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MEMORANDUM  State of Alaska 
Department of Natural Resources  Division of Parks and Outdoor Recreation 

      Design and Construction Section 
  
 TO: Michael Schroeder DATE: April 4, 2006 
 
   PHONE/FAX: 269-8754/269-8917 
     
    

 FROM: Barbara Wild SUBJECT: Eagle River Greenbelt  
     Access Pathway Environ- 
     mental Assessment 
 
 
I have some concerns regarding the status of the Eagle River Greenbelt Access Pathway 
Project environmental document. As you are aware, it is well behind schedule and I am not 
sure when it will be ready. I feel as if I have lost all control of the document. In an attempt to 
understand how we can get the project back on some sort of predictable schedule, I have 
put some thought into what has happened so far, and where we will go from here. My 
general feeling is that it has been an inefficient review process for the following reasons: 
 

1. Too many new people are asked to come into the project and review it. This causes 
delays while people get up to speed and while they repeat tasks that are already 
completed, or, give direction that counters previous direction. To date, 7 DOT 
Environmental staff have come in and out of the project, 3 before I was even 
involved.  

 
2. The initial review, scheduled for early summer of ’04, was delayed.  I took a draft of 

the EA and Wetlands Report over to DOT in June and it was never reviewed. While I 
understand they were short staffed, it didn't diminish my need for a good thorough 
look at the first draft. I am not inexperienced at writing large detailed documents, and 
this early review is crucial to creating a thorough, well organized product. This is 
when omissions and incorrect organization are corrected. It is when the success of 
the product is defined.  

 
3. Reviews and subsequent assignments are delayed and disingenuous. The first review 

from DOT in September ’05 by a new Team Leader was thorough. Since then this 
Team Leader seems to have put the project on the back burner. Reviews have been 
scanty, address only one or two sections at a time, take only a few hours to 
complete, and leave me waiting a week or two for comments. This review method 
creates a disjointed, disorganized document.   

 
4. Reviews seem to be attempts to placate my requests to keep the project on schedule 

and to buy more time for projects higher on DOT’s priority list. Two examples 
illustrate this: 



 
 A month ago I inquired about the status of the EA and Wetlands Report. I was 

asked to create cover pages while a new DOT Environmental Analyst proof 
read the reports. These are end-stage tasks so I assumed we were almost 
ready for Jerry’s review. A month later, I was still receiving requests for figures 
already given to DOT and vague assignments about sections that needed 
work.  

 
 A week ago I was told ERGAP must wait while “brush fires were put out” on 

DOT projects. I expressed my desire to keep the project moving so an 
Environmental Analyst from another team was asked to look at the EA in the 
meantime. It was a step backward and caused another delay, but the review 
revealed that the EA needed to be reorganized - something that should have 
been done last June. This leaves DNR wondering if we should continue 
responding to these reviews without evaluating DNR and DOT goals for the 
environmental stage of not only ERGAP, but all of our joint projects.   

 
Having stated my strong opinion regarding the events leading to the uncertain status of the 
ERGAP project, I would like to assuage the situation by adding, it is my sincere desire to 
learn from this experience, and to use it to improve our relationship with DOT 
Environmental. I believe this is key to building on the original premise of Jerry Ruehle and 
Daryl Haggstrom, that the DNR Park's Environmental Analyst position can streamline the 
environmental stage of Park's FHWA projects, and in turn, give back to DOT by having a 
position w/in our section that alleviates their need to take our FHWA projects through the 
environmental process. It can and should be a win-win situation, and I am hoping we can 
get back on track. Until then, I have a few suggestions: 
 

 DNR meet with Jerry Ruehle and possibly Gerry Kintz to come to an agreement as to 
the priority of the project, and what its deadlines are.  

 
 Request that the ERGAP project be assigned to a DOT Environmental Team Leader 

that has DOT Environmental experience, is able to meet the deadlines outlined for 
the project and whose priorities mesh with this project. I have success working with 
Environmental Analyst Sara Lindberg who is working on two Eagle River area 
projects. She is very thorough, organized and able to meet deadlines. That would put 
Brian as the Team Leader who is very knowledgeable, thorough and timely.   

