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MARITIME ADMINISTRATION/PORT OF ANCHORAGE
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT/
FINDING OF NO PRACTICABLE ALTERNATIVE
FOR THE
NORTH END RUNWAY MATERIAL EXTRACTION
AND TRANSPORT PROJECT

1.0 NAME OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

North End Runway Material Extraction and Transport Project al Elmendorf An- Force

Base (Project).

The Environmental Assessment (EA) and Finding of No Significant [mpact (FONSI)
were prepared in accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) and its implementing regulations (Council on Environmental Quality, 40
CFR 1500-1508). The Finding of No Practicable Alternative (FONPA) was prepared in
accordance with the Secretary of the Air Farce Order 791.1 and Executive Order 11990

(May 24, 1977), “Protection of Wetlands.”

2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

The U.S. Dcpartment of Transportation, Maritime Administration (MARAD), in
cooperation with Ehmendorf Air Force Base (EAFB) and the Bureau of Land
Management (BI.M), proposes to remove approximately 9.8 million bank cubic yzrds of
material from the North End Borrow Site and improve a roadway between the borrew site
and the Port of Anchorage (POA or Port) for truck transport. The 255-acre proposed
North End Borrow Site, which includes several borrow pits historically and currently
used by EAFB, is located 4.75 mules northeast of the POA and unmediately north of the
EAFB North/South Runway. The purposc of the action is to meet a portion of the fill
requircments for the planned 135-acre expansion of the Port, known as the Marine

Terminal Redevelopment (MTR).

The MTR will support cxisting and projected new demands for Port services. A koy
compoenent of accomplishing the goal of this expansion is the requirement ol subsiantial
amounts of imported fill to gain nceded acrcage. The MTR EA was prepared as a
separate action for the POA expansion and a FONSI was sigmed on March 9, 2004, The
North End Runway Material Extraction and Transport Draft EA assesses nrpacts
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specifically from the use of the North End Borrow Site and proposed transporiation

corridoy to the Port.

MARAD and the POA undcrtook an identification process that involved cvaluatir g the
purposc and nced for the action in order lo eslablish criteria for a {ill marerial source.
These criteria svere: 1) sufficient quantity and quality of matenal; 2) availability and
capacity, and 3) Lransportation distancc and access via truck, rail, or barge. The
identification process determied thul, of the options availuble, the North End Borrow
Site represented a location capable of fulfilling the purpose and nced. A separale but
related aclion proposcs to mect the remaining portion of the MTR project fill
requirements by utilizing the EAFB Cherry Hill Borrow Site. Additional allemnatives for
fill material sources were considered, but were not carried forward, because of their

[ailure to mect the purposc and need of the action.

Other altermatives analyzed for the Proposed Action included excavation at the Norta End
Botrow Site with mimimal roadway imiprovements, and "No Action’. The *No-Action”
Alternative consisted of acquiring all fill [rom other off-site, commercially-available
sources. These alternatives are described in detail in the Drafi EA, dated March 2006, in
Chapter 2.0, “Descniption of Proposed Action and Alternatives™ and in Chapter 3.0,
“Affected Environmeni and Environmental Consequences.” MARAD and the POA
identified the Preferred Alternative to be “Lixcavatc from the North End Borrow Site and

Improve Roads for Truck Transport.”

Preferred Alternative - Excavate from the North End Borrow Sitec and Improve

Roads for Truck Transport.

Implementing the Preferred Alternative would involve four major componenis: 1)
clearing and grubbing activities; 2) construction and improvement of the proposed haul
route; 3) extraction and transport of material; and 4) pit-reclamation/re-vegetation.
Maltenial excavation under this action is anticipated to take up to six years. Exiraction and
transportation would most likely begm i 2000 to coincide with the MTR project
schedule. Initial clearing and grubbing activities, as well as road improvements, would be

scheduled to take place carly in 2006,

Clearing and Grubbing. Removal of all hardwoeod and softwood trees, stumps and

deadfall, shrubs and bushes, and cxcavalion of an approximately wo-foot decp orgunic
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overburden layer with industry standard cquipment would occur. Clearing of vegetation
would be conducted outside of the bird nesting season as recommended by [1.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service. Procedures to prolect denning bears and/or orphancd beur cubs
encountered during excavation will be developed by MARAD and EAFB natural

resources stafl,

Construct/Iinprove Proposed Haul Route. An unpaved haul route would be created
between the North End Borrow Site and the POA, using existing roads and trails along
most of the alignment. The route will be adjusted to avoid adjacent wetlands to the extent
practicable. Two-way sections of road would be improved and/or widened to
accommodate trucks of up to 100 tons in capacity. The improved road would be up to 70
feet in width. The construction/improvement to the proposed haul route will take place in
accordance with a design approved by EAFB. The route would be designed to my nimize
impact to groundwater and on-going restoration activities and comply with existing
regulatory clean-up agreements. During construction/improvement of the haul route,
activities will comply with existing records of decision and other decision documeats, No

key monitoring wells will be damaged or destroyed.

