacent growth of water

Term: Indefi-
nite

Status: Adopted
and approved
Source: Muni-
cipality of
Anchorage, 1980

Anchorage Wet-
lands Manage~
ment Plan
(Revision)
Term: Indefi-
nite

Status: Ap- .
proved April
1982

Revised May
1983

Source: Muni-
cipality of
Anchorage,
Community Plan-
ning Department,
May 1983

Coastal Scenic
Resources and
Public Access
Plan (part of
Anchorage
Coastal Zone
Management
Plan)

Term: Indefi-~
nite

Status: Guide
Source: Muni-
cipality of
Anchorage, (no
date); {c.a.
1980)

floodplains, wet-
lands, lakes, and
streams to 1,000-
foot contour; ex-
cludes Federal
land. Designates
Areas Meriting
Special Attention
(AMSA) warranting
preservation or
careful develop-
ment planning.

Designates areas
of wetlands for
protection, con-
servation, and
development.
Establishes con-
trols to balance
preserxvation and
development.
Identifies miti~
gating measures.

Offers plans for
development of a
Coastal Trail plus
sites along the
trail including
Ship Creek Dam,
Railroad Station,
and Resolution

Park.

dependent uses.

Combine development and conservation by encouraging
mixed use development of wetlands; cluster buildings
to minimize portion of land covered.

Parks and green-
belts are effec-
tive means for
conserving wet-
lands.

Bicycle path pro-
posed along
coastal corridor
beginning at Ship
Creek Dam; im-
provements for
salmon and water-
fowl viewing on
north bank at ship
Creek Dam; a con-
tinuing series of
scenic and recrea-
tion improvements
along the trail.

al areas. Most of
Coastal zone clas-
sified preserva-
tion environment
(sensitive natural
environment,
hazardous lands,
coastal flood
zone) .

Ship Creek Wet~
lands east of dam
designated for
preservation; west
of dam they are
designated for
conservation.

[N
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i Table I1I-9 (Centinued)
LAND USE PLANS
Jurisdiction/ General Parks Community
Plan Description Residential Commercial Industrial and Open Space Services Othex

Coastal Trail
Plan: Ship
Creek to
Eklutna

Term: Indefi-
nite

Status: Final
Source: Muni-
cipality of
Anchoraage,
June 1982

Eagle River-
Chugiak~Eklutna
Comprehensive
Plan

Term: 1980 to
2000

Status: Adopted
Source: Muni-
cipality of
Anchorage,
Planning De-
partment,
September 18,
1979

Matanuska~-Su-
sitna Borough
Comprehensive
Plan

Term: 6 Years/
20 Years
Status: Draft
Source: DOWL
Engineers,
February 1983

Presents northern
section of Coast-
al Trail. Trail
generally follows
Ship Creek to
Eagle River; North
of Eagle River it
follows the Glenn
Highway bike trail
with three loops
to the coast.

Area divided into
urban/suburban
development (Eag-
le River), re~
source protection
(slopes and near
streams), and
rural development
areas (all other).

Focus on road-
sexved areas, pro-
viding minimum
recommendations
outside that area;
inside road-served
areas do not ex-—
pand the amount of
privately owned
land (6 years);
coordinated with
Willow Sub-basin
Plan.

Focused along
Glenn Highway and
Eagle River Road
with highest den-
sities in Eagle
River area.
Elsewhere main-
tain existing

low density rural
character.

Most undeveloped
private land ex-
pected to become
residential,
maintaining rural
densities; create
a Big Lake com-
munity core on
east side of lake.

Increased level
of local employ-
ment; major com-
mercial area
downtown Eagle
River; limited
strips and at
intersections
along Glenn High-
way.

Expand commercial
development,
neighborhood and
regional’ (pri-
marily at major
intersections and
existing commer-
clal areas); no
new commercial
nodes along Parks
Highway.

Two sites avail-
able along Alas-
ka Railroad and
two in Eagle
River Area.

Industrial and
port develop-

ment in Point

MacKenzie area
(plan in pro-

gress).

!

Trail will provide
greenbelt to link
existing parks and
open space areas.

Greenbelts on
Eagle River, Fire
Creek, and
Peter's Creek and
areawide trail
system linked to
Glenn Highway
bike trail,

Preservation of
Little Susitna
River Corridor
from Parks High-
way south, rec-
reation reserves
on area lakes;
urban recreation
as required.

Integrated water
and sewer utili-
ty for Eagle Riv-
er, generally
private systems
elsewhere.

Sewer and watex
systems at Wasil-
la and Big Lake;
16 new fire sta~-
tions, 42 schools,
another hospital,
added solid waste
transfer stations
by 2001.

Water/sewer con-
straints will
limit growth;
areawide zoning
to be implemented.

Agricultural de-
velopment south-~
west of Willow,
south of Nancy
Lake, Carpenter
Lake area, Point
MacKenzie Agricul-
tural area, and
scattered small
sites. Encourage
tourism, resource
development.
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Table III-9 (Continued)
LAND pSE PLANS
13
Jurisdiction/ General Parks Community
Plan Description Residential Commercial Industrial and Open Space Services Other
Matanuska- Detailed recom- — —— — Goal is to meet Specifies type, —

Susitna Borough
Comprehensive
Plan: Public
Facilities
Term: To 1955
Status: Draft
Source: Mat-Su
Borough, March
1984

Matanuska-

Susitna Borough
Coastal Manage-

ment Plan

Term: Indefi-
nite

Status: Ap-
proved

Source: Mat-Su
Borough, Plan-
ning Department,
August 1983

mendations for
Borough public
facilities and
services. Based
on population
projections in
1983 Comprehen-
sive Plan. Dis-
cusses potential
to control growth
patterns.

Plan to balance
preservation with
resource develop~-
ment. Management
area includes
townships up to
200-foot contour
and selected
streams up to
1,000~foot con-
tour. This in-
cludes all of the
project area.

A review of private development plans will include consideration of impact on natural re-
source use, range of uses, and quality of use; effect on habitat, water bodies, water
and air quality, cultural resources, floodplains, hazardous resources, and subsistence
resources; . consistency with local land and water use controls; and congistency with AMSA
New residential development shall be located in already developed areas.

plans.

Recommended AMSA's include Point MacKenzie Industrial Port/Park, Goose Bay State Game
Refuge, Nancy Lake Recreation Area, Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge, Knik/Matanuska
River Floodplains Area(s) (not in project area), and Susitna Flats Game Refuge.

recreational needs
of Borough, pro-
mote tourism, and
protect scenic
quality and
environment poten-
tial., Proposed
parks include 17
neighborhood and
community parks,
mostly in conjunc-
tion with schools;
and eight State or
Borxough parks in-~
cluding Lake

‘Lucille and the

Little Susitna
River/Holstein
Road area.

location, gquan-
tity, and time~
frame for im-
provements to
fire protection
equipment and
facilities;
emergency medi-
cal services;
solid waste,
water, and sew-
age systems; li-
braries; museums;
historic trails;
government of-
fices; schools;
and parks.

All new community
energy facilities,
fisheries, timber,
mineral, transpor-
tation, utility,
agricultural, and
recreation devel-
opment must be
consistent with
plan, This in-
cludes all devel-~
opment falling
under planning,
zoning, and sub-
division require-
ments.
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Jurisdiction/
Plan

General
Description

Residential

Table III-9 (Continued)

LAND USE PLANS

Commercial

Industrial

Parks
and Open Space

Community
Services

Other

City of Houston,
Comprehensive

Development
Plan

Term: 20 Years
Status: Adopted
Source: DOWL
Engineers,

June 1982

Willow Sub-

Basin Area Plan
Term: Indefi-
bute

Status: Adopted
Source: ADNR,
October 1982

Fish Creek

Management Plan
Term: Indefi-
nite

Status: Public
Review Draft
Source: ADNR,
April 1984

Aid for decision-
makers in guiding
growth to meet
community goals.

Designates uses
for much of the
public land with~
in the hydrologic
sub~basin of Su-
sitna River Basin.
It includes area
between Knik Arm
and Susitna River.

Management plan
for 45,000 acres
of public lands
south of Nancy
Lake Recreation
area, between

the Susitna River
and the Little
Susitna River.

Moderate density
along Parks High-
way. South of
Little Susitna
River light
density north of
Parks Highway,
rural density
south. Rural
density north of
river and Parks
Highway.

Areas designated
for settlement
include Moraine
Ridge, Willow,
Houston, Wasilla,
Big Lake, Knik,
and Point Mac-
Kenzie. Pear
Lake and Ronald
Lake areas are
designated for
settlement/small
farms,

Settlement in
Moraine Ridge
area at eastern
border of manage-
ment area.

Clustered at
three locations
on Parks Highway:

- do not mix with

e

residential uses;
strip development
to be avoided.

Sale of lands for
commexcial uses
will be on a case
by case basis
consistent with
plan. No specif-
ic areas desig-
nated.

Commercial center
at southern end
of Moraine Ridge.

-
=

Concentrate im-
mediately north
of Little Susitna
River and south
of Parks Highway,
(major railroad
corridoxr shown
ending at this
point).

Point MacKenzie
area is desig-
nated for indus-
trial develop~
ment,

Could occur in
Moraine Ridge
area.

A

Scattered urban
parks; open space
along Little Su-
sitna River and
two large parcels

Upgrade emergency
services as popu-
lation grows,
Minimize public
water/sewer

on north and south systems.

sides of communi-
ty. Provide
recreation for
residents and
tourists.

Recreation
designations in-
clude Iditarod
and related

. trails, Lake

Lorraine, Big
Lake, Horseshoe
Lake, and Little
Susitna River.
The River is_ to
be buffered from
non-compatible

. uses,

Recreation areas
are proposed at
seven locations
adjacent to lakes
and several areas
along streams.
Iditarod Trail to
have 400-foot
buffer corridor.

I I G

Water and sewer
systems antici-
pated at south

end of Moraine

Ridge.

Two sections in
northwest corner
of community re-
served; also area
along Parks High-
way northwest of
commercial area in
middle of town.

Resource develop-
ment areas also
designated. See
"Natural Resource
Development",

Agricultural de-~
velopment is pro-
posed in most of
the area (excep-
tions are Moraine
Ridge, along
streams, and wet-
land areas); wet-
lands designated
for wildlife habi-
tat and resources.
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Point MacKenzie Port/Industrial Site. This development is proposed to be -
in the Point MacKenzie area. The Point MacKenzie area, about 15,000 acres,
is surrounded by the Goose Bay State Game Refuge to the north, the Point
MacKenzie Agricultural Project to the northwest, the Susitna Flats State
Game Refuge on the west, and Knik Arm and Upper Cook Inlet on the east and
south. The area has been defined as an Area Meriting Special Attention
(AMSA) in the Borough Coastal Zone Management Plan; its primary value is
identified as use for the development of water dependent facilities.
Various development schemes for alternate sites have been proposed and
studied. They include a port facility primarily for exporting, an
industrial complex, and a residential support community. The Borough is in
the process of developing a specific management plan for the Point
MacKenzie area. (Kasprisin-Hutnik Partnership, June 21, 1984). Two land
use plan options are under consideration. One reflects the Downtown
Crossing and the other the Elmendorf Crossing. Industrial development and
a port are shown in the wvicinity of the crossing. Multi-use zones
(commercial/higher density residential) are also shown in the wvicinity of
the crossing. Residential use is shown in two areas along the Point
MacKenzie Access Road and on Knik Arm north and south of Goose Bay. A
maximum density of two dwelling units per acre is indicated. Densities of
two to five acres per dwelling unit predominate.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project. The Alaska Power Authority has proposed a

two dam development on the Upper Susitna River upstream from Talkeetna at
Watana and Devil Canyon, north of the Knik Arm crossing project area. The
project is one of the largest hydroelectric projects ever brought before
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission for issuance of a license. It is
designed to play a major role in meeting the future electrical demand of
the Alaska Railbelt where over 70 percent of the State's population
currently resides. Design, detailed engineering, and environmental studies
are under way. It is estimated that the Watana dam could begin power
production in 1993. Construction of the Devil Canyon dam is dependent on
future demand, but construction could begin in 1994 with power production
by 2002.

Expansion of State Courts Building. The State plans to expand the State
Courts Building between 3rd and 4th Avenues and K and I Streets. Part of
the expansion project is proposed across I Street from the existing
building. Sub-surface and overhead pedestrian walkways across I street are
planned.

Urban and Military Function and Operation

Land Use. Figure III-4 is a generalized map of existing land use in the
analysis area. Additional detail north of Downtown Anchorage is shown in
Figure III-5. The project area includes the urbanized Anchorage bowl,
Elmendorf Air Force Base (AFB), Fort Richardson Army Post, suburban devel-
opment along the Glenn Highway, the rapidly developing Wasilla area in the
Mat-Su Borough, rural communities of Houston and Willow, the recreational
community of Big Lake, and the generally undeveloped area of the Mat-Su
Borough south of the Parks Highway. This latter area includes three game
refuges, a developing agricultural area, the town of Knik, and widely
scattered residential development.
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Land use north of downtown Anchorage is primarily non-residential. North
of Ship Creek is the Port of Anchorage and the Anchorage yard of the Alaska
Railroad, described later in this section. The Government Hill residential
neighborhood is also north of and overlooks Ship Creek. Immediately south
of Ship Creek is industrial and warehouse development as well as additional
facilities of the Alaska Railroad. West of C Street, on the hillside north
of downtown are primarily small structures, many are former homes now used
for office space. A private developer is considering constructing a new
office building on the north side of L Street at 3rd Avenue adjacent to
Resolution Park. A few residences are mixed with non-residential uses.
Several parking lots also are in this area. East of C Street is a mixture
of small office buildings, parking areas, and residences, both single and
multifamily. The Alaska Native Medical Center (hospital) is at 3rd Avenue
at Gambell Street.

Land use along the Glenn Highway, the current route from the Anchorage bowl
to the Mat-Su Borough, is primarily commercial from its beginnings at the
Ingra/Gambell Couplet to Bragaw Street where two schools are located. From
that point east to Muldoon Road, Elmendorf AFB is to the north and resi-
dential neighborhoods are to the south. Bartlett High School is near
Muldoon Road and the Glenn Highway. From Muldoon Road to Eagle River the
Highway passes through undeveloped Fort Richardson lands. One cluster of
base housing is near the highway. Several communities are along the Glenn
Highway from Eagle River north to the Xnik River. Concentrations of
residential development along the highway occur at Eagle River and Lower
Fire Lake (about a mile north of the Eagle River community), and at Peters
Creek. Chugiak High School and Birchwood Elementary can be seen from the
Glenn Highway. Scattered residential development is near the Glenn Highway
at Birchwood, Chugiak, and Eklutna. Residential and commercial develop=-
ment is scattered along the Parks Highway with the greatest concentration
at Wasilla.

The Mat-Su Borough south of the Parks Highway is largely undeveloped.
South of the east-west segment of the Point MacKenzie Access Road there are
only a few homes. A large area of land west of Goose Bay is being devel-
oped for agriculture. North of the Point MacKenzie Access Road resi-
dential development is scattered, but it is common along numerous private
roads. A large portion of the Borough's dispersed residential lands are
recreationally oriented. The shores of Big Lake and several smaller lakes
in the same area are lined with residential development as are the major
public roads in that area.

Emergency Services. Emergency services in Anchorage are provided by the
Municipal government. Two Anchorage fire service areas are in the vicinity
of Ship Creek and downtown. See Figure III-5. The northern boundary of
the Station 1 (6th Avenue and C Street) service area is Ship Creek east
from the Knik Arm to where the creek is crossed by the Alaska Railroad.
The border then follows the railroad to Elmendorf AFB. North of this line
is the service area for Station 2 (on Government Hill) which serves the
Port of Anchorage and related industrial development north of the boundary
described, as well as the Government Hill neighborhood. Station 1
has engine, squad, rescue, truck, aerial, and battalion companies. Station
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2 has an engine company. Emergency medical service vehicles are also at:
Station 1. Elmendorf AFB supplies. its own fire and rescue services,
described below under military.

In the Mat-Su Borough, fire service is provided by several Fire Service
Areas, along the Parks Highway and at Big Lake, staffed primarily by
volunteers. The service area for Big Lake includes only the area
immediately south and east of Big Lake and the Beaver Lake area. No fire
service is provided south and west of Big Lake, including the Point
MacKenzie area. Emergency Medical Service vehicles in the project area are
stationed at Houston, Willow, and Wasilla.