 
 Examine our other DOT/FHWA projects for both timeline coordination and appropriate 

Team Leader. Our DOT/FHWA projects are: 
 

  Deep Creek North and South 
  Denali View South (only needs NOT filed after sufficient veg. coverage) 
  Hatcher Pass MP 17.5-24 
  Hatcher Pass Pullouts (only needs NOT filed after sufficient veg. coverage) 
  Kenai River Trail  
  Potter Marsh Phase I & II 



ERGAP EA Schedule History                                                      v3 
 
 

12/12/03 Chuck Casper to Dan Golden saying OHA Research complete 
 
 
6/10/04 Barb to Dan saying Mike Schroeder new project mgr., and is asking if 
  EA is expected to be complete by October.  
 
6/10/04 Dan says October completion is “Still the plan” 
 
6/10/04-10/15/04 Wetlands and trail alignment field data collected by DNR. 
 
11/1/04             Jerry to Dan Consult w/FHWA regarding appropriate  

 class of environmental document, draft memo summarizing scoping to justify EA  
 
11/2/04 Decision made by Jerry that Sarah Masco does EA and Barb does Wetlands 

Report and public scoping section of Scoping Report  
 
2/14/05 Jerry to Gerry Kintz, Susan Wick, Kim Rice, Rob Campbell and 
  FHWA (Dale Lewis) and Barb reporting consultation w/FHWA on  

appropriate class of environmental document is an EA conducted w/in scope of 
EIS because potential for substantial controversy from adjacent property owners. 

 
2/14/05 Barb to Jerry stating I will take up where Sarah left off 
  in EA and will finish wetlands report.  
 
2/14/05 Sarah Masco leaves DOT 
 
6/1/05  Barb to Jerry requesting guidance on avoidance alternative discussion in EA 
 
6/3/05  Barb gave Jerry rough draft of EA and Wetland Report w/Graphics 
 
6/16/05 Barb to Jerry – please review tribal consultation letters for FHWA 
 
6/28/05 Barb to Jerry – review tribal letters yet for EA? 

Here is rough draft of EA schedule: 
  7/1/05 rough draft to Jerry for guidance 
  7/12//05 rough draft to Jerry/DOT for comment 
  8/2/05 draft to FHWA for one month review 
 
6/29/05 Jerry to Barb - Schedule okay but when EA comes in I can’t review “in timely 

fashion”.  Haven’t reviewed tribal letters yet. 
 
7/5/05 Barb to Jerry – need guidance regarding EFH need and corridor width.  
 Review tribal letters yet? 



 
7/5/05 Jerry to Barb – Yes EFH Assessment, yes 40/width okay, sent tribal letters. 
 “…don’t have time to review this... as soon as we get more staff….don’t expect to 

get things to get done very quickly on this end as we have no one to review 
things.” 

 
7/8/05 NMFS Concurrence, “No EFH affect” 
 
 
7/12/05 Barb to Jerry – please send environmental commitment info – hope you 
 still have time to review EA – we are still working on graphics. 
 
7/15/05 Barb to Jerry – I need EA advice soon, here are the gaps…. bringing  
 over draft today. NOTE: WETLANDS GRAPHICS COMPLETE. 
 
8/31/05 Teresa Zimmerman (new Team Leader)  to Barb saying she is reviewing 

document. NOTE: JERRY, NOR ANYONE AT DOT, HAD REVIEWED 
ANYTHING BUT TRIBAL/SHPO LETTERS AT THIS POINT. 

 
8/31/05 to 9/20/05 Teresa reviews EA and Wetlands- comments on hard copy. 
 
9/21/05 Barb sends corrections to Teresa  
 
10/05 ERGAP is #2 on AMATs priority list for Design & ROW in 2006 and 

Construct in 2009 
 
10/10/05 Teresa to Barb – pulled off ERGAP today 
 
10/11/05 Teresa to Barb – will need Coast Guard Permit – NOTE: ON PHONE 

CONVERSATION TERESA TOLD BARB CAN TAKE UP TO YEAR 
 
10/11/05 Mike Schroeder consulted w/ USCG as per direction from the DOT 

Environmental Manual and found no CG permit needed 
 
10/11/05 Barb to Teresa needs guidance – should I apply for COE permits? 
 
10/11/05 Teresa to Barb – can draft but still need JD 
 NOTE: I DRAFTED JD REQUEST IN SEPT. WETLAND DOC REVIEW 

COULD HAVE BEEN GIVEN DOT PRIORITY TO GET TO COE. INSTEAD 
TIME WASTED CHECK TO SEE IF I HAD CORRECT JD FORM – WHICH I 
DID AND HAVING DOT DRAFTING SECTION SEND ME COE 

 DRAWING GUIDELINES WHICH I WAS ALREADY VERY FAMILIAR 
WITH. 