Material Extraction and Transport. Excavating, loading, and transporting suitable
materials off site would be conducted with industry standard equipment. As much as 1.5
to 2.0 million cubic yards of material could be removed in a given construction season.
Although some on-site stockpiling of excavated material would occur, suituble material
that meets engineering specifications would be regularly transported off site for use.
Excavation would take place in accordance with a Mining Plan, to be developed with
approval from EAFB, which would minimize impact to groundwater, monitoring wells,
contaminated sites, and environmental restoration projects. Material would be transported
to the MTR project via access corridors counsistent with the Project boundaries.

Precantions against the introduction of invasive plant species will be undertaken.

Reclamation and Re-vegetation. Stockpiled and blended reject and orpanic material
would be spread throughout the post-mined North End Borrow Site to contours d=tailed
m final design specifications. This material would be revegetated for erosion control in a
manner to encourage regrowth and regeneration of naturally occurning woodyv plan:s, and
to minimize aircralt bird strike hazards, Replanting may be required in arcas where
natural regrowth fails. The actual species mixtures, re-vegeiation processes, plant
densities, and moniloring programs would be defined by MARAD and EALB in annual

(Vs
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rectamation plans reviewed and approved by CAFB, BLM, and the Alaska Departmesnt of
Natural Resources (ADNR) as appropriate. Pedestran pathways within the project limits

would be restored to pre-existing conditions as consistent with EAFB long-term plans for

the area.
No-Action Alternative

Under the No-Action alternative, MARAD and the POA would nol implemert the
proposcd Project. Instead, fill from other off-sitc sources would be used to provide for
POA cxpansion activities. Under this altcrnative, all imported material would be
purchased competitively from commercial providers, non-commercial providers, or a

combination thereof. Material would be transported by public road, commercial rail,

and/or barge.,

3.0 SUVMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

According (o the analysis in the EA, with the incorporation of best management practices
tor rcsources described hercin, as well as incorporation of specific regulalory permit
requirements, implementation of the Preferred Altcrnative would not result in signiicant
adverse impacts to human health or the natural environment. A summary of thie potmtial

impacts of the Preferred Alternative is presented below by resource category.

Air Quality and Noisc: Excavation activity and truck traffic to the POA woulc: result in a

temporary incrcase in air emissions and noise. Airborne pollutants would include curbon
monoxide, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, volatile organic compounds, and particulate
matter, The air enmssion and noise sources from this Project are largely mobile: and
intermittent in nature and the impacts would not be large enough in the localized area to
causc an exceedcnce of amy applicable ambient air guality standard or noise ccontrol

ordinance.

Vegetation and Wildlife: Short-term losses to vegetation and wildlife habitat would

occur. However, annual reclamation and revegctation activities would repluce these
resources and mimimize the total acreage impacted at any one time. Recreational access to
two stocked fishing lakes would be maintained via improvements to cxisting roads and

devetopment of a new pedestnan trail,
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Wetland Resources: Elcven wetland areas totaling 12 acres are located within the North
End Borrow Site and would be removed through this action. Tn addition, a potential
weltland, less than 1/2 acre in size, exists along the haul route {rom the North End Borrow
Site to the Cherry Hill Borrow Sitc.  Removal of these wetlands would result in adverse
itpacts; howcver, this aclion is consistent with the U.S. Air Force Bird Air Stoke Hazard
Program (BASH) and should reduce the ongoing mmgratory bird depredaticn take.
Because fill material surrounds the arca, it 1s neither practicable nor cust effective to
design the excavation around the wetlands or to preserve the wetlands. The Preferred
Alternative would bc camed out in accordance with the requirements of a U.S. Army
Corps of Engincers wellands permit and appropriate mitigation provided. This conld be a
cornbination of compensatory, off-site (outsidc project boundary), and on-site mitigation.

The Preferred Alternative was also compared to other past, preseni, and rcasonably
foreseeable actions in the area. No significant adverse cumulative impacts on the
environmenl were found to occcur through the interaction with past, present, and

foreseeable future actions. Those resources that involve an irreversible or irretrievable

commitment are:
« Extraction of 9.8 million bank cubic yards of fill from the North End Borrow Site;

s Removal of 12 acres of wetlands; and

* Use of various nonrcnewable petroleun products for trucks, vehicles, and
loading/unloading equipment.

Most other rcsource commitments arc neither irreversible nor irretrievable. Anticipated
impacts are primarily short term.

4.9 CONCLUSIONS

Finding of No Significant Impact: On the basis of the findings of the EA, w: th the
incorporation of best management practices for resoutces described herein, as vrell as

mcorpotation of specific regulatory penuit requirements, implementation of the Preferred
Altcrnative would not result in sigmficant adverse impacts to hurnan health or the natural
cnvironment. Therefore, a FONSI is warranted, and preparation of an Envirommnental
Impact Statement, pursuant to the National Envirommnental Policy Act of 1969 (Public

Law 91-190) is not required.
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This FONSI is based on the contractor-prepared CA, which has been nmdependently
evaluated by the MARAD/POA. A Notice of Availability of the draft EA was pub ished
in the Federal Register on March 17, 2006. The EA adequately and accuratcly discusses
the cnvironmenial issues, proposed mitigation, and 1mpacts of the proposed project and

provides sufficient evidence and analysys for determining that an Environmental hapact

Stalement is not required.