Military. The following Elmendorf Air Force Base facilities are near
alternatives under consideration: Base hospital, housing, helicopter pad
(and approach/departure zone), ammunition dump {(and clear zones), suspect
vehicle parking (and clear zone), Defense Property Disposal Office site,
Tactical Air Navigation Facility (TACAN), ground-to-air transmitter/receiv-

- er, hanger safety clearance, material borrow area, Circularly Disposed

Antenna Array (CDAA) (and one-mile clear zone from outer edge of array),
and Aeronautical Receiver Site including Federal Aviation Administration
receiver (and 4,800-foot clear zone). These facilities are illustrated in
Figure III-5. Recreation facilities are also in the area and are addressed
in Chapter V.

Fire service is provided from three stations; see Figure III-5, All
stations serve all areas of the base. The largest piece of equipment is a
65-ton crash vehicle whose size and weight must be accounted for in the
design of overpasses for any alternative passing through the Base. The AFB
has eight emergency medical sexvice vehicles. All are stationed at the
base hospital.

Port of Anchorage and Navigation Clearance. The Port of Anchorage is a
general cargo port operated by the Municipality of Anchorage. It is 115
acres in size, containing four terminals and three shoreside transit yards
or open storage areas. Four private terminals are operated south of the-
Municipally owned facility. All terminals are north of Ship Creek. The
largest vessels now entering the Port area have a breadth of 105 feet,
height above waterline of 140 feet, draft of 29 feet, and length of 744
feet. Highway access across Ship Creek to the port area is provided by the
C Street viaduct. York steel is presently filling into the Arm south of
Ship Creek. The planned use for the fill has not been determined.

There are presently no established horizontal or vertical clearances for a
bridge across Knik Arm. The Coast Guard plans to make a determination
prior to the publication of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).
The determination will be based in part on EIS hearings, but the Coast
Guard may hold separate hearings focusing on navigation clearance alone.
In March- 1983, the Coast Guard solicited comments on navigation
requirements for several bridge sites that were under consideration at that
time. South of Cairn Point, operators suggested vertical clearances of 136
to 200 feet above high high water and horizontal clearances of between 300
and 2,000 feet.
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No commercial navigation requirements are expected north of Cairn Point.
Operators that responded to the Coast Guard's March notice indicated that
commercial navigation need not be accommodated at a location similar to
that proposed for the Elmendorf Crossing. However, a crossing at that
point must accommodate pleasure craft and a Chugach Electric maintenance
barge.

The Coast Guard considers Ship Creek navigable up to the dam at about
Cordova Street (extended). The Coast Guard also 1is responsible for
navigation on the narrows between Mirror Lake and Big Lake and plans to
determine specific navigation requirements before publication of the Final
EIsS.

Alaska Railroad. Intensive railroad operations and facilities are north of
downtown Anchorage, see Figure III-5. The Alaska Railroad Anchorage
Yard is north of Ship Creek. Its freight main line also passes through
that area. South of Ship Creek is the passenger main line ahd numerous
sidings serving area businesses. Some are shipper-owned and others are
railroad-owned. The Alaska Railroad crosses Ship Creek in three locations
in this area: near Knik Arm tidal flats (freight main), adjacent to the C
Street Viaduct (spur between mains), and near the east end of Warehouse
Avenue (passenger main).

From the area just described, a combined main line extends south along the
shore of Knik Arm and north through Elmendorf AFB and Fort Richardson. In
the Mat-Su Borough, it follows the Parks Highway; see Figure III-4.

Airports and Aircraft Clearance. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
has established standards for determining obstructions in navigable air
space near airports (USDCT/FAA, March 4, 1972). Around every airport are a
series of "imaginary surfaces" or clear zones. The FAA must approve any
penetration of these zones since their penetration could be a hazard to
aircraft. Principal ajirports in the project area include Anchorage Inter-
national Airport, Lake Hood Seaplane Base, Merrill Field, Six Mile Lake
airstrip, and Elmendorf AFB airfield; see Figure ITI-4., Elmendorf AFB also
has a helicopter pad near its hospital in the project area; see Figure
ITI-S. :

Utilities. Several firms and agencies have facilities in the vicinity of
the alternatives under consideration. These facilities include both major
transmission or trunk lines and local distribution lines. The firms and
_agencies and their major facilities are:

° Municipality of Anchorage

- Anchorage Telephone Utility (1,800-pair buried telephone cable on
the north side of 3rd Avenue east of Ingra Street)

- Municipal Light and Power (transmission line along H Street,
sub~station at H Street and 2nd Avenue, double circuit transmission
facility along the north side of 3rd Avenue, 115 KV transmission
circuit with 12.5 KV distribution line and two communication cables
attached along the south side of the Glenn Highway at Muldoon Road,
115 KV transmission circuit in conjunction with a military line on
Elmendorf AFB)
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- Anchorage Water and Waste Water Utility (36-inch RC sewer trunk line
paralleling the railroad tracks in the Ship Creek area)

° ENSTAR Natural Gas (12-inch HP natural gas main on south side of 3rd
Avenue east of Ingra Street tieing into an 8-inch main along the west
side of Ingra and gas transmission line to Beluga along east-west
segment of Point MacKenzie Access Road)

° Multivisions (cable TV) (no major facilities near alternatives)

° Tesoro (8-inch high pressure multi-purpose line on Ocean Dock Road in
Ship Creek area)

° Chugach Electric Association (double-circuit transmission line near
Washington Avenue in the Ship Creek area and 138 KV aerial trans-
mission line in the Point MacKenzie area)

° Elmendorf AFB (34.5 KV electric transmission line with 12.5 Kv dis-
tribution line)

° Matanuska Electric Association (115 KV transmission line near Parks
Highway in Houston)

° Matanuska Telephone Association (no major facilities near alterna-
tives)

Utilities with authority to serve the Mat-Su Borough south of the Parks
Highway, the area most affected by changes in development patterns that
would result from the alternatives under consideration, are:

° Matanuska Electric Association, Inc. (MEA)
° Matanuska Telephone Association, Inc. (MTA)
° ENSTAR Natural Gas Company

MEA currently provides service as far south as the north side of Goose Bay.
A service extension to the Point MacKenzie Agricultural area will be built
soon. The Association gets all its power from Chugach Electric and has no
plans to generate its own power; additional power can be obtained as
required., Front-end costs for providing new electric service are paid by
the consumer. A subdivider would pay to have the lines placed and would
receive a refund as other people connect to the new system. For a long
line to an individual, the consumer would pay a deposit and make payments
on the 1line extension  for five years. A one-year lead time would be
required to provide service.

Matanuska Telephone presently provides service as far south as the north
side of Goose Bay. MTIA plans to extend service to the Point MacKenzie
Agricultural Area in 1984. To serve a large number of new subscribers
(4,000) in a now undeveloped area, MTA likely would build a new office,
install a $2 million switch, and install about $9 million in cable. Two
years lead time would be needed to install a new switch which would connect
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to the rest of the system by either cable or antenna to Wasilla. The
utility would finance the new service, but the amount invested would depend
on the anticipated number of subscribers and the anticipated return.

ENSTAR Gas recently has been granted permission to serve the Mat-Su Borough
and is installing 1lines in Wasilla and Palmer. In 1985, ENSTAR will
complete a 16 to 20-inch gas line from Beluga to Anchorage around Knik Arm.
It will pass through the Mat-Su Borough portion of the project area along
the east-west segment of the Point MacKenzie Access Road and along
Knik-Goose Bay Road. In the Municipality the gas line will follow the
Glenn Highway into +the Anchorage bowl. Gas service 1is generally
user-financed. In an undeveloped area, service would be provided at the
request of and upon payment by a developer. Lines running to the
development from existing lines would be oversized at the cost of ENSTAR if
it was believed likely that additional developers soon would want service.

Government Finance

Table III-10 summarizes local government cost and revenue for the Mat-Su
Borough (fiscal year 1983 to 1984) and the Municipality of Anchorage
(fiscal year 1983). These are the most recent figures available for a
single time period. They are 1983 dollars and can be converted to 1985
dollars by increasing them about 10 percent.

D. NATURAi, RESOURCE CHARACTERISTICS

The following areas of interest are discussed under natural resource
characteristics: Biological resources, wetlands, water resources and
quality, hydrology, floodplains, natural resource development, Iditarod

Trail, air quality, noise, and visual.

Biological Resources

Terrestrial Habitats. Terrestrial habitats within the project area primar-
ily consist of upland boreal (northern) forest with smaller wetland areas
interspersed throughout. The upland forest is characterized by mixed
stands of paper birch and white spruce with occasional balsam poplar,
quaking aspen, willow, and alder. The interior 1lowlands are mostly
wetlands of the bog and fen types consisting of a sedge and sphagnum mat
with ericaceous shrubs (heath) and occasional stands of black spruce.
Coastal salt marsh, another wetland type, is limited to specific areas such
as Goose Bay and the Susitna Flats. A variety of birds and mammals inhabit
these areas. Moose is the most conspicuous and economically important
species commonly found in the uplands and interior wetlands. Waterfowl
are an important animal group inhabiting the coastal marshes. Table III-11
describes habitat types and wildlife use in detail.

Marine Habitats. Knik Arm is a glacial estuary characterized by very
turbid water, extreme tides, and strong currents. Primary production is
very low. Intertidal and subtidal benthic (living in the seabed) organisms
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Table III-10

CURRENT ANNUAL LOCAL GOVERNMENT COST AND REVENUE

Dollars* Per

Total Dwelling Unit (DU),
($ millions) Employee, or Acre
ANNUAL COSTS
A. Municipality of Anchorage
a. Municipal 120.8 2,449/DU
b. School District 212.3 2,725/DU
403.1 5,174/DU
B. Mat-Su Borough
a. Areawide 17.52 1,307/DU
b. Non-areawide .99 90/DU
c. ‘Wasilla Fire Service District .29 . 97/DU
d. School District 38.19 . 2,849/DU
56.99 4,343/DU

ANNUAL REVENUES

A. BAnchorage Bowl (Property Tax Revenues)

3,

a. Residential 66.75
b. Commercial 6.43

c. Vacant 9.18 Vacant
’ 82.36

Vacant

B. Eagle River-Chugiak-Eklutna (Property Tax Revenues)

a. Residential 4,43
b. Commercial 0.43

c. Vacant : 0.61 Vacant
5.47

Vacant

C. Municipality of Anchorage (Other Local Revenues)

a. Municipality 53.00
b. Schools 4.84
57.84.

D. Mat-Su Borough (Property Tax Revenues)
1. Area-wide

a. Residential 3.13
b. Commercial 1.00
c. Vacant 4,99

9.12

III-35

952/DU
63/Employee
Residential =
643/Acre**
Commercial =
641 /Acre**

663/DU
184/Employee
Residential =
427 /Acre**
Commercial =
758/Acre**

680/DU
62/DU

234/pu
192/Employee
41 /Acre**



Table III-10 {(continued)

CURRENT ANNUAL LOCAL GOVERNMENT COST AND REVENUE

Dollars* Per

Total Dwelling Unit (DU),
($ millions) - Employee, or Acre
Mat-Su Borough (Property Tax
Revenues) (continued)
2. Non-areawide
a. Residential 0.21 19/DU
b. Commercial 0.09 16/Employee
c. Vacant 0.34 2.5/Acre**
0.62
3. Wasilla Fire Service District
a. Residential 0.09 30/DU
b. Commercial 0.03 26/Employee
c. Vacant . . 0.14 3.5/Acre**
0.26
Mat-Su Borough (Other Local Revenues)
a. Areawide 6.77 505/DU
b. Non-areawide 0.02 2/DU
‘c. Wasilla Fire Service District 0.01 3/buU
6.80 510/DU

PERCENT OF 'COSTS PAID BY LOCALLY-GENERATED REVENUES

A, Municipality 38% 1,974/DU0
B. Mat-Su Borough (Areawide,

Non~areawide, and WFSD) 29% 1,253/DU

OPERATING REVENUE PROVIDED BY THE STATE***

A, Municipality of Anchorage 224.46 (56%) 2,880/DU
B. Mat-Su Borough (Areawide, .

Non=-Areawide, and WFSD) 30.47 (65%) 2,293/DU

Sources: Municipality of Anchorage, May 1983,

% %

*k%k

Anchorage School District, 1983.

Mat=-Su Borough School District, February 24, 1983,

Mat-Su Borough, September 1983,

Walt Chapel, Mat-Su Borough personal communications.

Marie Keen, Mat-Su Borough School District personal communication.
Bob Kern, Alaska State Department of Revenue, personal communication.

These figures are based on fiscal year 1983 and 1983/84 data. They are in
1983 dollars and can be converted to 1985 dollars by increasing them about
10 percent.

Vacant residential land value in Anchorage bowl at $77,000/acre and
commercial land at $436,000/acre. Vacant residential land in Eagle
River-Chugiak-Eklutna at $61,500/acre and commercial land at $109,000/acre.
Vacant land in Mat-Su Borough at $5,000 per acre.

Other non-local sources of revenue exist but are not relevant to the
government finance analysis contained in Chapter IV.
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Table III-11

FISH AND WILDLIFE VALUES BY HABITAT TYPES

Acres in
Dominant Willow
Vegetation Fish and Wildlife Sub-Basin
Habitat Type Types Values (thousands)
TERRESTRIAL, HABITATS

Coniferous and Ic1, I1ICc2, IC3, Year-round food and cover for 286
mixed deciduous/ Ial, 122, IA3, moose, snowshoe hare, red
coniferous forest some IBl squirrel, and spruce grouse;

food and cover for black

bear; nesting habitat for

song birds.
Low Shrub scrub ITB1l, IIB2 Year-round food for moose and 58
(part wetland) snowshoe hare - limited

. cover; food for black bear;

breeding habitat for shrub-

nesting song birds.
Closed black spruce IAl (black spruce), Marginal year-round food and 130
(part wetland) some IC1l cover for moose, black bear,

snowshoe hare, and spruce

grouse. Year-round food and

cover for red squirrel;

nesting habitat for song

birds. )
Sedge/grass meadow IIIA2, IIIA3, Supplemental spring, summer, 121
(wet and dry) ITIB3 and fall food for moose and
(mostly wetland) black bear; breeding habitat

for muskeg nesting birds such

as greater yellowlegs;

rearing habitat for coho

salmon (when connected to

stream system).
Tall shrub and de- 1Ial, 1IIa2, 1B1, Year-round food and limited 85
ciduous forest IB2, IB3 cover for moose. Low quality

or inadequate food for snow-

shoe hare, red squirrel and

spruce grouse; nesting

habitat for song birds.
Salt Marsh IIIC3, ITIIC4 Important habitat for migrat- 29
(wetland) ing and nesting waterfowl and

shorebirds such as: lesser
Canada goose, Tule white-
fronted goose, mallard, pin-
tail, and sandhill crane;
feeding habitat for black
bear, furbearers, and
raptorial birds.
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Table III-11 {(continued)

FISH AND WILDLIFE VALUES BY HABITAT TYPES

) { ] : .

—

{ J Lol 2

Acres in
. Dominant Willow
Vegetation Fish and Wildlife Sub-Basin
Habitat Type Types Values (thousands)
TERRESTRIAL HABITATS
{continued)
Intertidal mud — Feeding habitat for dabbling 17
flat (wetland) ducks.
MARINE HABITATS
Knik Arm -—— Migratory corridor for all five ——
species of salmon and eulachon;
marginal rearing habitat for
juvenile salmon; year-round
habitat for saffron cod and
Bering Cisco.
2
AQUATIC HABITATS
Fish Streamé
Little Susitna -— Important fish stream; spawning ——
River habitat for chinook, coho,
pink, and chum salmon, rainbow
trout, and Dolly Varden; rear-
ing habitat for chinock and
coho salmon, rainbow trout, and
Dolly Varden; migratory corri-
dor for sockeye salmon; beaver
habitat in sloughs and tribu-
taries; bald eagle feeding
habitat.
Fish Creek ——— Same as Little Susitna River ——
except no chum salmon and fewer
salmon spawners.
Goose Creek — Spawning and rearing habitat for —-——
coho salmon and rainbow trout;
beaver habitat.
Ship Creek — Spawning habitat for chinook, ——

coho, pink, and chum salmon;
rearing habitat for coho and
chinook salmon.
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Table ITI-11 {continued)
FISH AND WILDLIFE VALUES BY HABITAT TYPES

Acres in

Dominant Willow
Vegetation Fish and Wildlife Sub-Basin
Habitat Type Types Values (thousands)

-
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4

i
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o
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AQUATIC HABITATS2
(continued)

Fish Streams (continued)

Eagle River

Peters Creek
Eklutna River
Knik River

Matanuska River

Spring Creek
Rabbit Slough

Wasilla Creek

Cottonwood Creek
Meadow Creek
Lakes

Mirror Lake/Big
Lake

Chum, pink, sockeye, chinook
salmon migration; sockeye and
chinook salmon rearing; pink
and chum salmon spawning.

Pink and coho salmon migration;
coho rearing.