 
10/12/05 Teresa to Barb – Guidance (late)  – expand Affected Environment section. 
 



10/24/05 Jerry to Gerry Kintz, Teresa, Barb. DNR wants to obligate Phase 2 Design money 
 By January 1, 2006 but EA and FONSI will be required by 12/05. But, this is not 
 Possible because EA not finished so new schedule: 
 12/1/05 EA to FHWA 
 12/15/06 EA back from FHWA 
 12/15 – 2/15 DNR/DOT address FHWA comments 
 3/1/06  EA to Public 
 3/15 – 5/1/06   Distribution 
 4/15/06 Public Hearing 
 5/1 – 6/15/06 Prepare Draft FONSI and respond to comments 
 6/15-7/15/06 Submit to FHWA and revise per FHWA 
 7/15/06 Approve FONSI 
 
10/27/05 Barb to Teresa requesting Jerry’s 4(f) comments, Air Qual., Contaminated Sites 
 
10/31/05 Have Superfund/Contaminated Sites updates but am waiting for your comments. 
 
11/2/05 Add it and resend EA 
 
11/15/05 Barb to Teresa, responding to Teresa’s request to explain pathway route better 
 
11/15/05 Barb to Teresa regarding my omission on reviewing Water Body Involvement 
 and can’t get to it today, can she? And she says yes.  
 
12/1/05 Barb to Teresa and Jerry – schedule reminder – need to keep it 
 
12/12/05 Barb to Teresa need response from EA review, and if can’t work on it I will 
 I will also do Water Body Involvement section discussed in 11/15/05 email – if  
 That helps speed things up, but don’t want to until I hear from her because don’t 

want two versions going. 
 
12/12/05 Teresa to Barb “May as well sit back and not worry over things we can’t control.” 

We are waiting to get 4(f) answer from FHWA. Write Water Section. 
 
1/11/06 Barb to Teresa - Here is Water section and how is rest of EA/4(f) review going? 
 
1/11/06 Teresa to Barb - 4(f) finished I just need to finish formatting and reviewing 
 I’m on another project now and will be back on ERGAP EA next week. 
 
2/1/06 Barb to Teresa – finished with review? Need to keep on schedule. 
 
2/2/06 Teresa to Barb – am working on it, we can keep same schedule. 
 
2/16/06 Teresa to Barb – brand new E. Analyst is proof reading EA tomorrow. Need 

current Wetland Figures.  
  



2/17/06 Barb to Teresa – you already have most up to date (revised) wetland figures. 
 NOTE: I GAVE DOT WETLANDS REPORT AND FIGURES IN SEPTEMBER 
 
2/21/06 Teresa to Barb: Need EA figures. NOTE: I TOOK THEM TO HER THIS DAY 

BUT WERE SAME AS ONES FROM JULY – I GUESS THEY DIDN’T MAKE 
COPIES 

 
2/22/06 Teresa to Barb: Is wetlands report still valid? Send me copies. 
 NOTE: NO CHANGES HAD BEEN MADE TO REPORT SINCE JULY. 
 
2/22/06 Barb to Teresa sending JD and cover ltr (from September) and took over 2 copies 

of wetlands report. 
 
2/22/06 Barb and Teresa email conversation w/Barb explaining COE involvement 
 NOTE: THIS INFO COULD BE FOUND IN EA APPENDICES THAT 

TERESA HAD. 
 
2/23/06 Barb to Teresa explaining, again, COE involvement. 
 
2/24/06 More discussion on Barb giving them graphics. NOTE: THEY HAD DISC. 
 Also, EA and Wetlands cover done by Barb and sent over 
 
3/1/06 Barb to Teresa – here is latest wetland report edits.  
 NOTE: BARB’S MISTAKE  
 
3/2/06 Teresa to Barb – Waiting for FHWA review of COE JD. 
 
3/06 ERGAP Design Fund moved to 2009. Project 8th on AMATS list 
 
3/6/06 Teresa to Barb – Still waiting for COE JD FHWA review, but if you want 
 you can keep reviewing document. 
 
3/7/06 Teresa to Barb – I can get back on ERGAP tomorrow, EA looks close for Jerry’s 

review. 
 
3/16/06 Teresa to Barb – Info regarding her communication w/ADEC regarding 

Contaminated Sites NOTE: I DID THIS IN OCTOBER.  
 