Finding of No Practicable Altcrnative: Pursuant to Executive Order 11990, Protect on of
Wetlands, the authority delegated in the Secretary of the Air Force Order 791.1 ard the

written redelegations accomplished purswant to the Order, and in consideration of the
above information, there is no practicable alternative to implementiag the Proposed
Action in minimizing potcntial harm to wetlands. A Final EA, dated May 2004, is hzrcby
incorporated hy reference, and is on file at the Z. J. Loussac Library, 3600 Denali € treet,
Anchorage, AK 99503-6055.

The US Air Force, as represented by Elmendor! Air Force Base (EAFB), a cooperating
federal agency during the development of the EA, concurs with MARAD finding: and
adopts thc Final EA and FONSI/FONPA for military use.

Lmﬂ__-?q'u,h-\ 22 Hay Ot

WILLIAM M. CORSON, Colonel], USAF Date
Dircctor, Installations and Mission Supporl

Pacific Air FForces

I have considered the information contained in the EA, which is the basis lor this
FONSI/FONPA. Based on the infommation in the EA and this FONSI/FONPA, 1 agree
that the Proposcd Action and Preferred Altcmative, as described above and in the EA,

will have no significant impacts on human health or the environment,

*;’/Z (2 ¢ e ??Z; 4= N & / / 2/ oy

MARGAFQ&I D. BLUM Date
Associate Administrator for Port, Intermodal, and Envirommental Activities

LIS Department of Transportation Maritime Administration
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MARITIME ADMINISTRATION/PORT OF ANCHORAGE
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT/
FINDING OF NO PRACTICABLE ALTERNATIVE
FOR THE
NORTH END RUNWAY MATERIAL EXTRACTION
AND TRANSPORT PROJECT

1.0 NAME OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

North End Runway Material Extraction and Transport Project al Elmendorf An- Force

Base (Project).

The Environmental Assessment (EA) and Finding of No Significant [mpact (FONSI)
were prepared in accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) and its implementing regulations (Council on Environmental Quality, 40
CFR 1500-1508). The Finding of No Practicable Alternative (FONPA) was prepared in
accordance with the Secretary of the Air Farce Order 791.1 and Executive Order 11990

(May 24, 1977), “Protection of Wetlands.”

2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

The U.S. Dcpartment of Transportation, Maritime Administration (MARAD), in
cooperation with Ehmendorf Air Force Base (EAFB) and the Bureau of Land
Management (BI.M), proposes to remove approximately 9.8 million bank cubic yzrds of
material from the North End Borrow Site and improve a roadway between the borrew site
and the Port of Anchorage (POA or Port) for truck transport. The 255-acre proposed
North End Borrow Site, which includes several borrow pits historically and currently
used by EAFB, is located 4.75 mules northeast of the POA and unmediately north of the
EAFB North/South Runway. The purposc of the action is to meet a portion of the fill
requircments for the planned 135-acre expansion of the Port, known as the Marine

Terminal Redevelopment (MTR).

The MTR will support cxisting and projected new demands for Port services. A koy
compoenent of accomplishing the goal of this expansion is the requirement ol subsiantial
amounts of imported fill to gain nceded acrcage. The MTR EA was prepared as a
separate action for the POA expansion and a FONSI was sigmed on March 9, 2004, The
North End Runway Material Extraction and Transport Draft EA assesses nrpacts
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specifically from the use of the North End Borrow Site and proposed transporiation

corridoy to the Port.

MARAD and the POA undcrtook an identification process that involved cvaluatir g the
purposc and nced for the action in order lo eslablish criteria for a {ill marerial source.
These criteria svere: 1) sufficient quantity and quality of matenal; 2) availability and
capacity, and 3) Lransportation distancc and access via truck, rail, or barge. The
identification process determied thul, of the options availuble, the North End Borrow
Site represented a location capable of fulfilling the purpose and nced. A separale but
related aclion proposcs to mect the remaining portion of the MTR project fill
requirements by utilizing the EAFB Cherry Hill Borrow Site. Additional allemnatives for
fill material sources were considered, but were not carried forward, because of their

[ailure to mect the purposc and need of the action.

Other altermatives analyzed for the Proposed Action included excavation at the Norta End
Botrow Site with mimimal roadway imiprovements, and "No Action’. The *No-Action”
Alternative consisted of acquiring all fill [rom other off-site, commercially-available
sources. These alternatives are described in detail in the Drafi EA, dated March 2006, in
Chapter 2.0, “Descniption of Proposed Action and Alternatives™ and in Chapter 3.0,
“Affected Environmeni and Environmental Consequences.” MARAD and the POA
identified the Preferred Alternative to be “Lixcavatc from the North End Borrow Site and

Improve Roads for Truck Transport.”

Preferred Alternative - Excavate from the North End Borrow Sitec and Improve

Roads for Truck Transport.