Coho and sockeye salmon
rearing.

Sockeye and coho salmon
migration.

Migration for all five Pacific
salmon; chum, chinook, and
coho spawning.

Coho salmon spawning and
rearing.

Coho salmon spawning and
rearing.

Coho, chinook, and chum
salmon spawning; coho
rearing.

Coho salmon spawning; sockeye
salmon migration. :

Coho salmon spawning and rear-
ing; sockeye salmon spawning.

Rearing habitat for sockeye and

coho salmon, rainbow trout,
and Dolly Varden.
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Table IXI-11  (continued)

FISH AND WILDLIFE VALUES BY HABITAT TYPES

‘Acres in
Dominant Willow
Vegetatign Fish and Wildlife Sub~Basin
Habitat Type Types Values (thousands)
AQUATIC HABITATS2
(continued)
Lakes (continued)
Other Mat-Su Lakes - Landlocked lakes often contain -
rainbow trout; lakes connected
to stream systems often provide
coho salmon rearing habitat;
beaver habitat; nesting and
feeding habitat for diving
birds such as common loon and
goldeneye as well as trumpeter
swans. ’
Elmendorf Lakes — Habitat for stocked rainbow —
(Green Lake, trout; little or no natural
Spring Lake, reproduction.

Hillberg Lake)

1 From Viereck, et al., 1980 - see also Technical Memorandum No. 16 (USDOT/FHWA
January 27, 1984)
IAl - closed needleleaf (conifer) forest
IA2 - open needleleaf (conifer) woodland
IA3 - needleleaf (conifer) forest
IB1 - closed broadleaf forest
IB2 - open broadleaf forest
IB3 -~ broadleaf woodland
IC1l - closed mixed forest
IC2 - open mixed forest
IC3 - mixed woodland
ITAl - closed dwarf tree scrub
IIA2 - open dwarf tree scrub
IIBl - closed tall shrub scrub
IIB2 - open tall shrub scrub
IITA2 - mesic graminoid herbaceous
IIIA3 - wet graminoid herbaceous (emergent)
IIIB3 - wet forb herbaceous
IIIC3 - sedge—-grass marsh
IIIC4 - sedge-grass wet meadow (saline)

2 Other aquatic habitats exist in the project area. Those described are those most

likely to be affected by the alternatives under consideration. Sedge/grass meadow
also can be valuable for coho salmon rearing when connected to stream system. See
"Terrestrial Habitats" above. Eklutna River, Knik River, Matanuska River, Spring
Creek, Rabbit Slough, and Wasilla Creek are not shown in Figure III-6, All are at or
near the east end of Knik Arm.

Sources: U.S. Department of Agriculture et al., Octeber 1981.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1981
Alaska Department of Fish and Game, 1982.
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are sparse. However, recent evidence (USDOT/FHWA, ADOT/PF, December 20,
1983) suggests that moderate production of fish and epibenthic inverte-~
brates (animals that live on or near the bottom) occurs within the Arm.
Energy for this simple ecosystem is probably provided by organic detritus
that enters Knik Arm from adjacent marshes and streams. Important resident
fish include saffron cod and Bering Cisco; see Table III-1l. Knik Arm also
provides a migratory corridor and temporary residence for adult and juve-
nile salmon as they migrate to and from local streams. Adult salmon are
present in the Arm from late May through September depending on the spe-
cies. Juvenile salmon migrate through the area from May through late June
and to some extent they feed on marine invertebrates while in the Arm.

Marine birds are not abundant in Knik Arm, presumably because the turbid
water hampers feeding ability. However, some birds, especially greater
scaup and white winged scoter, occasionally do rest in Knik Arm. Marine
mammals also are not abundant; beluga whales occasionally are observed

" 'during salmon migrations.

Aquatic Habitats. Lakes and streams are abundant within some portions of
the project area, particularly north of the east-west segment of the Point
MacKenzie Access Road. Fish, especially anadromous species, are an impor-
tant area resource and contribute to significant sport and commercial
fisheries (see below). The Little Susitna and Big Lake drainages support
significant populations of all five species of Pacific salmon as well as
regident trout and Dolly Varden, most of which are considered key
indicators of habitat quality. South of Knik Arm aquatic resources are
more sparse. Ship Creek is utilized by four species of salmon. Figure
I11-6 and Table III-1l1 show important fish species and their locations in
major streams and rivers. )

Use of Fish and Wildlife. Because of proximity to the Anchorage metropoli-
tan area, sport fishing pressure is heavy on all area streams and lakes
that contain substantial fish resources. Harvest and fishing pressure for
streams north and south of Knik Arm for 1982 are presented in Table III-12.
The Little Susitna River is the most popular sport fishing stream in the
Mat-Su Borough (Larry Engel, Alaska Department of Fish and Game, personal
communication). For example, in 1982, fishermen spent 24,020 man-days
fishing on the Little Susitna River (Mills, 1982). Other lakes and streams
between Knik Arm and the Parks Highway also are fished heavily, including
Big Lake. The small lakes on Elmendorf AFB adjacent to the Elmendorf
Crossing also receive substantial fishing pressure. Total man-days fished
in 1982 in the project area north of Xnik Arm were 91,713. The Anchorage
area south of Knik Arm received 82,007 man-days of fishing effort.

Knik Arm has been closed to commercial fishing since- 1959, however a
limited amount of set-net fishing for salmon occurs just outside the
entrance to the Arm. This mid-summer fishery concentrates on sockeye
salmon. A significant commercial salmon fishery also occurs in upper Cook
Inlet along the Kenai Peninsula to which Knik Arm salmon stocks contribute.
The average commercial salmon catch in Upper Cook Inlet in the years 1977
to 1980 was 3,800,000 fish (Braund, 1980).
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. Table ITI-12
SPORT FISHERY HARVEST (1982) FOR DRAINAGES,
STREAMS, AND LAKES IN PROJECT AREA
Number of Fish Caught by Species*
. Days
Fished Dv
(1982) KI KS 8s LL RS PS CS RT AC LT GR BB SM Other
TOTAL KNIK ARM DRAINAGE** 91,713 691 975 13,676 10,845 4,621 1,425 1,174 30,549 13,540 1,058 2,924 681 0 817
- Little Susitna River 24,020 534 933’ 7,116 0 1,865 1,163 943 1,551 1,331 0 388 10 0 713
- Wasilla Creek
(Rabbit Slough) 6,261 0 0 1,624 o 0 147 0 63 1,289 0 1] 0 ] 0
~ Cottonwood Creek 5,186 0 4] 1,886 0 608 0 [} 786 10 0 4] 0 0 0
~ Wasilla Lake 2,457 0 0 [o] 42 0 0 4] 2,243 63 0 0 0 0 0
- Lucille Lake 2,218 0 0 0 3,312 0 ] 0 [} 0 0 0 0 0 0
- Big Lake 15,371 0 0 0 324 126 0 0 9,369 8,793 440 0 461 0 0
- Nancy Lake Rec, Area, 8,615 0 0 0 126 618 0 0 2,840 272 356 0 210 0 73
including Nancy Lake
TOTAL ANCHORAGE AREA
DRAINAGE* ** 82,007 0 0 1,571 2,557 272 1,178 10 49,242 2,893 0 210 0 116,617 94
- Otter Lake 7,421 0 0 0 0 [} 0 o] 6,445 0 0 0 0 0 0
-~ Sixmile Lake 5,016 0 0 0 136 0 [} 0 1,499 ] 0 0 o] 0 0
- Green Lake 8,223 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4,747 0 (4] 0 0 0 0
~ Hillberg Lake 4,828 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0 2,162 4] 0 0 1] 0 o]
-~ Ship Creek 2,695 0 0 168 0 0 [4] 0 639 210 0 0 0 0 0
~ Bagle River 3,037 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 734 1,247 0 0 0 0 0

*Fish Species

Chinook (king) salmon less than 20 inéhes

KI -

KS ~ Chinook (king) salmon
SS - Coho (silver) salmon
LL - Landlocked coho salmon
RS - Sockeye' (red) salmon
PS -~ Pink salmon

CS - Chum salmon

RT - Rainbow trout

DV -~ Dolly Varden

AC - Arctic char

LT -~ Lake trout

GR - Arctic grayling

BB - Burbot

SM - Smelt

**  Knik Arm Drainage:
all drainages of the Matanuska and Knik Rivers.

Source: Mills, 1982

Boundary streams are included in the area.

'

All waters inside the area bounded by the Little Susitna River on the north and west and Knik Arm on the south, including

Anchorage Area Drainage: BAll waters inside the area bounded by the Eklutna River on the north, Knik Arm on the west, Turnagain Arm to-and-
to-and-including Portage Creek at Portage on the south, and the Chugach Mountains on the east.  Boundary streams are included in the area.



The set-net subsistence fishery was closed in Knik Arm in 1971 because of
depletion of salmon stocks (Braund, 1980), but a personal use (subsistence)
net fishery has been permitted under various regulations in upper Cook
Inlet outside of Knik Arm in recent years. In 1980, the subsistence salmon
catch was 14,775 in Upper Coock Inlet from Anchor Point north (Braund,
1980). Knik Arm salmon stocks contribute substantially to this fishery,
especially for those fishermen who fish adjacent to Fire Island and Point
MacKenzie.

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) and the Cook Inlet
Aquaculture Association (CIAA) both are involved in enhancement projects to
improve sport and commercial fisheries in upper Cook Inlet drainages. CIAA
operates a chum and coho salmon hatchery on the Eklutna River at the head
of Knik Arm and ADF&G operates sockeye and coho salmon hatcheries on Meadow
Creek near Big Lake and on Ship Creek in Elmendorf AFB. These enhancement
projects involve the hatching and rearing of salmon and trout to be
released in local streams, rivers, and lakes.

Big game hunting {(moose and black bear) for spoxt and/or subsistence is a
primary use of the undisturbed areas north of Knik Arm. Hunting pressure
and harvest for moose are presented in Table ITI-13., Big game hunting in
the Anchorage bowl or Elmendorf AFB generally is not permitted except under
highly controlled circumstances. Controlled moose hunting regularly occurs
on Fort Richardson. Smaller upland game such as snowshoe hare and spruce
grouse also are pursued in areas where these species are abundant. Some
trapping occurs north of Knik Arm, mostly along rivers and streams.

Waterfowl hunting (Table III-13) is another high intensity game use in the
Cook Inlet area. Nearly all of the hunting occurs in coastal marsh areas:;
Susitna Flats, Goose Bay, and Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuges are all
hunted heavily.

Hunting and fishing pressure in the project area is considered high, but in
the presence of existing management measures, current harvest levels have
not been shown to be detrimental to areawide animal populations. Access to
hunting and fishing areas is a key element in determining the pressure
received in local areas. The Parks Highway is the primary road in the
Mat-Su Borough and consequently sexrves as a focal point for hunting and
fishing activity.

Threatened or Endangered Species. No plant species identified as
threatened or endangered have been found to occur within either the wetland
or upland plant communities of the project area (Murray, 1980).

Two sub-species of the peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum and F.
peregrinus tundrius) are listed as endangered by the U. S, Fish & Wildlife
Service and may pass over the Mat-Su Borough and Anchorage areas during
migration to and from nesting areas farther north. A third sub-species (F.
peregrinus pealei) is known to nest in coastal areas of southcentral Alaska
but is not considered endangered.
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Table III~13
BIG GAMEl AND WATERFOWL2 HARVEST
WILLOW SUB-~BASIN
JULY 1982 - JUNE 1983

Number of Hunter Number
Species Permits Days Harvested
Bull moose 2,219 - 311
Antlerless moose 400 - 123
Black bear - - 49
Brown bear - - 10
-Ducks - . 13,145 28,505
Geese . - - 1,325

'NOTES

The number of permits for black bear and brown bear is unavailable.
Most goose harvesting is incidental to duck hunting.

ources:
Personal communication, Jack Didrickson, Alaska Department of Fish
and Game; Includes Management Unit 14A,

2 Alaska Department of Fish and Game, February 1984; total for Susitna
Flats, Palmer Hay Flats, and Goose Bay State Game Refuges.
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Wetlands

Wetlands in the project area can be divided into coastal wetlands, poorly
drained low areas inundated by salt water on extreme tide,‘and non-tidal
freshwater wetland areas, including forested wetland (black spruce bogs),
low shrub bogs and fens, and freshwater marshes. Major wetland areas are
illustrated in Figure III-6 and values are described in Table III-11.
Wetlands traversed by the Crossing Alternatives are shown in detail in
Appendix C. Detailed wetland maps of the area are available from the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetland Inventory Program. Forty-two
percent of the Willow Sub-basin, 411,300 acres, is classed as wetland (U.
S. Department of Agriculture et al., October 1981). Elmendorf AFB contains
11 percent, 1,420 acres, of wetland habitat (Rothe et al., 1983).

A primary importance of the coastal marshes is providing waterfowl habitat.
These areas support large numbers of waterfowl including Canada geese,
pintails, green-wing teal, and mallards. Use is during migration, feeding,
and resting in addition to use as summer nesting habitat. These areas are
also important to adjacent salt water habitats in the production of plant
material which provides nutrients for the marine food web. Furbearers such
as mink and red fox also frequent these productive marsh areas.

Freshwater wetlands are scattered throughout the project area both in small
isolated, poorly drained areas and also in large expanses. These areas
function to recharge ground water, filter out organic pollutants from
surface water, and absorb large amounts of water to act as natural flood
control. 'Wetland areas along the streams and rivers (i.e., Fish Creek,
Little Susitna River) act as overflow areas during flooding and help
prevent erosion.

These non-coastal wetlands also are of -major importance in providing
wildlife habitat. Black spruce bogs are considered important winter
habitat for moose and provide good browse species for food. Black bear
utilize wetlands seasonally because of the presence of preferred plant food
items. .Muskeg breeding birds such as yellowlegs and common snipe also
prefer these interior bog areas (Ritchie et al., 1981). Small streams
draining large wetland areas were found to be utilized as rearing streams
for coho salmon and rainbow trout.

Water Resources and Quality

Marine Enviromment. KXnik Arm is a glacial estuary characterized by extreme
tides and currents. Maximum tidal range (39 feet) is second only to the
Bay of Fundy in eastern Canada. Tidal currents up to 11 feet per second
have been documented (Britch, 1976). The currents and resulting turbulence
produce high levels of suspended sediment with values to 1,350 milligrams
per liter reported (Kinney et al. 1970). In the summer, salinity can vary
from 6 to 20 parts per thousand depending on tide stage. Some sources of
potential pollution exist including the Anchorage sewage treatment outfall,
storm drains, and spills of oil and other materials at and by ships using
the Port of Anchorage. The flushing rate 1is so great that the
pollution of Knik Arm as a whole has not been considered a problem to
date, and under normal conditions the waters would be considered unpolluted
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except for the presence of natural suspended sediment. However, studies in
the Point Woronzoff wvicinity, near the Anchorage sewage outfall, have
indicated higher than normal counts of fecal coliform bacteria suggesting
that localized pollution could become significant (U. S. Army Corps of
Engineers, 197%a). The Municipality of Anchorage currently is reviewing
the need to relocate the sewage outfall.

Freshwater Environment. Water quality in the streams of the Mat-Su Borough

generally is good in the sense that the streams are essentially unpolluted
(Rummel, 1980). However, since the density of shoreline development is
relatively high around some of the lakes (e.g., Big Lake), the potential
exists for gradual increases in nutrients due to 1leaching of domestic
wastes, as has occurred elsewhere in the country. Most of the streams in
the project area have relatively clear water and do not carry a high silt
load. Surface waters in the Wasilla area are relatively soft with a
hardness less than 120 milligrams per liter and are of the calcium magne-
sium carbonate type (Rummel, 1980).

Water quality in streams and lakes south of Knik Arm is good in water
bodies outside the population centers, e.g., as on the northern portion of
Elmendorf AFB. Deterioration in water quality has been observed in those
portions of streams that flow through the Anchorage area, e.g., Ship Creek
and Chester Creek, (U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, 1979%). The water
quality of Ship Creek has been monitored in recent years by Elmendorf AFB
and the Army Corps of Engineers. Some contamination by petroleum products
is present in lower Ship Creek, apparently the result of old spills on the
AFB, but is not sufficiently serious to affect the fish at the Ship Creek
hatchery (Rothe et al., 1983). Increases in total dissolved solids, iron,
and coliform bacteria also have been noted (U. S. Army Corps of Engineers,
1979%b) .