3/24/06 Teresa to Barb can you work on Wetlands Impacts and Wildlife Impacts in EA 

and send to Sarah Lindberg?   
 
3/29/06 Barb sends updates on EA to Sarah Lindberg. 
 
4/12/06 Jerry to Mike – Jerry agrees that EA should be able to go to FHWA before 

12/15/06 
 



7/27/06 Wetlands JD/report accepted by COE 
 
10/5/06 Barb completes EA and sends to Teresa 
 
1/26/07 Teresa asked about EAs verbiage regarding trail accessibility, said was 

conflicting. I agreed, discussed this w/Mike and bill and Mike Schroeder said he 
agreed w/Bill that trail will be ADA accessible w/hardened surface and 
compacted D-1.  

 
2/23/07 Teresa says Jerry wants to address ADF&G comments. 
 
3/7/07 Barb sends EFH to Teresa. 
 
3/8/07 Barb sends PDF figure as requested by Teresa, for use in Fish Habitat mapping. 
 
5/2/07 Barb asks Teresa if anyone was able to work w/PDF to use as a base map for Fish 

Habitat figure? Teresa replied that she has a draft fish habitat map that she needs 
to review and send to ADFG for review.  She added that the EA was not ready for 
Jerry's review yet. 

 
6/13/07 Barb/Teresa discussion on scoping meeting early in project, Barb says Dan 

Golden held that meeting and he didn’t generate  meeting report. Teresa asks 
about ROW, I said on phone that Bill and Mike S. were working on this. 

 
8/21/07 Barb asks Teresa if she can help move the EA forward? Teresa says she has draft 

fish habitat section map that she needs to review and send to ADFG for review 
She added that the EA is not ready for Jerry's review yet. 

 
11/8/07 AMATS- ERGAP moved to passed 2011 – listed on projects removed from 

Federal Funding List 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



DOT 12/13/07 ERGAP Comments  
DNR arranged into categories for better reading but did not edit. 

 
ADF&G Wildlife 

 Updating the bear attack info.  I believe more bear attacks have occurred since 2003. 
 Indirect effects of increased use needs to be covered in the Social and Wildlife sections.  
 Wildlife Impacts need to be completed, and then reviewed by ADFG before FHWA 

review.  
 Human disturbance and habitat fragmentation has not been fully addressed.  Effects to 

wildlife have not been reviewed by ADFG (Ellen Simpson), who had 7 pages of 
comments to the project.  She requested additional wildlife studies as no site specific data 
is available.  The studies were not conducted.  

 The potential for an increase in bear attacks is not fully covered.  Seasonal trail closures 
(which is what happens at the Nature Center now) would need to be addressed. ADFG 
suggested seasonal and night time closures.  

 We did not collect information about bear and other wildlife use of the floodplain, as 
ADFG requested.  

 ADFG requested a ½-mile or more buffer zone from salmon spawning areas to avoid 
disturbing brown bears.  This has not been addressed.  

 Purpose and need has not been accepted by the ADFG. 
 In a 6/24/02 ER/Chugiak Parks & Rec Board of Supervisors meeting, Bill Evans 

introduced the project and how it would be developed, by using public input about 
special areas, problem areas, wildlife habitat, working with habitat, F&G, and talking 
about the sensitive habitat areas, etc.   Commitments were made for future studies and 
investigation of the environment that were not followed through. 

 In the scoping report, Bill Evans e-mail to Cliff Eames, Ak Center for Environment,  
made commitments to work with ADFG to understand bear habitat and reduce bear 
human conflicts.  Also committed to evaluate and answer scoping comments, responding 
to comments, and posting responses on web site.  Responses to scoping comments are not 
included in the Scoping Report.  They need to be made available for FHWA to review.  

 
ADNR OHMP Fish 

 We did a minimal amount of fisheries investigation and the info needs to be added to the 
EA.  We also have a draft EFH Assessment that needs to be finished, and consultation 
with NMFS based on new info. (I can’t find the outgoing NMFS consultation, so I don’t 
know what they agreed was “no adverse effect.”)  

 
ADNR OPMP 

 Coastal Zone impacts need further review.  The CZ Plan states the area is managed for 
water supply, open space, recreation, and habitat.  Impacts to habitat may be 
unacceptable to agencies and the public, which would become evident during the CZ 
review.   

 
NMFS EFH 

 Finishing EFH assessment and sending in for NMFS consultation. 