Implementing the Preferred Alternative would involve four major componenis: 1)
clearing and grubbing activities; 2) construction and improvement of the proposed haul
route; 3) extraction and transport of material; and 4) pit-reclamation/re-vegetation.
Maltenial excavation under this action is anticipated to take up to six years. Exiraction and
transportation would most likely begm i 2000 to coincide with the MTR project
schedule. Initial clearing and grubbing activities, as well as road improvements, would be

scheduled to take place carly in 2006,

Clearing and Grubbing. Removal of all hardwoeod and softwood trees, stumps and

deadfall, shrubs and bushes, and cxcavalion of an approximately wo-foot decp orgunic
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overburden layer with industry standard cquipment would occur. Clearing of vegetation
would be conducted outside of the bird nesting season as recommended by [1.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service. Procedures to prolect denning bears and/or orphancd beur cubs
encountered during excavation will be developed by MARAD and EAFB natural

resources stafl,

Construct/Iinprove Proposed Haul Route. An unpaved haul route would be created
between the North End Borrow Site and the POA, using existing roads and trails along
most of the alignment. The route will be adjusted to avoid adjacent wetlands to the extent
practicable. Two-way sections of road would be improved and/or widened to
accommodate trucks of up to 100 tons in capacity. The improved road would be up to 70
feet in width. The construction/improvement to the proposed haul route will take place in
accordance with a design approved by EAFB. The route would be designed to my nimize
impact to groundwater and on-going restoration activities and comply with existing
regulatory clean-up agreements. During construction/improvement of the haul route,
activities will comply with existing records of decision and other decision documeats, No

key monitoring wells will be damaged or destroyed.

Material Extraction and Transport. Excavating, loading, and transporting suitable
materials off site would be conducted with industry standard equipment. As much as 1.5
to 2.0 million cubic yards of material could be removed in a given construction season.
Although some on-site stockpiling of excavated material would occur, suituble material
that meets engineering specifications would be regularly transported off site for use.
Excavation would take place in accordance with a Mining Plan, to be developed with
approval from EAFB, which would minimize impact to groundwater, monitoring wells,
contaminated sites, and environmental restoration projects. Material would be transported
to the MTR project via access corridors counsistent with the Project boundaries.

Precantions against the introduction of invasive plant species will be undertaken.

Reclamation and Re-vegetation. Stockpiled and blended reject and orpanic material
would be spread throughout the post-mined North End Borrow Site to contours d=tailed
m final design specifications. This material would be revegetated for erosion control in a
manner to encourage regrowth and regeneration of naturally occurning woodyv plan:s, and
to minimize aircralt bird strike hazards, Replanting may be required in arcas where
natural regrowth fails. The actual species mixtures, re-vegeiation processes, plant
densities, and moniloring programs would be defined by MARAD and EALB in annual
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rectamation plans reviewed and approved by CAFB, BLM, and the Alaska Departmesnt of
Natural Resources (ADNR) as appropriate. Pedestran pathways within the project limits

would be restored to pre-existing conditions as consistent with EAFB long-term plans for

the area.
No-Action Alternative

Under the No-Action alternative, MARAD and the POA would nol implemert the
proposcd Project. Instead, fill from other off-sitc sources would be used to provide for
POA cxpansion activities. Under this altcrnative, all imported material would be
purchased competitively from commercial providers, non-commercial providers, or a

combination thereof. Material would be transported by public road, commercial rail,

and/or barge.,

3.0 SUVMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

According (o the analysis in the EA, with the incorporation of best management practices
tor rcsources described hercin, as well as incorporation of specific regulalory permit
requirements, implementation of the Preferred Altcrnative would not result in signiicant
adverse impacts to human health or the natural environment. A summary of thie potmtial

impacts of the Preferred Alternative is presented below by resource category.

Air Quality and Noisc: Excavation activity and truck traffic to the POA woulc: result in a

temporary incrcase in air emissions and noise. Airborne pollutants would include curbon
monoxide, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, volatile organic compounds, and particulate
matter, The air enmssion and noise sources from this Project are largely mobile: and
intermittent in nature and the impacts would not be large enough in the localized area to
causc an exceedcnce of amy applicable ambient air guality standard or noise ccontrol

ordinance.

Vegetation and Wildlife: Short-term losses to vegetation and wildlife habitat would

occur. However, annual reclamation and revegctation activities would repluce these
resources and mimimize the total acreage impacted at any one time. Recreational access to
two stocked fishing lakes would be maintained via improvements to cxisting roads and

devetopment of a new pedestnan trail,
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Wetland Resources: Elcven wetland areas totaling 12 acres are located within the North
End Borrow Site and would be removed through this action. Tn addition, a potential
weltland, less than 1/2 acre in size, exists along the haul route {rom the North End Borrow
Site to the Cherry Hill Borrow Sitc.  Removal of these wetlands would result in adverse
itpacts; howcver, this aclion is consistent with the U.S. Air Force Bird Air Stoke Hazard
Program (BASH) and should reduce the ongoing mmgratory bird depredaticn take.
Because fill material surrounds the arca, it 1s neither practicable nor cust effective to
design the excavation around the wetlands or to preserve the wetlands. The Preferred
Alternative would bc camed out in accordance with the requirements of a U.S. Army
Corps of Engincers wellands permit and appropriate mitigation provided. This conld be a
cornbination of compensatory, off-site (outsidc project boundary), and on-site mitigation.