Hydrology

Water is a dominant feature of the project area nerth of Knik Arm, The
flat, low-lying terrain contains abundant lakes, streams, and wetland
areas. The Little Susitna River is the largest stream system, originating
in the Talkeetna Mountains and flowing westerly and southerly until it
enters upper Cook Inlet near the entrance to Knik Arm. Little Susitna flow
is derived from a variety of sources including glacial melt, runoff, and
groundwater. Maximum discharge generally occurs in June (greater than
1,000 cubic feet per second) with flows remaining high throughout the
summer and decreasing drastically to a minimum of less than 25 cfs in March
(Mat=-Su Borough, 198la). The other major drainage in the project area is
the Big Lake/Fish Creek drainage. The presence of several lakes in the
drainage tends to moderate the discharge, causing a much more uniform flow
regime and less annual variation than that of the Little Susitna River. 1In
addition to the major systems, several small streams enter the north side
of Knik Arm. Numerous landlocked lakes and wetland areas provide an
enormous storage capacity, moderate runoff effects, and contribute to
groundwater recharge.
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South of Knik Arm, in the Elmendorf and Anchorage bowl areas, surface water
resources are dominated by relatively short, non-glacial stream systems
that originate in the Chugach Mountains and flow westerly across the
alluvial deposits of the Anchorage area before entering Xnik Arm. Ship
Creek is the primary drainage within the area that could be affected by the
alternatives under consideration. The Ship Creek basin is an important
recharge area for the Anchorage artesian aquifer, a significant source of
potable water (Rothe et al., 1983). Long-term discharge records indicate
that peak flows occur in June with flow gradually decreasing to a low in
March. Ship Creek responds rapidly to precipitation events, and thus high
flows can occur for short periods in summer and £fall. 2 substantial
portion of Ship Creek water currently is diverted for municipal and mili-
tary water supply and for power plant cooling. Several diversion dams are
present in the stream.

Floodplains.

The 100~year or base floodplain and regulatory floodway for Ship Creek
(U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, 1975/1980 update) (U. S. Army Corps of
Engineers, 1982) is shown in Figures III-7 and III-8. 1In the Mat-Su
Borough, coastal floodplains occur in the Goose Bay and Palmer Hay Flats
State Game Refuges. They also line area streams, but none are in the
vicinity of Crossing Alternatives. General floodplain limits are shown for
the Mat-Su Borough in their Coastal Zone Management Plan (Mat-Su Borough,
August 1983).

Natural Resource Development

Farmlands of State or Local Importance, There are no prime or unique
farmlands within the project area. However, there are lands determined to
be of State and local importance by the Alaska Department of Natural
Resources and by the Borough. Figure III-9 depicts these lands as shown in
the Willow Sub-Basin Area Plan (ADNR, October 1982). The State designated
lands include the Point MacKenzie Agricultural Area, Fish Creek Agricul-
tural Area, and large concentrations at Pear Lake and Ronald Lake. The
Borough designated lands include all Borough owned parcels of 40 acres or
more that are at least 40 percent Class II and/or Class III soils.

Agriculture Production. Farming in the area, predominantly grain, hay, and
potatoes, is limited due to the 1lack of clear land, productive soils,
access, and processing/marketing infrastructure. In addition, farming has
declined from a peak in the mid 1960's because it is more profitable to
sell land for subdivision; only intensive development such as livestock or
truck farming can exceed the sale price for residential use.

Both the Borough and the State want to increase agricultural activity in
the project area. The Willow Sub-Basin Area Plan (ADNR, October 1982)
designates lands for commercial agriculture, including the Point MacKenzie
Agricultural Project and the Fish Creek Agricultural Project (see Figures
IITI-9 and III-10). The Point MacKenzie project consists of 13,900 acres
for dairy farming, hay, barley, and potatoes. The Fish Creek project
consists of 16,000 acres proposed for hay, barley, and potatoes. Road
access into the Fish Creek area is planned but not yet programmed £for
completion.
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Other Surface Resources. The project area is rich in timber, £fish and
wildlife, and recreation resources. There are abundant white spruce,
black spruce, and cottonwood stands with the potential for firewood and
some commercial timber production. However, the area imports lumber and
does not meet the local demand for firewood. Commercial forestry requires
large blocks of land with enough quality timber to assure long-term har-
vesting. However, forestry complements other resources; timber can be
salvaged from lands cleared for agriculture -and roads, logging roads
provide access for recreation, and logging improves habitat for wildlife
such as moose. Consequently, the Willow Sub-Basin Area Plan (ADNR, October
1982) designates high quality forest areas including areas north of the
Point MacKenzie Agriculture Project and northwest of the Nancy Lake
Recreation Area for timber production, and those areas eventually could
support a few small mills. Forestry is listed as a secondary use (e.g.,
timber salvage) for the Little Susitna Corridor and for all agricultural
areas except Point MacKenzie (Figure III-10).

The fish and wildlife resources in the project area are among the State's
most abundant and diverse, and they are a significant economic resource.
Due to the proximity to population centers, particularly Anchorage, these
resources receive heavy utilization by recreation, commercial, and subsis-
tence users. A fundamental issue for the Borough is the growing demand,
with a simultaneous decrease in land available to support the resources.
Consequently, the Willow Sub-Basin Area Plan (ADNR, October 1982) desig-
nates public recreation areas such as the Nancy Lake Recreation Area and
numerous smaller sites, as well as the legislatively designated fish and
wildlife use and protection areas such as Goose Bay State Game Refuge and
Susitna Flats State Game Refuge, for use and protection of wildlife. This
designation is listed as a secondary use of recreation areas and two
agricultural areas (see Figure III~-10).

Subsurface Resources. Subsurface resources in the project area include
coal, oil and gas, lime, clay, and sand and gravel. Sub-bituminous coal is
one of the principal nonmetallic zxesources in the Borough. Deposits
underlie most of the project area, however the beds are deep, discon-

" tinuous, relatively thin, and appear to be uneconomical to develop. There

are no active mines, and other rich deposits in the Susitna, Matanuska, and
Beluga coal fields are more likely prospects for development within the
next 10 to 20 years (ADNR, October 1982).

Producing oil and gas basins extend into the project area, so there is a
potential for development. There are existing leases scattered throughout
the project area, but there have been no commercial finds to date (ADNR,
October 1982).

Gravel is another of the principal nonmetallic resources in the Borough.
Glacial deposits of sand and gravel lie on both sides of Knik Arm, although
many of the deposits are depleted or covered by urban and military develop-
ment southeast of Knik Arm (ADNR, October 1982).

The majority of the State-owned subsurface deposits are open to exploration
and development, but many of the designated recreation, agriculture, and
settlement areas are closed to coal and/or metallic mineral development
(ADNR, October 1982).
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Western Alaska Resources. Opportunities for resource development also
exist west of the project area. This includes all of the same resources
that exist within the project area. The most promising for near-term
development are coal, oil, and gas resources in the area of the Beluga
River and Cook Inlet southwest of the Susitna River. Natural gas wells
already operate, and a natural gas pipeline is being completed from that
area to Anchorage. This is the only area west of the project area where
the provision of road access is being considered in area planning.

Iditarod Trail

The Iditarod Trail system includes 1,500 miles of continuous trails that
were used for the transportation of people and goods in the development of
Alaska. The portion of the trail that is within the area of concern begins
at the town of Knik and extends west for 15 miles where it meets the Little
Susitna River; see Figure III-10. This portion is part of the "Knik to
Susitna Station" segment which is a 20-mile trail from Knik to the Susitna
River. Beginning at the town of Xnik, the trail passes through lowland
spruce hardwood forests, wetlands, and lakes. The segment ends at the
Susitna River at the site of a deserted trading post and community. The

condition of the trail varies from summer to winter, but it is impassable

at many places when the ground is not frozen. Maintenance is done by
volunteers and occurs in the winter in preparation for races. A survey was
completed of this segment by the Alaska Department of Natural Resources
(1983). This survey established the trail location for recreation
purposes, however the trail location has varied over time. The historic
location is not known in the area of the Houston Connector. The surveyed
route is that which is used by recreationists and maintained by private
interest; its location is based on what is thought to be the historical
route as well as on topography, physical features, and land ownership. The
trail passes through lands owned by the State, the Mat-Su Borough, and
through private holdings. The intersection of the Iditarod Trail and the
. Houston Connector is between nine and ten miles west of Knik and is on
privately-owned land.

The State Historic Preservation Officer, in a letter dated June 11, 1984
(see Appendix G), found the segment that would be crossed by the Houston
Connector not eligible for the National Register because the historic trail
location is unknown. The Federal Highway Administration has found that the
point that would be crossed by the Houston Connector does not fall under
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (see Chapter
V, "Section 4(f) Requirements") because it is on privately-owned land.

Use of the trail is greatest in winter months by sled dog mushers,
snowmachiners, and cross country skiers. The heaviest use occurs within
the first 10 to 12 miles from Knik by sled dog trainers. The Iditarod Sled
Dog Race, an international event, occurs on the trail in February or March
of each year. Summer use occurs on dry portions of the trail and includes
three-wheeling and hiking. '

The only existing and planned facilities along the trail are directional

signs. Intrepretive centers at the beginning and the end of the trail are
in long-range trail management plans.
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The trail is available for both pedestrian and motorized (snowmachine,
three-wheeler) traffic and mostly is limited to winter use due to bog
conditions along the trail. Users currently enter the trail at Knik and at
several other connecting trails in the area.

Air Quality

Air quality is evaluated based on maximum pollutant concentrations in an
area and their relation to ambient air quality standards (AAQS). State of
Alaska and National AAQS are identical. Carbon monoxide (CO) and nitrogen
dioxide (NO,) are the two pollutants of primary concern from motor wvehi-
cles. The gAQS for CO are 35 parts per million (ppm) (l-hour average) and
9 ppm (8-hour average). These concentrations may be exceeded no more than
once per year. The AAQS for NO_, specify 0.05 ppm (annual average). Only
CO standards are exceeded now in the project area and only within
Anchorage. :

CO concentrations are measured on a continuous basis by the Municipality of
Anchorage at four locatidéns in the Anchorage bowl. Available data, which
include the months October through March, are summarized in Table III-14.
October through March are the months when the highest CO concentrations are
measured. High concentrations generally are due to light winds and stable
atmospheric conditions which minimize dispersion of pollutants. These
conditions generally occur in the winter months.

Data in Table III-14 indicate that, of the four monitoring sites, the
highest CO concentrations were measured at the Benson Boulevard and Spenard
Road site. The eight-hour AAQS was exceeded at all sites, however at the
7th and C street and Raspberry Road sites, this standard was exceeded only
once in the 1982 to 1983 season. The l-hour AAQS has been exceeded on a
single day in December 1980 at the Benson and Spenard site and has not been
exceeded at the other sites. Maximum concentrations generally are associ-
ated with morning and evening rush hour traffic when automobile emissions
are greatest. It is difficult to detect any trends from the data in Table
III-14. Differences from year to year may depend as much or more on
meteorological conditions than on emissions. -

An air quality monitoring program was conducted by Anchorage Municipal
Power and Light Company at a site about 1/2 mile southeast of the inter-

-section of the Glenn Highway and Muldoon Road. The maximum one-hour

average CO concentration in 1982 was 6 ppm which is substantially less than
maximum concentrations in the downtown area. The annual average NO

concentration measured in 1982 was 0.012 ppm, which is less than 25 percen%
of State and National AAQS. (Rob Wilson, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Seattle, personal communication).

Although monitoring data are not available, air quality north of Knik Arm
in the Mat-Su Borough is considered better than in BAnchorage because
automobile emissions are much less. It is unlikely that AAQS are exceeded
in this area. The Parks Highway is the primary generator of pollutant
emissions in the northern part of the project area.

ITI-55



Table III-14
SUMMARY OF WINTER CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS
IN THE ANCHORAGE NONATTAINMENT AREA

Measured CO Concentrations (ppm) Days with Exceedanc
Site and Season Mean 1-Hr Maximum 8-Hr Maximum of 8-Hour Standard

o

L

Ity

b

l6th and Garden

1979-1980 2.2 25 18.9 12
1980-19813 2.7 23 17.1 17
1981-1982 2.4 21 15.6 12
1982-1983 3.2 26 14.9 22
7th and C
1976-19774 2.7 21 11.5 4
1977-19784 3.3 23 16.0 18
1978-1979 2.8 21 13.1 5
1279-1980 2.1 33 16.5 9
1980-1981 1.9 20 12.9 4
1981-1982 2.2 16 10.0 3
1982-1983 2.4 15 9.1 1
Benson and Spenard
1978-19795 5.0 30 20.0 32
1979-1980 4.0 30 27.4 27
1980-1981 4.2 43 26.3 36
1981-1982 4.7 31 21.6 51
1982-1983 4.6 24 18.1 42
3340 Raspberry
1980-1981 1.3 23 14.0 6
1981-1982 1.4 18 12.6 8
1982-1983 1.8 21 16.6 1

Season includes October through March except where noted.
8-hour State and National Ambient Air Quality Standard is 9 ppm.
February missing.

October missing.

October and November missing.

Ul W
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The Municipality of Anchorage has an active program, presented in the
Anchorage Air Quality Plan (Municipality of Anchorage, 1982a), to address
air quality problems. Functions include air quality monitoring of CO, as
discussed above, and input to transportation planning. A vehicle in-
spection and maintenance program has been approved by the Municipal Assem-—
bly and is scheduled to be implemented in July 1985. It is anticipated
that this program will reduce automobile CO emissions through proper engine
tuning. The plan's strategy to control air pollution also includes traffic
signal improvements, street and highway improvement plans (see "Street and
Highway Plans" in this chapter), encouraging carpooling and variable office
hours, and public transit improvements.

Noise

To document the existing noise environment in the project area, noise
levels were monitored at nine locations. As shown in Table III-15, at five
of the locations the day-night sound level, L_ , was measured. L is an
average of the noise levels occurring during a full 24-hour periognwith a
weighting of 10 decibels (dB) applied to those noises occurring during the
hours of 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. At an additional four locations, the average
sound level occurring during shorter periods (typically 10 to 30 minutes),
L , was measured.

eq

Except for location 3 in Eagle River, aircraft noise (from military air-
craft, light aircraft, and helicopters) is a major contributor to the noise
environment. For those locations south of the Ship Creek area, the
railroad, industry, and power plants are also major noise sources. Traffic
noise is also important except for sites on Elmendorf AFB and at the
locations on the Mat-Su Borough side of the Arm. At these locations
(locations 1, 2, 8, and 9), in the absence of aircraft, noise levels are
low.

Occasional artillery firing at Fort Richardson also affects the noise
environment in the northeastern portion of Anchorage.

Additional detail on the noise measurement program is in Appendix E.

Visual

The project area can be divided into three landscape types of similar
visual character. These are the Downtown/Ship Creek area, Elmendorf Air
Force Base, and the Mat-Su Borough. The differences between these land-
scape types result from the presence and extent of manmade features and/or
differences in the characteristics of natural features. -

Downtown/Ship Creek. This area is highly developed with industrial and
transportation uses occurring in the narrow valley formed by Ship Creek and
the surrounding bluffs. Within the wvalley is the Ship Creek overlook at
Ship Creek dam, a small park on the north edge of Ship Creek just east of
the C Street viaduct. Views from this park are oriented primarily to the
immediate park area and the Ship Creek dam where viewers watch salmon and
water fowl.
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Table III-15

SUMMARY OF NOISE MEASUREMENT RESULTS

Location decibels Major
No. Description (dB) Noise Sources
24-hour measurements (L1 )
1 Elmendorf AFB Hospital 58 Aircraft
2 Elmendorf AFB Housing 63 Aircraft
Unit 24-334
3 Residence, 136 Breckinridge, 68 Traffic (Glenn Highway
Eagle River : e : : : 100 feet away)
4 Alaska Native Medical Center 65 Traffic, Rail, Industry,
: Power Plant, Aircraft
5 Office, 211 H Street 58 Traffic, Rail, Construc-
tion, Industry, Aircraft
Short-Term Measurements (L )
g
6 Resolution Park 60 Traffic, Rail, Industry,
Aircraft
7 Bartlett High School 53 Aircraft, Ventilation
Equipment
8 Point MacKenzie Agricultural 42 Aircraft
Area (Eastern Boundary)
9 South Big Lake Road 52 Aircraft
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The south facing bluff is covered with natural vegetation and has houses on
its plateau. High quality scenic views from this plateau are directed to
the west over Knik Arm; viewers include homeowners along Knik Arm and
viewers from Brown's Point Park, a small park on the bluff above the Port
of Anchorage. Southern views from the bluff are narrowed by vegetation on
the slope and are focused on Ship Creek industry and the opposite slope and
plateau.

Development on the north facing slope and plateau is both commercial and
residential. High quality panoramic views are to the west and include Knik
Arm and opposite shores, Mount Susitna, and the Alaska Mountain Range. The
views are significant for business persons, shoppers, tourists, and users
of the downtown area as well as for residents along the bluff. Tourists
are directed to Resolution Park for its views of Knik Arm and the Alaska
Range to the west and southwest. .