 We did a minimal amount of fisheries investigation and the info needs to be added to the 
EA.  We also have a draft EFH Assessment that needs to be finished, and consultation 
with NMFS based on new info. (I can’t find the outgoing NMFS consultation, so I don’t 
know what they agreed was “no adverse effect.”)  

 
FEMA Floodplain 

 The Floodplains section has no reference to any hydraulic studies required by 23CFR 
650, Subpart A (flooding risks, etc.).  The pathway would be encroaching on the flood 
plain.  

 Paul Janke needs to review Floodplain section, which needs to be expanded in 
accordance with the Tech Advisory.  This may change considerably after the Bridge 
Section review.  

 
COE 

 Wetlands impacts have been written, but were the avoidance measures really taken?  Was 
the pathway located on wetland margins where possible?  Buffers from spawning areas 
are not what ADFG recommended for bears. Will wildlife movement corridors be 
maintained?  When we don’t know the corridors? Etc.  

 
Public 

 The issue with private, nearby landowners not wanting increased pressure on the Park’s 
resources (not just NIMBYs) was brought up repeatedly throughout scoping (according 
to the Scoping Report) and was not addressed in the EA, Social Impacts, which only 
discusses the positive impact on neighborhoods by providing for public parking and legal 
access.  In addition, the “4:1 in favor comments” ratio stated in the EA doesn’t seem to 
be realistic judging by the scoping report.  I haven’t actually counted though, and I 
noticed some of the “in favor” comments were qualified with “as long as habitat, wildlife 
isn’t harmed, etc.”  

 Indirect effects of increased use needs to be covered in the Social and Wildlife sections.  
 

ROW 
 Bill Evans (Scoping report, ER/Chugiak Parks & Rec Board Meeting) said ROW 

research needed to be done.  Are we sure that the State owns the whole ROW?  
 ROW needs to be added to 4.4, and the fact that imminent domain won’t be able to be 

used for a recreational trail.  How will this be addressed?  Is another route planned?  
 Eklutna, Inc., a property owner on the proposed ROW, were very clear that they were 

unwilling to sell property for a pathway.  As Chuck Casper’s e-mail to Mike Schroeder 
reads, “They had a variety of reasons and appear to be entrenched in their position.”  

 
Noise 

 Noise impacts needs to be expanded, especially for wildlife.  ADFG/USFWS would need 
to buy in to the impact assessment.   

 
ADA 

 Paved/unpaved has not been resolved in the public record.  Some absolutely want paved, 
resource agencies want unpaved to slow traffic, ADA needs a hard surface. 



Bridge 
 Has Bridge Design seen the bridge plans?  Last time I had a project with multiple 

bridges, Bridge Design shortened all the clear spans (to reduce costs) and the result was 
more wetland fill.  

 
Environmental Justice 

 Analysis for Environmental Justice needs to be added.  
 

Joint Development Analysis 
 Analysis for Joint Development needs to be added. 
 

Construction Impacts 
 Construction impacts needs to be reviewed by Construction Section. Not sure “minor” 

traffic delays is accurate for the 4 miles of trail adjacent to the road.  
  

Short-term use and Irreversible  
 Text for the Short-term use and Irreversible sections needs to be written.  
 

Comments and Coordination 
 The entire Comments and Coordination section needs to be revised after reading the 

Scoping Report.   
 

Figures 
 The figures are primarily for wetlands, and we generally have a “land use” figure in our 

EAs.  We’d need to show which parcels would be acquired, whether privately owned, 
etc.  Also, we have new ROW info for the road project.  We’d also need to add the fish 
streams that we found in the 1-day field investigation.  Wildlife Corridors, or figures 
showing high value habitat seems reasonable.   

 
Scoping Report 

 Scoping meetings were conducted in 2003 and Feb.2004, 4 to 5 years ago.  Since that 
time the Coastal Trail EIS was completed, and a no-build was selected.  Public and 
agency sentiment on trails through sensitive wildlife habitat may have changed.  In 2003 
and 2004, agencies and public were concerned about wildlife/human interactions, 
wetlands impacts, and fish habitat.  

 I’m a bit confused by the Scoping Report.  Outgoing scoping letters don’t seem to be 
included, the 2 figures show 2 alternatives, although scoping mentions 3 alternatives, and 
a summaries of the comments doesn’t include the emphasis on wildlife habitat and 
fragmentation that I think is presented in the comments.   

