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Chapter I

INTRODUCTION

In September 1982, the State of Alaska Department of Transportation and
Public Facilities (ADOT/PF) began preliminary design for a highway
crossing of the Knik Arm of Cook Inlet from Anchorage to the Matanuska-
Susitna Borough.

The project, which began where previously completed work left off, is
structured to help assure that the crossing will reinforce southcentral
Alaska's growth objectives and do so economically with minimal adverse
impact to existing urban neighborhoods, military facilities, and the
environment. Project development will be completed in three cycles
illustrated in Figure I-1.

Cycle 1, Corridor Analysis, will include the evaluation of all possi-
ble crossing and approach road corridors. In July 1983, several of
these corridors will be selected for further analysis.

Cycle 2, Location Analysis and Environmental Impact Statement, will in-
clude evaluations of specific alignments within the selected corridors
@ 3 E:
Cycle 1 ".| Cycle 2 ~ | Cycle 3 <
3 3 2
s
Scoping Corridor Location Environmental Design 8
Report Alternatives Alterngtives Impact Report &
Analysis Analysis Statement ) Cost Estimate
Draft [Finat Draft | Final Draft | Final Draft | Final Draft | Final
Public Involvement
Figure 1-1
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and selection of a preferred alternative in July 1984. An Environment-
al Impact Statement will present the findings of these analyses.

Cycle 3, Preliminary Design, includes preparation of engineering plans,
cost estimates, scheduling, and implementation plans for the preferred

alternative. Recommendations for project construction will be developed
in December 1984.

This Scoping Report marks the midpoint in Cycle 1. Corridor alterna-
tives have been defined and initial technical reconnaissance completed.
Government agencies and the public have been asked to comment on the
scope of the project in compliance with Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) regulations. A detailed comparison of alternatives will next be
conducted, according to procedures described in this report.



Chapter II

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

A. PURPOSE OF SCOPING

ADOT/PF, based upon previous experience and initial contacts with
Federal agencies, determined that an Environmental Impact Statement
meeting Federal criteria (National Environmental Policy Act, NEPA) would
be required to obtain necessary permit approvals for construction of a
Knik Arm Crossing and its approach roadways.

"Scoping" is the term applied to the activities required by Federal
regulations (40 CFR 1501.7) to initiate preparation of an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS). Knik Arm Crossing scoping activities have
included:

° Identification of a Federal "Lead Agency," the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration, which will sponsor the EIS.

Preparation of a Scoping Document (November 29, 1982) identifying
project alternatives to be evaluated, impact assessment procedures,
and a schedule for environmental document preparation.

Establishment of lines of communication with Federal, State, and
local agencies and organizations with interest in the proiject.
Federal agencies with interest are referred to as "cooperating"
agencies. Other agencies and organizations serve in an "advisory"
capacity throughout the project.

Coordination of scoping meetings with agencies and the public
providing information on project alternatives and impact assess-
ment.

Performance of initial technical analysis to aid in refining key
design and environmental issues, project alternatives, and assess-
ment procedures.

Scoping activities concluded with the presentation of a clearly defined
set of project alternatives and assessment procedures.

B. AGENCY COORDINATION

Federal law contains specific requirements for Federal agency contact
and coordination. State and 1local agencies and business, civic,
neighborhood, and conservation organizations were asked to advise in EIS
preparation. A Scoping Document (November 29, 1982) with a letter
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requesting comments and/or review were sent to all agencies and organi-
zations identified as having interest in the project. Typical letters
are shown in the appendices.

C. SCOPING MEETINGS

On January 12 and 13, 1983, four scoping meetings were held, two for
public (January 12 - Wasilla, January 13 =~ Anchorage) and two for
government agencies (January 13 - Anchorage). The format of each
meeting was similar, beginning with a description of the project
purpose, procedures, and schedule (10 minutes), followed by description
of alternatives and design evaluation considerations (20 minutes),
followed by a comment period.

Prior to the meetings, announcements were published in local newspapers
and distributed to radio and television stations. Notice of pending
scoping meetings were also announced in the December 2, 1982 Federal
Register (Vol. 97, #232) along with the Notice of Intent to prepare an
EIS. Correspondence to government agencies and public interest groups
included invitations to the meetings.

A newsletter, summarizing contents of the Scoping Document, and
pre-addressed, postage paid comment cards were prepared for distribution
at the scoping meetings. The public scoping meetings in Wasilla and
Anchorage were each attended by approximately 100 persons. Combined
attendance at the agency scoping meetings was approximately 30 persons.
Meeting comments are contained in Section III of this report.

In addition to the formal scoping meetings, several briefings were held
to acquaint agency staffs with project alternatives and evaluation
procedures:

Elmendorf Air Force Base staff, Anchorage - November 2
FHWA staff, Juneau - November 15
Fort Richardson Army Post staff, Anchorage - November 22
Knik Arm Crossing Project Steering Committee and DOT/PF
staff, Anchorage - January 6
Matanuska-Susitna Borough Planning Commission, Palmer - January 24
Matanuska-Susitna Borough staff, Palmer - December 14

Minutes of each of these meetings are on file with the Alaska Department
of Transportation and Public Facilities.
D. INITIAL TECHNICAL INVESTIGATION

Concurrently with presentation to agencies and the public, the consul-
tant design and evaluation team reviewed available technical information



and suggested refinements to alternatives and evaluation procedures.
Substantial trade-offs were identified among cost, benefit, and environ-
mental impact.

E. CONCLUSIONS FROM SCOPING

Based on comments from government agencies and the public, obtained
during the scoping process and initial technical investigations, the
following changes in project direction are recommended:

2Add an Alternative North Approach Across Goose Bay to Connect with
Knik Road and Wasilla.

A right-of-way exists for winter access, by all-terrain vehicles,
across the Goose Bay State Game Refuge. This route would be the
shortest connection between Point MacKenzie and the existing
Knik-Goose Bay road. Environmental impacts would be reduced with
bridge construction across the wetland area.

Add a North Approach Corridor Through the Nancy Lake Recreation
Area via the Nancy Lake Parkway.

Mat-Su Borough staff suggested a variation of the Willow corridor
that would connect through Nancy Lake Recreation Area rather than
passing West and North of the Recreation Area. This option would
provide greater access to recreation opportunities.

Adjust the Elmendorf Corridor to Avoid Major Elmendorf AFB and
Fort Richardson Facilities.

Considerable military opposition was expressed to Knik Arm Crossing
south approaches across Elmendorf AFBR and Fort Richardson, partic-
ularly the Elmendorf corridor. Modifying these corridor locations
might make them more acceptable.

Consider Staging of Crossing Development to Keep Initial Cost Low.

There was recognition that costs of crossing construction would be
high, and that traffic and benefits would increase over time.
Staged construction within an overall plan may make the project
more financially feasible.

Identify Techniques for "Fast Tracking” the Project.

General support was expressed for a highway crossing, but displea-
sure was expressed over the lengthy schedule anticipated for
environmental investigation, design, and construction. Considera-
tion will be given to alternatives which minimize time required
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for right-of-way acquisition, permit approvals, construction tech-
niques, financing methods, and project administration/management
approaches to expedite project completion.

Avoid Premature Selection of a Single Preferred Corridor at the
End of Cycle 1 Corridor Analysis.

Several reviewers expressed concern that key decisions regarding
the type and location of the project would be made during the next
four to five months of corridor evaluation, and that subsequent EIS
evaluation would not address many valid alternatives. The pro-
ject's initial direction was to select, at the end of Cvecle 1, a
single reasonable corridor, determine the configuration of the
crossing (bridge, tunnel, or causeway), and include or exclude
tidal power, railroad, and utilities for further evaluation within
the preferred corridor. NEPA procedures require consideration of
of "all reasonable" alternatives. Consequently, at the close of
Cycle 1 it is expected that at least two corridor locations will be
carried into the EIS, and the issue of including railroad with a
highway crossing will remain unresolved. Those alternatives that
appear technically feasible and offer benefit commensurate with
cost would be retained for detailed evaluation and inclusion in the
EIS. It is the intent of ADOT/PF and FHWA to include the full
range of reasonable alternatives in the EIS,

Provide Specific Plans for Project Alternatives as Soon as Possi-
ble to Facilitate Project Understanding and Comment.

Presenting specific (representative) approach rcad plan lines,
crossing plans, and cost estimates at the earliest possible date
would provide reviewers a better understanding of alternatives and
might elicit greater comment on community impact and environmental
issues.

Obtain Supplemental "Scoping” Input Prior to Environmental Impact
Statement Preparation.

Corridor alternatives are generally defined at this time. Review
agencies and the public have had some difficulty identifying how
project alternatives will relate to specific features within the
community. The project development schedule provides opportunity
for agency and public comment at several points prior to Draft EIS
publication:

* Corridor Alternatives BAnalysis Report - A review and comment
period and public meetings are scheduled following dis-
tribution of the draft report and prior to selection of
preferred corridors.

I1-4



Draft Alignment Alternatives Report - A review and comment
period and public meetings are scheduled following distribu-
tion of the draft report and prior to selection of alterna-
tives to be featured in the EIS.

It is the intent of ADOT/PF and FHWA to use these review periods to
obtain additional specific direction from government agencies and
the public regarding the alternatives and evaluation criteria to be
included in the EIS.

F. CORRIDOR LEVEL ALTERNATIVES

The alternatives to be evaluated are of six basic types summarized here
and described in greater detail in Section VI of this report. Figure
IT-I illustrates the location of the alternative highway crossing and
approach corridors. Alternatives which have been added or modified as a
result of the scoping process are identified with an asterisk.

No Action
Alternative Travel Modes

. Ferry/Surface Water Mode
¢ Intercity Bus/Passenger Rail *

Upgrade Existing Highway System
¢ Widen and Grade Separate Glenn Highway
Widen and Grade Separate Parks Highway
¢ Combination

Highway Crossing Locations

¢ North Approaches
Willow
Nancy Lake *
Houston
Big Lake
Wasilla *

d South Approaches
Eagle River
Fort Richardson
Elmendorf *
Downtown
Point MacKenzie

II-5



Nancy Lake
State Recreation
Area

Susitna Flats
State Game Refuge J

o 2 4
March 8, 1983

Figure I1-1
Corridor Locations



* Crossing Corridors

Eagle River
Central (Fort Richardson to Downtown)
Point MacKenzie

Highway Crossing Configurations

¢ Bridge

. Tunnel/Tube

* Causeway

° Combinations of above

Auxiliary Crossing Facilities

d Railroad

. Tidal Power

b Utilities (Water, Gas, Coal Slurry, Electricity,
Communications)

G. EVALUATION CONSIDERATIONS

The evaluation factors to be addressed in corridor level evaluation are
identified below and described in greater detail in Section VII. Fac-

tors which have been added or modified following scoping activity are
identified by an asterisk.

Engineering Design

Plans and Profile Drawings

Soils and Seismic Safety

Channel Navigation

Aviation Clearance

Military Communications and Safety

. Tidal Currents, Wind, and Ice
* Right-of-Way
. Materials *

Cost and Schedule

Construction and Right-of-Way Costs
Operation and Maintenance Cost
* Construction Schedule

Finance and Implementation
Financing
Construction Staging *

Permit Requirements *
i Management *
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Benefit-Cost and Cost-Effectiveness

¢ Vehicle Travel
Freight Movement
Economic Development
Community Development
Resource Development

Transportation Impacts

Highways Accessibility

Traffic Volumes and Service Levels
Freight Movement

Public Transportation *
Transportation Plan Compatibility *

Social and Economic Impacts

* Urban Growth

Land Use Plan Compatibility
Dislocation and Relocation
Urban and Military Disruption
Economic Development

* Public Finance

Business and Housing

Natural Resource Impacts

Biological Resources
Water Resources

. Air Quality
M Noise

¢ Energy

¢ Visual

Cultural Resource Impacts

* Antiquities and Historic Sites

hd Parks and Recreation
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Chapter III

AGENCY AND ORGANIZATION CORRESPONDENCE

A. FEDERAL AGENCY CORRESPONDENCE

Table III-1 summarizes Federal agency communications. The first and
second columns list agencies, contact people, and addresses. The type
of participation requested and each agency's interest and/or expertise
is shown in column three.

Letters requesting participation were sent December 1, 1982. The fourth
column shows which agencies were invited to attend the January 13 scop-
ing meetings by letters dated December 29, 1982, Agencies represented
at the meetings are indicated in the fifth column.

In addition to scoping meetings, some agencies were contacted for addi-
tional input; those agencies are shown in column six entitled, "Meeting
Other Than Scoping."” The seventh column shows which agencies sent
written responses, as well as their general comments. Responses from
Federal agencies are summarized below.

Weymouth E. Long, Soil Conservation Service, recommended the consid-
eration of the Farmland Protection Policy Act (PL 97-98 Dec. 22, 1981)
for corridor selection. The purpose of the act would be to insure that
conversion of farmland to non-agriculture uses would be minimized and
that administration of Federal programs be compatible with State, local
and private programs and policies for farmland protection. (January 17,
1983).

Colonel Don R. Conway, United States Air Force, wrote that additional
emphasis is needed in the following areas:

* Impact of proposed courses of action on all antenna fields in the
vicinity of the crossings.

Impact of dislocation/relocation of facilities on the overall
mission activities of the military installations and costs associ-
ated with the disruption, especially disruption of ammunition
storage areas and range locations and uses.

Impact of selected routes on the physical security of the instal-
lations bounded by the route selected. The actual physical
barriers and their emplacement, maintenance, and operation should
be discussed and covered as part of the physical design regquire-
ments of the roadway and route.

Milestone dates, i.e., month and year, for the Cycle I, II, and III
actions listed on pages two and three of the Scoping Document.

ITI-1
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Table ITI-1

FEDERAL AGENCY COMMUNICATION

Invitation Attendance Meeting
to at Other
Cooperating Agency Scoping Scoping Than
Contact_Person Address Interest/Expertise Meeting Meeting Scoping Response Received
Federal Highway Administration P. O. Box 1648 Lead Agency X X X Agree to serve
Mr. Thomas Neunaber Juneau, Alaska 99801 Agency
Field Operations Engineer
(586-7427)
The Alaska Railroad P. O. Box 7-2111 Railroad Operation X X X Investigate
Mr. Bill Coghill Anchorage, Alaska 99510. Possible right-of- crossing, requests data
Manager of Planning way acquisition to determine operations
(265-26617) impacts
Bureau of Indian Affairs P. O, Box 120 Review Agency X
Superintendent Anchorage, Alaska 99501
(271-4126)
Bureau of lLand Management Peninsula Resource Area Review Agency
Mr. John Merrick, Bureau of Land Management
Area Manager 4700 East 72nd Avenue
(267-1308) Anchorage, Alaska 99507
Chugach National Forest 2221 E. Northern Lights Forest Resources No comment, no expertise
Mr. Norm Howse Anchorage, Alaska 99504 to offer on environ-
(279-5541) mental issues
Corps of Engineers U, S. Army Engineer Waterways and Wet- X X X Detajiled impacts in
Mr. Ted Rockwell District, Alaska lands; Encroachment tary operations neces-
(552-4942) ATTN: NPACO-RF-S on waterways and sary
Pouch 898 wetlands (Section
Anchorage, Alaska 99506 10 and Section 404)
permits
Department of Housing & Urban 701 C Street, Box 64 Land Use and Urban Impacts to HUD assisted
Develoupment (HUD) Anchorage, Alaska 99513 Growth projects. BAssistance
Mr. Ken Bowring X in noise, enerqy, land
Environmental Officer/Planner use planning compati-
(271-4181) bility, dislocation and
relocation urban dis-
ruption, growth and
economic impacts
Federal Aviation Administration 701 C Street, Box 14 Adrport Operations; X X

Mr. David Epstein
(271-5892)

Federal Emergency Management Agency

Mr. vWilliam H. Mayer
(481-8800)

ATTN: AAL 400
Anchorage, Alaska 99513

Federal Regional Center
Bothell, Washington 99801

Possible aircraft
approach zone
encroachment permit

Hatural Hazards

No comment
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Table III-1

FEDERAL AGENCY COMMUNICATION

Invitation Attendance Meeting
to at Other
Cooperating Agency Scoping Scoping Than
Contact Address Interest/Expertise Meeting Meeting Scoping Response Received
National Marine Fisheries 701 C Street, Box 43 Marine Resources Marine resources impacts
Mr. Brad Smith Anchorage, Alaska 99513
(271-5006)
National Park Service 540 West 5th Avenue Antiquities and X X Cultural resources
Dr. Floyd Sharrock Anchorage, Alaska 99501 Historic; Possible management participation
{271-4051) encroachment on
recreation, historic,
and cultural re-
sources (4 (F} and
. 106)
U. S. Airforce/U. S. Army AAC/CV, Elmendorf AFB Base Facilitiies
Col. Don R. Conway Anchorage, Alaska 99506 and Operations; X X X Impact to airport facil-
{552-4100) possible right-of-way ities, cycle dates, land
acquisition use changes
. S. Department of Agriculture 2221 E. Northern Lights Agriculture, Soils X X X Pata available in the
Soil Conservation Service Anchorage, Alaska 99504 area; evaluation of
Mr. Sterling Powell potential route links
(276-4246) with ADNR
U. S, Coast Guard 701 C Street, Box 17 Knik Arm X X X Use of bridge type
Lt. J. D. Klimas Anchorage, Alaska 99513 Navigation; Bridge structure to avoid sedi-
(271-5137) Permit mentation and salinity
changes
U. S. Department of Energy 701 C Street, Box 12 Review Agency X
Alaska Field Office Anchorage, Alaska 99513
(271-5954) .
U. S. Environmental Protection 701 C Street, Room E5556 Air and Water Quality X Air quality & wetlands
Agency Anchorage, Alaska 99513 and Noise; Certify cooperation; do not deal
Mr. William B. Lawrence completion of environ- with noise
Anchorage Operations mental documents,
(271-5083) . compliance with State
Air Quality Implemen-
tation Plan
U, S, Fish & Wildlife Service 605 West 4th Avenue Biological Resources X X X Fish & wildlife data
Mr. Robert Bowker Room G-81 ' and Endangered Species available, review of EIS
(271-4575) Anchorage, Alaska 99501 & Federal permits
1515 East 13th Avenue Water Resources X No Comment

U. S. Geological Survey
Water Resources Division
Mr, philip A. Emery,
District Chief
(271-41138)

Anchorage, Alaska

99501




Headquarters, Department of Air Force, Department of Army, Depart-
ment of Defense, and local levels need to approve land uses pro-
posed by this project. This is a time consuming process and land
within the installations is limited. '

Impacts of proposed corridors on present flight activities.