Elmendorf Air Force Base. Much of the natural character in Elmendorf Air
Force Base has been retained. The land is fairly flat but rises gently to
the Elmendorf Moraine ridge. Dense vegetation of spruce, birch, and alder
covers most of the area. There are several small lakes in the area that
have a high recreation value and that provide diversity in the landscape.
Man-made features include groupings of buildings, roads, powerlines, a
gravel pit, and recreation facilities. These man-made features dominate
the natural landscape only when they are in the foreground of views. Views
of Knik Arm, the Mat-Su Borough, and the Alaska Range are possible from
clearings on Elmendorf Moraine.

Mat-Su Borough. A uniform visual character is created by regular, gentle,
and subtle changes in topography, similarity of vegetation, and the abun-
dance of small lakes in the Mat-Su Borough. Man-made features are not a
dominant element but are obvious features in the landscape where panoramic
views exist. Clear cutting for agriculture, airstrips, powerlines, and
roads breaks the uniform character of the landscape. The number of pan-
oramic views is limited by dense foreground vegetation.

The clearing and development of the Point MacKenzie Agricultural project
would change the visual character of that area to a rural/farmland charac-
ter.

The Big Lake area is a visual unit within the Mat-Su Borough because of the
size of the lake and the development arocund its perimeter. Recreational
cabins, year-round homes, and small boat facilities line the shores of Big
Lake and other smaller lakes in the area. Views of the lakes from their
shores are a valued feature.
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Chapter IV

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This chapter evaluates the environmental impacts of +the Crossing and
No-Crossing Alternatives. Positive and negative, direct and indirect, and
short-term (generally construction) and long-term impacts are addressed.
Planned measures to mitigate negative impacts are. also described. The
discussion is divided into three sections: Transportation impacts, social
and economic impacts, and natural resource impacts. Cultural resource
impacts are addressed in Chapter V, "Section 4(f) Evaluation". The impact
of providing the structure necessary to later install rail on the bridge
alternatives is discussed in Chapter VI.

A. TRANSPORTATION IMPACTS

The following areas of interest are discussed under transportation impacts:
Highway accessibility, travel wvolumes, traffic flow, freight movement,
public transportation, .pedestrians and bicyclists, and street and highway

plans.

Highway Accessibility

Long-Term.' Accessibility is measured in terms of travel time and cost to
reach an attractive destination. A transportation improvement would modify
existing levels of accessibility by increasing or decreasing travel time or

"cost. A high utilization of a crossing would be a result of the increased

accessibility which would be provided from Anchorage to many areas within
the Mat-Su Borough.

Table IV-1 illustrates the 2001 travel times to several destinations with
and without a crossing. The travel times reflect the number of minutes to
travel between downtown Anchorage and several outlying areas and communi-
ties within the analysis area during the peak hour. Off-peak travel times
would be faster than indicated in the table. Considerable travel +time
savings could be achieved to various areas in the Matanuska-Susitna
(Mat-Su) Borough with a Knik Arm crossing. The Downtown Project generally
would show the greatest amount of travel time savings.

Overall accessibility may be evaluated from either vehicle-miles of travel
(VMT) or vehicle-hours of travel (VHT). Systemwide VMT and VHT for all
alternatives for the years 2001 and 2010 is shown in Table IV-2.

The Downtown Project with a mid-range growth allocation (see "Urban Growth
and Economic Development™) would demonstrate the greatest improvement in
accessibility by reducing VMT and VHT more than the other alternatives in
both 2001 and 2010. This improvement would be attributable to two factors:
(1) the allocation of dwelling units to the Point MacKenzie area in response
to a crossing would reduce the average vehicle trip length compared to the
No-Action Alternative which would have higher dwelling unit growth in the

Iv-1



Table IV-1

PEAK~-HOUR TRAVEL TIMES FROM DOWNTOWN ANCHORAGE
TO OUTLYING COMMUNITIES IN 2001

No-Crossing Alternatives Crossing Alternatives

No~ Glenn/Parks ) Downtéwn Downtown Elmendorf Elmendorf

Community Action Improvement Hovercraft (Mid-Range) (High) (Mid-Range) (Low)
Eagle River 29 ¢ 23 (-6) 29 (0) 27 (-2) 28 (-1) 28 (-1) 27 (-2)
Peters Creek 39 33 (-6) © 39 (0) 36 (-3) 37 (-2) 37 (-2) 37 (-2)
Palmer 65 59 (-6) 64 (-1) 60 (-5) 62 (-3) 61 (-4) 61 (~4)
Wasilla 68 62 (—é) 66 (-2) 61 (-7) 63 (-5) 62 (-6) 62 (-6)
Houston 87 76 (-6) 73 (-9) 46 (-36) 47 (-35) 60 (-22) 60 (-22)
* ? Willow ’ 102 96 (-6) 94 (-8) 66 (-36) 68 (-34) 81 (-21) 81 (-21)
v Point MacKenzie Area 110 104 (-6) 40 (—70) 12 (-98) 12 (-98) 28 (-82) 28 (-82)
Big Lake Area 87 81 (-6) 70 (-13) 45 (-42) 46 (-41) 59 (-28) 59 (-28)
Knik Area 93 87 (-6) 56 (-37) 29 (-64) | 30 (-63) 45 (-48) 44 (-49)
Fish Creek Area ‘ 117 111 (-6) 69 (-48) 42 (-75) . 44 (—73)‘ | 58 (-59) 57 (-60)

NOTES

Peak-hour travel time in minutes is shown,

Decrease in travel time due to congestion is included.

Peak hour, peak direction travel time would be greater; off-peak travel time would be less than average values
shown.

2001 travel times are representative of average conditions during the 1990 to 2010 period.

All alternatives are measured from Glenn Highway at Seward Highway (Ingra/Gambell couplet).

Travel times include approximately 5.0 minutes terminal time (travel time to get from major roadway facility
to the origin or destination).

Numbers in parentheses indicate change from No-Action Alternative.

Low, mid-range, and high refer to dwelling unit and growth allocation scenarios described under “Urban Growth
and Economic Development"
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Table IV-2

AVERAGE WEEKDAY DAILY VEHICLE-MILES OF TRAVEL (VMT)
AND VEHICLE-HOURS OF TRAVEL (VHT) BY YEAR

VMT (millions)

VHT (millions)

NOTES

VMT is shown in millions and VHT in thousands.
Low, mid~-range, and high refer to the dwelling

and Economic Development'.

Percent Change is relative to No-Action.
unit and employment allocation scenarios described under "Urban Growth

Auto Truck Total Auto Truck Total
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
No. Change No. Change No. Change No. Change No. Change No. Change
YEAR 2001
NO-CROSSING
° No-Action 3.45 - .28 - 3.73 - 107.2 - 7.9 - 115.1 -
° Glenn/Parks
Improvement 3.45 0 .28 0 3.73 0 104.9 -2.1 7.6 -3.8 112.5 -2.3
° Hovercraft ) 3.37 -2.3 .27  =3.6 3.64 -2.4 104.6 -2.4 7.6 -3.8 112.2 -2.5
CROSSING
° Downtown (mid-range) 3.29 -4,6 .26 =7.1 3.55 -4.8 99.6 -7.1 7.3 -7.6 106.9 -7.1
° Downtown (high) 3.46 +,03 .29 +3.6 3.75 +0.5 102.7 -4.2 7.6 -3.8 110.3 -4.2
° Elmendorf (mid-
range) 3.44 -0.3 .27 -3.6 3.71 ~0.5 105.6 -1.5 7.4 -6.3 113.0 -1.8
° Elmendorf (low) 3.33 -3.5 .26 -7.1 3.59 -3.8 100.9 =5.9 7.2 -8.9 108.1 -6.1
YEAR 2010
NO-CROSSING
° No-Action © 4,18 - .35 - 4.53 - 137.3 - 10.3 - 147.6 -
° Glenn/Parks
_Improvement 4.18 0 .35 0 4.53 0 133.7 -2.6 9.9 -3.9 143.6 -2.7
° Hovercraft 4,08 -2.4 .34 -2.9 4.42 -2.4 134.4 =-2.1 10.0 -2.9 144.4 -2.2
CROSSING
° powntown (mid-range) 3.80 -9.1 .32 -8.6 4.12 -9.1 119.8 =-12.7 8.8 =-14.6 128.6 -12.9
° Downtown (high) 4.01 -4.1 .34 -2.9 4,35 -4.0 127.9 -6.8 9.6 -6.8 137.5 -6.8
° Elmendorf (mid-
range) -4.04 -3.3 .33 -5.7 4.37 =3.5  129.7 -5.5 8.3 -9.7 139.0 ~-5.8
¢ Elmendorf (low) 3.89 -6.9 .32 ~8.6 4,21 -7.1 124.5 -9.3 8.9 -13.6 133.4 -9.6



Palmer/Wasilla area , and (2) development of a second route into Anchorage
from the north would relieve traffic congestion on the Glenn and Parks
Highways. The Downtown Project (high growth allocation scenario) would have
approximately the same total VMT as the No-Crossing, No-Action Alternative.
This would be due to the high growth scenario conclusion that dwelling units
would not shift from the Palmer/Wasilla area to Point MacKenzie in
response to a crossing. Rather, the high growth scenario indicates a shift
in residential development to Point MacKenzie would come exclusively from
the Anchorage bowl and the Eagle River/Chugiak area. Vehicle-miles of
travel for trips originating in Point MacKenzie would be approximately the
same as for trips within Anchorage.

The Glenn/Parks Improvement Alternative would result in no change in VMT
when compared to No-Action due to unchanged traffic wvolumes. However,
improvements would decrease travel time, producing a slight improvement in
total VHT. The Hovercraft Alternative would produce improvements in both
VMT and VHT. '

Construction. Construction of the Downtown Crossing I/L Street ramps would
have minimal impacts on local truck and auto traffic. Automobile traffic
would ‘be affected for a limited period during the construction of an L
Street southbound ramp. This impact would be mitigated by designating a
detour of southbound L Street traffic to H Street and 5th Avenue. The
detour would not be required for more than a few days. Since all of the
ramp construction would be elevated structure, much of it could continue
without significantly impeding traffic.

Impacts associated with the construction of the Seward Connector would be
more significant, but the same basic principles would apply. All of the
construction near areas where traffic moves would be elevated structure and
much of the structure would not be either within or above Municipal
streets. Impact on local truck traffic would be expected in the area of
the crossing at Warehouse Avenue. However, since the construction of
elevated structure would be involved, much of the impact would come from
local, -short-duration detours around construction activity and from
construction related traffic. There would be no long-term road closings.

The only significant traffic impacts associated with construction of the
Elmendorf Crossing would occur during the construction of the Glenn Highway
ramps. The major impact would result from construction of the northbound
ramp where it crosses the highway. Lane closings would occur, and con-
struction related traffic would interfere with Glenn Highway traffic flow.
Impacts would be mitigated by not closing 1lanes during peak traffic
periods. Temporary construction access roads on the edge of the right-of-
way would be used to reduce construction-related traffic impacts.

Impacts on traffic during construction would be minor with the Houston
Connector. Traffic would be allowed to pass through the construction zone
at all times. The majority of this traffic would cross through the con-
struction area at South Big Lake and Horseshoe Lake Roads.
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Prior to construction of any of the alternatives, ADOT/PF would consult the
Municipality, Borough, and military to develop a program that would
minimize disruption to traffic on existing roadways during project
construction.

Traffic Volumes

Average weekday daily traffic (AWDT) forecasts (which include both
directions of travel) for 2001 and 2010 on key arterial roadways within the
project area are presented in Table IV-3. The forecasts were developed by
the project team (see Chapter IX) in cooperation with the Municipality of
Anchorage according to the following procedural sequence:

1. Dwelling unit and employment £forecasts were developed for 2001 and
2030 for small areas within Anchorage and the Mat-Su Borough as
described under "Urban Growth and Economic Development”. Four
dwelling unit/employment scenarios that accounted for chandges in growth
allocation for residential development and residential-serving
businesses due to improved accessibility to the Borough were determined
and used for forecasting crossing traffic: (1) Downtown mid-range; (2)
Downtown high; (3) Elmendorf mid~range, and (4) Elmendorf low. A
single dwelling unit/employment scenario (current trends) was used to
forecast traffic for all No-Crossing Alternatives.

2. Forecast trip generation rates (trip productions and attractions per
dwelling unit, trips per employee) for the Anchorage bowl were
obtained from the AMATS Long-Range Transportation Plan Update
{(Municipality of Anchorage, Community Planning Department, July 1983).
Outside of the Anchorage bowl, trip generation rates reflecting the
more suburban/rural character were developed based upon national
averages (Transportation Research Board, [no date]) and travel survey
data from Fairbanks.

3. A single No-Crossing and two Crossing highway networks were simulated
‘ by computer. Networks were developed at two different levels of
detail:

a. A regional network (conmnecting 20 sub-regional and five external
areas) for forecasting corridor travel within the  Anchorage
bowl, Eagle River-Chugiak-Eklutna, and the road-served portion of
the Mat-Su Borough from Palmer-Sutton west to Willow and south to
Point MacKenzie .

b. The Anchorage Metropolitan Area Transportation Study (AMATS)
network (356 traffic analysis zones) for forecasting arterial
street travel within the Anchorage bowl

4, 2001 and 2030 traffic forecasts (AWDT) were modeled using the dwelling
unit and employment forecasts, trip generation rates, and alternative
networks described above. Travel demand was assigned to the shortest
time path, reflecting anticipated congestion. Regional model
forecasts for the crossing and the Glenn Highway were input to the
AMATS model (Urban Transportation Planning System model) for
calculating 2001 forecasts for the bowl. :
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Table IV-3

YEAR 2001 AND 2010 AVERAGE WEEKDAY DAILY TRAFFIC (AWDT) FORECASTSI'2 )

(Key Network Links)

)

1 .

Alternative
No-Action
& Glenn/Parks Downtown Downtown Elmendorf Elmendorf
Improvement Hovercraft ' (Mid-Range) (High) (Mid-Range) (Low)
Link 2001 2010 2001 2010 2001 2010 2001 2010 12001 2010 2001 2010
No. Roadway (Location) AWDT AWDT AWDT AWDT AWDT ANWDT AWDT AUWDT AWDT AWDT AWDT AWDT
1 Parks Highway (from Willow north) 3,100 3,900 3,100 3,900 3,300 3,900 3,400 4,100 3,200 3,900 3,200 3,800
4 Parks Highway (just east of Big Lake )
Road) 7,500 10,100 6,900 9,400 2,100 2,900 2,300 3,200 2,300 3,200 2,100 3,000
7 Parks Highway (Glenn/Parks Highway
junction to Wasilla) 20,200 27,100 18,300 24,600 10,400 11,600 12,100 13,500 10,700 12,400 9,800 11,300
10  Glenn Highway (from Palmer north) 9,700 11,700 9,700 ~ 11,700 9,900 11,600 10,100 11,900 9,800 11,700 9,700 11,400
13  Glenn Highway (Eklutna to Knik River) 26,100 34,600 24,300 32,200 16,600 18,200 19,300 21,100 17,000 19,400 15,600 17,800
15 Glenn Highway (Eagle River to Peters
Creek) ‘47,600 59,600 45,700 57,200 34,300 38,500 35,700 40,100 36,100 41,400 35,600 40,900
16 Glenn Highway (Muldoon Road to Eagle '
River) 66,800 80,400 64,900 78,100 50,900 57,100 51,200 57,500 53,600 60,900 54,000 61,300
19 Houston Connector (Parks Highway to
Horseshoe Lake Road) 0 o 200 300 3,100° 3,900 3,600 4,400 2,900 3,700 2,700 3,400
H 20 Houston Connector }Horseshoe La§e
T: Road to South Big Lake Road) 0 0 500 700 9,000 10,900 10,500 12,700 7,000 8,600 6,400 7,900
o)) 21 Houston Connector (South Big Lake
to Point MacKenzie Access Road) 100 200 600 900 9,100 11,000 10,600 12,900 7,100 8,800 6,500 8,000
22  Houston Connechr {Point MacKenzie
Access Road) 1,100 1,700 1,200 1,800 20,500 27,200 23,800 31,700 13,100 17,600 12,000 16,100
23  Houston Connector (Point MacKenzie
Access Road to Crossing) 0 0 1,300 1,800 18,400 23,400 21,400 27,300 14,100 18,000 12,900 16,400
24 Big Lake Road (Parks Highway to Big
Lake Road) 800 1,200 500 800 900 1,400 1,000 1,500 1,000 1,400 900 1,300
32 Knik-Goose Bay Road (just south of
Wasilla) 4,400 6,500 3,100 4,500 400 600 400 600 300 500 300 500
35 Point MacKenzie Access Road (east~ ' i
west segment) 2,000 2,900 1,000 1,500 1,400 2,600 1,600 3,000 1,200 2,200 1,100 2,000
36 Glenn Highway (Boniface Parkway to
Muldoon Road) 67,000 83,000 67,000 83,000 50,500 57,600 56,900 64,900 69,800 84,400 69,100 83,600
37 Glenn Highway (Bragaw Street to ‘
Boniface Parkway) 54,200 67,200 54,200 67,200 47,300 54,400 52,600 60,500 65,800 78,900 59,000 70,800
38 Northside Bypass (planned between
0ld Seward Highway and Bragaw Street) 63,800 77,200 63,800 77,200 60,800 69,300 68,800 78,400 76,600 90,400 66,500 78,500
t .
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Link
No.