 
 
 
 
 



Eagle River Greenbelt Access Pathway 
#55715 
 

EFH Assessment 
Eagle River Greenbelt Access Pathway 

 
I.         Project Description: The Eagle River Greenbelt Access Pathway project is a 
cooperative effort between the Municipality of Anchorage (MOA), Alaska Department of 
Transportation and Public Facilities (ADOT &PF), and Alaska Department of Natural 
Resources Division of Parks and Outdoor Recreation (ADNR DPOR). It proposes to 
build nearly 14 miles of 8-foot wide paved bicycle/pedestrian pathway within the Eagle 
River Greenbelt, beginning at the Glenn Highway MP 13.4 and ending at the Eagle 
River Nature Center, Eagle River Road MP 12.7 near Eagle River, Alaska (see Location 
Map in Figure 1). Elevated pathway, bridges, and culverts will be used to minimize 
impact to water bodies.  Easements or right-of-way (ROW) will be acquired to minimize 
impact to water also.   
 
Purpose and Need Statement 
The purpose of this project is to provide safe and legal pedestrian and bicycle access to 
the Eagle River Greenbelt.  It would connect existing trails and create new trails for the 
public while minimizing environmental and human impact.  
 
See Figures 1 and 2 for details of these actions.   
 
II. Analysis of Effect to EFH: There are four Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
cataloged streams within the project’s area of potential effect (APE): Eagle River (247-
50-10110), North Fork Eagle River (247-50-10110-2033), South Fork Eagle River (247-
50-10110-2070), and Meadow Creek (247-50-10110-2053). These streams are 
designated as EFH for four species of Pacific Salmon (see table below) and are 
managed by the Magnuson-Stevens Fisheries Conservation Management Act (the Act).   

 
Cataloged Streams in Project’s APE 

Township, 
Range, 
Section 

Anchorage 
Quad 

Catalog Number Name 
Species, habitat 
type 

14N 1E 31 B-7 247-50-10110 Eagle River Sr 

14N 1W 16 B-7 247-50-10110 Eagle River 
Ps,CHs, 
Pp,CHp 

13N 1E 25 A-6 247-50-10110 Eagle River COp 
14N 1W 22 B-7 247-50-10110 Eagle River Ps,CHs 
13N 1E 36 A-6 247-50-10110 Eagle River Kr 

14N 2W 14 B-7 
247-50-10110-
2053 Meadow Creek Ks 

14N 2W 11 B-7 
247-50-10110-
2053 Meadow Creek Ks 

14N 1W 25-
26 B-7 

247-50-10110-
2033 North Fork Eagle River COp 

14N 1W 21 B-7 247-50-10110- South Fork Eagle River Ks, Kp, Pp 



Eagle River Greenbelt Access Pathway 
#55715 
 

2070 

14N 1W 16 B-7 
247-50-10110-
2070 South Fork Eagle River Ks,Pp 

     
Key    
S = Sockeye 
Salmon 

 r= 
Rearing    

 
  

K = King 
Salmon  

 s= 
spawning 

 
  

CO = Coho 
Salmon 

 p= 
Present 

 
  

 
It is anticipated that this project will not directly affect EFH in these streams. 
Preliminary consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), responsible 
for EFH under the Act, revealed that because all bridges will be clear span, and the 
pathway design involves no in-water work of the above mentioned anadromous 
streams, NMFS needs no further consultation regarding this project.  
 
 
III. Proposed Conservation Measures: Bridge designs have been developed in 
consultation with Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) and Office of Habitat 
Management and Permitting (OHMP).  Construction of this project will require an ADNR 
Title 41 Permit, and a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) Permit.  By design the 
permit stipulations will protect the fisheries resources known to inhabit the project area 
and will protect the EFH areas that support fish.  The project specifications will include 
special conditions for the implementation and maintenance of BMPs during construction 
to minimize project impacts to water quality.  These include: 
 All necessary permits and agency approvals will be obtained prior to construction.   
 All staging, fueling, and servicing operations will be conducted at least 100 feet from 

the river channel. 
 The project will require the construction contractor to prepare a Stormwater Pollution 

Prevention Plan that will include a Hazardous Materials Control Plan. 
 
Most mitigation in this project is achieved by avoiding or minimizing impacts to 
wetlands. However, some mitigation may be achieved through the use of interpretive 
panels and possibly compensatory mitigation measures.  
 
IV. Agency Determination:  Based on the scope and nature of impacts expected 
from the project and the mitigation measures identified above, the ADOT&PF on behalf 
of the FHWA has determined that there will be no substantial adverse individual or 
cumulative effects on EFH in the project area. 


