Clearing of unexploded ordnance in the Eagle River route that
passes through the Fort Richardson impact area.

Comments from the Air Force Technical Applications Center Detach-
ment at Elmendorf AFB indicate concern in finding a suitable loca-
tion, free from electrical noise sources, for relocating communi-
cation facilities displaced by a south approach. Such a location
may not exist on any other military installation lands. This would
constitute a serious mission impairment and is not acceptable to
the Aair Force. Additional comments have been requested from
Headquarters Air Force Technical Applications Center. These
comments will be forwarded when received.

Corps of Engineers has requirements for permits (Section 404 of
Clean Water Act and Section 10 of Rivers and Harbors Act).
(December 27, 1982)

Colonel Neil E. Saling, Corps of Engineers, commented on the need for
detailed assessment of the effect of alternatives on military
operations at Fort Richardson and Elmendorf AFB. Greater detail than
that presented in the 1972 study is required.

Robert Bowker, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service expressed concern with the
general nature of the Scoping Document because it was difficult to
determine if environmental impacts would be adequately addressed. He
recommends the full appraisal of secondary impacts. He stated that an
assessment based on sound biological data is needed to insure the
development of a mitigation plan, and that the following gaps exist in
the current data base:

Identification of extent and duration of use, and movement through
the Knik Arm estuary, by juvenile salmonids.

Clarification of ecological processes of upper Cook Inlet and Knik
Arm. Sediment transport, as it relates to both the naturally
occurring process and the fate of dredged spoils, and nutrient
flow must be better understood.

Determination whether or not the Susitna flats are utilized as
breeding grounds by the relatively scarce tule white~-fronted

geese. Baseline studies for other species including trumpeter
swans, sandhill cranes, lesser snow geese, Pacific white-fronted
geese, lesser Canadian geese, <cackling Canada geese, and

shorebirds are also needed.
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F. H. Jones, Federal Railroad Administration, advocated a highway/rail-
road crossing and stated the following benefits:

° Will aid in the development of Alaska resources providing en-
trances to three major coal fields - Susitna, Yentna, and Beluga.

Reduction of vehicular traffic along the Glenn Highway by develop-
ing a rapid transit system to the Mat-Su Borough (creating a 15 to
20 minute commuter service from Wasilla to Anchorage).

Encourage industrial development directly across the Knik Arm,
away from the city. (December 22, 1982)

Robert McVey, National Marine Fisheries Service, stated that the type of
crossing structure chosen will determine how critical marine resources
are, but that any crossing may impact marine resources. (FJanuary 10,
1983)

John Duffy, Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), expressed
concern with the impact that the alternatives would have on HUD assist-
ed projects. Provision of assistance in the following areas may be
available:

Noise

Energy

Land Use Plan Compatibility
Urban Disruption

Growth Impacts

Economic Impact

(December 21, 1982)

Captain R.H. Spoltman, U.S. Coast Guard, wrote that a causeway type
structure would be less desirable due to potential sedimentation and
salinity changes, and because future development of the upper Knik Arm
waterway for seaborne commerce would be eliminated. His interpretation
of the Scoping Document is that development is a prime objective of the
project and therefore he recommends a bridge type structure with suffi-
cient under clearance. (December 21, 1982)

B. STATE AGENCY CORRESPONDENCE

Table III-2 summarizes State agency communication. Agency contact peo-
ple and addresses are listed on the left. Agencies that were sent a
Scoping Document are shown in the next column. Scoping Documents were
sent to State agencies on December 1, 1982,

Invitations to attend the January 12, 1983 scoping meeting were sent to
agencies on December 29, 1982. State agencies that were requested to
attend the scoping meetings and those that attended are shown in columns
four and five. Additional meetings held with State agencies are listed
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Table 1II-2

STATE AGENCY COMMUNICATION

9-111

. Invitation Attendance Meeting
Scoping to at Other
Agency Document Scoping Scoping Than
Contact Person Address Recipient Meeting Meeting Scoping Response Received
Alaska State Department of:
Coastal Management Pouch AP X X
Policy Development & Planning Juneau, Alaska 99811
(465-3540)
Commerce & Economic Development Pouch EE
Mr. Ron S. Walt, Juneau, Alaska 99811 X X Cost effective, maximize
Development Specialist III commercial and personal
(465-2022) transportation efficien-
cies
Alaska Power Authority 334 West 5th Avenue
Mr. George Gleason Anchorage, Alaska 99501 X
(277-7641)
Energy & Power, Division of 3601 C Street, Suite 7222
Mr. Bill Beardsley, Director Anchorage, Alaska 99503 X X
(561-4201)
Community & Regional Affairs Commerce Building
Mr. Mark Lewis Pouch B X Socioeconomic impacts,
(465-4700) Juneau, Alaska 99811 Capital improvements
Planning, land develop-
ment, Alaska railroad
impacts
Environmental Conservation 437 E Street, 2nd Floor
Mr. Bob Martin, Anchorage, Alaska 99501 X X Air and water quality,
Regional Supervisor Point Woronzof sewage
(272-2533) outfall
Fish & Game
llabitat Division 333 East 4th Avenue
Mr. Philip J. Brna, Anchorage, Alaska 99501 X X X Further input after
Habitat Biologist review of Draft Alter-
(344-0541) natives Analysis/Envi-
ronmental Investigation
Report
Natural Resources X X

Forestry, Division of
(276-2653)

323 East 4th Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99501
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Table III-2

STATE AGENCY COMMUNICATION

Invitation Attendance Meeting
Scoping to at Other
Agency Document Scoping Scoping Than
Contact Person Address Recipient Meeting Meeting Scoping Response Received
Natural Resources
Land & Resource Planning Pouch 7-005
Mr. Bill Beatty Anchorage, Alaska X X X No comments at this time
(276-2653)
Land & Water Management Pouch 7-005
Ms. Donna Lane Anchorage, Alaska 99510 X X X No comments at this time
(276-2653)
Parks, Division of 619 Warehouse Avenue
Director Suite 210 X X
(276-2652)
Chugach State Park 323 East 4th Avenue
Planning Team Anchorage, Alaska 99501 X
(276-2652)
Historic Preservation Office 619 Warehouse Avenue, X X
(276-2653) Suite 210
Anchorage, Alaska 99501
Public Safety
Alaska State Troopers P. O. Box 6188 Annex
Mr. James D. Vaden, Anchorage, Alaska 99502 X X X
Deputy Director
(269-5649)
Transportation & Public P. O. Box 3-1000
Facilities Juneau, Alaska 99802
Mr. Mike Millar X X X X
State Environmental
Coordinator
(465-3900)
Alaska State Housing Authority P. O, Box 80
Mr. John B, Curtis Anchorage, Alaska 99510 X X No comments at this time
Executive Director
(279-7643)
Alaska State Resources Library 701 C Street X Scoping Document made

(271-5025)

Anchorage, Rlaska 99513

available for public
review; no written
response required
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Table ITI-2

STATE AGENCY COMMUNICATION

Attendance

Invitation Meeting
Scoping to at Other
Agency Document Scoping Scoping Than
Contact Person Address Recipient Meeting Meeting Scoping Response Received
Iditarod Trail, Joint State & 619 Warehouse, Suite 210 Will participate as
Federal Office Anchorage, Alaska 99501 advisory agency
Terry O°'Sullivan
(264-2110)
University of Alaska
Institute of Social & Economic 707 A Street X X
Research
(278-4621)
School of Engineering c/o University of Alaska X
{786-1900) Fairbanks, Alaska 99701
{ I ! i | { ¥ f f | t 1 f f f
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in column six. Column seven, "Written Response/Comments" shows only
those agencies that sent written responses and briefly describes the
responses. Responses from State agencies are also summarized below.

Mark Lewis, Commissioner of Alaska Department of Community and Regional
Affairs, commented that the extent of land shortages in Anchorage and
the potential relief to be derived from a Knik Arm Crossing should be
analyzed in terms of time so that required planning for capital improve-
ments projects can be completed. In addition, he feels development
should be encouraged in the Anchorage core area rather than creating
sprawl along a proposed transportation corridor. Mr. Lewis expressed
concern regarding possible competition that might develop between rail
and road vehicles to service agriculture lands in the Point MacKenzie
area. He recommended that analysis of this be included in the report.
The use and incorporation of comprehensive planning efforts by the
Municipality of Anchorage and of the Mat-Su Borough are expected by him.
(January 7, 1983)

Bill MacClarence, Department of Environmental Conservation, recommended,
in a telephone call, that the report address the impact of a causeway on
the Municipality's sewage treatment outfall. (January 17, 1983)

Ron S. Walt, Department of Commerce and Economic Development, wrote that
the design should maximize commercial and personal transportation
efficiencies. (December 22, 1982)

Bob Martin, Department of Environmental Conservation, noted that the
Anchorage urban area is classified non-attainment for air cuality and,
thus, USEPA 1979 Non-attainment Area Implementation Plan Revisions
criteria will need to be used in the analysis of alternatives. Two of
the requirements of this plan include demonstration that the benefits
of the project outweigh the environmental and social cost, and
demonstration of a commitment to the establishment, expansion, and
improvement of public transportation to meet basic transportation needs
as expeditiously as possible. His concerns with water quality are
impacts to fish migration, anadromous stream systems, potential
salinity changes, erosion, and sedimentation created by construction
of access roads. Point Woronzof sewage ocutfall dilution and dispersal
could be impacted by changes in tidal current patterns and should also
be investigated. (January 25, 1983)

C. LOCAL AGENCY CORRESPONDENCE

Table III-3 summarizes local agency communication. Local agencies,
contact people, and addresses are shown in the first two columns. The
agencies that received a Scoping Document are shown in column three.
Column four shows which agencies were sent invitations to the scoping
meeting. Columns five and six show agencies which attended either the
scoping meeting or other meetings. Written responses received from
agencies are summarized in the last column.
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Table ITI-3°

LOCAL AGENCY COMMUNICATION

Invitation Attendance Meeting
Scoping to at Other
Agency Document Scoping Scoping Than
Contact Person Address Recipient Meeting Meeting Scoping Response Received
Anchorage Air Pollution Control 825 L Street
Agency Anchorage, Alaska 99501
Director X X
Anchorage Economic Development 3221 Providence Drive
Commission Anchoraye, Alaska 99508 X X
Anchorage Municipal School District 4600 DeBarr Road _
School Facilities Anchorage, Alaska 99504
Assistant Superintendent X X
(333-9561)
City of Houston P. O, Box 27
- City Clerk's Office Houston, Alaska 99694
H (892-6869)
0
= City of Palmer P. O. Box 1368
© Mr. David Soulak, Palmer, Alaska 99645 X X
City Manager
(745-3271)
City of Wasilla P. O. Box 430
Office of the Mayor Wasilla, Alaska 99687 X X
Matanuska-Susitna Borough P. O. Box B
Borough Manager Palmer, Alaska 99645
Historical Preservation & Box 874
Restoration Committee Wasilla, Alaska 99687 X X
Mayor Box B -
Fdna Armstrong Palmer, Alaska 99645 X X X pract to port facili-
{745-4801) ties
Planning Department Box B
Mr. Rodney Schulling Palmer, Alaska 99645 X X X X
(745-4801)
School District P. O. Box AB X X
District Superintendent Palmer, Alaska 99645
(745-4822)
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Table III-3
LOCAL AGENCY COMMUNICATION
Invitation Attendance Meeting
Scoping to at Other
Agency Document Scoping Scoping Than
Contact Person Address Recipient Meeting Meeting Scoping Response Received
Municipality of Anchorage Pouch 6-650
Transportation Planning Division Anchorage, Alaska 99502 X X
Mr. Jeff Scherbarth,
Coordinator, AMATS
(264-4224)
Parks & Recreation Council of 913 West 6th Avenue
Anchorage Anchorage, Alagka 99501 X X
port of Anchorage 2000 Anchorage Port Road
Mr. Tyler Jones, Anchorage, Alaska 99501 X X X
Assistant Port Director
(272-1531)
Water Utility Advisory Commission 3808 Locarono Drive X X

Anchorage, Alaska 99508




Below is a summary of local agency written comments:

The Mat-Su Borough, represented by the Mayor, the Borough Manager,
and the Borough Engineer, responded to the Scoping Document with
feelings that more emphasis is needed concerning the port proposed
at Point MacKenzie. Impact to existing as well as potential port
facilities should be throughly investigated. Recommendation was made
for the addition of Knikatnu (Knik Village Corporation), the City of

Wasilla, and the City of Houston to the agency contact list. (December
20, 1982)

In a letter from Claudio Arenas, Planning Director of the Mat-Su
Borough, Gary Thurlow, Mat-Su Borough Manager, suggested the addition of
a fourth corridor alternative that uses the Nancy Lake Parkway to
connect to the Parks Highway from the Willow corridor. Enclosed with
this letter was a copy of a letter (December 9, 1982) from Mr. Arenas to
Pat Beckley, Division of Parks, that gave reasoning for the use of Nancy
Lake Parkway as an access road. Mr. Arenas also included a memorandum
(December 1, 1982) from the Division of Parks that rejected the proposal
of using the Nancy Lake Parkway as an access road.

D. CRGANIZATION AND PUBLIC CORRESPONDENCE

Table III-4 summarizes other organization communications. Other organ-
izations, contact people, and addresses are shown in the first two
columns. The organizations that received a Scoping Document are shown
in column three. Column four lists organizations which were sent invi-
tations to the scoping meeting. Columns five and six show organiza-
tions which attended either the scoping meeting or other meetings.
Written responses received from organizations are summarized in the last
column,

Two responses were received from these organizations:

David L. Sinclair, Chief Engineer of ENSTAR Natural Gas Company, would
like the crossing to be built so that a gas transmission line could be
installed within the right-of-way. (December 28, 1982).

Eric Haemer, Director of Planning and Major Projects for Chugach
Electric Association, wrote that the crossing design should provide
utility right-of-way and that safety concerns for -electrical power
transmission should be considered. He also recommended the considera-
tion of a gas pipeline within the right-of-way. Mr. Haemer provided
information on the location of two CEA submarine cable fields that
cross the Knik Arm.

Public written responses used the "Public Comment Cards" with the
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Table I1I-4
ORGANIZATION COMMUNICATION
Invitation Attendance Meeting
Scoping to at Other
Agency Document Scoping Scoping Than
Contact Person Address Recipient Meeting Meeting Scoping Response Received
Alaska Carrier's Assoclation, Inc. 3443 Minnesota Drive
{(272-0568) Anchorage, Alaska 99503 X X
Alaska Center for the Environment 1069 West 6th Avenue
Ms. Mary Core Anchorage, Alaska 99501 X X
{272-3621)
Alaska Federation of Women's Clubs 1430 west 23rd Avenue
Ms. Linton Anchorage, Alaska 99503 X X
(272-1440)
Alaska Gas & Service Company/ENSTAR 3000 spenard Road X X
(272-5551 Anchorage, Alaska 99503
Alaska Jaycees, Inc. P. O. Box 4-3032 X X
Anchorage, Alaska 99509
Alaskan Federation of Natives 411 West 4th Avenue
Ms. Janie l.eask, President Suite 1A X X
(274-3611) Anchorage, Alaska 99501
Alaska Public Interest Research P, O. Box 10-1093
Group Anchorage, Alaska 99501 X X
Coordinator
(278-3661)
Alaska Society of Professional c/o Alaska Professional
Fngineers Design Council X X
P. 0. Box 3115 D.T.
Anchorage, Alaska 99510
Aleut Corporation 2550 penali
Mr. Wayne Lewis Anchorage, Alaska 99503 X X
(274-1506)
American Institute of Architects 600 Barrow, Suite 200 X X
Anchorage, Alaska 99501
American Society of Civil 2515 A Street
Engineers Anchorage, Alaska 99501 X X
(276-4245)
Anchorage Audubon Society P. O. Box 1161 X X

{(274-9152)

Anchorage, Alaska 99510
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Table III-4

ORGANIZATION COMMUNICATION

Invitation Attendance Meeting
Scoping to at Other
Agency Document Scoping Scoping Than
Contact Person Address Recipient Meeting Meeting Scoping Response Received
Anchorage Board of Realtors 18168 West Northern Lights, X X
(272-3833) Suite 103
Anchorage, Alaska 99503
Anchorage Chamber of Commerce 415 F Street X X
{272-2401) Anchorage, Alaska .99501
Association of General Contractors P. O. Box 4-2500
Alaska Chapter Anchorage, Alaska 99509
Mr. Richard Pittenger X X
(276-5354)
Calista Corporation 516 Denali
Ms. Merlyne Paine, CPS Anchorage, Alaska 99501
Chugach Electric Association, Inc. P. O, Box 3518 Location of CEA subma-
Mr. Exic Haemer, Anchorage, Alaska 99501 X X rine cable fjelds across
pirector of Planning and Arm, utility and gas
Major Projects right-of-way, safety
(276-3500) of electrical power
transmission lines.
Chugach Native, Inc. 12 West 15th Avenue X X
(276-1080) Anchorage, Alaska 99501
Cook Inlet Regional, Inc. 2525 C Street, 5th Floor X X
Mr. Ron Huhndort Anchorage, Alaska 99503
(274-8638)
Denali Citizen's Committee Box 39 X X
McKinley Park, Alaska 99510
Eklutna, Inc. B40 K Street, Suite 202 X X
Mr. Daniel Alex Anchorage, Alaska 99501
(276-5701)
ENSTAR Natural Gas Company 3000 Spenard Road
Mr. bavid L. Sinclair, P. O. Box 6288 X X Gas transmission line in
Chief Engineer Anchorage, Alaska 99502 right-of-way
(277-5551)
Federation of Community Councils 801 West Fireweed Lane, #103 X X
Mr. Kris Bornes Anchorage, Alaska 99503
(277-1977)
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Table III-4