42

43
44

45
49

50
52

53
56
58
60
61
62
63
64

65
68

69
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Table IV-3 (continued)
YEAR 2001 AND 2010 AVERAGE WEEKDAY DAILY TRAFFIC (AWDT) FORECAST51'2
(Key Network Links)
r
Alternative
No-Action ;
& Glenn/Parks Downtown Downtown Elmendorf Elmendorf
Improvement Hovercraft (Mid-Range) (High) (Mid-Range) (Low)
2001 2010 2001 2010 2001 2010 2001 2010 2001 2010 2001 2010
Roadway (Location) AWDT AWDT AWDT AWDT AWDT AWDT AWDT AWDT AWDT AWDT AWDT AWDT
5th/6th Avenues (C Street to Seward

Highway) . 42,100 49,700 42,100 49,700 40,600 46,700 41,000 47,200 42,000 49,200 44,400 51,900
5th/6th Avenues (L Street to C Street) 31,900 38,600 31,900 38,600 35,300 40,300 35,500 40,500 32,000 37,100 31,500 36,600
Muldoon Road (Glenn Highway to

DeBarr Road) 35,700 41,500 35,700 41,500 34,700 39,500 33,900 38,700 37,000 44,500 34,100 41,000
DeBarr Road (Boniface Parkway to .

Muldoon Road) 24,200 26,600 24,200 26,600 23,800 25,200 21,700 23,000 24,300 26,000 21,600 23,100
15th Avenue (Seward Highway to Lake

Otis Parkway) 21,400 22,000 21,400 22,000 19,000 19,600 18,600 19,100 22,900 23,600 22,700 23,400
15th Avenue (C Street to Seward Hwy.) 20,000 21,800 20,000 21,800 17,400 19,100 17,600 19,400 20,800 23,600 19,300 21,800
Muldoon Road (DeBarr Road to

Northern Lights Boulevard) 45,100 51,000 45,100 51,000 41,300 45,800 41,100 45,700 45,900 54,600 43,700 52,100
Northern Lights Boulevard (Boniface

Parkway to Muldoon Road) 14,700 16,700 14,700 16,700 11,300 12,500 11,300 12,500 13,200 14,800 13,500 15,100
Northern Lights Boulevard (Seward B i

Highway to Lake Otis Parkway) 22,900 23,800 22,900 23,800 ‘20,100 20,900 18,700 19,400 21,900 22,800 22,800 23,700
Northern Lights/Benson Boulevards

Couplet (Minnesota Drive to'C St,) 44,500 47,200 44,500 47,200 44,200 46,800 43,000 45,600 44,600 47,700 50,700 54,200
Muldoon/Tudoxr Roads (Northern Lights

Boulevard to Boniface Parkway) 39,400 45,300 39,400 45,300 36,500 40,900 35,000 39,200 39,600 46,400 37,300 43,600
Tudor Road (Lake Otis Parkway to ", . .

Boniface Parkway) 64,300 74,500 64,300 74,500 60,600 &7,900 57,600 64,500 67,100 78,500 65,900 77,100
Tudor Road (Seward Highway to Lake

Otis Parkway) 54,300 61,400 54,300 61,400 57,500 63,200 53,800 59,200 60,700 68,600 55,400 62,600
Tudor Road (01d Seward Highway to

Seward Highway) 57,000 64,400 57,000 64,400 52,500 58,300 55,000 61,000 56,300 63,600 57,500 64,900
Tudor Road (C Street to 0ld Seward .

Highway) 50,100 56,600 50,100 56,600 50,400 56,000 50,400 56,000 57,500 65,500 49,400 56,300
Tudor Road (Minnesota Drive to C St.) 33,500 35,800 33,500 35,800 38,100 40,800 37,900 40,600 38,900 43,900 33,000 37,300
International Airport Road (Spenard .

Road to Minnesota Drive) 23,100 26,600 23,100 26,600 19,800 22,500 19,400 22,200 19,900 22,900 19,700 22,600
Boniface Parkway (Glenn Highway to

DeBarr Road) 26,700 32,800 26,700 32,800 23,400 27,400 23,400 27,400 22,400 26,400 27,400 32,400

b
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Link
No.

70

73
76
77
78
80
81
82
84
86
88
89
20
92
93
24
101
104

105
106

Table IV-3 (continued)

YEAR 2001 AND 2010 AVERAGE WEEKDAY DAILY TRAFFIC (AWDT) FORECASTS]"2

(Key Network- Links)

Alternative
No-Action
& Glenn/Parks Downtown Downtown Elmendorf Elmendorf
Improvement Hovercraft {Mid-Range) (High) (Mid-Range) (Low)
2001 2010 2001 2010 2001 2010 2001 2010 2001 2010 2001 2010
Roadway (Location) AWDT AWDT AWDT AWDT: AWDT AWDT . AWDT AWDT AWDT AWDT AWDT AWDT
Boniface Parkway (DeBarr Road to

Northern Lights Boulevard) 26,900 30,100 26,900 30,100 21,100 22,700 19,700 21,200 21,100 23,000 27,900 30,400
Bragaw Street (DeBarr Avenue to

Northern Lights Boulevard) 18,000 18,600 18,000 18,600 16,800 17,200 17,800 18,200 20,100 20,700 17,800 18,400
Lake Otis Parkway (Northern Lights

Boulevard to Tudor Road) 24,200 25,400 24,200 25,400 17,100 17,900 16,800 17,700 22,700 23,800 24,100 25,300
Seward Highway (5th/6th Avenues to .

15th Avenue) 40,200 47,000 40,200 47,000 52,500 60,400 54,300 62,500 49,100 56,500 42,600 48,900
Seward Highway (15th Avenue to .

Northern Lights Boulevard) 70,300 82,300 70,300 82,300 81,900 94,100 83,700 96,300 75,600 86,900 75,200 86,400
Seward Highway (just north of Tudor .

Road) 59,900 71,300 59,900 71,300 67,000 79,000 69,200 81,700 68,600 80,900 61,600 72,600
Seward Highway (just south of Tudor

Road) 47,500 54,200 47,500 54,200 62,000 69,400 58,000 65,000 59,900 67,700 48,800 55,200
014 seward Highway (36th Avenue to

Tudor Road) 27,500 30,800 27,500 30,800 23,300 26,100 22,500 25,200 23,700 26,500 28,400 31,800
C Street or A/C Couplet ‘(Sth/6th

Avenues to 15th Avenue) 30,200 34,500 30,200 34,500 24,500 27,900 23,900 27,200 27,300 31,100 29,700 33,900
C Street (Northern Lights Boulevard .

to Tudor Road) 42,800 46,600 42,800 46,600 29,500 31,800 27,900 30,100 34,000 37,100 41,600 45,300
I/L Street Couplet (5th/6th Avenues

to 15th Avenue) . 35,400 41,800 35,400 41,800 47,100 57,000 48,300 58,400 34,600 40,100 35,000 40,600
Minnesota Drive (15th Avenue to

Northern Lights Boulevard) 30,100 35,600 30,100 35,600 37,200 45,000 36,800 44,600 34,700 40,200 30,800 35,700
Minnesota Drive (Northern Lights

Boulevard to Spenard Road) 35,200 40,800 35,200 40,800 42,100 48,900 41,800 48,500 40,400 46,000 34,900 39,800
Minnesota Drive (Northern Lights

Boulevard to Tudor Road) 35,700 40,800 35,700 40,800 38,200 43,200 38,000 43,000 39,000 43,300 35,200 39,100
Minnesota DPrive (Tudor Road to

International Airport Road) 33,600 37,600 33,600 37,600 38,900 43,500 38,300 42,900 40,600 45,500 32,700 36,700
Spenard Road (Minnesota Drive to )

International Airport Road) 27,200 31,600 27,200 31,600 29,600 34,300 29,800 34,600 27,200 31,300 26,500 30,400
I/L Street ramps of Downtown Crossing 0 0 0 0 19,400 25,900 22,000 29,400 4] 0 ] ]
Seward Connector [ 0 0 0 15,200 .19,600 17,000 22,000 o] 0 0 0
Elmendorf Crossing 0 0 0 0 o - 0 0 0 22,100 30,100 20,200 27,600
Downtown Crossing 0 0 0 0 31,500 42,300 36,500 49,000 0 0 0 0
Hovercraft 0 0 2,000 2,600 0 [} 0 0 W] 0 0 0
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Table IV-3 (continued)

YEAR 2001 AND 2010 AVERAGE WEEKDAY DAILY TRAFFIC (AWDT) FORECASTSI'Z

(Key Network Links)

Alternative
No-Action
& Glenn/Parks . Downtown : Downtown Elmendorf Elmendorf
Improvement Hovercraft (Mid-Range) (High) (Mid-Range) {Low)

Link 2001 2010 2001 2010 2001 2010 2001 2010 2001 2010 2001 2010
No. Roadway (Location) AWDT AWDT AWDT AWDT AWDT AWDT AWDT AWDT AWDT AWDT AWDT AWDT
201  Dimond Boulevard (Minnesota Drive to

C Street) 35,400 40,000 35,400 40,000 30,600 34,500 : 28,800 32,600 31,500 35,600 38,200 43,200
202 Dimond Boulevard (C Street to Old

Seward Highway) 50,900 57,500 50,900 57,500 48,600 54,900 : 47,600 53,800 50,000 56,500 49,600 56,000
203 Dimond Boulevard (0ld Seward Highway

to Seward Highway) 45,100 51,000 45,100 51,000 47,800 54,100 46,100 52,100 48,200 54,400 44,300 50,000
206 Dowling Road (0ld Seward Highway to

Seward Highway) 30,700 34,700 30,700 34,700 22,600 25,500 : 21,200 23,900 23,800 26,800 29,100 32,800
208 Minnesota Drive (International

Airport Road to Raspberry Road) 36,900 41,700 36,900 41,700 41,500 46,900 . 40,500 45,800 42,200 47,700 36,500 41,200
210 C Street {Dowling Road to Dimond

Boulevard) - 43,700 49,400 43,700 49,400 34,500 38,900 - 33,600 38,000 36,600 41,400 41,300 46,600
212 01d Seward Highway (Dowling Road to

Dimond Boulevard) 22,400 25,300 22,400 25,300 14,200 16,000 13,200 14,900 14,800 16,700 22,900 25,900
214  seward Highway (Dowling Road to

Dimond Boulevard) . 54,800 61,900 54,800 61,900 68,900 77,900 70,200 79,300 70,000 79,100 57,300 64,800
1

Includes both directions of travel.

Low, mid~range, and high refer to the dwelling unit and employment growth allocation scenarios described under "Urban Growth and Economic Develop-
ment". :
3 Burma Road if No-Action!or Glenn/Parks Improvement. '

Point MacKenzie Access Road (existing north-south segment) if No-Action or Glenn/Parks Improvement,

Sources: 2001 and 2010 volumes (links 1 to 35 and 101 to 107) - Knik Arm Crossing project team, 1984; 2001 and 2010 volumes (links 36 to 94 and 201
to 215) - derived from Municipality of Anchorage traffic forecasts developed for the Knik: Arm EIS.
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5. Outside the Anchorage bowl, 2010 traffic forecasts (AWDT) were derived
by interpolating 2001 and 2030 regional model forecasts (60 percent of
the 2001 to 2030 demographic and traffic increase was assumed to occur
by the year 2010). Within the Anchorage bowl, 2001 traffic forecasts
for each link were factored up by applying regional modeled 2010/2001
ratios.

6. Although not presented in Table IV-1l, 1990 traffic forecasts (AWDT)
were estimated. These were interpolated from 1982 and 2001 volumes
based upon 1990 dwelling units currently forecast by the Mat-Su
Borough and Anchorage in the vicinity of each highway link. =~ These
forecasts were developed for the required year-of-completion air
quality analysis.

The following discussion uses data presented in Table IV-3 to briefly
describe some of the trends of each alternative on motor vehicle travel.
The focus of this discussion is crossing volumes and changes in travel
volumes on the Glenn and Parks Highways and on arterial streets within the
Anchorage bowl. Traffic volumes in the project area would not differ
sigrnificantly between the No-Action Alternative and the other two
No-Crossing Altermatives.

Downtown Project (Mid-Range). The Downtown Project with a mid-range
allocation scenario would provide -highly improved access between the
Anchorage bowl and the southern portion of the Mat-Su Borough due to
substantialiy lower travel times. Travel volumes on the crossing would be
approximately 31,500 in 2001 and 42,300 in 2010. In the area outside the
Anchorage bowl, traffic volumes along several major corridors would decrease
as compared to the No-Crossing Alternative. Along the Parks Highway west of
Wasilla, there would be reductions of approximately 48 ©percent and 57
percent in 2001 and in 2010, respectively. Along the Glenn Highway between
Muldoon Road and Eagle River, decreases of approximately 24 percent and 29
percent would occur in 2001 and in 2010, respectively.

Within the Anchorage bowl, there would be significant reductions in traffic
volumes on the Glenn Highway, Boniface and Lake Otis Parkways, and C Street
between 5th Avenue and International Airport Road. Small reductions would
occur along the 0l1d Seward Highway between the Seward Highway and Tudor
Road, and Muldoon Road between DeBarr Road and Northern Lights Boulevard.
The 5th/6th Avenue Couplet between C Street and the Seward Highway would
also experience a slight reduction in traffic volumes.

Two north-south arterial routes would receive significant increases in
volume when compared to the No-Crossing Alternative. First, along the I/L
Street Couplet, increases would be approximately 33 percent and 36 percent
in 2001 and 2010, respectively. Along Minnesota Drive (I/L's extension)
between 5th Avenue and Northern Lights Boulevard, traffic volumes would
increase by 24 percent and 26 percent in 2001 and 2010, respectively.
Second, traffic volumes along the Seward Highway would  increase
substantially. For example, the Seward Highway between 5th Avenue and
Northern Lights Boulevard would increase an average of approximately 24
percent in 2001 and 22 percent in 2010. Other areas with slight volume
increases would include Spenard Road, between Minnesota Drive and
International Airport Road, and Tudor Road, between the Seward Highway and
Lake Otis Parkway. '
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Downtown Project (High). - The Downtown Project with a high growth

allocation scenario would be very similar to the Downtown mid-range since it
would result in the same roadway network. Because higher growth outside the
Anchorage bowl was assumed, changes in traffic volumes in this area would be
slightly greater than those with a mid~-range allocation. Travel volumes on
the Crossing would be approximately 36,500 in 2001 and 49,000 in 2010.
Traffic would decrease along the Parks Highway, west of Wasilla, by
approximately 40 percent in 2001 and 50 percent in 2010. Traffic would
decrease along the Glenn Highway between Muldoon Road and Eagle River by
about. 23 percent in 2001 and 29 percent in 2010.

Within the Anchorage bowl, impacts would be about the same as with a mid-
range allocation. However, because the Crossing would prcduce slightly
higher volumes, the I/L/Minnesota and Seward Highway increases would be
slightly greater. Again, traffic would decrease on almost all other major
streets and highways within the bowl. Significant decreases would occur on
the Glenn Highway, C Street, and Boniface and Lake Otis Parkways.

Elmendorf Project (Mid-Range). The Elmendorf Project would produce a

slightly greater travel time to the Anchorage bowl from the Mat-Su Borough
than the Downtown Project. Therefore, traffic volumes on the Elmendorf
Crossing would be lower. With a mid-range growth allocation scenario, they
would be approximately 22,100 in 2001 and 30,100 in 2010. Compared to
No-Action, traffic volumes along the Parks Highway west of Wasilla would be
reduced by. approximately 47 percent in 2001 and 54 percent in 2010. Along
the Glenn Highway between Muldoon Road and Eagle River, traffic volumes
would be reduced by about 20 percent in 2001 and 24 percent in 2010. These
reductions would be slightly less than with the Downtown Project.