The Preferred Alternative was also compared to other past, preseni, and rcasonably
foreseeable actions in the area. No significant adverse cumulative impacts on the
environmenl were found to occcur through the interaction with past, present, and

foreseeable future actions. Those resources that involve an irreversible or irretrievable

commitment are:
« Extraction of 9.8 million bank cubic yards of fill from the North End Borrow Site;

s Removal of 12 acres of wetlands; and

* Use of various nonrcnewable petroleun products for trucks, vehicles, and
loading/unloading equipment.

Most other rcsource commitments arc neither irreversible nor irretrievable. Anticipated
impacts are primarily short term.

4.9 CONCLUSIONS

Finding of No Significant Impact: On the basis of the findings of the EA, w: th the
incorporation of best management practices for resoutces described herein, as vrell as

mcorpotation of specific regulatory penuit requirements, implementation of the Preferred
Altcrnative would not result in sigmficant adverse impacts to hurnan health or the natural
cnvironment. Therefore, a FONSI is warranted, and preparation of an Envirommnental
Impact Statement, pursuant to the National Envirommnental Policy Act of 1969 (Public

Law 91-190) is not required.
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This FONSI is based on the contractor-prepared CA, which has been nmdependently
evaluated by the MARAD/POA. A Notice of Availability of the draft EA was pub ished
in the Federal Register on March 17, 2006. The EA adequately and accuratcly discusses
the cnvironmenial issues, proposed mitigation, and 1mpacts of the proposed project and

provides sufficient evidence and analysys for determining that an Environmental hapact

Stalement is not required.

Finding of No Practicable Altcrnative: Pursuant to Executive Order 11990, Protect on of
Wetlands, the authority delegated in the Secretary of the Air Force Order 791.1 ard the

written redelegations accomplished purswant to the Order, and in consideration of the
above information, there is no practicable alternative to implementiag the Proposed
Action in minimizing potcntial harm to wetlands. A Final EA, dated May 2004, is hzrcby
incorporated hy reference, and is on file at the Z. J. Loussac Library, 3600 Denali € treet,
Anchorage, AK 99503-6055.

The US Air Force, as represented by Elmendor! Air Force Base (EAFB), a cooperating
federal agency during the development of the EA, concurs with MARAD finding: and
adopts thc Final EA and FONSI/FONPA for military use.

Lmﬂ__-?q'u,h-\ 22 Hay Ot

WILLIAM M. CORSON, Colonel], USAF Date
Dircctor, Installations and Mission Supporl

Pacific Air FForces

I have considered the information contained in the EA, which is the basis lor this
FONSI/FONPA. Based on the infommation in the EA and this FONSI/FONPA, 1 agree
that the Proposcd Action and Preferred Altcmative, as described above and in the EA,

will have no significant impacts on human health or the environment,

*;’/Z (2 ¢ e ??Z; 4= N & / / 2/ oy

MARGAFQ&I D. BLUM Date
Associate Administrator for Port, Intermodal, and Envirommental Activities

LIS Department of Transportation Maritime Administration
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Port of Anchorage (POA or Port) is implementing a major expansion to support
existing and projected new demands for Port services. A key component of
accomplishing the goals of this expansion is the requirement of substantial amounts of
imported fill to gain needed acreage. [See the Marine Terminal Redevelopment (MTR)
Environmental Assessment (EA); Anchorage Port Expansion Team (APET), 2005a]. This
North End Runway Material Extraction and Transport EA analyzes the potential impacts
associated with material extraction activities at the North End Borrow Site and potential
transportation corridors located on Elmendorf Air Force Base (EAFB), to meet a
substantial portion of the fill requirements. A separate but related action proposes to meet
the remaining portion of the MTR Project fill requirements by utilizing the Cherry Hill
Borrow Site at EAFB for material extraction and transport. Although the Cherry Hill
action and the proposed North End action would both support the MTR Project through
material extraction and transport from EAFB, they are analyzed as separate actions for
the following reasons:

e Either action could stand alone and have independent utility in meeting a portion
of MTR project fill requirements in a timely, cost-effective manner;

e The sites are located in separate areas of EAFB, allowing for formulation and
analysis of distinct alternatives to the Proposed Action for transporting material
from either site to the POA;

e The North End Borrow Site would require a separate access route, even if
implemented in conjunction with the Cherry Hill action;

e Independent analysis of impacts maximizes the potential for beneficial outcomes
for MTR project fill material requirements and schedules; and

e At the time of the preparation of the Cherry Hill Material Extraction EA (APET,
2006), it was not clear whether and to what extent the North End Borrow Site
could or would be used.

The POA, located within the Municipality of Anchorage (MOA), currently occupies
approximately 120 acres. The MTR project is adding 135 acres of additional land by
constructing new dock frontage and backfilling behind the new dock to the shoreline. The
MTR EA (APET, 2005) was prepared for the dock expansion and a Finding of No
Significant Impact (FONSI) was signed by the United States Department of
Transportation (USDOT) Maritime Administration (MARAD) on March 9, 2005.