ORGANIZATION COMMUNICATION

Invitation Attendance Meeting
Scoping to at Other
Agency Document Scoping Scoping Than
Contact Person Address Recipient Meeting Meeting Scoping Response Received
Federation of Western Outdoor 1895 Pioneer Way X X
Clubs Fairbanks, Alaska 99701
Friends of the Earth 1895 Pioneer Way X X
Fairbanks, Alaska 99701
Highway Users Federation of Alaska c¢/o 3M Company
Mr. Vern Smith 5331 Minnesota Drive X X
(561-1030)
Homebuilders Association of Alaska 999 East Tudor Road X X
(274-9243) Anchorage, Alaska 99503
Knik Village Corporation Willow Street
Wasilla, Alaska 99687
League of Women's Voters P. O. Box 1345 X X
(274-8477) Anchorage, Alaska 99510
National Audubon Society 308 G Street, Suite 219 X X
(276-7034) Anchorage, Alaska 99501
Operating Engineers Local 302 610 6th Avenue X X
Anchorage, Alaska 99501
Palmer Chamber of Commerce P, O, Box 45 X X
{745-2880) Palmer, Alaska 99645
Resource Development Council 444 West 7th Avenue
for Alaska, TInc. Anchorage, Alaska 99501
Ms, Paula Easley, X X No comments
Executive Director
(278-9615)
Sierra Club 545 East 4th Avenue, Suite 5
Ms, Sally Kabisch Girdwood, Alaska 99501 X X )
(274-2318) -
Talkeetna Chamber of Commerce P. O. Box 334 X X
Talkeetna, Alaska 99676
Teamster Local 959 1829 East 5th Avenue X X
P. 0O, Box 2092
Anchorage, Alaska 99501
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Table III-4

ORGANIZATION COMMUNICATION

Invitation Attendance Meeting
Scoping to at Other
Agency Document Scoping Scoping Than
Contact Person Address Recipient Meeting Meeting Scoping Response Received
Trustees for Alaska 338 D Street X X X

Mr. Jeff Eustis
(276-4244)

Tyonek Native Corporation
Ms. B. Agnes Brown
(272-4548)

Wasilla Chamber of Commerce
(376-2121)

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

912 East 15th Avenue,
Suite 2 X X
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

P. 0. Box 1930 X X
Wasilla, Alaska 99687




exception of one letter (see Appendix D). Listed below are the re-

spondents:

Dan Brockhurst
Garvan Bucaria
Richard & Barbara Burg
Robert B. Butt
Brian Caldwell
Benjamin H. Cowart
Jeffery M. Eustis
Ed Fortier

E. A. Hamm Jr.
Carroll Raney

Ken Hinchey

Bud Hooker

Dewey Jarrett
Darryl Jordon
Donald C. Jones
Leo C. Kaye

Ann Leach

James B. Leach IIT
Ann Lewis

Charles Lippitt
Robert G. Lincoln
William J. Lindow
L.M. McDonals

Written responses from the public were

Peter S. Morgan
Charles Nevada
John Nystrom
Carol Raney

Mark Rauch

Jean Ring

Bruce Rizer

Ron Roberts

Henry G. Saylor, Jr.
Norman L. Schlittler
Charmaine Smith
Chuck Smith
Kurtis J. Smith
Jacklyn Sourant
Jim Sourant

Carol E. Staats
Elaine Swearingin
A. R. Timm
Connie Wassink
Tom Williams

Jim Woelfel

D. J. Wright

similar in character to oral

responses at the public meetings. The following additional comments

were made:

¢ Use tube (tunnel) design to reduce possible damage by ice flow,
strong winds, and high tides. This would reduce exposure hazards
(wind, ice, snow, climate, snow removal) and problems encountered
with construction of support structures,

Inform public about major funding.

Cross Goose Bay State Game Refuge
Road.

tion routes.

to connect to existing Knik

Place crossing near C Street overpass to avoid blocking naviga-

Use Nancy Lake Parkway to access Parks Highway and provide easier

access to Nancy Lake Recreation Area.

ITI-17

Investigate funding raised through revenue bonds, paid by tolls.

Include Federal Highway Commission in planning and design.



Investigate population increases, housing demand, public services,
and public costs for growth.

Tie into present and future municipal transportation system.

Avoid Goose Bay Refuge and tie into Point MacKenzie rocad exten-
sion.
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CHAPTER IV

SCOPING MEETINGS

A. INTRODUCTION

As part of the scoping process for the Knik Arm Crossing Envircnmental
Impact Statement, ADOT/PF held two public scoping meetings and two
agency scoping meetings.

At each of the meetings, the ADOT/PF described the work program, the
proposed corridor alternatives, and the key issues in corridor
selection. Each meeting provided cpportunity for the public and agency
representatives to ask questions and make comments. There was also an
opportunity for agency representatives to hear the concerns of the other
interested agencies.

B. WASILLA MEETING

The Wasilla Public Scoping Meeting was held at 7:30 p.m. January 12,
1983, at the Wasilla City Hall. The feollowing comments were expressed
by the public,

Tidal power, in conjunction with a causeway at Point MacKenzie was
favored by one respondent. He felt the longterm benefits of tidal power
outweighed the adverse changes in the environment that a causeway would
create. Among the benefits of tidal power, he included enough excess
energy to heat greenhouses that could produce food for the Anchorage
area; utilization of silt deposits, created by the causeway, for fill in
the Anchorage area; and better air quality in Anchorage because tidal
power could reduce use of petroleum products.

Alternative modes of transporting goods and people across the Knik Arm
in a tube system, utilizing electromagnetic propulsion, was presented by
another person. Minimal construction efforts, little to no environ-
mental impacts, early project completion, low cost, and fast transport
of goods and materials were the major benefits of his proposal.

Another respondent suggested that ADOT/PF consider more strongly the
cost benefits of reducing travel distances from Fairbanks to Anchorage,
versus the cost-benefits of a shorter route between Wasilla and
Anchorage. He suggested the use of the Knik-Goose Bay Road. In
addition, he pointed out that native lands within any of the corridors
may create problems and questioned the State's ability to condemn native
lands. He also felt a strong population base created by a dock and
industrial development on the north side of Knik Arm might reduce the
need for people commuting to Anchorage.
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Someone else felt that the location of the crossing at either end of
Knik Arm, rather then in the middle, would allow a second bridge to be
built at the opposite end if future demand warranted.

Going through each of the alternative crossing locations, one person
felt the most benefit could be derived from a crossing that was close-in
to Anchorage. He felt the Point MacKenzie alternative would work only
with a tunnel due to problems between a bridge and air traffic.

However, he felt a tunnel or tube would be too expensive. His final
recommendation was a bridge at the narrowest part of the Knik Arm (Cairn
Point). He stated that the benefits of location and structure here

would include lower cost due to shorter distance, open access to the
city dock, uninterrupted waterfront development, movement of freight up
the Knik Arm (bridge designed with high clearance), and better access to
western Alaska. He also recommended the ADOT/PF reduce costs to insure
the building of the project. He said incremental or stage construction
would do this and would also put more local people to work. Phasing the
project so the approach roads were developed later would also reduce the
overall price tag of the project. Existing roads should be used now for
approach roads.

Concerns from the next respondent were twofold. He felt the project
could create degradation of air quality in the Knik/Big Lake area. His
second concern was that the project could increase congestion along the
Knik/Goose Bay road. As a representative of the Iditarod Trail BRlazers,
he raised concern over impacts to the Iditarod Trail and to sled dog
trails in the area. He mentioned coordination between ADOT/PF, the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and the State Division of Parks. In
further discussion with ADOT/PF representatives, he cited the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough Planning Department as a source for trail maps
and the BLM for its recent survey of parts of the Iditarod trail.

A respondent felt better access from Wasilla to Anchorage was needed,
He felt upgrading the Knik/Goose Bay road and the Parks Highway to
Wasilla should be considered with connecting approaches.

Cost and funding were a concern of another person who suggested
ADOT/PF investigate the Rivers and Harbors Act for funding sources. He
questioned whether a 1955 Corps of Engineers study was being used.

Impatience with more studies was expressed by another respondent,
saying that he knows of seventeen studies in Juneau that are "gathering
dust." The concensus of the seventeen studies, he stated, was that the
most feasible crossing would be Eagle River with a combination of
causeway and bridge across the channel. He suggested that the crossing
be built in stages. For example, one two-lane causeway could be built,
and if the need was found, an additional two-lanes could be added,
providing a four-lane highway. If necessary, the respondent suggested,
fill could be added for a railroad. Utilities, a gas pipeline, and
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power lines crossing overhead could also be added. The respondent said
that problems could be encountered where Military, Borough, University,
and other agencies own land.

The next person to comment wanted the maps used at the public meeting
to include more detailed information to show high activity areas. He
recommended the following areas be identified or emphasized on the maps:

. Knik/Goose Bay road

Point MacKenzie agricultural project
Port access road

Fish Creek proposed agricultural project
. Railroad

¢ ENSTAR gas line

Existing gas wells

Existing and proposed land ownership

. Iditarod Trail

Beluga coal fields

He added that by showing these areas ADOT/PF could get a better idea of
future transportation needs.

The remaining respondents duplicated earlier responses with a few addi-
tional suggestions including the use of a toll or fee type system to
help pay for the road, the use of the 1955 Corps of Engineers study, the
1972 ADOT/PF report, and the Rothschild Corporation study on tidal
power.

C. ANCHORAGE MEETING

The Anchorage Public Scoping Meeting was held at 7:30 p.m. on January
13, 1983, at the Anchorage School District headquarters offices. The
following comments were expressed by the public.

The Executive Director of the Alaska Lung Association was in favor of a
crossing. However, he wanted more information on location, type, costs,
and timing. He stated that Anchorage is in trouble because it can not
meet Environmental Protection Agency standards for carbon monoxide
levels. He believed Anchorage should consider moving people out into
other areas and that the crossing would open areas of land across the
Knik Arm. He complimented the Department of Highways for doing what has
to be done and stated the Lung Association would support them 100
percent,

In a detailed analysis another person went through each of the corridors
explaining what he felt were major advantages and disadvantages to each
of the alternatives. His main points were to keep cost down by building
the project in increments, to determine costs of a bridge alone so that
connecting road costs could be analyzed separately, to use only State
funding for the project so that the Environmental Impact Statement could
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be omitted, and to keep the project simple, excluding railroad and hydro
alternatives. These, he said, could be added later as need arises.

A representative from Air Cushion Technology was in favor of building a
causeway crossing but suggested that in the interim a Hovercraft system
should be put into service. He commented that once the crossiné was
developed, the Hovercraft could be used to connect Anchorage to Kenai,
Tyonek, Hope, and Beluga. It could also be used locally for search and
rescue.

A bridge crossing at Cairn Point was the choice of the next respondent.
He recommended connecting to the A Street/C Street couplet on the
Anchorage side and using the existing road (Knik/Goose Bay Road) on the
north side. He felt there was no need for an Environmental Impact
Statement and that a design could be completed in months, with the
building of the project complete in two years.

Coordination was a concern of another person. He wanted assurance
that ADOT/PF use existing planning efforts of the Municipality of
Anchorage, the Matanuska-Susitna Borough, and the Military. He felt an
alternative further North would avoid Federal lands.

One respondent was concerned with the way the project would be present-
ed to the Legislature, to the public, and how the issue would go on a
ballot. He wanted to avoid mistakes that might result in the failure of
the project.

A causeway was recommended by the next person who believed benefits
would include development of better port facilities and the utilization
of local materials (gravel and muck) to reduce construction costs. He
gave a detailed description of how a causeway could be built using local
labor and materials.

An aide to a State Legislator had two concerns. The first concern was
the connecting roads on either side of the crossing and how they would
work with the port. Secondly, he questioned the need for an
Environmental Impact Statement since he felt the likelihood of Federal
funds is small.

A crossing location that would tie into downtown would be more bene-
ficial, according to one respondent. He also felt that the crossing
design should allow for future addition of railroad and utilities.

Another person felt a causeway would create significant negative
changes to the existing salt water marsh including impacts to wildlife.
He felt a bridge would be better.

Several other people spoke supporting what had been said earlier, with
the additional comments that the study should focus on the crossing and
use of existing roads to approach the crossing. North approaches should
be investigated at a later date.
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D. AGENCY MEETINGS

The agency scoping meetings were held at 9:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m. Jan-
uary 13, 1983 in the ADOT/PF Anchorage office conference room. The
following agencies were represented:

U.S. Coast Guard, Anchorage

Alaska State Troopers, Anchorage

Alaska Railroad, Anchorage

U.S. Air Force, Elmendorf Air Force Base, Anchorage

Alaska Department of Fish & Game, Habitat Division, Anchorage

ADOT/PF, Juneau

National Park Service, Anchorage

Corps of Engineers, Anchorage

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, Anchorage

National Marine Fisheries Service, Anchorage

Federal Highway Administration, Juneau

Alaska Department of Natural Resources, Division of Land
and Water, Anchorage

Soil Conservation Service, Anchorage

Federal Aviation Administration

Agency comments were as follows:

Ted Rockwell, Corps of Engineer's Environmental Manager, questioned
the decision to do corridor analysis outside of the Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) process. His concern was that alternative cor-
ridors might be eliminated too early, resulting in an EIS that examines
only one corridor.

Larry Wright, National Park Service, questioned the need for a Willow
corridor because of the defeat of the vote for the capital move. He
suggested that it should be fairly obvious that the most direct
connection between highly concentrated populations should be the chosen
corridor. He also questioned the feasibility of a tunnel, and pointed
out the hardships of crossing Department of Defense lands.

Bill Coghill, Alaska Railrcad (ARR), stated that ARR visualizes an in-
dustrial area across the Knik Arm from Anchorage. He sees the coal
fields (Beluga, Susitna, and Yentna) as a developing industry and also
sees the possibility of a commuter railroad service that could carry
approximately 3,000 persons from the Mat-Su valley each day to work in
Anchorage. Mr. Coghill stated that there is little room for further
industrial expansion in Anchorage and that the area directly across the
Knik Arm from Anchorage is a logical expansion area.

James Hostman, Alaska Air Command, pointed out that sensitive military

facilities may have to be relocated, and that he knows of no alternative
sites.
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Mr. Hostman explained that such encroachments require Secretary of the
Army, Air Force, Defense, and ultimately congressiocnal approval. He
also said that the military base would have to declare those lands as
surplus prior to disposal. This would open them to claims by other
agencies. He mentioned that the pending agreement with Eklutna and
Municipality of Anchorage has been in process for ten years and is still
waiting congressional approval even though it was advocated by all
levels of command and by Alaska'’s Senator.

Mr. Hostman questioned the plan for tie~ins to other arterials such as
Minnesota Drive and the proposed Ship Creek Arterial. He stated many
other problems with Fort Richardson and Elmendorf corridors. He said the
Fort Richardson corridor crosses ammunition storage areas, impact areas,
and firing zones. The Elmendorf corridor comes close to ammunition
storage areas, recreation areas, fuel storage areas, the final approach
zone of Elmendorf's north-south runway and the zone for the east-west
runway, the hospital, and it goes through a housing area. He said that
these corridors are not acceptable because of function disruption to the
installation's function.

Brad Smith, National Marine Fisheries, asked if the study was seriously
considering the tidal power alternative.

Obie Weeks, Chief Engineer, Alaska Railroad, stated that from their
point of view this study should start with a railroad/highway study as
the main objective instead of a highway crossing with the railroad as a
secondary objective. Mr. Weeks mentioned the need to look at the Beluga
coal field and how and where coal from that field would be delivered.
He said that in the discussion of the alternative of upgrading the Parks
and Glenn Highways that upgrading of the ARR also needs to be included.

Gary Lieptiz, Alaska Department of Fish and Game, pointed out that
multiple corridors were not suggested as an option and asked if multiple
roads might be built.

David Epstein, Federal Aviation Administration, inquired if environ-
mental impact will receive the greatest effort of the consultant team.
He also wanted to know if the analysis will be done "in house”.

Lt. Col. Michael Blair, United States Air Force, speaking for the
military, took issue with the reference to "The Crossing"” citing
the 1972 recommendation for a crossing upstream of Cairn Point.
He recommends referring to it as "A Crossing” rather than "The
Crossing.”

Lt. Col. Blair also commented that the Eagle River corridor crosses one

of the military's primary training drop zones for equipment and person-
nel serving all of Alaska. The Fort Richardson corridor and the
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L3 .
Elmendorf corridor will seriously impact the military's ability to carry
out their training missions. The Downtown corridor will impact not only
the military, but also the Port of Anchorage. Questions re- garding the
military mission or the base can be referred to Col. Blair.
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Chapter V

TECHNICAL ANALYSIS

A. INTRODUCTION

As part of the scoping process, a general evaluation of the corridor
alternatives was conducted. The purpose of this evaluation was to
determine, from an engineering or environmental impact standpoint, if
any alternatives should be dropped or altered, and what criteria are
key to distinguishing between the alternatives. Evaluation criteria and
alternatives presented in the Scoping Document and at the scoping
meetings, as well as criteria added as a result of public and agency
response, were considered.

B. ENGINEERING

Two principal criteria were used in evaluating the corridors: Cost and
ease of implementation. :

Cost

Construction costs for the crossing will vary depending on the depth and
width of channel, type of crossing, and the structure type required to
meet design constraints. A tunnel will be the most costly type of
crossing ($490 to 515 million), followed by a causeway ($269 to 431
million), causeway/bridge ($262 to 342 million), and bridge ($194 to 38°
million). The corridor requiring the greatest cost to construct a
bridge is the Downtown corridor ($389 million), followed by Point
MacKenzie ($300 million), Fort Richardson ($281 million), Eagle River
($250 million), and Elmendorf ($194 million). The cost of a causeway or
causeway/dam decreases as one moves up the Arm ($431 to 269 million).
The cost of a tunnel varies little between alternatives ($413 to 515
million). Maintenance costs generally vary by the length of the cross-
ing.

Cost of construction and right-of-way for the north approcach will be
primarily dependent on the roadway 1length, with the longer corridors
being the most costly ($2 .to 65.8 million, exclusive of right-of-way
cost) .

Total cost for completion of a south approach would be great-
est in the Downtown corridor ($121.1 to 292.5 million), followed by
Flmendorf ($49 to 223.2 million), Fort Richardson (3547.5 to 48.5
million), Eagle River ($42 to 43.5 million), and Point MacKenzie (528
to 80 million).



The Downtown and Elmendorf corridors have the highest right-of-way costs
due to displacement of urban development or military facilities. Costs
also vary depending on whether the approach is at-grade, elevated,
depressed, or in tunnel (least costly to most costly). Maintenance
costs would increase with approach road length.

Implementation

All of the crossing corridors are technically feasible although they
will be challenging to construct. Difficulties in construction will be
greatest for a tunnel and least for a bridge. All the crossing types
lend themselves to staged construction. Several permits from Federal
agencies will be required with any of the crossing alternatives.

Staged construction can be readily achieved in the north approach
corridors by initially connecting into the existing road system.
Right-of-way availability and ease of construction are not expected to
be significant concerns. Federal permits will be required for crossing
streams and wetlands.