Within the Anchorage bowl, traffic volumes would be reduced slightly on °
some arterial streets such as Northern Lights Boulevard and Boniface
Parkway. Traffic would increase slightly along the entire length of
Muldoon Road and Tudor Road, a direct route from the Crossing to employment
areas in the mid-town business district. Traffic would increase more
significantly along portions of the Glenn Highway, the planned Northside
Bypass, and the Seward Highway which also would lead to mid-town.

Elmendorf Project (Low). Only slight variances from Elmendorf mid-range
would occur since the roadway network would be the same. Fewer vehicles
would use the Elmendorf crossing due to the reduced residential growth
which would occur in the Mat-Su Borough. Crossing volumes would be
approximately 20,200 in 2001 and 27,600 in 2010. Compared to No-Crossing,
traffic volumes along the Parks Highway west of Wasilla would be reduced by
approximately 51 percent in 2001 and about 58 percent in 2010. Along the
Glenn Highway, between Muldoon Road and Eagle River, traffic volumes would
be reduced by about 19 percent in 2001 and 24 percent in 2010.

The effect on the Anchorage bowl would be similar, but slightly less than
Elmendorf mid-range since a low growth allocation scenario was assumed. In
addition, Northern Lights Boulevard west of the Seward Highway would
experience some increase in traffic. For example, Northern Lights Boulevard
between Minnesota Drive and C Street would have a traffic volume increase of
approximately 15 percent in 2001 and 2010.
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No-Crossing. Hovercraft would result in little change in traffic volume
forecasts as compared to No-Action. However, traffic circulation patterns
would be altered along roadways in the Knik/Goose Bay and Big Lake areas,
which would lower forecast volumes on existing roadways. The Glenn/Parks
Improvement would not alter forecast traffic volumes from those now
forecast with No-Action. :

Other Growth Changes. The traffic volumes presented above account for only
the residential and residential-serving business change in growth
allocation, the principal growth change presented under "Urban Growth and
Economic Development”. It was estimated that traffic volume on the Downtown
bridge (mid-range growth scenario) would increase between zero and 3.7
percent (zero to 1,200 AWDT in 2001) by including the other categories of
growth change. This increase would be small because, first most of the new
jobs in the Borough would be taken by people choosing to live in the
Borough, and second, there would be no net gain of jobs in Anchorage. There
would be some-additional traffic across the crossing from the Anchorage bowl
to the new Mat-Su Borough jobs since travel time to the Borough would be
low.

With the Elmendorf Project, mid-range, the change in crossing volume would
be close to zero. The greater distance to Anchorage with an Elmendorf
Project would increase the 1likelihood that almost all persons who would
take the additional jobs in the Mat-Su Borough would live in the Borough.

Changes in traffic volumes within the 2Anchorage bowl would be minimal as a

result of the additional crossing traffic volumes and growth changes. No
significant impacts on traffic flow beyond those discussed in the next
section would occur. For example, with the Downtown mid-range,
approximately 280 AWDT would be added to existing traffic along the Seward
Highway between 15th Avenue and Northern Lights Boulevard. This would
represent an increase in traffic volume of less than one percent.

Effect of Bridge Toll. Traffic volumes on the crossings were estimated for
several toll amounts. The 2001 Downtown bridge traffic (AWDT) would be
about 31,500, 25,700, and 20,900 with tolls in each direction of $1.00,
$2.00, and $3.00, respectively (1983 dollars, to estimate 1985 dollars add
about 10 percent). The 2001 Elmendorf bridge traffic would be about 22,100
with a $1.00 toll, 17,700 AWDT with a $2.00 tcll, and about 14,100 AWDT with
a $3.00 toll. These forecasts assume mid-range growth scenarios.

For either Crossing, revenue would increase despite the increase in toll.
It would take a toll over $3.00 (1983 dollars) to discourage enough drivers
from using the Crossing that revenues would begin to decline.

Effect of Susitna Hydroelectric Project. Construction of the Susitna
Hydroelectric Project would have minimal impact on traffic volumes
currently <forecast within the project area. Based on discussions with
Alaska Power Authority and Susitna Hydroelectric Project staff, it was
estimated that about 2,500 construction employees would commute to the
project from Anchorage. Employees would work probably 10-day shifts with
seven days off. Based on an average vehicle occupancy rate of 1.5
employees per vehicle and two one-way trips per vehicle, approximately
3,300 vehicle trips would occur over a 17 day period. Assuming about 50
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percent more trips for service vehicles (trucks, ete.) to the project area,
about 5,000 vehicle trips or approximately 300 AWDT would occur. This
would be added either to the Glenn and Parks Highway traffic volumes with
No-Crossing or to the Crossing traffic volumes.

Assuming this traffic demand would occur in 2001, the Downtown bridge
mid-range volume would increase by approximately one percent to 31,800 AWDT.
The Elmendorf bridge mid-range volume would increase by about 1.4 percent to
22,400 AWDT. Construction-generated traffic would end shortly after 2001.
Abocut 50 to 100 AWDT would be generated between Anchorage and the
hydroelectric project by operating, maintenance, and recreational users at
the dam after its completion.

Traffic Flow

This ' section addresses impacts that the alternatives would have on
efficient operation of the regional highway system. The impacts were
evaluated 1link~by-link wusing a level-of-service (LOS) rating system as
defined in Table TIII-2. Levels-of-wservice A through C are considered
acceptable traffic flows, while LOS D through F indicate unacceptable and
progressively poorer traffic flow characteristics.

Figure 1IV-1 presents the traffic flow characteristics for each Crossing
Alternative within the Anchorage bowl. No significant difference in traffic
volumes and, therefore, traffic flow characteristics would occur between the
No-Action.and the other two No-Crossing Alternatives within the Anchorage
bowl. Also, a sensitivity analysis was conducted to determine the impacts
upon the Anchorage bowl of not providing a Seward Connector by year 2001
and 2010. Thus, all traffic to and from the Downtown Crossing would use
only the I/L ramps for access to downtown Anchorage. The results also are
shown in Figure IV-1. Only roads which would operate at LOS D, E, and F
are shown on Figure IV-1l. Those roadways for which the LOS is not shown
would operate at LOS C or better. The traffic volume/capacity ratio (V/C)
also is shown for each roadway link which would have an LOS D or worse.

The following discussion summarizes differences between the Crossing
Alternatives, Glenn/Parks Improvement, Hovercraft; and No-Action.

Flow on Anchorage Bowl Streets. Traffic flow changes in the Anchorage bowl
for the Crossing Alternatives would be:

° Downtown/West Anchorage Bowl

- Traffic flow along 5th/6th Avenues would be slightly worse with
the Downtown Project. The impact would be greater without the
Seward Connector. However, traffic would already operate at LOS
E and F on 5th/6th Avenues with No-Crossing, indicating that
measures would be necessary to improve traffic flow with or
without a Crossing.

- Traffic flow along the I/L Couplet and Minnesota Drive would

worsen from LOS C or better to LOS D with the Downtown Project in
2010. Without the Seward Connector, most of the additional
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traffic would divert to the A/C Couplet through downtown instead
of further increasing traffic on Minnesota Drive.

The Downtown Project would slightly worsen the traffic flow along
Spenard Road in 2001 and 2010. This would be a result of greater
traffic volumes on Minnesota.

Traffic flow along the A/C Couplet would improve with the
Downtown Project except that without the Seward Connector,
traffic flow would worsen slightly since it would be diverted
from the I/L Couplet to the A/C Couplet.

Traffic flow either would remain at acceptable levels with the
Elmendorf Project or in the case of 5th/6th would remain at less
than acceptable levels but improve slightly.

Central Anchorage Bowl

East

With the Downtown Project, traffic flow along the Seward Highway
north of Tudor Road would be slightly worse than with No-Action.
The Elmendorf (mid-range) would have somewhat less impact than
the Downtown Project. The Downtown Project (without the Seward
Connector) would result in improved traffic flow along the Seward
Highway due to use by Crossing traffic of the I/L and A/C
Couplets instead of the Seward Highway.

Traffic flow along Tudor Road would be improved by the Downtown
Project and slightly worsened with the Elmendorf Project.
However, the traffic flow along Tudor Road would operate at LOS F
with or without a Crossing and, therefore, would require measures
to improve traffic flow characteristics in any case.

Anchorage Bowl

Traffic flow along Muldoon Road would worsen slightly with the
Elmendorf (mid-range), but would be improved with the Downtown
Project.

Boniface Parkway and the central Northern Lights Boulevard area
would have improved traffic flow with any Crossing Alternative
except the Elmendorf (low), which would cause similar traffic

. flow to the No-Action Alternative.

Far North Anchorage Bowl

Traffic flow along the Glenn Highway would be improved with the

" Downtown Project, but would not change significantly with the

Elmendorf Project, although improvement on some links would be
evident in 2010 with the mid-range growth shift.

Traffic flow along the planned Northside Bypass would worsen
slightly with the Elmendorf (mid-range) in 2001 and 2010.
Traffic flow along this corridor would be improved with the
Downtown (mid-range) even without the Seward Connector.
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South Anchorage Bowl

- Traffic flow along C Street south of Tudor Road, when compared to
the No-Action Alternative, would improve significantly with
either the Downtown Project or the Elmendorf (mid-range) in 2001.
In 2010, the improvement in LOS ratings would not be as signifi-
cant.

- Traffic flow along the Seward Highway south of Tudor Road would
be slightly worse in 2001 and 2010 with either the Downtown
Project or the Elmendorf (mid-range).

- No major effects would be evident along Dimond Boulevard. Only
slight LOS improvement would occur by 2010 with a Crossing.

Flow on Outside the Anchorage Bowl Highways. Traffic flow changes outside

the Anchorage bowl for the Crossing Aalternatives would be:

(-]

Parks Highway

Traffic flow along the Parks Highway between Wasilla and the Glenn/

Parks Highway junction, which would operate at LOS F with No-Action,
would be significantly improved with either a Crossing Alternative or
the Glenn/Parks Improvement. In 2001, traffic flow would be
maintained at 1L0S C or better with either the Downtown {(mid-range),
the Elmendorf Project, or the Glenn/Parks Improvement. Downtown
(high) would improve traffic flow to LOS D. The Hovercraft
Alternative would improve traffic flow only slightly; it would remain
at LOS F.

In 2010, traffic impacts would be similar to those in 2001, except
that traffic flow would worsen to LOS D with either the Elmendorf
(mid-range) or the Glenn/Parks Improvement.

Glenn Highway

Traffic flow along the Glenn Highway (LOS E north of Eagle River
and LOS D south of Eagle River with No-Action) would be improved
significantly with either a Crossing Alternative or the Glenn/Parks
Improvement. Most alternatives would have LOS C or better in 2001.
The Hovercraft Alternative would improve traffic flow only slightly.
In 2010, traffic would operate at LOS F along this corridor with
No-Action. Again, traffic would be improved significantly, to LOS D,
with either a Crossing Alternative or the Glenn/Parks Improvement.
The Downtown Project would provide the greatest improvement in Glenn
Highway traffic flow; the Hovercraft Alternative would provide little
improvement.

Houston Connector

Traffic along the Houston Connector would operate at LOS C or better
with either the Elmendorf Project, the Downtown (mid-range), or
Hovercraft in both 2001 and 2010. Traffic would operate at LOS D
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along most of the Houston Connector by year 2010 with Downtown (high),
10OS C in 2001.

° Crossings
All crossings would operate at LOS C or better in 2001. In 2010, the
Downtown Crossing would operate at either 1LOS D (mid-range), or LOS E

(high).

Area-wide Flow Change. Table IV-4 presents daily VMT (vehicle-miles of

travel) in the project area and in only the Anchorage bowl for each
alternative by LOS rating. This analysis indicates to what degree traffic
flow within the project area would become better or worse compared to
No-Action. : .

In the entire project area, for year 2001, the VMT at LOS F (the most
unacceptable LOS rating) would be reduced by approximately 24 to 28 percent
with any alternative except Hovercraft. For LOS D, E, and F combined,
Downtown (mid-range) and Elmendorf (low) would show the greatest traffic
improvement with a 64 percent reduction in VMT from No-Action. Either the
Downtown or the Elmendorf Projects would have a VMT increase of 46 to 47
percent in LOS A, B, and C combined (the range of traffic flow rating
considered to be acceptable).

In 2010, the Downtown (mid-range) would show the greatest VMT decrease in
10S D to F of approximately 29 percent. Thus, Downtown (with a mid-range’
growth allocation) would be most effective in improving overall traffic flow
within the project area. )

Within the Anchorage bowl, no change in LOS would occur with either
Glenn/Parks Improvement or Hovercraft since travel demand and traffic
volumes would not change from No-Action. In year 2001, Downtown
(mid-range) would produce slightly more congested traffic than No-Action.
The number of vehicles affected by congested traffic (VMT with LOS D to F)
would not increase, however a significant shift would occur from LOS D to
LOS E, indicating longer delays for those experiencing congested traffic.
Elmendorf (mid-range) would result in a substantial increase in the number
of vehicles affected by congested traffic.

In 2010, Downtown (mid-range) would cause a substantial decrease of
approximately 20 percent in VMT in the LOS D to F category. Almost no
change would occur with the Elmendorf Project.

Intersection Operational Efficiency. Table IV-5 presents a comparison of
selected intersection volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratios by alternative for
the year 2010. The V/C ratio would be an indication of the level-of-
service (LOS) and operational efficiency of an intersection. As the V/C
ratio would decrease, the LOS and the operational efficiency of the
intersection would increase. The table compares the V/C ratios of each
Crossing Alternative to the V/C ratios of No-Action by indicating the
percentage of change. There was no change from No-Action to the other
No-Crossing Alternatives. Forecast daily two-directional volumes from the
Anchorage Metropolitan Area Transportation Study (AMATS) traffic model were
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DAILY VEHICLE-MILES OF TRAVEL (VMT) IN THOUSANDS
BY LEVEL-OF-SERVICE (LOS) RATING

No-Crossing Alternatives

Table IV-4

Crossing Alternatives

No- Glenn/Parks Downtown Downtown Elmendorf Elmendorf
1L.0S Action Improvement Hovercraft (Mid-Range) (High) (Mid-Range) (Low)
PROJECT AREA
2001 ’

B=C 1,982 2,467 (+24) 1,921 (=3) 2,923 (+47) 2,903 (+46) 2,888 (+46) 2,956 (+49)
D 781 788 {+1) 770 (-1) 78 {«90) 373 (-52) 245 (~69) 155 (-80)
B 466 113 (=~76) 457 (=2) 167 (-64) 81 (-83) 195 (~58) 108 (=77)
F 501 362 {-28) 493 (-2) 382 (-24) 378 (-25) 382 {-24) 371 (~26)

D-F 1,748 1,263 (~28) 1,719 (=2) 627 {~64) . 832 (-52) 822 . (~53) 634 (~64)

Total 3,730 3,730 {0) 3,640 “(=2) 3,550 (~=5) 3,735 (0) 3,710 (~1) 3,570 (~4)

2010

A-C 1,742 1,742 (0) 1,681 (-4) 2,138 (+23) 1,531 (-12) 2,027 (+186) 1,987 (+14)
D 716 1,356 (+89) 718 (0) 1,274 (+78) 1,741 (+143) 1,420 (+98) 1,534 (+114)
E 74 74 (0) 74 (0) 89 (+20) 395 (+433) 251 (+239) 81 {+9)
F 1,998 1,358 (-32) 1,947 (~3) 619 {~69) 680 (-66) 673 (~-66) 608 (=70}

D-F 2,788 2,788 (0) 2,739 (-2) 1,982 (~29) 2,816 (+1) 2,343 (=16) 2,223 {-20)

Total 4,530 4,530 {0) 4,420 (=2) 4,120 (=9) 4,347 -4) 4,370 (-4) 4,210 (=7)

ANCHORAGE BOWL ONLY

2001

A-C 1,230 1,230 (0) 1,230 (0) 1,111 (=10} 1,124 (=9)* 1,073 (-13) 1,216 (-1)
b 159 159 (0) 159 (0) 78 (-51) 162 (+2) 246 (+55) 155 (~3)
E 113 113 (0) 113 (0) 168 (+49) 81 (-28) 196 (+73) 108 {~4)
F 362 362 (0) 362 (0) 383 (+6) 377 (+4) 383 (+6) 371 (+2)

D-F 634 634 (0) 634 ﬁ 629 (-1) 620 (-2) 825 (+30) 634 (0)

Total 1,864 1,864 oy 1,864 (0) 1,740 -7 1,744 (-6} 1,878 (+2) 1,850 -1}

2010

aA-C 838 838 (0) 838 (O)_ 1,112 (+33) 957 (+14) 878 (+5) 770 (-8)
D 623 623 (0) 623 (0) 123 (-80) 303 (=51) 366 (-41) 649 (+4)
E 74 74 (0) 74 (0) 89 (+20) 184 (+148) 251 (+239) 81 (+9)
F 600 600 (0) 600 (0) 619 (+3) 514 (=14) 673 (+12) 607 (+1)

D=-F 1,298 1,298 & 1,298 ﬁ 831 {=36) 1,000 {=23) 1,290 (-1)- 1,337 (+3)

Total 2,136 2,136 (0) 2,136 (0) 1,950 (=9) 1,957 (-8) 2,168 (+2) 2,107 (-1)

NOTES

Numbers in parentheses are the percentage change from No-Action.
LCS signifies level-of-service.
Low, mid-range, and high refer to the growth allocation scenarios described in Chapter IV "Urban Growth and Economic

Development”.
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Table 1IV-5

2010 INTERSECTION VOLUME TO CAPACITY RATIO (V/C) COMPARISON

Downtown Downtown Elmendorf Elmendorf
(Mid-Range) ‘ (High) (Mid-Range) (High)
No- . Percent Percent Percent Pexrcent

Action v/C Change v/C Change v/C Change v/C Change

Boniface Parkway/Northern
Lights Boulevard

DeBarr Road/Muldoon Road
Road

Lake Otis Parkway/Northern
Lights Boulevard

C Street/Tudor Road

15th Avenue/Gambell Street
15th Avenue/Ingra Street

C Street/Dimond Boulevard

Minnesota Drive/Northern
Lights Boulevard

NOTES

V/C signifies ratio .of volume to capacity; see

1.26 1.04 ~17 1.01 -20 1.11 -12 1.37 +9
1.98 1.82 -8 1.75 ~12 2.05 +4 1.90 -4
1.03 .84 -18 .80 =22 .93 ~-10 1.02 -1
1.99 1.66 -17 1.62 -19 1.92 -4 1.95 -2

.97 1.00 +3 1,02 +5 1.09 $+12 1.00 +3
1.11 1.16 +5 1.17 +5 1.18 +6 1.17 +5
3.44 2.81 -18 2.74 -20 2.96 -14 ©3.30 -4
1,16 1.31 +13 1.29 +11 1.25 +8 1.23 46

Percent Change is relative to No-Action.