The 255-acre proposed North End Borrow Site is located approximately 4.75 miles
northeast of the POA and immediately north of the North/South Runway at EAFB. It
includes several borrow pits which are currently in use for construction projects within
EAFB. Approximately 9.8 million bank cubic yards of recoverable material suitable for
use in the MTR project are estimated to be available at the North End Borrow Site within
the Proposed Action limits.
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The proposed haul route comprised of unimproved roads and trails on EAFB extends
generally westward from the North End Borrow Site.

Approximately 20 acres are presently cleared and are active as borrow material sources
for EAFB. An additional six acres are recovering from previous borrow activities and
revegetating with native species. The remaining 229 acres have not been used as a
borrow source and are either cleared to keep vegetation out of the North/South Runway’s
approach clearance surface, or are fully vegetated.

Fill material can potentially be brought to the Port from adjacent military property or from
other commercially-available sources. The 255-acre proposed North End Borrow Site has
been identified as a potential source for a portion of the required fill for the MTR project at
a significant cost savings and with reduced impacts over other alternatives. The cost
savings are due in large part to the proximity of the North End Borrow Site to the POA.

The Proposed Action would be implemented by MARAD on EAFB property in areas
where the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has retained certain mineral rights. BLM
oversees 187 acres of the 255-acre site. As such, MARAD, EAFB, and BLM have
cooperated in establishing agency responsibilities. MARAD has taken the role as the lead
agency, responsible for evaluating potential environmental impacts, alternatives, and
preparing the North End Runway Material Extraction EA. EAFB and BLM are
cooperating agencies, responsible for providing support information and reviewing this
document. In addition, as owner of the mineral rights at EAFB, BLM would issue a
permit to MARAD for excavation of the fill material.

Alternative 1: Excavate from the North End Borrow Site and Improve Roads for
Truck Transport (Proposed Action)

MARAD proposes to expand the existing EAFB North End Borrow Site and remove
approximately 9.8 million bank cubic yards of material for use in the planned Port
expansion. MARAD-approved contractor(s) would be responsible for developing a
Mining Plan specific to the operations and the amount of material to be used, developing
and implementing all sediment and erosion control measures necessary and proper
mining of the material source. The Borrow Pit Development, Operations, and
Reclamation Plans will be submitted to EAFB for their approvals prior to initiating
borrow operations.

Under this alternative, a haul route would be constructed that would allow transport of
material by off-road trucks to the Port. Approximately 4.75 miles of existing unpaved
roadway and trail between the North End Borrow Site and the POA would be improved for
the purpose of fill transport.

The selected operations contractor(s) would prepare and implement, after MARAD, BLM,
and EAFB approval, annual reclamation plans for each year that the site is used to support
the MTR project. Each annual reclamation plan would be designed for, and consistent with,
the use of the direct-access transportation route for military access from EAFB to the POA
with additional improvements. The plan would incorporate drainage systems to prevent
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standing water that would attract birds to the North/South Runway, while retaining
adequate hydrologic systems.

For earth disturbing activities associated with the Proposed Action, a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be prepared and implemented according to
United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) regulations and EAFB guidance
provided in EAFB’s SWPPP Guidance for Construction Activities (EAFB, 2004a). The
SWPPP would be submitted to EAFB for approval prior to any earth disturbing activities
on site. A Notice of Intent (NOI) with USEPA would be filed and a copy of the SWPPP
with the NOI will be filed with the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation
(ADEC), as required.

Period of Performance

Given the quantity of material to be removed from the North End Borrow Site, and in
consideration of the MTR project schedule, it is anticipated that material excavation
under this action would take up to six years to complete. The MTR project would take
one year longer. Processing of materials may occur in the North End Borrow Site year-
round. The activities to be performed under this action include:

» Construction necessary for pit development, to include the clearing and grubbing
of trees and other vegetative matter;

» Construction necessary to improve the proposed haul route;

» Extraction and transportation of usable material;

» Stockpiling selected material on site as needed,;

» Stockpiling and blending of reject material with stockpiled grubbed material;

» Distribution of blended stockpiles for reclamation;

» Final grading and seeding activities associated with pit reclamation; and

» Vegetative maintenance activities (e.g., watering and plant replacement).

Haul route improvements will include the following:

» Clearing and grubbing vegetative matter as necessary to widen existing or
otherwise improve the transportation routes;

» Placing, grading, and compacting material as necessary to widen existing roads or
construct new roads;

» Construction of or improvements to drainage ditches along the entire length of the
haul route; and

« Construction of a crossing for haul vehicles at the intersection of 37" Street and
Fairchild Avenue (also known as Loop Road).
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Construction/Operations
Clearing and Grubbing

Hardwood and softwood trees, stumps, deadfall, shrubs, and the organic overburden layer
to a depth of approximately two feet, would be removed. A mechanical grinder would
likely be used to reduce large timber debris. To the extent feasible, organic matter would
be stockpiled on site and blended with reject soil material for use in later reclamation.
Timber management will be conducted under the direction of EAFB.