South approach road construction can be staged by building two lanes
initially and adding lanes as required to meet future traffic demand.
Significant displacement will be involved in obtaining right-of-way for
approaches in the Point MacKenzie, Downtown, and Elmendorf corridors.
The Elmendorf, Fort Richardson, and Eagle River corridors all cross
military lands which can only by obtained with the approval of the U.S.
Department of Defense. Ease of construction is not a significant
concern. Federal permits would be reguired for crossing any streams or
wetlands.

C. TRANSPORTATION
The following evaluation criteria are addressed in this section: Motor
Vehicle Travel, Freight Movement, Public Transportation, and Transpor-

tation Plan Compatibility.

Motor Vehicle Travel

A Knik Arm Crossing has essentially two travel markets: Diversion of
traffic from the Glenn and Parks Highway to a Knik Arm Crossing in order
to realize a shorter trip; and traffic resulting from residential and
industrial growth induced by increased accessibility between the Mat-Su
Borough and Anchcorage. Of the two, diversion of traffic is the smaller.

Anchorage-Fairbanks travel is a very small part of the travel demand;

only a straight, fast route between Wasilla and downtown Anchorage would
be expected to divert substantial Glenn/Parks Highway traffic. The
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larger share of travel demand would be from residential development in
the southern Mat-Su Borough, particularly from a Point MacKenzie to
central Anchorage route. Routes that zigzag between the Mat-Su Borough
and Anchorage (Eagle River, Fort Richardson) will induce little growth
and hence carry little traffic.

From the standpoint of complementing the existing Anchorage transpor-
tation system, a Point MacKenzie crossing appears optimal, since facili-
ties on the west side of Anchorage generally have more available
capacity (typical peninsula situation). Crossing into the downtown area
could compound downtown circulation problems and necessitate upgrading
of the 5th-6th and Ingra-Gambell couplets to freeway facilities.
Crossings which feed into the Glenn Highway (Ft. Richardson, Eagle
River, possibly Elmendorf) would compound circulation problems on the
Glenn Highway, and no real alternate access to Anchorage will be
achieved.

Freight Movement

Rail access across the Xnik Arm could shorten the railbelt route to
Pairbanks, and eliminate a crooked and slow section of the Alaska
Railroad immediately north of Anchorage. Cost of railroad relocation
will be quite high (perhaps $150-200 million). Substantially greater
freight volumes than at present may have to be achieved before benefits
offset cost. Point MacKenzie industrial development would undoubtedly
necessitate rail access to the Point. It is conceivable that rail
access would be less costly via a Knik Arm Highway Crossing than
extending the railroad south from Willow or Wasilla.

Public Transportation

Little impact on puinc transportation 1is expected. Provision for
future highway bus pull-outs and park-and-ride lots could be incorporat-
ed on north approach right-of-way.

Transportation Plan Compatibility

Neither the Anchorage Metropolitan Area Transportation Study (AMATS) nor
the Mat-Su Borough's transportation plan incorporate a Knik Arm Crossing
route. A connection which ties into existing roadways and causes the
least disruption to the current plan may be considered most compatible.
The Eagle River, Fort Richardson, and Point MacKenzie (to International
Airport) corridors would be least disruptive to planned improvements and
system capacity. The Downtown corridor could necessitate substantial
rethinking of planned facilities through the Downtown area due to in-
creased traffic volumes.



D. SOCIAL AND ECCONOMIC

The following evaluation criteria are addressed in this section: Urban
Growth, Land Use Plan Compatibility, Dislocation and Relocation, Urban
and Military Disruption, and Economics.

Urban Growth

The extent to which change in planned growth patterns would occur with a
crossing is primarily related to how accessibility from developable
lands to downtown Anchorage would be altered. Such changes would be
least 1likely for the Eagle River corridor, followed by the Fort
Richardson corridor. In these cases developable 1lands within the
Anchorage bowl would remain more accessible than the southern portion of
the Mat-Su Borough.

The Point MacKenzie and Downtown corridors would bring new developable
lands close to Anchorage and thus would be the corridors most likely to
alter future development patterns. Shifts in planned residential and
some commercial development would be likely. Decreased development
would be expected on marginal lands in the Anchorage bowl, and new urban
development beyond what is now anticipated would occur in the Point
MacKenzie area and to a limited extent along the Parks Highway.

A north approach from either a Downtown or Point MacKenzie crossing
would have similar influence on new growth patterns. If growth is
encouraged in the Point MacKenzie area, public services would need to be
provided and strict zoning and subdivision regulations would be required
to achieve desired urban densities.

Land Use Plan Compatibility

Neither the land use plans for the Anchorage area nor the Mat-Su Borough
assume a Knik Arm Crossing within their planning period.

Although the Point MacKenzie and Downtown corridors would alter planned
growth patterns, this could be viewed as a positive feature since they
would open new development options for Anchorage. The Anchorage bowl
would be filled almost to capacity within the current 20 year planning
period.

If an alignment were placed through the Port of Anchorage, it could have
a significant adverse impact on port development plans due to the
scarcity of land for new port facilities. Completion of new physical
facilities in the Fort Richardson land use plan would not be impacted by
the Eagle River or Fort Richardson corridors.



A north approach road leading to a crossing south of Goose Bay would be
most in keeping with Mat-Su Borough planning. Plans for industrial and
port development in the Point MacKenzie area would be reinforced.
However, development would need to be controlled so it does not impact
planned agriculture development in the same area. The Wasilla corridor
would bring the Borough's principal area for development closer to
Anchorage. However, it would also cause the Knik area, now planned for
only limited development, to have increased development pressure due to
its new proximity to Anchorage.

Any of the north approach corridors would bring the Parks Highway and
Big Lake areas closer to Anchorage, encouraging additional development.
New roads serving agriculture and timber development are already planned
in the Willow corridor.

Dislocation and Relocation

Dislocation of existing structures and facilities and their functions
is not expected to occur with the north approach corridors due to the
sparseness of development in the areas through which they pass.
Dislocation is of primary concern in the developed areas southeast of
Knik Arm. The greatest displacement could occur with the Downtown
corridor; including homes on Government Hill, Alaska Native Medical
Center, businesses; and Elmendorf Air Force Base's circularly disposed
antenna array (CDAA), POL storage facilities, and receiver site antenna.
Again, the extent of displacement would depend on the alignment
selected.

Urban and Military Disruption

An alignment could be placed within any of the north approach corridors
without significant impact to existing urban development or military
facilities.

A bridge crossing south of Cairn Point would have to be high enough and
have wide enough spans not to impede ships served by the Port of An-
chorage. There also is a potential for intrusion into aircraft approach
zones from bridges connected to the Point MacKenzie, Downtown, and
Elmendorf approach corridors.

An alignment in the Point MacKenzie corridor near International Airport
could interfere with the small plane taxiway and parking west of Lake
Hood. If the alignment followed the Alaska Railroad from Bootlegger's
Cove, it would displace park land, require an elevated roadway through a
residential development (until the approach could 3join the existing
arterial street system), and would result in significant displacement at
it's connection to the existing street system.



An alignment in the Downtown corridor could pass through or adjacent to
the Government Hill residential neighborhood. If the Elmendorf corridor
is angled south it is anticipated that an alignment could be developed
that would avoid interference with Elmendorf operations and facilities,
except for those facilities described under "Displacement and Reloca-
tion." The Fort Richardson and Eagle River corridors would both inter-
fere with Fort Richardson training areas.

Economics

Economic impacts of the crossing alternatives are related to the pat-
terns of urban growth that can be expected with each alternative. Thus,
progressively less impact on economic development, public finance, and
housing and business markets would occur with the Fort Richardson and
Eagle River corridors, in that order.

Economic development plans for Point MacKenzie and Anchorage are not
dependent on each other, so a crossing of Knik Arm, even with a Point
MacKenzie or Downtown south approach, should not significantly change
these plans. This includes both port and industrial development
proposals.

The primary economic change that would come when the southernmost south
approaches are used, would be a shift in the responsibility for
providing public services from the Municipality of Anchorage to the
Mat-Su Borough. The costs of this might ultimately be offset by
increased Borough revenues.

With a crossing, the increased availability of land near the Anchorage
area could keep housing costs lower than what would otherwise be
expected. Land values would rise in the Point MacKenzie area.

E. NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

The following evaluation criteria are addressed in this section:
Biological Resources, Water Resources, Air Quality, Noise, Energy, and

Visual.

Biological Resources

A causeway/dam would have the greatest impact on biological resources of
any of the crossing types under construction. Salmon runs, fisheries
programs, marine habitat, wetland vegetation, waterbird habitat, moose
habitat, and aquatic habitats would be adversely affected. Dam height
and provisions for exchange of tidal water across the causeway are



critical factors in the extent of impact. The impacts would also be
less severe for a causeway in the Eagle River corridor than one in the
Elmendorf Corridor. Little long-term impact would be expected from a
bridge or tunnel crossing.

Conflict with biological resources would exist with any of the north
approach corridors, but it would not preclude development of an approach
road. The greatest conflict would be with the Wasilla corridor where it
crosses Goose Bay, and the Willow and Nancy Lake corridors. Primary
concerns would be stream crossings; moose migration; new road access to
fishing, hunting, and trapping areas; and crossing of wetland habitat.
Lessor impacts would be expected with the Houston and Big Lake corri-
dors.

South approach alternatives with the greatest conflict with biological
resources would be the Elmendorf, Fort Richardson, and Eagle River cor-
ridors. The potential for impact would be roughly the same as for
north approach corridors.

Water Resources

A bridge or tunnel crossing would not be expected to have a significant
long-term impact on water resources. However, a causeway/dam would
significantly alter the existing hydrological regime of Knik Arm.
Impacts would include creation of a freshwater reservoir, flooding of
lowland areas, sediment deposition, higher summer water temperature, and
continuous ice cover on the reservoir in winter. Other impacts might be
increased icing and a greater tide range at the Port. A causeway with
bridged openings or incorporating tidal power would reduce the impact.
As with biological resources, the extent of impact would vary by the
location of the causeway.

Impacts to water resources would be minimal for a north approach near
Goose Bay. The Big Lake, Houston, Nancy Lake, Willow, and Wasilla
corridors all would involve stream crossings and wetlands encroachment.
Fewer impacts would occur in the Houston and Big Lake corridors.
Greater impacts would occur in the Wasilla corridor where Goose Bay is
crossed. All south approach corridors would have a minimal impact on
water resources.

Air Quality

The Downtown, Point MacKenzie and Elmendorf corridors could have a
significant impact on air quality. The greatest impact could be with
the Downtown corridor. Traffic presently creates a carbon monoxide
problem and with this corridor all crossing traffic would have to pass
through downtown, increasing the problem.



Noise

The potential for noise impact would be greatest for the south approach.
The Point MacKenzie, Downtown, and Elmendorf corridors all would place
crossing traffic adjacent to noise sensitive land uses.

Energy

Motor vehicle energy consumption would be reduced by providing more
developable land close to Anchorage. This potential would be greatest
for crossings using the Downtown and Point MacKenzie corridors. How-
ever, if urban densities are not achieved in new developable area this
potential would be lost. The energy used to construct and maintain the
crossing and its approach roads would also tend to offset motor vehicle
energy savings.

Visual

A bridge would create a significant visual feature, contrasting with the
natural landscape, and could either complement or intrude into views of
Knik Arm. A causeway would also be a significant wvisual element, in-
truding upon existing views. Visual impacts from north approach
corridors could be minimized by avoiding recreation areas, lakes,
streams, and trails and by using proper revegetation techniques.
Revegetation would also minimize any adverse visual impacts in the
Elmendorf, Fort Richardson, and Eagle River corridors. The dominance of
manmade elements in the Point MacKenzie and Downtown corridors would
reduce visual impacts, except where an alignment is selected that would
pass through a residential area or block views of the Arm.

F. CULTURAL RESOURCES

Two evaluation criteria are considered in this section: Antiquities and
Historic Sites, and Parks and Recreation.

Antiquities and Historic Sites

Most sites of historic value in the areas through which corridors pass
are small, discrete, and easily avoided. The corridors also appear to
have low archaeological value.

Parks and Recreation

Potential impacts on recreation would be greatest for the north approach
corridors. Recreation opportunities exist throughout the Mat-Su
Borough, including hunting, hiking trails, lake and stream access, and
camping areas. The crossing and north approach roads would improve
access to these areas. Trails and streams would be crossed. The Nancy
Lake corridor passes through the Nancy Lake Recreation Area. Fish Creek
Recreation Area lies in the Big Lake Corridor.



The Point MacKenzie and Downtown south approach corridors contain public
recreation areas along the shore of Knik Arm. Major parks could prcb-
ably be avoided. A bike trail is proposed for construction along the
full length of the Arm between and including the two corridors. The
trail and smaller recreation areas along the Arm could be impacted. It
is anticipated that recreation impacts can be avoided along the
Elmendorf, Fort Richardson and Eagle River corridors.

G. CONCLUSIONS

The technical analysis resulted in the conclusion that all the corridor
alternatives presented in the Scoping Document and those added as a
result of the scoping process should be further evaluated in the Corri-
dor Alternatives Analysis. They each offer distinct trade-offs in terms
of benefits and impacts. None of the corridors have impacts of such
severity that they should be excluded from further consideration at this
time. The Elmendorf corridor was angled to the south to reduce the
disruption of military operations and displacement of military facili-
ties.

No additional evaluation criteria were identified as a result of the
technical analysis.
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Chapter VI

CORRIDOR LEVEL ALTERNATIVES

A, INTRODUCTION

The following alternatives defined for corridor level evaluation reflect
the full range of possible travel improvements between Anchorage and
the Mat-Su Borough. The first three alternatives - noc action, alterna-
tive travel modes, and upgrade Glenn and Parks Highways - are required
by Federal environmental regulation; they provide a good benchmark for
comparison with highway crossing alternatives. During corridor level
evaluation, limited effort will be spent in evaluating these alterna-
tives. Most effort will be focused ‘'on the last three types of alterna-
tives - highway corridor locations up and down Knik Arm (crossing,
north, and south approaches), configuration alternatives (bridge,
causeway, tunnel) and auxiliary crossing facilities, i.e., projects that
might be pursued in conjunction with a highway crossing (rail, tidal
power, utility lines).

The following section describes each of the alternatives:

B. NO ACTION

Area population, employment, land development, and traffic growth would
increase to the year 2000 as projected in Anchorage and Mat-Su Borough
plans. There would be no Knik Arm Crossing, no improvement of the Glenn
and Parks Highway north to Palmer and Willow, and no provision of
alternative travel modes.

C. ALTERNATIVE TRAVEL MODES

Ferry/Water Surface Mode

A passenger and vehicle ferry, Hovercraft, or other water surface craft,
would link downtown Anchorage with Point MacKenzie in the Mat-Su Bor-
ough.

Intercity Transit

A substantially increased intercity bus or passenger rail service would
be provided along the Glenn Highway to Palmer and along the Parks High-
way to Wasilla and Willow.
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D. UPGRADING EXISTING HIGHWAY SYSTEM

Glenn Highway Improvements

Major intersections along the highway would be grade separated with full
access~control extended from central Anchorage to Palmer. The highway
would be widened to four and six lanes as travel demand warrants.

Parks Highway Improvements

Major improvements along the highway would include bypasses of Wasilla
and Houston with access-control between the Glenn Highway and Willow.
The highway would be widened to four lanes as travel demand warrants.

Combination

Both Glenn Highway improvements and Parks Highway improvements would be
made.

E. HIGHWAY CROSSING LOCATIONS

Figure II-1 1locates five north approach highway corridors in the Mat-Su
Borough, five south approach highway corridors in the Anchorage area,
and three broad Knik Arm crossing corridors. These broad corridors in-
corporate all of the 1971 HNTB Knik Arm Highway Crossing study cross-
ing sites. They minimize encroachment on recreation and wildlife pre-
serves on the north, and major military and transport facilities and
urban neighborhoods to the south.

North Approach Corridors

Willow Corridor: This corridor provides the longest bypass of the
existing Parks and Glenn Highways. From north of Willow the corridor
passes between the Susitna River and Nancy Lake Recreation Area and
extends south across the Little Susitna River and then passes between
the Susitna Flats and Goose Bay State Game Refuges to the Knik Arm
shore. This offers the shortest route between Fairbanks and Anchorage,
with approximately 30 miles savings over the present route. Principal
design constraints are the water |Dbodies, planned agriculture
development, proposed industrial and port development, recreation sites,
natural habitat, and poor soils associated with wetland areas.
Provision must also be made for crossing the Iditarod Trail.

Nancy Lake Corridor: This corridor 1links the Parks Highway
below Willow to Point MacKenzie passing through the Nancy Lake
Recreation Area along the Nancy Lake Parkway. This corridor provides
increased access to Nancy Lake Recreation Area, but could also create
impacts to existing recreation opportunities within the park. Principal
design constraints are similar to those of the Willow Cerridor.
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Houston Corridor: This corrider Jjoins the Parks Highwav, in
the vicinity of Houston, with the southern part of the Mat-Su Borough,
passing between Nancy Lake Recreation Area and the Big Lakes area. The
corridor provides the most direct access to both Big Lake and Nancy Lake
recreation area. Design constraints are similar to those of the Willow
Corridor. Soil <conditions in this corridor may be particularly
difficult for road construction.

Big Lake Corridor: This corridor links the Big Lake area with southerly
Mat-Su Borough, passing east of the Big Lakes area. Design constraints
are similar to those of the Willow Corridor, including water bodies,
game refuges, and poor soils. Archaeological sites are in the Fish
Creek area and an extensive system of dog mushing trails are in the Knik
area.

Wasilla Corridor: This is the most easterly corridor. It utilizes the
existing Goose Bay Road between Knik and Wasilla and a winter access
road along the mouth of Goose Bay to Point MacKenzie. This corridor
provides the most direct access to existing and planned Mat-Su Borough
population growth in the Wasilla-Palmer area. Utilization of the
existing roadway would reduce project cost. The access route across the.
Goose Bay State Game Refuge is constrained by soils and natural habitat
considerations.

South Approach Corridors

Eagle River Corridor: This easternmost corridor crosses Fort Richardson
land to connect with the Glenn Highway north of the Eagle River commun-
ity. The greater distance of this corridor from central Anchorage will
reduce travel benefits. Design constraints include potential disruption
to military training areas near Clunie Lake.

Fort Richardson Corridor: This corridor crosses the northern tip of
Elmendorf AFB and the Fort Richardson gunnery area to tie into the Glenn
Highway south of the Eagle River community. Relocation of ammunitions
storage and gunnery rande would be required.