Table IIT-2 for relationship of V/C to level-of-service ratings.



allocated by direction and turn movements, and then proportioned to the
peak hour based upon current intersection traffic patterns. A critical
movement analysis procedure was used to compute intersection V/C.

Most of the selected intersections would operate at LOS F, indicating a
very poor efficiency needing substantial improvement. The Boniface
Parkway/Northern Lights Boulevard, DeBarr Road/Muldoon Road, and Lake Otis
Parkway/Northern Lights Boulevard intersections in the east Anchorage bowl
would be improved with the Downtown Project while the Elmendorf Project
would provide less improvement or a slight decrease in intersection
efficiency. ’

In the central Anchorage bowl, the C Street/Tudor Road intersection V/C
would be improved by approximately 17 percent with Downtown (mid-range) and
19 percent with the Downtown (high), while the Elmendorf Project would
provide only marginal improvement (approximately two to four percent).

The Ingra/Gambell Couplet/15th Avenue intersections each would decrease
slightly in operational efficiency with a Crossing. Elmendorf (mid-range)
would cause the greatest V/C decrease of approximately 12 percent at 15th
Avenue/Gambell Street and about six percent at 15th Avenue/Ingra Street.

In the south Anchorage bowl, the C Street/Dimond Boulevard intersection V/C
would improve with any Crossing Alternative by approximately four to 18
percent, with Downtown (mid-range) causing the greatest improvement.

In the west Anchorage bowl, the Crossing Alternatives would decrease
operational efficiency of the Minnesota Drive/Northern Lights Boulevard
intersection V/C by about six to 13 percent, with Downtown (mid-range)
causing the greatest decrease.

Although some improvements would occur with the Crossing Alternatives, none
of the intersections in Table IV-5 would operate at an acceptable level-of-
service, with or without a crossing, by the year 2010.

With some exceptions, traffic flow at intersections along streets which
would be directly connected to Crossing access points would get worse, while
the efficiency of intersections along streets which would not directly
approach crossing access points would improve in 2010.

Area-Wide Traffic Mitigation. The following measures could be incorporated
in area transportation planning to mitigate traffic congestion which would
be caused by a Crossing Alternative. No measures would be required for
either Hovercraft or Glenn/Parks Improvements.

1. . Promote downtown Anchorage bypass route (Northside Bypass, see "Street
and Highway Plan").

2. Continue promotion of transit and carpool/vanpool use - This measure

would apply regionally, and particularly to the Glenn/Parks Highway
and Crossing commute corridors.
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3. Work to establish staggered or flexible work hour programs - This
measure would help to reduce peak-hour traffic congestion within and
outside the Anchorage bowl.

Other mitigating measures which would not be recommended include:

1. Earlier construction of the Seward Connector of the Downtown Project
-~ Although construction of the connector prior to 2001 would relieve
traffic congestion in the vicinity of I/L Streets and along 5th/6th
Avenues through downtown, construction would be scheduled to minimize
competition for Federal-Aid Highway financing of projects within the
2001 Long-Range Transportation Plan for the Anchorage bowl (Municipal-
ity of Anchorage Community Planning Department, July, 1983).

2. Seward Connector interchange with 3A/C Couplet -- Although an
interchange with the A/C Couplet would mitigate adverse impacts on
I/L/Minnesota and on the Seward Highway, an A/C interchange would not
be recommended since it would contribute to traffic congestion through
the downtown area. An A/C interchange could be warranted if the
Seward Highway improvement between Tudor Road and 3rd Avenue (see
Chapter III, "Street and Highway Plans") was not built prior to the
Seward Connector.

3. Implement a second couplet of east-west one-way avenues through
downtown Anchorage, i.e., 7th/8th, 8th/9th, or 9th/10th -- A second
set of one-way avenues would relieve 5th/6th Avenue traffic congestion
which would be caused by construction of a Downtown Project without
the Seward Connector. However, the Seward Connector would provide the
needed traffic distribution without the disruption which would be
associated with conversion to one-way avenues.

4, Increase the capacity of the Elmendorf Crossing/Oilwell Road inter-
change by providing directional ramps (no traffic signal) for
southbound crossing traffic to eastbound Oilwell Road/Muldoon Road and
for westbound O0Oilwell Road/Muldoon Road traffic to northbound
crossing. Travel forecasts indicate directional ramps would not be
warranted by 2010 wunless Northside Corridor improvements were not
built before the crossing.

Traffic Flow at Crossing Termini and Mitigation. The Glenn Highway would
have adequate capacity at Muldoon Road/Oilwell Road to handle Elmendorf
Crossing traffic. The same would be true at the Parks Highway end of the
Houston Connector. However, modifications would be required to I and L
Streets and 3rd Avenue ‘for a Downtown Crossing. Modifications also would
be required at Ingra and Gambell Streets at the end of the Seward
Connector. ’

Street modifications that would accompany the Downtown Project are:
e Downtown Crossing (L Street southbound ramp) :
- The two-lane southbound ramp would enter L Street, adjacent to

Resolution Park, at a slight angle.
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- 3rd Avenue would continue to be one-way westbound. One lane of
westbound traffic along 3rd Avenue would curve southbound onto L
Street, along with the two ramp lanes, which would provide three
lanes of traffic continuing south on L Street. The first L
Street traffic signal would be at 5th Avenue except for the
existing red flashers for westbound traffic approaching L Street
along 4th Avenue.

- Parking would be removed along I Street between 3rd and 7th
Avenues, along L Street between 3rd and 5th Avenues, and along
the south side of 3rd Avenue between X and L Streets.

- Driveway access would be eliminated along I Street between 3rd
and 5th Avenues.

- Northbound traffic would reach the Crossing from I Street, which
i "would consist of four lanes at 3rd Avenué; two through lanes, a
left-turn lane, and a right-turn lane.

- A traffic signél would be added to the I Street/3rd Avenue
intersection. ‘

- A free-right-turn lane would be provided for westbound traffic on
3rd Avenue turning onto the Crossing.

Downtown Crossing (I Street southbound ramp):

- The two-lane southbound ramp would enter 3rd Avenue, between I
and K Streets, with two free-right-turn lanes.

- Westbound 3rd Avenue traffic would be confined to a single
one-way lane between I and L Streets. The 3rd Avenue traffic
lane would join the two southbound ramp lanes and continue as
three lanes turning south onto L Street. The first L Street
traffic signal would be at 5th Avenue except for the existing red
flashers for westbound traffic approaching L Street along 4th
Avenue.

- Parking would be removed along I and L Streets between 3rd and
5th Avenues and along 3rd Avenue between I and K Streets. Drive-
way access would be eliminated along the same street segments
except for the alley south of 3rd Avenue between K and L Streets.

- Northbound traffic would reach the Crossing from I Street the
same as with the L Street southbound ramp.

- A traffic signal would be added to the I Street/3rd Avenue
intersection.

- A free-right-turn lane would be provided for westbound traffic on
3rd Avenue turning northbound onto the crossing.
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Seward Connector (Gambell Street southbound ramp):

The two-lane southbound ramp would extend between the sites of
two main buildings of the Alaska Native Medical Center. This
alternative would not be implemented unless the Medical Center
has moved. A free-right-turn lane would be provided onto 3rd
Avenue for westbound traffic.

3rd Avenue would continue to have one-way, westbound traffic. A
free~right-turn and merge lane would be provided from 3rd Avenue
to the northbound ramp.

Two northbound througli-lanes would be provided on Ingra Street
for traffic to the Crossing. There also would be a left-turn
lane for traffic turning west onto .3rd Avenue.

Seward Connector (Ingra Street southbound ramp):

The two-lane southbound ramp would be aligned parallel to the
northbound ramp until it curves westward to provide two free-
right-turn lanes into 3rd Avenue between Ingra and Hyder Streets.
One through-lane and one optional through/left-turn lane would
continue west on 3rd Avenue.

Westbound 3rd Avenue traffic would be restricted to one.lane at
Ingra Street. A traffic signal would be installed at 3rd Avenue
and Ingra. West of Ingra, westbound 3rd Avenue traffic would
merge with ramp traffic and be required to turn left at Gambell
Street to avoid conflicts between through traffic and left turn
traffic.

' Two left-turn lanes would be provided for westbound 3rd Avenue

traffic onto southbound Gambell Street (one lane would be an
optional through-lane as noted above).

Two northbound through-lanes would be provided on Ingra Street
for traffic to the Crossing. There also would be a left-turn
lane for traffic turning west onto 3rd Avenue.

Traffic signals wouid be installed at 3rd Avenue and Ingra
Street.

A free-right-turn and merge lane would be prov1ded from 3rd
Avenue onto the northbound ramp.

Freight Movement

Two criteria were used to evaluate Project impact on regional freight
movement: truck ton-miles traveled and truck vehicle-miles traveled. Both
analyses based on these criteria indicate there would be significant
benefit to truck movement between Anchorage and points north with a
crossing and greater benefit from a Downtown Project than from an Elmendorf
Project.
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Table IV-6 presents truck freight movement between Anchorage and Willow by
alternative (No-Crossing, Downtown Project, and Elmendorf Project) for
2001 and 2010. Local truck traffic was not included. Total tons
(including container, neo-bulk, dry bulk, and 1liquid bulk freight
movement) , direction of freight movement (northbound and southbound), year,
and length of route associated with each alternative were considered. It
was assumed that the amount of transported freight tonnage would stay the
same for each alternative, with only the routes changing. In each year,
the Downtown Project would offer a 30 percent reduction in ton-miles and
VMT', while the Elmendorf Project would provide a reduction of about 17
percent. These percentages also would represent time savings on the part
of the operator.

Principal truck trip origins and destinations within Anchorage currently
are concentrated in the Port of Anchorage, the industrial zone along Ship
Creek and within the industrial zones along the Alaska Railroad between
International Airport Road and Minnesota Drive. Intercity truck movement
to and from these areas is principally along A and C Streets, emanating
from the Port to 5th/6th Avenues and along 5th/6th Avenues and the Glenn
Highway to the northeast, and along the Seward Highway through central
Anchorage. The Downtown Project would provide direct truck access to the
Ship Creek port and industrial area from interior Alaska (there would be no
need to pass through downtown) and would encourage truck use of Minnesota
Drive, particularly prior to Seward Connector construction. The Elmendorf
Crossing would tend to encourage greater use of the planned Northside
Corridor iﬁprovements and Seward Highway as truck routes.

None of the alternatives would affect freight movement by rail.

Public Transportation

Regional Transit Ridership. Table IV-~-7 indicates expected regional transit
ridership in the year 2001, the latest year transit use has been forecast
by Anchorage and Mat-Su planning agencies.

The Crossing Alternatives would reduce transit demand in the Anchorage bowl
and Eagle River in proportion to the amount of growth that would shift to
the Mat-Su Borough. A reduction in future transit demand would reduce the
Municipality of Anchorage's need for additional transit routes and buses.
The reductions in transit riders, shown in Table IV-6 for the alternatives
under consideration, represent maximum anticipated reductions since many
current and projected riders may be "captive" (without alternative
transportation available). Although there is no current data on captive
transit riders, many of them would reside in the Anchorage bowl rather than
in the Borough because of their need for transit. Therefore, the reduction
of transit riders with a Crossing Alternative might be less than shown in
Table IV-7. With a Crossing Alternative, the Point MacKenzie and Big Lake
areas would have increases in population great enough to justify transit
service; see Table IV-7. Because of long travel distances, relatively good
transit travel time, and cost competitiveness with the automobile, it is
likely that an express bus system with few stops would develop. A
local/feeder bus system would be less likely because of anticipated low
population densities. Highway bus stops and park-and-ride lots at Houston
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Table IV-6

TRUCK FREIGHT MOVEMENT

(Anchorage to 1.8 miles north of Willow)

Total Annual Total Annual

Total Annual Total Annual

20 tons average truck load.

Tons Ton~-Miles Truck Loads Truck Miles
(thousands) (thousands) (Vehicles) (VMT)

YEAR 2001

No-Crossing 260 18,800 12,900 940,000
Downtown Project 260 13,100 12,900 650,000
Elmendorf Project 7 260 15,500 12,900 780,000
YEAR 2010

No-Crossing 330 ‘ 23,800 16,400 1,190,000
Downtown Project 330 16,600 16,400 830,000
Elmendorf Project 330 19,700 16,400 990,000
ASSUMPTIONS

Mileage measured from 1.8 miles north of Willow on Parks Highway to

downtown Anchorage:

- No-Crossing - = 72.7 miles
- Downtown Crossing - 50.6 miles
- Elmendorf Crossing ~ 60.1 miles

VMT denotes Vehicle-Miles of Travel.
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Table IV-7

CHANGE IN
REGIONAL TRANSIT RIDERSHIP IN 2001
FROM NO-ACTION
(Daily One-Way Trips)

No-Crossing Alternatives Crossing Alternatives
No-~ Glenn/Parks Downtown Downtown Elmendorf Elmendorf

Action Improvement Hovercraft (Mid-Range) (High) (Mid-Range) (Low)

Anchorage Bowl 102,9001 ' +0 +0 -5,150 -9,050 -3,600 -1,850

Eagle River/Chugiak 9,200l +0 +0 -500 -700 -300 -100

Palmer/Wasilla 8002 +0 +0 +0 +0 +0 +0
Point MacKenzie/

Houston/Big Lake 0 ig +310 +610 +660 +440 +400

Total 112,900 +0 +310 -5,040 -9,090 -3,460 -1,550

’

NOTES
Low, mid-~range, and high refer to the growth allocation scenarios described under "Urban Growth and Economic Develop-
ment". ’

Source: Municipality of Anchorage, Community Planning Department, July 1983.
Source: DOWL Engineers, February 1983 (1988 projections extrapolated to 2001 based upon dwelling unit forecasts).
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Connector intersections likely would be part of the express bus system.
Based on current experience in the Anchorage bowl, Eagle River, and
Wasilla/Palmer areas and their growth objectives, about eight percent of
peak-hour trips from the Point MacKenzie and Knik/Goose Bay areas would be
by bus. About four percent of peak-hour +trips from the Big Lake/
Houston, Willow, and Fish Creek areas would be by bus. Virtually no
transit demand would occur during non-peak periods.

Currently forecast transit demand from Wasilla and Palmer would not be
significantly affected.

Comparing Mat-Su Borough transit ridership increases with decreases that
would occur in the Anchorage bowl and Eagle River area, it can be seen in
Table IV-7 that a Crossing Alternative would result in a net decrease in
area-wide transit usage. This reduction would be due to the shifting of
growth from the Anchorage bowl/Eagle River area to the Mat-Su Borough.
Borough growth would be at a lower density, reducing the effic