Industry standard equipment would be used for all clearing and grubbing activities.
Clearing and grubbing activities will be phased in accordance with construction
sequencing, the SWPPP, and considerations of habitat as required by state and federal
law. Three brush cutters, one D7 track-type tractor, two excavators with appurtenances,
one loader, and three flat-bed trucks would reasonably be expected to conduct clearing
and grubbing activities.

Construct/Improve Proposed Haul Route

An unpaved haul route would be created between the North End Borrow Site and the
POA. Existing roads and trails are available and would be used along most of the
alignment. The haul route would incorporate 37" Street for approximately 2.0 miles,
parallel Fairchild Avenue for several hundred feet, and follow existing dirt trails and 26™
Street between Fairchild Avenue and the Cherry Hill Borrow Site, with final descent into
POA on reconstructed, historically used ramps. The route will be adjusted to avoid
adjacent wetlands to the extent practicable.

Two-way sections of road would be improved and/or widened to no more than 70 feet in
width. One-way sections would be 40 feet wide. These road widths would accommodate
trucks of up to 100 tons in capacity. For purposes of this North End Runway Material
Extraction EA, a 100-foot wide corridor along the proposed haul route was evaluated for
potential environmental impacts. The actual location of the 70-foot wide and 40-foot
wide road sections will be selected within that corridor based upon engineering properties
and material balances. Following completion of the Proposed Action, the improved roads
would be available for EAFB use.

The haul route will require construction and active maintenance. These activities will
likely include the use of front end loaders, excavators, scrapers, tractor-mounted
bulldozers, motor graders, compaction equipment, water distributors, fuel trucks,
concrete trucks and pumps, cranes, and dump trucks. It is anticipated that road
maintenance will be performed on a continuous basis during haul operations. Three 5-
cubic yard excavators, eight 40-ton off-road trucks, and one D7 track-type tractor would
reasonably be expected for construction.
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Material Extraction

Borrow pit operations may consist of extracting select materials for screening, washing,
and/or blending operations. Processed material will be stockpiled for future loading and
haul to the POA. Equipment will likely include front end loaders, excavators, tractor-
mounted bulldozers, water distributors, fuel trucks, pump systems with generators, flood
lights, material screening and washing plant, dump trucks, and/or scrapers. Typical
borrow pit operations may include five 5-cubic yard excavators or five 5-cubic yard
loaders, two 30-cubic yard scrapers, and two D7 track-type tractors. The size of the
equipment will be determined by the responsible selected operations contractor(s).

Annual development, operations, and reclamation plans for the North End Borrow Site
will be submitted for approval by MARAD, EAFB, and BLM prior to work. The
materials will be extracted in accordance with approved plans. These site specific plans
will also include provisions for encountering contaminated soils and management of
hazardous materials.

Pit Reclamation/Revegetation

Areas and excavated earth materials not used in or maintained for future construction will
be graded to drain and stabilized in accordance with approved annual reclamation plans
for the borrow pit. Permanent stabilization of the final graded surface will predominantly
consist of a vegetative cover. This will be accomplished by plantings or cuttings, or other
method approved by EAFB. The vegetative cover is intended to mitigate future risks
associated with Bird Aircraft Strike Hazard (BASH). Overburden recovered from pit
development will be incorporated into site reclamation to encourage regrowth and
regeneration of naturally occurring woody plants and other native species. Areas and
excavated materials maintained for future construction will be temporarily stabilized as
needed. These plans for reclamation will be approved by MARAD, EAFB, BLM, and the
Alaska Department of Natural Resources (ADNR) as appropriate as well as comply with
state and federal requirements.

Due to the nature and complexity of excavating from the North End Borrow Site, and
uncertainties regarding future use of the area by EAFB, a complete reclamation plan is
not feasible at this time. Therefore, an annual reclamation plan will be prepared for each
year of use. EAFB will confirm consistency with the anticipated land use plan for the
area at the time of submittal.

Alternative 2: Excavate and Conduct Minimal Road Improvements

This alternative involves excavating fill material from the North End Borrow Site, similar
to the Proposed Action, but only includes minimal improvements to the existing
roadways. Using a haul route with minimal improvements will dictate use of smaller-
capacity trucks making more trips than Alternative 1. Soil handling methods and
reclamation activities would occur as stated in Alternative 1. The route would incorporate
37" Street for approximately 2.0 miles, parallel Fairchild Avenue for several hundred
feet, and follow existing dirt trails and 26™ Street between Fairchild Avenue and the
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Cherry Hill Borrow Site, with final descent into POA on reconstructed, historically used
ramps.

Alternative 3: “No-Action”

The “No-Action” Alternative would entail using only fill from other sources to provide for
Port expansion activities. Under this alternative, all imported material would be purchased
competitively from commercial providers, non-commercial providers, or a combination
of these. The actual sources and transportation routes would be determined by selected
operations contractor(s) competitively selected for specific phases of the MTR project,
and likely would entail use of non-federally funded, owned or operated sites which may
or may not be subject to National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance.