Elmendorf Corridor: This corridor crosses the middle of Elmendorf AFB
and Fort Richardson to tie into the Glenn Highway near Muldoon Road.
Relocation of communications antennas, munitions storage, transport
routes, and military recreation areas would be required. Military
security and wildlife habitat could be affected.

Downtown Corridor: This corridor connects to the intersection of the
Glenn and Seward Highways extended, passing through the congested Port
of Anchorage and the Ship Creek area. Relocation of petroleum storage
tanks, industrial and transport facilities, and residential buildings
would be required. A crossing approach route below the bluffs, beside
Elmendorf AFB, would require relocation of major military communications
facilities sensitive to electrical and sound interference.
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Point MacKenzie Corridor: This corridor would connect to Northern
Lights Boulevard and/or International Airport Drive in Anchorage.
Proximity to Anchorage International Airport operations and
waterfront residential development are design constraints.

Crossing Corridors

Eagle River Crossing: Although the farthest north of Anchorage, this
alternative reduces disruption of community and military facilities.
It appears to offer greater potential use of causeway due to shallow
depth of channel, and greater potential for auxiliary tidal power
facilities. This is the longest crossing at approximately 3 to 4 miles
in length. However, the channel is shallow with less than 15 foot depth
at high water. This corridor, 1like all others, must address extreme
icing, wind 1loading, tidal action, seismic forces, and poor soil
conditions.

Central Crossing: A two to three mile crossing appears
technically feasible within a nine mile reach of the Knik Arm between
Goose Bay State Game Refuge on the north and downtown Anchorage on the
south. This corridor includes a range of geographic conditions; both
deep and narrow sections of Xnik Arm with the shortest crossing
structure near Cairn Point; shallower channel depths conducive to
causeway and auxiliary tidal power generation near Goose Bay State Game
Refuge; and deep (over 100 feet) channel depths conducive to long span
bridge or tunnel nearer downtown Anchorage. Elmendorf AFB runway clear
zone, military communications non-interference, and Port access criteria
must be met. Avoidance of existing structures and transport lines on
the south shore becomes increasingly difficulty with proximity to
downtown Anchorage.

Point MacKenzie Crossing: A deep channel and 2.5 mile channel width
indicate a crossing in this location will be technically challenging and
most expensive. Anchorage Airport clear zone and Port access criteria
pose constraints. South shore residential and park use along the
waterfront limit the width of the corridor.

F. HIGHWAY CROSSING CONFIGURATIONS
Bridge

A long span structure is necessitated by a deep channel and safe
navigational clearance in the southwest portion of Knik Arm. Large and
costly substructure units are expected due to long spans, poor soils,
and seismic safety requirements. Less costly shorter span structures
appear possible in the northeast portion of the Arm. A high-level long
span structure will be required south of the Port of Anchorage to
facilitate ship access.
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Tunnel/Tube

A tunnel or a subaqueous tube will be considered in all locations
although the narrower central crossing corridor appears most conducive
to tunnel/tube feasibility.

Causeway

A causeway is most feasible in the Eagle River corridor and northerly
end of the central corridor due to shallower channel depths. Sediment
transport and settlement are design constraints for causeway construc-
tion. Changes in water temperature and water quality upstream of a
causeway may have climatic, agriculture, wetlands, and wildlife impacts.
Downstream of a causeway there may be increased icing and tidal ranges.

Combination

Bridge, tunnel/tube, and causeway options could be combined in the upper
reaches of the Knik Arm.
G. AUXILIARY FACILITIES

Railroad

The highway crossing design could be modified to accommodate addition of
railrocad trackage. Crossing sizes and costs would be increased.

Tidal Power

Causeway design could be modified to accommodate the addition of tidal
power generation.

Utilities

Highway bridge, tunnel, or causeway design could be mecdified to
accommodate addition of utilities. Crossing cost and safety could be
impacted.

VI-5



Chapter VII

EVALUATION CONSIDERATIONS

A, ENGINEERING DESIGN

The engineering evaluation will determine potential design and construct-
ability constraints and benefits for each alternative, including crossing
and approach roads. The general design criteria for highways will be
based on State of Alaska, Federal, and American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) standard specifications and
design standards. As required, criteria will be developed for the
railroad, utility, and tidal power generation options.

Plan and Profile Drawings

By means of aerial photo examination, field inspections, and study of
available mapping and other data, schematic alignments for the crossing
and approach roadways will be developed. The alignments, cross-
sections, and profiles will be used to develop quantities for costing
purposes.

Soils and Seismic Safety

Geotechnical factors may affect the cost of a crossing by 20 to 30
percent. The geographic location of Knik Arm, in one of the world's most
active seismic zones, and the presence of vibration sensitive glacial
deposits in the Xnik Arm region, combine to make this area one of
considerable concern with respect to the design and construction of
structures. Seismic reflection surveys have been made at crossing
locations to wunderstand channel subbottom conditions and structural
design requirements. Later, a limited number of borings will be taken
to confirm survey findings.

On the shore, there is concern for bluff stability and roadway founda-
tion requirements. Terrain will be investigated to determine its
influence on design, drainage in conjunction with highway construction,
and potential erosion and sedimentation during and following con-
struction. Soil Conservation Service soils investigations, Landsat
satellite photo interpretation, and previous borings will be used to
identify subsurface soils and geology.

Channel Navigation

Access to the Port of Anchorage dictates width and height of a bridge
span and protection for a tunnel/tube for any crossing south of Cairn
Point. Navigation requirements north of Cairn Point will need to be
determined.
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Aviation Clearance

Elmendorf AFB airport and Anchorage International Airport flight

approach zones pose constraints on the height of any bridge placed
within Knik Arm.

Military Communications and Safety

A highway within one mile of a sensitive circularly disposed antenna array
(CDAA) on Elmendorf AFB could cause eltro-magnetic and sound interfer-
ence., Other communication antennas on Elmendorf AFB and Fort Richardson
must also be avoided or relocated. Clear zones around ammunition storage
and firing ranges must be maintained.

Tidal Currents, Wind, and Ice

Climatic factors are severe in the Arm, affecting cost of structure and
maintenance for all crossing locations.

Right-of-Way Acquisition

Military, port, business, and recreation activities may need to be
relocated in south approach corridors. Acquisition and clearing of
right-of-way requires both time and monetary expenditures.

Materials Available

Aggregate for roadway base construction 1is not uniformly available
within the study area. Some corridor 1locations may be closer than
others to material sites and construction requirements in one corridor
may also require more long distance transport of materials than others.

B. COST AND SCHEDULE

Construction and Right-of-Way Costs

Construction and right-of-way costs will be developed for each align-
ment and for the non-crossing alternatives. Unit prices will be
abstracted from recent bids received by ADOT/PF and others. The prices
will be adjusted as necessary to reflect variables such as geologic
constraints and distances to sources of construction materials. For
each approach corridor, right-of-way costs will be based upon assessed
values obtained from the Mat-Su Borough for the north approach and
Municipality of Anchorage for the south approach.

Operation and Maintenance Costs

The evaluation of maintenance costs for the approaches will consist of
obtaining historic maintenance cost data from appropriate study area
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maintenance stations. Crossing maintenance costs will be based on past
U.S. and Alaska experience as well as anticipated crossing use. In the
case of tunnel/tube alternatives, operating costs will be estimated from
historic costs of operating other tunnel/tubes.

Construction Schedule

A schedule for design, right-of-way acquisition, and construction will
be developed for each alternative. Scheduling will permit assessment
of financing and manpower requirements as well as assessment of project
benefits and impacts.

C. FINANCE AND IMPLEMENTATION

Financing

Cashflow requirements will be identified based on design, right-of-way
acquisition, and construction schedule. Potential revenue sources will
be identified. A suggested financial program will be developed to
implement alternatives, and mechanisms for guaranteed long-term financing

will be investigated.

Construction Staging

Consideration will be given to incremental construction of crossing and
approach road improvements within a long-range plan. Phasing of con-
struction could minimize initial cost and allow time for traffic and
associated crossing benefits to increase before additional phases are
added.

Permit Requirements

Federal permit approvals, particularly authorization to cross military
lands, could delay project construction. Potential delay time and
associated costs will be gauged for each alternative.

Management

Alternative mechanisms will be considered for obtaining expertise needed
to construct, operate, and maintain project alternatives, particularly
the crossing structure.

D. BENEFIT~COST AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS

Where possible, user and community benefits will be stated in dollar
value and the estimated benefit compared to cost. In addition, the

relative performance (effectiveness) of each alternative will be
determined, and cost per unit of effectiveness computed.
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Vehicle Travel

Cost of vehicle travel will be evaluated for each corridor alternative
and for the No Action alternative. Comparisons will be made based on
cost per passenger trip; cost per passenger mile; cost per vehicle mile;
cost per vehicle mile eliminated; and cost per passenger hour saved.

Freight Movement

Cost-benefit evaluation would address highway and rail freight shipment
costs (per mile and per hour) via alternative corridors and savings
compared to the No Action alternative.

Economic Development

This evaluation will address industrial development costs ({tourism,
coal, etc.) associated with alternative corridors and estimate benefits
compared to the No Action alternative.

Community Development

Cost-effectiveness evaluation will be used to compute typical costs for
developing a residential lot in the Point MacKenzie area compared to
costs in the Anchorage bowl. Infrastructure costs (roads, sewer, water)
will be estimated from interviews with local contractors and developers.

Resource Conservation

The cost-effectiveness evaluation will identify the incremental cost of
preserving natural resources (i.e., dollars per acre of wetlands).

E. TRANSPORTATION IMPACTS

Transportation considerations that will be a part of the Knik Arm
Crossing evaluation fall into five categories. These are highway
accessibility, traffic volumes and level of service, freight movement,

public transportation, and transportation plan compatibility.

Highway Accessibility

A primary objective of the Knik Arm Crossing project is to provide more
direct accessibility between the Municipality of Anchorage and
communities in the Matanuska-Susitna Borough. This is expected to
divert traffic from the existing Glenn and Parks Highways and to induce
new development and traffic. Accessibility to downtown Anchorage will be
a key factor in diverting travel, affecting urban growth patterns, and
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generating travel benefits (time and operating savings). Accessibility is
important to reduce travel time; because of secondary benefits of reduced
energy consumption, air pollutant emissions, cost of travel; and for the
potential economic development. Savings will be determined for existing
trips and for forecasted new trips.

Traffic Volumes and Level-of-Service

Highway trip diversion and trips generated by growth in the Mat-Su
Borough will be determined. Areas of concern related to anticipated
volumes include:

The capability of the existing and planned street and highway system,
both in the Municipality of Anchorage and the Matanuska-Susitna
Borough, to handle forecasted volumes at an appropriate level-of-
service.

Design of intersections and highway cross-sections required
for smooth operation.

A two-step travel forecasting procedure will be used to address acces-
sibility, traffic volume, system capacity, and level-of-service: First,
initial "quick response" procedures designed to provide order-of-magni-
tude comparison, and secondly, testing of selected alternatives using
the Anchorage Metropolitan Area Transportation Study (AMATS) travel
models.

Year 2030 as well as year 2000 travel demand will be evaluated to
reflect the useful 1life of a crossing structure. Forecasted traffic
volumes will be used to determine air quality, noise, and other traffic
related impacts.

Freight Movement

Potential changes in railroad passenger and freight operations and truck
freight operations will be addressed. This will include changes in the
volume of goods transported to and from existing receivers and shippers,
and changes resulting from new economic development generated by each
alternative.

Public Transportation

Two factors will be considered: The future transit travel demand in the
corridor, and the capacity of corridor alternatives to handle increased
bus, rail, or water transit volumes. Use of bus and rail passenger
service may be increased or decreased indirectly as a result of new
access and the resulting urban growth pattern., Provision may be made
within design of each alternative to accommodate future bus or rail
transit facilities.
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Transportation Plan Compatibility

Factors to be considered in the evaluation are whether or not the corri-
dor alternatives complement planned access and circulation patterns; make
use of existing and planned roadway, rail, port, transit and airport
capacity; minimize local transportation capital and operating costs;
provide opportunities for Jjoint or collateral facility development
(clearing, grading, filling, access); and minimize encroachment on
existing and planned transport facilities (airport, port, and rail) and
their operation.

F. SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACTS
Social and economic considerations include urban growth; land use plan
compatibility; dislocation and relocation; wurban and military dis-

ruption; economic development, public finance and business, and housing.

Urban Growth

Any Knik Arm crossing, particularly linking Point MacKenzie with central
Anchorage, would shift population and employment growth due tco changes
in accessibility. Accessibility factors used in the Anchorage
Metropolitan Area Transportation Study (AMATS) and the Municipality's
Planning Land Use Model (PLUM) will be employed to estimate order of
magnitude shifts in land use allocation.

Increased requirements for urban services are expected to result in any
urbanizing area. Items considered under growth impacts will be
population and employment increases, changes in population distribution,
changes in way-of-life for persons living in areas where growth occurs,
and new or changed public service requirements. The impact on public
service will be gauged, including sewer, water, electricity, gas,
telephone, cable TV, fire, police, schools, parks and recreation
facilities, street construction and maintenance, snow removal, and
public transit.

Land Use Plan Compatibility

The compatibility of each alternative with land use planning by the
Municipality of Anchorage, other communities within the study area,
Matanuska-Susitna Borough, Elmendorf Air Force Base, and Fort Richardson
Army Post will be addressed. At the present time, no land use plan
within the study area includes a Knik Arm Crossing. Thus, the focus of
consideration will be whether or not each alternative reinforces or
counters implementation of area land use plans.
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Dislocation and Relocation

Dislocation and relocation issues include: Location and type of dwelling
units, businesses, railrocad, port, and military facilities that could be
displaced within each corridor and the probability of being able to
avoid such displacements. If displacement is 1likely, the availability
of suitable land and buildings for relocation will be identified.
Techniques will be identified for reducing disruption to business and
military operations during relocation.

Urban and Military Disruption

Potential disruption to urban and military land uses include disruptions
by division, disruption due to traffic, and construction disruption.

Disruption by Division: If an alternative passes through a residential
neighborhood, school, or service area, the effect on circulation within
those areas will be evaluated. A Downtown corridor will require care in
placement to avoid impacts to port facilities. Changes required in
railroad operations could also be a consideration.

The Elmendorf, Fort Richardson and Eagle River corridors could potentially
impact military operations. Explosives are stored at various locations on
the bases and clear zones must be maintained for safety and security. The
CDhaA, south of Green Lake, is of particular concern. Underground fuel
storage tanks, communications antennas, and access routes across any
corridor are other considerations. In the Eagle River corridor, a joint
military assault training field should be avoided.

Disruption Due To Traffic: Residential neighborhoods may be affected by
traffic and associated noise, air pollutants, safety, and circulation
changes. The presence of traffic too close to the CDAA could disrupt its
operation and require its relocation.

Construction Impacts: Temporary increases may be expected 1in noise
levels, air pollutant emissions, and changes in pedestrian and motor
vehicle traffic circulation around any construction project. Means of
controlling impact in residential and other sensitve locations will be
addressed.

Economic Development

The economic development analysis will focus on what changes are
anticipated in resource and other economic development plans, as a
result of access improvements between Anchorage and the Mat-Su Borough.
Areas to be addressed include changes in the extent, location, and
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timing of future economic development, and the impact of economic
development changes on employment, freight movement, and utility service
requirements. The economic benefits to be derived from combining tidal
power with a crossing will also be addressed.

Public Finance

Areas to be addressed under this category include changes in local and
State revenues created by new development, and cost to local government
for public services. Increases in revenue could come from either the sale
of government owned lands to private owners or from the taxation of new
development or redevelopment of present private lands. Costs to local
government include roads, sewers, and other facilities and services needed
to support growth. The principal objective will be to identify corridor
alternatives that facilitate orderly and economical development patterns
rather than those that contribute to high municipal construction and
maintenance costs.

Business and Housing

The project may generate changes in property values, either increases due
to development and redevelopment or decreases resulting from introduction
of increased motor vehicle travel near residential areas.

The effect of a crossing in generating economic growth will be
considered, including effects on prevailing wage/price structure, on
the cost-of-living, and on cost of doing business. The effect on tourism
will also be addressed.

The financial impact on local business from temporary or permanent
traffic diversions and the potential for altering retail markets will be
considered.

G. NATURAL RESOURCE IMPACTS

Biological Resources

The crossing may impact anadromous fish, marine mammals, wetlands, and
salt marsh and other coastal ecosystems. Approach road considerations
include stream crossings, encroachment to floodplains, wetlands, and
game refuges, opening of lightly hunted areas, and impacts to moose, water
fowl, rare and endangered species, and unique ecological systems.
Construction of a causeway and conversion of upper Xnik Arm from salt-
water to freshwater ecosystem has the greatest potential for impact on
biological resources.
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The corridor biological resources analysis will be done at a general
level of detail focusing on the likelihood of such impacts occuring with
each corridor, and the potential for avoiding adverse impact with
careful route location and design.

Water Resources

Design and construction techniques to mitigate potential erosion into
streams will be used. Changes in hydrologic regime and water quality of
streams due to highway construction and operations and resultant develop-
ment will be evaluated. Significant impact to the hydrology or water
quality of streams is not expected.

The extent of impacts to the hydrology of Knik Arm will depend on the
crossing mode and design. A partial causeway would alter current and
sediment deposition regimes. Such impacts could become a significant
concern if secondary impacts on navigation or biological resources were
a probable outcome. The causeway alternative would convert the upper
part of Knik Arm into a freshwater reservoir and thus have far reaching
effects on water resources. The detrimental and beneficial impacts of a
causeway will undoubtedly become an important concern.

Air Quality

The primary air quality concern likely to be associated with a Knik Arm
crossing is the potential aggravation of existing air quality problems.
Portions of the Anchorage metropolitian area now qualify as non-
attainment areas of carbon monoxide pollution. The magnitude of this
problem will depend on the location of the crossing and connecting
roadways, amount of traffic, and kinds of intersections. A connecting
roadway to the downtown area or other high traffic areas would be much
more likely to compound air quality problems than would roadways to the
north where background 1levels of carbon monoxide are low. The traffic
analysis described earlier will be used to model the air quality impacts
associated with alternative routings and to determine the severity of
the problem.

There could be a degradation of air quality northwest of the Knik Arm as
a result of increased human development in areas now largely undeveloped.
Development patterns and transportation infrastructure with a crossing
will be predicted for use in this analysis.

Noise

Potential noise impacts to be addressed include increased noise levels
at sensitive urban receptors such as residential and recreational areas,
and impact on wildlife due to the introduction of highway noise.
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Energy

The focus of evaluation will be on changes in highway and rail energy
consumption. Items to be addressed will include fuel consumed by
present and anticipated trips making use of an improvement, fuel
consumed by new trips generated, changes in indirect vehicle energy
consumption (manufacturing, maintenance and operation), construction
energy consumption, and consumption required for roadway maintenance.

Visual

Crossing design and location will be reviewed for visual compatibility
with the adjacent landscape and existing views. The location of
approach roads will affect the visual quality of the view from the road,
depending on the adjacent land uses, landscape types, and the ability of
approach roads to complement the surrounding landscape. Detrimental
change to the natural character of the landscape should be minimized.
Corridors should avoid areas and situations where revegetation and
restoration would be difficult such as steep slopes, wetlands, and
certain soil types. Corridors next to or within view of visually
sensitive areas including recreation areas, trails, historic sites,
streams and campgrounds should be avoided.

H. CULTURAL RESOURCE IMPACTS

Antiquities and Historic Sites

There are numerous sites of historic value either within or adjacent to
the preliminary corridors that will be considered when planning road
routes.

The greatest concentration of historic sites occurs in the downtown
Anchorage vicinity; therefore, the location of highway interconnections
could be constrained to some degree in this area. Earthquake Park, east
of Point Woronzof, is a historic landmark and could affect the location
of the bridge and roadway in the Point MacKenzie corridor. The other
known sites within the study area are small, discrete and easily
avoidable.

Most of the area west of Knik Arm has not been surveyed for
archaeological sites. However, this area does not appear to have
exceptional potential, but surveys will need to be conducted when road
alignments are selected.

The Iditarod Trail, part of the National Historic Trail system, extends
westward from the town of Knik to Nome. The proposed highway, regardless
of the corridor used, would cross this trail. Crossing the Ititarod Trail
may become a significant issue and mitigation of impacts will be required
to preserve the trail and its historic status.
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Parks and Recreation

Impacts to parks and recreation include improved access, encroachment on
parklands, and crossing of trails.

Improved access may increase the number of park visitors and recreation
users to areas within the Mat-Su Borough, and may change present
circulation patterns within parks and recreation areas.

Encroachment on parklands occurs within the Wasilla and Nancy Lake
corridors where Goose Bay State Game Refuge and Nancy Lakes Recreation
Area would be affected. Adverse effects would be the disruption of
existing uses within these areas. Other potentially adverse effects to
mitigate in design are the crossing of existing or proposed recreational
trails, traffic, noise, and air pollutants.

Both private and public recreation facilities and opportunities will be

considered. Impacts to public facilities are governed by the require-
ments of Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966.
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APPENDIX A

FEDERAL AGENCY CCORRESPONDENCE

Agency

LEAD AGENCY CORRESPONDENCE

Alaska Department of Transportation

and Public Facilities

Federal Highway Administration

Federal Highway Administration

Federal Register Notice

COOPERATING AGENCY CORRESPONDENCE

Alaska Department of Transportation

and Public Facilities

The Alaska Railroad
Corps of Engineers

Department of Air Force

Department of Housing and Urban

Development

Environmental Protection Agency

Federal Emergency Management
Agency

National Oceanic and Atmospheric

Administration

National Park Service

Soil Conservation Service

Date Page
October 25, 1982 A - 3
November 1, 1982 A - 3
December 2, 1982 A - 4
December 1, 1982 A - 5
December 29, 1982 A - 6
December 28, 1982 A~ 7
January 10, 1983 A - 10
December 27, 1982 A - 8
January 3, 1983 A - 9
December 21, 1982 A - 11
December 22, 1982 A - 12
December 7, 1982 A - 13
January 10, 1983 A~ 9
January 10, 1983 A - 13
December 27, 1982 A - 14
January 17, 1983 A - 10



Agency Date Page
United States Agricultural December 7, 1982 A - 14
Research Service
United States Coast Guard December 21, 1982 A - 12
United States Fish and Wildlife No date A - 15
Service
No date A - 16
United States Forest Service, December 10, 1982 A - 7
Regional Office
United States Forest Service, December 23, 1982 A - 16
Chugach National Forest
United States Geological Survey, December 13, 1982 A - 11
Water Resources Division
United States Forest Service, December 23, 1982 A - 7

Chugach National Forest



HIGHWAYS DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION
PHONE: 266~1500

October 23, 1982

RE: 242C-2507
Project AS1021
Kaik Arm Crossing;
Lead Agency

Mr. Barxy V. Morehead
Division Adninistrator
Tederal Highusy Administratiom
P.0. Box 1648

Juneau, Alaska 99802

Desr Mr. Yorehead:

On September 13th, 19582, we entered into & 27-wonth contract with
EMPS/Sverdrup, sn engineering joint venturs firm, to cbtsin s
Eavir al Impact St and s Preliminary Design Report tor
a crossing of the Knik Arm and highway connections frow the Parks
Highway on the north and to the AMATS on the south. The scope of
this project will require extensive co-ordination anong federsl,
state and local ageacies to sssure thact all eavironnentsl consider-
ations are adequately addreased, :

Pursuant to Title A0, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 1301.3,
subparagraph (d), we vequest the Federal Highway Administratiomn
(FUWA) assunme the responsibilities of "Lead Agency" as promulgated
undar the Nationsl Enviroumental Policy Act for preparation of the
project Environmental Impsct Statement. Since the project is clearly
one in which FiWA 1s the federal agency having the most expertise,
this requast has not been sddressed to any other agency.

Pleass fadicate your decfsion and sign below, and veturn a copy
as soon as possible. We are ready to begin the environmeantal
“scoping” process and a lead sgency must be designated prior to
this effort.

Approved Disspproved

Barry F. Morehead Date

Sincerely,
v

Richard 8. Armstrong, P.E.

Director, Central Reglon

Design and Construction
RSA/31/bpa

Subyect

To:

(A Memorandum

US Dope i
of Wanspad iokion

Federal Highway
Administration

Knlk Arm Crossing Dale  November 1, 1982
Request for Lead Agency

Reply 2
Division Administrator Aur ot HFO-AK
Juneau, Alaska 734.2

Mr. Richard Acmstrong, Director

.Design snd Construction, ADOT/PF

Central. Region

Your letter dated October 25, 1982, requested that we assume the respon-—
sibilitied of “Lead Agency” pursuant to Title 40, Code of Federal
Regulations, Part 1501.5. Because of our commitment to work closely with
you in the continued development of Alaska's highway system, we accept
the responsibility of Lead Agency.

The Notice of Intent to be published in the Federal Reglster should now be

submitted to us as saon as possible. Also, the determination on who should
be requested as cooperating agencles should be jointly made before the

Scoping process starts.
2 — o, ) (-)
< AL ’7‘ ///_}u./uufr, :

Bar r% Morehead
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54404 Federal Register / Vol. 47, No. 232 / Thursday, December 2. 10682 / Notices Fedoral Rogister / Vol. 47. No. 232 / Thursday. December 2, 1982 / Notices 54105
Do sl Sl S eer———— ~—
federally ted peograma and projects
apply to this program}
{s3usd on November 23, 1962,
Thomas C. Neunsber,
Field Operations Enginser. FHWA Juneay,
Alaska.
TR Dot. 62-2280 Filed 13- 1-63 B:48 om]
SULNG CODE 4010-23-M
Federal Highway Admintstration F is iderod and citizens who have previously
uecesnry !or the lollowins m p di In thia proposal.
Environmentat Impact Statement; To provide an Important link within the  Scoping D bing
Anchorags, Alaska reglm:lnl tunlpor;nuon plan; (2) To sliematives and proposed
AcEenc: Federal Highway ::Vi e increased access to environmental analyses, will be
ployment, recreation, and other istributed with ndn Ieller nm
Administration (FHWA), dot. opportunities for Anchorage ares :“bu.; f i
SUMMARY: The FHWA is issuing this residents: (3) To provide opportunily for  will be beld during the second week in
notice to advise the public that an orderly econorulc and population mwth llﬂ“ll'v at times and locations to be
] impact stal willbe  of the Anchorage area !hroufh d. One ing will be held in
re aud for a pmpmed Mghwny project access to suitable residential and the Mat-Su Borough and two other
the A lity of A and dustrisl sites in the Mat-Su Borough;  clings will be held in Anchorage.

the Matanuska-Susitna Botougs. Alaska.

FOA FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
‘Tom Neunaber, Field Operations
Engineer, Federal Highway
Administration, P.O. Box 1648, Juneau,
Alaska 99801, Telephone (907) 568-7426;
Terry Fleming, Central Region
Environmental Coordinalor, Alaska
Department of Transportation & Public
Facilities, Pouch 8900, Anchorage,
Alaska Telephone [907) 266-1508.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION; The
FHWA. in cooporation with the Alaska
Department of Transportation and
Public F.cilmel will prepare an

1 lmpact Stal {E18)

{4) To reduce travel and cost from
Anchorage to the Parks Highway
communities and north to Fairbanks;
and (5} To increase the marketability of
the natural resources, tourism,

Il and coal devel In the

There will be corridor public meetings
and worhhopl held periodically prior to
circulation of the DEIS. Public hearings
will be beld in mid-1983 afier & corridor
level evalulllon report has been

Susitna River Basin and area 1o the
west.

Al tives under
include:

(1) No Action.

(2) Alternate Travel Modes.

7

d and made available; and in
_mid-1984 after the Draft anirnnmenlll
Impact St has been
and mlda available.

To ensure that the full range of issues
related to this proposed action are
dd d and all significant issues

(3) Upgrade Existing Transportation
System.
(‘l nghway Crossing.

identified, commenia and suggestions
are lavited from all lnlt.-reslsd pamu
[

tive Crogsing L
b Allcmllive Crossing
Confi \

on a p d highway ing aver

the Knik Arm connecting the Am:hnrngo

Metropolitan Area Transpartation Study

{AMATS) sysiem in the Municipality of

Anchonga to the Parks lllghwly in the
Susltna {(Mat-Su} B

orq the
proposed action should be directed to
lhe H(WA or the ADOT/PF at the

provided above,

¢. Alternative App h €
d. Ancillary Crossing Facilities.
Letters describing the proposed action
and soliciting comments will be sent to
iate Federal, State, and loca}

Construction of the proposed highwny

ngenclu. and o prlvnu organizations

(Catalog of Federal Donestic Assisiance
Program Number 20208, Highway Research
Planning and Constructon. The Provisions af
OMb Circular No. A-95 regarding Siats and
Local Clearinghouss review of Federal and




DEPARIMENT OF TRANSPOREATION AND PUBLIC FACILIRIRS POULE

STATE OF ALASKA /' e e

X
PE, ALASKA s
CENTRAL REGION ITELLX 2% 185}

December 1, 1982

ANCHOEAL

bear Sir:

The State of Alaska Department of Tramsportation and Public Tacilitics (DOV/PI)
in cooperation with the Federal ignway Adwinistration (FHHA) is novw studying
alternative highway transportation corvidors to acconmodate future travel necds
between the Municipality of Anchorage and the Matanuska-Susitna Borough. These
studies are centered on the physical barrvier presented by the Knik Arm of Cook
Intet. FiA is the designated Federal Lead Agency. He are requesting your
pavlicipation as a Cooperating Agency under provisions of 40 CFR 1501.6.

An introduction to the Knik Arm Crossing project is contained in the enclused
Scoping Document. The current investigation is divided into three "cycles".

- Cycle 1: Corridor Studies, including (a) Scoping Process and (b) Alternalive
Corridor Analysis/Enviromental Investigation.

- Cycle I1: Location Studies and Enviromental lwpact Statement, including
{a} Preliwinary Location Alternalives Evaluation, (b) Conceptual Dosiaqn
and braft, Enviromiental lwpact Statement, and (c) Final Envirommenlal
Impact Statement.

- Cycle 111: Preliminary Design

Alternalives to be considered during Cycle | include:
1. HNo Action
2. Alternate Travel Modes
3. Upgrade Existing Transportation System
4. Highway Crossing
a. Alternate Crossing Locations
h. Alternate Crossing Configurations

¢c. Alternate Approach tecations
d. Auxillary Crossing facilities

Your assistanme as a cooperating agency is vequested i fie coamination e b
following areas of concern:

a. Forecast Changes in Freight Tonnages and fassengm Levy o
b. Uisruption of Railroad Operations

AL the present time we forsee your participation as im luding the Toblesne:
- designate contact pevson
- review and comment on scoping document

- make available to prejecl teclnical representatives any date pundioei by,
your agency

- meet periodically witn project techical representalives paime o pohliog
tion of DEIS

- comment on appropriale secticns of veview diaft of ratt Allermadives
Analysis/Envirommental Investigation Report (Cycle 1)

. formal review of Draft Altevnatives Analysis/Luvivommmtal Toeestigatoc
Report {Cycle 1)

- coment on appropriate sections of veview dvalt ol Drall Lacalinn Micindiz
Report (Cycle 11)

- formal review of Draft Location Alternatives Report uyete 11)

- coment on appropriate sections of review deall of Dealt Lovivenn niad gt
Statement (Cycle 11)

- formal veview of Draft Envivonmental Impact Statement ((yole i)

The enclosed scoping document is provided for youn information. Fleae oot
your willingness to participate and provide any comments on Ene documeent vibaio
the next 30 days.

Sincevely,

)\ A

VR VTN / [N

Richard S. A Lbrong

Director, Besign & Constedol fon
Central Region

Encloswre
As Stated




STATE OF ALASIKA

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION also be held on January 12¢h and 13th, at 7:30 p.wm., in Wasilla and
and PUBLIC FACILITIES Anchorage, respectively.
HIGUWAYS DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION

8l Shetlield, Governoe

111 AIATION AVESVE, POVCN 6900 If you would 1ike more information about the Scoping Process or the
Ancuonsse 9301 (reLE 18-108) project in general, please call the Kalk Arm Crossiap office at
PHONE: 266-1506 278-1565.

December 29, 1982

RE: 242C-2507

Project A81Q2}1 Sincerely,
Knik Am Crossing;
Agency Scoping Meetings ({,—fg e
. gency ping 8 ‘/K‘ 'f//{:‘{.‘/“\'( —
Terry Fleming ,/”/

Environmental Co-ordinator
Central Region

i N As part of the scoping process for the Kanik Arm Crossing Favironmental
tmpact Statement and related environmental impact {anvestigations, the
Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities will hold two
meetings. The Department recently distributed the Knik Arm Crossing
Scopinp Document for comment and review. Your agency should have re-
ceived a copy in early December. The purpose of the scoping process

is to obtain fuput into the selectfon of alternatives and the deter-
wination of the scope of environmental issues to be considered in the
vorridor impact evaluation.

The two meetings will be held on January 33th, 1983, and you are in-
vited to send a represeatative to one or both of these meetings. At
both mectings, the Departments®s consultant team will describe the
work program, and those issues presently viewed as the key Ilssues in
corridor selection. There will then be an opportunity for agency re-
presentatives to ask questions of the Department and consultant team
represcntatives andf/or make comments. This will also be an opportunity
for your ageacy 'o hear the concerns of the other interasted agencles.

The times and place of the meetings are:
TIMES FLACE,

Morning (9:30-11:00 a.m.) ADOT/PF Confercnce Room
Afternoon (1:30-3:00 p.m.) 41011 Aviation Brive
Anchorage, Alaska

Two public information and environmental impact scoping meetings will




DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION.
FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATIUN

THE ALASKA RAILROAD

Pouch 7- 2111
Anchotage, Alaska 99510

hecember 28, 1982

Hr. Richard S, Acmstrong

Bivertor, Design & Construction

bepartiweat of Transportation and
Public Facilities

State of Alaska

Pouch 6900

Anchorage, AK 99502

Dear Mr. Arwmstrong:

My staff and [ have reviewed your letter dated Decrwber ) transmitting
the Knik Arm Crossing Scoping Docuwent.

We will be glad to provide you with the forecast and changes in freight
tonnages and passenger services upon specific request with the time
elements involved, Regarding distuption of railroad aperations, it
will be necessary to have further data supplied to us concerning the
areas the constcuction would impact,

In reviewing the scoping docuwsent, our basic concern is that the Knik

Ari: is designed as a primary highuay crossiag, and we feel that it

should be designed as a highway/railroad crossing. We strongly belicve
tiat the Kaik Arm crossing with rail assessability will aid the develop-
went of Alaska's resoucces. It would provide the c¢arrance Lo three

major coal fields of Alaska--Susitma, Yentna, and Beluga. Additionally,
a rvapid transit system could be developed to the ¥at-Su Valley whey:

som: 3,000 people per day commute to/irom the City of Anchorage. Fifteen
to twenty minute commuter service [rom Wasilly (o Anchoraze would be most
atteactive and would most assuredly vedure the vehicular trvalfic on the
Glunn Nighway. The Knik Arm crossing with nighway/railroad accessability
would provide for iadustrial developueat dircctly across the Knik Arm
away from the city and a rapid transit system Lo the bedroom comminities
Lo the north and cast.

Wan.sd upon Lhese comments, it is recomwnle) that the highway configara-
Lioa be modified to include a highway/railroad crossing, My stafl and

U will be available to Further discuss thes: recomendations at voaur
convenience. T have designated fie, Bi11 Cognill, Managey of la wing,
ar the contact person for this project; he can he peached at 65-hKT,

Sincer v,

- _:),x,;”\..,
F. H. }
G b

Chicd

Ve g b N R IR
Hevice e Sy,
booah
[T B I V' !

"Mr. Terry Fleming

Deparlment of Yransportabtion and Poblic Tacilit e
4111 Aviation Avenue

Pouch 6900

Anchurage, AK 99502

Dear Mr., Fleming:

We shall be pleased to serve as o YHapbra®ing sgency IH'd Yeview
QEPEPIty or the Kknik At Crossing as requesbed in yoer ooy
letter. Our representative for this eflort will e o ling 0o
Supervisor, Norm Howse of the Chugach Nalional booeso. v by
furnish you any comments we might have aeialing ve lin o oo

Document prior to January 1, 1983,

Sincerely,

T /m«:@:.
‘\uun W {eeeeats
Reylonal Forester
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARIERS ALASKAN All COMMAND
ELMENDORF AIN FOR "€ BASE. ALASKA 99506

cv 27 DEC 198

Knik Arm Crossing Scoping Document

State of Alaska

pepartment of Transportation and
Public Facilities, Central Region
4111 Aviation Drive

Anchorage, AK 995602

1. The Knik Arm Crossing Scoping Document dated 29 Nev 82 has
been reviewed by the Alr Force, Army and Corps of Engrmeers. we
find scveral areas in the document that reguire additional
cmphasis:

a. lmpact of proposed courses of action on all antenna
fields in Lhe vicinity of the crossings.

b. 1mpact of dislocation/relocation of facilities on the
overall mission acltivities of the military installations and
ils associated with the disruption, especially amnunition
age areas and range locations and uses.

[MTE
Hion

. lmpact of selected routes on the physical security of the
instaliations bounded by the route selected. The actual physical
barriers and their emplacement, maintenance and operation should
e discussed and covered as part of the physical design requirements
of the roadwvay and route.

d. Milestone dates, i1.e., month and year, for the Cycle I,
LI and 111 actions listed on pages 2 and 3 of the document.

¢. The issue of transfer of Federal lands .for an active
military installation is not as simple as it would appear in the
current document. Approvals for land use of the type proposed
require action at leadquarters, bepartment of the Air Force,
bepartment of the Avmy and BPepartment of Defense levels as well
as ot the local level., This takes time to accomplish, Also,
both installations have only the minimum amount of land necessary
for their wissions,

. The Scoping Document does not adequately outline the
discussion of impacts on flight activities preseatly occurring in
the arcas selecled for potential routes. While physical facilities
ol buildings, tanks and antennas can be moved, runways and their
Thight paths cannot be moved.

Top Cover for America

g. The Eagle River route passes over the Fort Richardson
Impact Area and would have to be cleared of unexploded ordnance
before any construction could be accomplished.

2. Comments from the Air Force Technical Applications Center
petachment at Elmendorf AFB indicate concern in finding a suitable
location free from electrical noise sources. Such a location

may not exist at any other location on the military installation
lands. This would constitute a serious mission impairment and

is not acceptable to the Air Force. Additional comments have

been requested from Headquarters Air Force Technical Applications
Center. These comments will be forwarded when received.

3. The Alaska District, Corps of Engineers has a regulatory
agency interest in the Knik Arm Crossing. The requirements of
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 10 of the Rivers
and Harbors Act concerning permits must be applied for directly
to the Corps of Engineers. Please provide this office with an
information copy of the correspondence.

4. It must be reemphasized that this office is the only point
of contact for military input on this project. All correspondence
must be routed through AAC/CV, Elmendorf AFB AK 99506.

S. Project officers at this Headquarters are Lt Col Michael
Blair (552-2117) and Mr James Hostman (552-5185).

DON R. CONWAY Cy to: 172d Inf Bde (AK)
Colonel, USAF Attn: AFZT-EH-PS
Vice Commander Fort Richardson AK

ADE/NPARE
ADE/NPACO-RF-S
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Alternative lilghuay Transportation Corcldors Between the Hunicipality of
Anchorage amnd the Matanuska-Susitna Borouph (Yomr Ltr, | December 1942

Richard S. Armstrong

pepartwent of Transportation and Public Facilicices
4111 Aviation Avenue

Pouch 6900

Anchorage, Alaska 99502

The scoping document provided with subject letter includes the maler areas of

interest previously identified by our gtaff. The contact person for the study
proces) will be Mr Michael Grenko (21 CSC/DEEV/552-4157).

, - . /.
" ‘//[/// (/‘ o~
\ 3 il

R|L25F.l.|, E. Sl-‘.ﬂl’ll , P.E.
noputy Base Civil Engineer

Top Coner ta bcrica

WOt STAILS DLPARIMLNG OF Clwia il
I4ational Oceanic and Atmaspheric Administration
vational Marine Fisheries Service

0. Box 10668

. aneai, Alaska 99802

January 10, 1983

pr. Merv Flening

Fnvironmental Coor¥inator

Dept. of Pransportition and Public Facilities
4111 Aviation Rve, Toach 6900

Anchoraga, Alaska 99502

Dear Mr. Fleming: -

ke have received vour lotter nf Docewber 1, 1982 and enclosed Scoping
poament concemning the »nik Mm Crossing. Our agency welcores the
opportunity to assint vour departient in the planning stages of this
proposal. As your ficcping Docunent points out, the type of crossing
structure ultimately provosed will detemine vhether marine resources
vill becam a critical consideration, although any crossing may present
potential impact lv-ve. our Awchorage Field Office will coordinate MFS
involvement uith this project. They can be reached at 27)-5006.

gincerely,

' 2.7 ,-7

-~ o

B =T R (”’/, // /) 'I .,,//7——'
Robert ticvey o

," l‘&?"éﬂﬂl pirector
I .
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United States Sail Professional Center - Sulte 129
Department of Conservation 2221 East Northern Lights Boulevard
Agriculture Service Anchorage, AK 99504 (907) 276-4246

January 17, 1983

RE: 242C-2507
Project A8102)
Knik Arm Crossing;
Agency Scoping Meetings

Terry Flellin%

Environmental Coordinator, Central Region
Department of Transportation and Public Facilities
Highways Design and Construction

4111 Aviation Avenue, Pouch 6900

Anchorage, Alaska 99502

Dear Mr. Fleming:

The Farmland Protection Policy Act (PL 97-98 December 22, 1981) should be
considered in the Corridor Se{ection process. The purpose of this act is to
minimize the extent to which Federal Programs contribute to the unnecessary
and irreversible conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses, and to
assure that Federal Programs are adminfistered in a manner that, to the
extent practicable, uﬂ? be compatible with state, unit of local government,
and private programs and policy on farmland protection,

/ "/ K

f"
/-
o erd e A

Weymeth E. Long
State Conservationist

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
ALASKA DISTRIGCT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS
PO. B X 7002
ANCHORAGE.  ALASKA 99310
January 10, 1983

ALrFLY YO
AVIENTioN QF;:
Regulatory Func%lnns Branch

Special Actions Section

Richard S. Armstrong, Director

Design and Construction

Alaska Departwent of Transportation
and Public Facllities

4111 Aviation Avenue

Pouch 6900

Anchorage, Alaska 99502

Reference: Knik Arm Crossing
Scoping Document

Dear Mr. Armstrong:

This ts in response to your December V1, 1982 letter requesting that
the Alaska District participate, as a cooperating agency, in the Knik Arm
Crossing Study. The Alaska District will participate as a cooperating
agency. The person to contact is Hr. Ted Rockwell of the Special Actions
Section at the above address, ATTN: NPACO-RF-S or call (907) 552-4942.

At this time, | have only cne coment on the referenced Scoping
p..ument. The {impact assessment of the varfous alternatives upon the
military operations of Fort Richardson and Elmendorf Air Force Base must
be detailed and comprehensive. It is my understanding that the 1972 study
by Howard, Ncedles, Tannen and Bergendorff is being used as the starting
point for the present study. The 1972 study did not consider impacts upon
silitary facilities in the detail necessary for reasonable decision
making. Work will be required to assess the impacts and consequences of
the varjous alterpatives on military facilities for inclusion in the
present planning effort.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Scoping Document.

Sincerely,

E. Saling
Cdlonel, Corps of Engineers
District Engineer
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i \‘ DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENY
'y - ANCHORAGE ARKA OF FICE
% Bl A 701 C STREET, DOX 64

20 ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 90513

REGION X

pecember 21, 1982

Richard §. Armstrong’
Dicector, Design & Construction

Central Reglon
Pepartment of Transportation and Public Facilities

4111 Aviation Avenue
Pouch 6900
Anchorage, Alaska 99502

Near Mr. Armstrongs

Thank you for the recent letter in which BUD was requested to participate
as a Couperating Agency under the provisions of 40 CFR 1501.6 as the Depave-
went of Transportation and Public Facilities (NOT/PF) cvaluates the Knik Arm
siing project,  In response to this request, 1 have designated Ben Bowring,

or

INREPLY REFER YO

Envirosmental Offlcer/Planner, as WID's contact person for this project.

HUD has a primary concern with the potential tmpact the varlous alternativ

will have an HUD assisted projects. In addition, a review of the “Kaik

Acin Crossing:Scoping Document" indicates that assist.ance may also be provided

in the following areas of consideration:

- Noise

Eaerpy

Land Use Planning Compatibility
- bislocat lon and Relocation
Urbhan Discuption

- Growth lwpacts

- Fconomic Tmpacts

praft review materlal and information tequests should be scat directly tu
Kea Bovring, 1§ you have any questions or uweed any additionatl assistance, he

can also be contacted at 271-4181.

Sincercly,

John G. Duffy
Area Manager, 10,18

UNITLD SITALLES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY
Water Resources Division

1515 East 13Lh Avenuc
Anchorage. Alaska 99501

December 13, 1982

Mr. Terry Fleming, Environmental Coordinator
411} Aviation Avenue

Pouch 6900

Anchorage, Alaska 99502

Mr. Flemwing:

The U. S. Geological Survey, Water Resources Division is willing to
participate in a review capacity for the Knik Arm Crossing Project.

Please note our new address. We are no longer at 218 “E" Street.
Sincerely yours,
//a'— i) ﬂ (i
Philip

. Emery /

District Chief
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Mr. Richard S. Armstrong

State of Alaska

Department of Transportation and Public Facilities
4111 Aviation Avenue

Pouch 6200

Anchorage, AK 99502

RE: Your ltr of Dec 1, 1982
Dear Sir:
1. 1In response to your letter please be advised of the followin:

a. LT KLIMAS (271-5137) bhas been designated as the point of
contact,

b. Comments on the scoping document would indicate that
development is one of the prime objectives. If a causevway type
structure were chosen it appears to be the less desireable because
of potential sedimentation and salinity change problems, It wuali
eliminate future development of the upper #rik Arm Watervay lLc
cammerce by sea. It would thus zppear that from this vicwpsint 2
bridge type structure with suf€icient under clearance be¢
constructed.

c. Specific data for the project will be provided to
representatives once it is justified to the Coast Guard,

d. Review of all drafts with comments will be provide® througl

the point of contagt,

2. Should you desire any specific information that we hove.
available you can expect our full coope;at on.

.incurt

n./\u qu.[fé/ﬁ(au(

Captain,/ u 5. Coast Guard
Command nq Officer

RERY 1O "/s ‘43

AYIN OF:

peG 22 182

Richard S. Armstrong, Director

Design & Construction, Central Region

Department of Transportation and Public Facilities
Pouch 6900

Anchorage, Alaska 99502

Dear Mr. Armstrong:

The Enviromuental Protection Agency Region 10 will participate as a
cooperating agency for the Knik Arm Crossing project. Our primary

areas of interest are air quality and wetlands. Although we are
fnterested in potential noise impacts, EPA no longer has a formal noise
program nor do we have in-house expertise to provide technical assistance
“n noise questions.

wcuments for EPA's review should be sent to bots the following addresces:

Hilliam B. Lawrence
Anchorage Operations Uffice

Richard R. Thiel, P.E., Chief
Environmenta) Evaluation Branch
Environmental Protection Agency Environmental Protection Adency
1200 Sixth Avenue, M/S 443 Room E556, Federal Building
Seattle, Washington 98101 701 C Street

Anchorage, Alaska 99513

The scoping document appears to anticipate those issues which will need to
be addressed in greater detail in future studies and ia the favivonmenta)
Impact Statement. We have no additional comments to provide at Lhis time.
The contact person(s) for this project will be Kathy Davidson in Seattle al
(206) 442-1834 and Bill Lawrence in Anchorage at (907) 271-5083.

Sincerely,

[N ("‘71// JL h/

obert S. Burd
Director, Water Division
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Federal Emergency Management Agency
Region X Federal Regional Center  Buthell, Washington 98011

Terry Fleming, Environmental Coordinator
Alaska Department of Transportation
and Public Facllities
4111 Aviation Avenue, Pouch 6900
Anchorage, Alaska 99502
Dear Mr. Fleming:
We have reviewed your December 1, 1982 transmittal of the "Knik Arm
Crossing Scoping Document,” and have no comments to offer at this
time. Thank you for the opportunity to review the document.

Sincerely,

(Yot A Lon

Charles L. Steele
Deputy Regional Director

I REPLY REFER FO!

17619 (ARO-P)

Unite States Department of tl. Interior
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Alaska Regional Office
540 West Fifth Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

JAN 10 1982

Mr. Terry Fleming

Central Region Environmental Coordinator

Maska Department of Transportation &
Public Facilities

Pouch 6900

Anchorage, Alaska 99502

Dear Mr. Fleming:

In response to the December 2, 1982, Federal Register notice of intent

to prepare an environmental impact statement for the Knik Arm CLrossing.
project, we have the following comment. The National Park Service will
participate as a cooperating agency for cultural resources management.

Dr. Floyd Sharrock, Archeologist of my staff, will serve as the contact
person. His telephone number is 271-4051.

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in this project.

Sincerely,

V.

| T S '\}\

Associate Regional Director

Planning, Recreation & Cultural Resources
Alaska Region

cc:  WASO-135
Wr. Richard 5. Armstrong
Mr. Paul Gates
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United States Soil Professional Center - Sulte 123 225 United States Science and Agricultural Research Service P.0. oux mL

P
I{L‘ﬁ Department of Conservation 2221 East Northern Lights Boulevard l{&‘)}! Department of Education Western Region Palmer, Alaska
XN Agriculiure Service Anchorage, AK 99504 (907) 276-h246 W’ Agriculture Administration 99645

December 7, 1982
December 27, 1982

Mr. Terry Fleming

Terry Flemin Environmental Coordinator
Environmental Coordinator Dept. of Transportation and
Dept. of Transportation and Public Facilities

Public Facilities 4111 Aviation Avenue
4111 Aviation Avenue Pouch 6900
Pouch 6900 Anchorage, AK 99502

Anchorage, Alaska 99502
Dear Mr. fleming:
NDear Mr. Fleming:
" tewed Knik scond t. The SIS h Nected " This will acknowledge receipt of your December 1, 1982 letter and Knik Arm
e have reviewed your Kn coping Document. e as collected muc
data in the area Znﬁi‘m%%eogvaguations of potential route Vinks Crossing Scoping Document which was delivered to the Agricultural Research

through the area in cooperation with ADNR. Service office in Palmer. [ believe this should have been directed to the
If we may be of any assistance, please call Sterling Powell (276-4246). Soil Conservation Service, so am forwarding the material to Mr. Weymeth E.
s Long, USDA-SCS, 222V E. Northern Lights Blvd., Suite 129, Anchorage, Alaska
AT s 99504,
Very truly yours,
Weymeth E. Long , ( ’ 4
State Conservationist D

v, Ay
/ (sac A (‘(,(/L -~
7
ROSCOE L. TAYLOR
Research Leader

cc: Y. Long
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United States Department of the Lnterior

FISH ANMD WILDLIFE SERVICE
Western Alaska Ecological Services
133 H. 4ch Avenue, Sulte 101
Anchorage, Alaska 99501
(907) 271-4575

Wr, Richard S. Armstrong

Alaska Department of Transportation
and Public Facilities

4111 Aviation Avenue

Pouch 6900

Anchorage, Alaska 99502

Dear Mr. Armstrong:

We have recelved your request to participate in the study of alternative
highway transportation corridors between the Municipality of Anchorage and the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough and to review the Knik Arm Crossing Scopin

Document. We appreciate this opportunity to contribute to t e-planning
process and provide the following comments on the scoping document for your
consideration.

The scoping document identifies many of the general issues regarding wetlands,
moose winter range and migration routes, fish passage, water quality, and
sediment transport which represent significant environmental concerns to be
considered in the planning process. The general nature of the document,
however, makes it difficult to determine whether the assessment of the various
alternatives will adequately address environmental impacts. Secondary
fmpacts, in particular, would be extensive if one of the Knik Arm crossing
alternatives Is selected and need to be fully appraised.

A thorough assessment, based upon sound bjological data, is also needed to
insure that a -itigat'on plan for the project can be developed. Significant
information gaps presently exist in the data basc and must be filled to
analyze impacts and formulate a mitigation plan. Immediately apparent study
needs include:

1. ldentification of extent and duration of use, and movewent through
the Knik Arm estuary by juvenile salmonids.

2. Clarification of ecological processes of upper Cook Inlet and Knik
Arm. Sediment transport, as it relates to both the naturally
occurring process and the fate of dredged spoils, and nutrient flow
must be better understood.

3. ODetermination of whether the Susitna flats is utilized as breeding
grounds by the relatively scavce tule white-fronted geese., Baseline
studies for other species including trumpeter swans, sandhill cranes,
lesser snow geese, Pacific white-fronted geese, lesser Canada geese,
cackling Canada geese, and shorebirds are also needed.

He are interested in actively contributing to the planning process and will
participate as a Cooperating Ayency as provided in 40 CFR 150}.G. Our contact
for this project is:

Robert Bowker, Field Supervisor
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
605 W. 4th, Room G-B81
AMnchorage, Alaska 99501

Phone: (907) 271-4575

We hope that close coordination and early identification of our concerns will
aid your planning efforts.

Sincerely,

Fot Brer 7,

Field Supervisor
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. Chugach 2224 E. Northern Lights Blvd
@W Stalos Forast. Nat lonal Suite 238

. Depanment of
United States Department of the Interior Agicuhure Forest Anchorage, Alaska 99508
FISH AND WILDUIFE SERVICE Ao 1950
Western Alaska Ecolngical Services
N REPLY REFER TO: 605 W. 4th, Room G-8) ows  December 23, 1982
WAES Anchorage, Alaska 99501
“Mr. Terry Fleming
Mr. Thomas €. Neunaber Department of Transportation and
Field Operations Enginecr Public Facilities
Federal Niglway Administration 4111 Aviation Avenue
Juncau, Alaska 99811 Pauch 6900
i Anchorage, AK 99502

Dear Mr. Neunaber:
This letter is provided in response to the Notice of Intent to prevare an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Knik Arm Crossing, Mu#ielpality.
of Anchorage and Matanuska-Susitna Borough, Alaska, Dear Mr. Fleming:
The Fish and Wild)ife Service agrees to participate as a cooperating agency in
the preparation of this document, with the intent of focusing upon providing We have reviewed the f5n1k_Ann_ﬁrnjjinﬂ_ﬁcnnina_ggsgmgggj_and have no .
technical assistance in the review of early planning efforts and the scoping of coments. The area in question lies outside of Forest Service jurisdiction
issues to be addressed through the identification of data gaps. We will make and, in addition, we can offer no spectal expertise with respect to the

available applicable fish and wildlife resource data to lead agency personncl enviropmental fssues at this time.

writing the EIS. Because of budget and wanpower constraints, however, we do not
have the capability to collect and analyze new data or write portions of the
document, Our agency will also review the EIS and any Federal permits which
may be required to implement a project.

However, please contact us if we can be of further assistance. We appreciate
being given the opportunity to comment.

i)

., »
Enclosced is a copy of our earlier response to the Alaska Department of A P ;Sét&‘
Trausportatjon and Public Facilities indicating some of our inicial concerns - ",hzct‘ N F' "Dt S i
for the project. As stated therein our contact for this project is: i ng/Forest Supervisor
Rohert Bowker, Field Supervisor

0.5, Fish and Wildilife Service

605 W. 4th Ave., Room G-81

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Phone: (907) 271-4575

We apprectate the opportunity to contribuwie to this planning process and

louk forward to working with lead agency personnel,

Sincerely,

7
LU Fleld Supervisor

cc: DO, Bruce Blanchard
ADOT/PF, Richard Armstrong
ADFEG, Gary liepicz
NNFS, Brad Smith

F5-6200-11(8-80)
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APPENDIX B

STATE AGENCY CORRESPONDENCE

Agency Date

Page

Alaska Department of Transportation December 1, 1982
and Public Facilities

Alaska State Housing Authority December 8, 1982

Department of Community and December 22, 1982
Economic Development

Department of Community and January 7, 1983
Regional Affairs

Department of Environmental January 25, 1983
Conservation
Department of Fish and Game December 14, 1982

Habitat Division
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STATE OF ALASKA / wvocv

0L AVl VL rey

PEPARIMENT OF TRANSFORTATION AND PUBLIC EMCITENES 2O e
LN R YR B
CENITRAL 1i G0 reee s rersny

December 1, 19832

The State of Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities (DOT/PT)
in couperalion with the Federal Ilighway Administration (FIMA) is now sludying
allerpalive highway transportation corvidors to accnmmodate future Lravel needs
between the Municipality of Anchorage and the Matanuska-Susitna Bovough. These
studies are centeved on the piysical barrier presented by the Knik Avm of Cool
Inlet, THMA is the designaled Federal Lead Agency.  He would appreciate any
information or input you may wish to make to this study.

A inlroduction to the Enik Avm Crossing projoect is conlained in e enclosed
seoping Document.  The current investigation is divided into three “cycles”.

- Cycle 1t Corvidor Studies, including (a) Scoping Process and {(b) Alternative
Corvidor Analysis/Environmental Investigation.

Cycle th: Location Studies and Enviromental Iwpact Statement, including
{a) Preliminary Location Alternatives Evaluation, (b) Conceptual Design and
ivatt Environmental lmpact Statement, and (c) Final Envivomsental Jmpact
Statement.
- Cycle 1V1; Preliminary Design.
Alternatives Lo be considered during Cycle 1 include:
1. Mo Action
2. Atternate Travel Modes
3. Hpgrade Existing Transportation System
4. lighway Crossing
4. Alternate Crossing Locatioms
b, Alternate Crossing Configuwrations

. Alternate Approach Locations
d.  Auxillary Crossing Facilities

1 woudd be wost helpfal it we coudd avcceive yaure dniLial comaents,

next 30 days,

Enclosure
As Stated

Sincerely,
il
. .
AT
Terey Floming
Lovivonental Coovdinalor

bl b
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December 8, 1982

Mr., Tercy Fleming

Environmental Coordinator

State of Alaska

Department of Transportation
and Public Pacilities

411 Aviation Avenue

Pouch 6900

Anchorage, Alaska 99502

Res Knik Arm Crossinq
Scoping Documen®

Dear Mr. Fleming:

I have reviewed the Knik Arm Crossing Scoping Document that was
transmitted with your letter of December g, 1982. It appears
from my review of the document that the three cycles of the atudy
will result in full consideration and public exposure of the
project. Thank you for the opportunity to review the document.

Sincerely,

ALASKA )ATBVHOUBING AUTHORITY
B /ﬁ ’;‘t .

lgﬂn B. Curtis

Executive Director
JBC:GMBImIm

aox ao ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99510

MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

10 Jerry Fleming, Envirommental Coordinator  PAM December 22, 1942
Department of Transportation and Public

Facilities ML NO
Anchorage )
I)' 7‘0"5 NO 4652022
tHOM gon S, Halt, Development Specialist III SUBRCT Couments on Knik Arw
Office of Special Industrial Projects Crossing
Departwent of Comrerce & Economic
Developwent

1 am taking this opportunity to respond to your request for comments
on the knik Arm Crossing in place of Richard Eakins, who is 0o lonyer
with the department. .

As indicated in your letter, this crossing propusal has Leen aiced
previously. Our chief Interest in reviewing this proposal is that it
be cost effective and that it be designed in such a way that it
waximize comnerclial as well as personal transportation efficiencies.

He wi)) Yook forward to reviewing additional phases of the study as
work progresses.

RSH/saL/22




S "Ir AT”E wJ'F AIL &S lK & SILL SHEFFIELD, GOVERNOR

BEPT. OF COMMUNITY & REGIONAL AFFAIRS POUCHE |
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER PHONE: (907) 4654700

Janvary 7, 1983

Mr. Terry Fleming

Environmental Coordinator

Department of Transportation
and Public Facilities

Central Region

A111 Aviation Avenue

Pouch 6900

Anchoraae, AK 99502

Dear Hr. Fleming:

The State of Alaska l\epartmni of Community and Reafonal Affairs hes veviewsd
the Knik Am Crossing Scoping Document and agree with the inittfal afreveirom
the fociment 1s taking. The following comments are constructive in patute-and
ref}et‘:tipotenthl areas of concern to DCRA's curreat and anticipates sroeran
activities.

Tre fnik Arm Crossing Scoping Nocument suqqests, as an overriding presumption,
that growth in Anchorage will spill over fnto the Point MacKenzfe arsa of the
Matanuska-Susitna Borouah as well as the highway corridor and adjacent
communities. This presumption is supported by the statement that “there s an
apparent shortage of residential land and fndustrial huilding sites within the
Anchorage urban area." To begin to understand the anticipated impacts of
these physical developments in terms of time 1t would seem anpropriate to
focus a portion of the study document on defining the nature and scope of the
apparent land shortage within the Anchorage area. In terms of assessing and
adjusting to socio-economic impacts to comminities confronted with major
capital {mprovement projects and said profects future fnfluence on Yand use
patterns, timing is a critical factor. Capital expenditures associated with
service delivery and planninag decisions should be hased on long-term
objectives thus requiring the study to consider the relationship of land
shortages in Anchorage to the anticipated “spillover” in terms of time.

Promoting development as close to the dezloped core of Anchorage as possible
represents a reasonahle and cost effective development pattern as oppnsed to
urban sprawl along transportation corridors or leapfrogging development
encouraged by satd corridors. This will be particularly true in terms of
service delivery costs to local governments and the State.

Ancther concern which vie feel needs to he considered is the influence of such
a crossing on the {mmediate and long term operation of the Alaska Railroad.
There 1s a possibility that such a facility could adversely impact the States
ability to operate and maintain an efficient rail system, assuming of course
that the State finds it favorahle to acauire the system. Given the
anticipated ties of agriculture to the rail system and agricultural
development potential of the Point MacKenzie area competitfon hetween rail and
road vehicle could well develop. He are not suggesting that this will be the
case hut do recormend these concerns be addressed in the study.

Wr. Terry Fleming
Japuary 7, 1983
Page 2

fn addition, and as a final corment, we assume the Knik Arm Crossina Scopinn
effort will address and, as appropriate, incorporate relevant provisions from
comprehensive pltanning efforts of the Municipality of Anchorane and the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough. This would include the Anchorage Metropolitan Area
Transportation Study (AMATS).

Thank you for the opportunity to review this document. 1 hope these corcerns
and information are helpful to your efforts. Please keep us informed of your
progress.

/ Mark Lewis
Commissioner

cc: Mr. Mike Meehan, Planning Director
MWinicipality of Anchorage

Mr. Claudio Arenas, Planning Director
Matanuska-Susitna Borough




SUATE OF ALASIKA

DEFT. OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION

SOUTHCENTRAL REGIONAL OFFICE
January 25, 198

Mr. Terry Fleming

Environmental Coordinator

State of Alaska

Department of Transportation
and Public Factlity

4111 Aviation Avenue

8ILL SHEFFIELD, GOVERNOR

437 E. STREET

izmm FLOOR
ICHORAGE, ALASKA

1907) 2702833 A4 SS9

Pr.O. 80X 618
KODIAK, ALASKA 99615
* 19071 486-3350

P.O. 80X 1207

2.0, 80X 1709
VALDEZ. ALASKA 99686
507) 8354698

P.0. 80X 1964
WASILLA, ALASKA 99687
1907) 378 5038

MEMORANDUM

1o: Terry Fleming DATE
Environmental Coordinator
Dept. of Transportation and FILE NO:

Public Facilities
Central Region TELEPHONE NO
FROM:  Philip J. Bm SUBJECT
Habitat Biologist

Habitat Division
Anchorage

State of Alaska

December 14, 1982

344-0541

Knik Arm Crossing
Scoping Document

Pouch 6900

Anchorage, Alaska 99502 The Alaska Department of Fish and Game has reviewed the scoping document for

the Knik Arm Crossing and finds that it adequately presents issues which
should be evaluated during project related studies. We will provide further
input after our review of the Draft Alternatives Analysis/Environmental
Investigation Report.

Dear Mr. Fleming:
RE: Knik Arm Crossing Scoping Document

We are responding to your letter dated December 1, 1982, requesting input to
the alternative highway transportation corridor study.

The environmental considerations addressed in the Scoping Document for the
Cycle 1 Alternatives Analysis/Environmental Investigation have been reviewed.
We have the following comments concerning water and air quality.

(o)) The Anchorage urban area is now classified non-attainment for carbon monoxide
ambient air quality standards. USEPA criteria for approving 1979 Non-attain-
ment Area Implementation Plan Revisions requires an analysis of alternative
sites and environmental control techniques which demonstrates that benefits of
proposed project significantly outweigh the environmental and social cost
{mposed as a result of its location and construction. An additional require-
ment is the demonstration of commitment to the establishment, expansion and
improvement of public transportation measures to wmeet basic transportation
needs as expeditiously as s practicable.

Principle issues concerning water quality are impacts to fish migration and
anadromous stream systems because of potential salinity changes resulting from
construction of a causeway across the Kntk Arm. Other impacts on freshwater
stream quality, such as erosion and sedimentation, could result from construc-
tion of access roads within the proposed corridors.

Another issue not addressed in the Scoping Document 1s the possible impact on
the Point Woronzof sewage outfall dilution and dispersal characteristics.
Outfall design is based on the location and extent of gyres during the flood
and ebb cycle. A Knlk Arm crossing could affect tidal current patterns along
with sedimentation properties, and thus sewage dilution and dispersal.

We hope the above comments prove helpful in your investigation and Yook forward
to continued involvement throught review of the planned assessments.

Sincerely,

sl Lot - JR—
e -
P [

8ob Martin
Regional Supervisor

eooLt cc: Deena Henkins 02-001 (Rev.10/79)
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‘Matanuska-Susitna Boroutgh

BOX B, PALMER, ALASKA 99645 « PHONE 745-4801
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKE

December 20, 1982

Mr. Jerry Hamel

Project Manager

Knik Arm Crossing Study

Highwavs Design and Construction

Department of Transportation and
Public Facilities

Pouch 6900

Anchorage, Alaska 99502

Re: Knik Arm Crossing Scoping Document
Dear Mr, Hamel:

Thank you for providing this document for our review and for providing
the discussion made with us in Palmer on December 15, 1982.

On page 11, item 1.C of Urban Disruption speaks of ®.,.potential impacts
on port facilities.* we belleve &E this, as stated, is appropriate.

We also believe the document, perhaps under Econamic 8 on page 13,
should specifically acknowledge “"potential Impacts on port facilities,

both existing and potential® as the importance of maintaining consid-
eration of this characteristic relative to the proposed crossing is felt
to be of critical need to this Borough. We feel the port features
described are of the same critical importance to the Municipality of
Anchorage and deserve continuing consideration during the study with
equal import to a mumber of the other cited items, such as anadromous
fish, historic features and recreational onncepts.

Under Others on page 16 we would recommend the following additions:
1. Knikatnu (knik Village Corp.) ‘
2. City of Wasilla
3. City of Houston

We look forward to working with the study activity during its life and
wish to express our cooperative philosophy in accomplishing its aims.

Sincerely,

o= // [y A

G2l ense {J/ %M /EH i'i ‘é! /:[,FE
BEdna Armstrong / ry ow 1 . Lewe: ,P.E
Mayor, Mat_Su Borough Borough Manager " Borough Engineer

KAL/map

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

December 29, 1982

Mr. Marren E. Wild, P.E.
Partner

ENPS

P.0. Box 2317

Juneau, AK 99803

Dear Mr. Mild:
Enclosed is information that Gary Thurlow, Borough Manager thought

you should have regarding a possible fourth corridor from the Knik
Arm Crossing to the Parks Highway.

(Ddls (vecces

Claudio Arenas
Planning Director

Enclosure

Matanuska-Susitna Borouéh

BOX B, PALMER, ALASKA 920645 ¢ PHONE 745-3246
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STATE OF ALASKA /' o

DEPAREMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC EACILITNES i AVATIAN AVE

AlCHY
CULNTRAL LGN e x

December 1, 1982

ALASEAN s

AEIS)

The Slate of Alaska lepartment of Transportation and Public Facilities (/i)
in conperation with the Federal Higimay Administyation (HIMA) is now studying
alternative highway transportation corridors to accomwodate futwre travel nerds
hetwesn the Hunicipatily of Anchorage and the Hatanusha-Susitna Borough.  These
slclivs are cenleved on the physical barrvier presented by the knik dw of Cook
Inlet.  FHMA is the designated Federal Lead Agency. He would appreciate any
information or inpul you may wish to make to Lhis stuldy.

An inLroduction to the Knik Arm Crossing project is contained in Lhe enclosed
Scoping Docunent, The current investigation is divided into tiwee “cycles®.

- Cyule I forridor Studies, including (a) Scoping Process and (b) Allernative
Corridov Analysis/Enviromental Investigation.

- Cyule 1k tocation Studics and Envivomuental lmpasl Statewent, including
{a) Preliminary Location Altevnatives Lvatuation, (b) Conceptuad Design and
Draft Lavivommental lmpact Statement, and (o) Final favivewental Impact
StaLlewent.,

- Cycle 11E: Preliminary Design.
Atevnatives to be considoved during Cycle 1 include:
1. Ho Action
2. Altevnate Travel Hodes
3. Upyrade Existing Transportation System
4. Nigiway Crossing

a. Alternate Crossing Locations
b, Alternate Crossimg Confiyurations
.. Alterpate Approach Locations
4. Auxillary Crossing Tacilities

1 voudd Le most helpful if we could receive yonr initial comments wilhin the
next 30 days.

Sincervely,
s

. Vo s i ¢
lervy Fleming

1 kn.ure : . s
bued Enviromental Coordinator

As Staled




siResource Development Council

ENSIAG S s oze Compy
». PO Box 6268 for AIO SkO lm 444 Wast 7th Avenus, Anchorage, Alaske 99501
m;&g“‘w Box 6186, Anchorage, Alarka 99510 - 807/278-8615

Decenber 28, 1982

Mr. Terry Fleming

Environmental Coordinator

State of Alaska

Department of Transportation and Public Facilities
Pouch 6900

Anchorage, Alaska 99502

RE: Cook Inlet Crossing Scoping Document Review
Dear Mr. Fleming:

This letter is in response to your request for comments on the Knik
Amm Crossing Scoping Document dated November 29, 1982, ENSTAR is interested
in the possibility of installing a gas transmission line within the Right-
of-Way corridor. Construction that would accommodate a pipeline is re-
commended.

1 appreciate this opportunity to cosment early in the design pro-
cess, and would be pleased to discuss, in detail, design criterfa or
other pertinent data as the project develops Please feel free to con-
tact me at 264-3745 if you need additional information.

Chief Eﬁglneer

DLS/ jkk

AAECUNVE DRECION

Puile P. Lusiey

EXECUNIVE COMMITIEE
\uu Pray. Prosidend
Sonss. Yo Provdens

Bibent Wiebet
George s
ki

-

December 15, 1982

Terry Fleming, Environmental Coordinator
Department of Transportation and
Public Facilities
Pouch 6%00
4111 Aviation Avenue
Anchorage, AKX 99502

Dear Mr. Fleming:

The Resource Development Council]l has for several years
been interested and active in matters dealing with a
proposed Knik Arm Croseing.

We obtained a copy of your scoping document ou the
project and noted our organization was not listed with
others receiving the material. Please make this
correctfion 8o that we receive future information on a
timely basis and are appropriately listed.

I am not certain we will have time to comment by
December 30 but will monitor studies and be prepared
to comment as they proceed.

Sincerely,

RESOURCE DEVELOPHENT COUNCIL

lor A)ﬁ)ka.

/ [i((/ ﬂ/? (? ¢/a

Péula P. Easley
xecutive Director /




7}
ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION. INC.

CAMBELLATEIGHTH  © PO BOXMM uhcl\olage. dlasba 001 © PHONE: 807 3718-3500
TELEX: ﬁx;&:
February 16, 1983

State of Alaska

DOT/PF Central

Pouch 6900

Anchorage, Alaska 99502

Attn: T. Fleming
Enviornmental Coordinator

Re: Knik Arm Crossing
Scoping Document

Gentlemen:

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the above referenced
document. Our observations are the following:

First, there are two CEA submarine cable fields ctonslnﬁ the in-
let; one between Pt. MacKenzie and Pt. Woronzof; the other from
the west side of the Knik Arm to a terminal near Six-mile Creek.

The second is that Electrical power needed in the expected devel-
opment area would be generated by Chugach Electric Association,
and may be transmitted from Anchorage. The design must provide
for utility rights of way. The safety concerns addressed in the
document do not apply to electrical power transmission. Based
on recent developments on the natural gas availability in Beluga,
it would be advisable to address right of way requirements for a
gas pipeline on the crosaing.

We request to be retained on all distribution and developments
fo the crossing, since it could have a significant impact on
our long range planning.

If you require any additional information or clarification on
this, please do not hesitate to contact us. (907) 276-3500.

Very truly yours,
t;~c—xé;ﬁﬂA~r\/
Eric Haemer

Director of Planning and Major Projects

EH/tc