Material under this alternative would be transported by public road, commercial rail, and/or
barge traveling over public waters. For comparison purposes, one train with 80 cars
carrying 100 tons of material in each car could transport 8,000 tons of fill. Ten 25-ton
trucks bringing in material every hour could transport 4,000 tons of fill per 16-hour day
(160 truck-trips). A single barge could transport approximately 6,750 tons of material per
trip.

Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

Complete analyses of all resource categories are provided in the body of this North End
Runway Material Extraction EA. A summary assessment of the potential environmental
impacts on physical, natural, and human resources from the Proposed Action is presented
in Table ES-1. Impacts from Alternatives 1 and 2 were less than significant, in part,
because a portion of the area has been intermittently used as a source of materials for
previous EAFB construction projects. Approximately 12 acres of wetlands dispersed
throughout the site and associated habitat will be removed through this action, resulting
in an adverse effect. However, the removal is beneficial to EAFB, since the wetlands
create a bird air strike hazard at the end of their most active runway. Mitigation would
occur to avoid, reduce, or compensate for adverse impacts to wetlands, likely through
compensatory or offsite mitigation. Procedures regarding the wetland loss will be
addressed in the following documents: United States Air Force (USAF) Finding of No
Practicable Alternative (FONPA), Executive Order (EO) 11990, and United States Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE) wetland permit. Alternative 3, the “No-Action”
Alternative, would result in all required fill materials being obtained from off-site
commercial or non-commercial sources and transported to the MTR project from public
transportation routes. Potential impacts from those activities are addressed in the MTR
EA (APET, 2005).
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Table ES-1
Summary of Potential Impacts by Resource Category

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Excavate at North End

Resource and Imorove Roads for Excavate and Conduct

Category P Minimal Road “No-Action”
Truck Transport Imorovements
(Proposed Action) P

Physical Resources

Air Quality | e No significant impacts to e CO emissions are e Transportation distances
air quality. calculated to exceed the and degree of public road
o Total emissions generated 100 ton/year de minimus use depends upon location
by extraction, screening level. of extraction sites.*
and transport of 9.8 million | e Total emissions
bank cubic yards of fill are generated by extraction,
estimated at 491 tons of screening and transport
carbon monoxide (CO) and of 9.8 million bank cubic
245 tons of particulate yards along existing
matter (PM-10). roads are estimated at
e Similar emissions have 677 tons of carbon
occurred, at least monoxide and 296 tons
intermittently and on a of particulate matter.
more limited basis, from
use of the area as a
material source for EAFB
construction projects over
the last ten years.
Noise ¢ No significant noise ¢ No significant noise No impacts to noise at

impacts would occur.
Noise levels would increase
during construction and
transport operations.
Minimal impacts to
nearest sensitive receptor
to transportation corridor
(45 dBA).

Distance and vegetation
attenuation would reduce
cumulative noise as a
result of background
noise and Proposed
Action activities at
aviation operation support
buildings, approximately
1,000 feet away to 34 dBA.
Similar noise levels have
occurred, at least
intermittently, from use of

impacts would occur.
Instead, impacts would
be similar to those from
Alternative 1.

e Excavation operations
would have the same
impacts as Alternative 1.

e Minimal impacts to
nearest sensitive
receptor to
transportation corridor
(38 dBA).

e Distance attenuation
would reduce
cumulative noise as a
result of background
noise and Alternative 2
activities aviation
operation support
buildings, approximately

EAFB.

Transport of material along
public roads and/or railway
would cause increased
noise and vibration.*
Underwater noise can be
produced by operation of
vessels if barges are used.*

a portion of the area as a 1,000 feet away to 34
material source for EAFB dBA.
construction projects in
the past.
* See MTR Project EA (APET, 2005)
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Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Excavate at North End

Resource dl Roads f Excavate and Conduct
Category and Improve oads for Minimal Road “No-Action”
Truck Transport Improvements
(Proposed Action)
Hazardous | e Less than significant, e Less than significant, ¢ No significant adverse
Materials adverse hazardous adverse impacts would hazardous materials and
and Waste materials and waste be expected during waste impacts would occur.
impacts would occur. excavation activities and
e Annual development, transportation operations
operations, and on existing EAFB roads.
reclamation plans will be | e Annual development,
required prior to initiating operations, and
excavation activities to reclamation plans will be
address site specific required prior to
potential for discovery initiating excavation
and management. activities to address site
specific potential for
discovery and
management.
Visual ¢ Visual resource impacts e Same as Alternative 1. ¢ No impacts would occur to
Resources would be limited to the visual resources at the

life of operations, and
would not be significant.

o Portions of the site would
be visible to overhead
aircraft.

¢ Annually, recontouring
and revegetation would be
implemented.

o A vegetative buffer along
the roadway would remain.

North End Borrow Site.

Natural Resources

Geology
and Soils

¢ No significant impacts to
geology and soils.

o Potentially reduced
availability of fill for
future use on EAFB
projects.

e Same as Alternative 1.

¢ No significant impacts to
geology of the North End
Borrow Site. Reduced
availability of fill for future
use on other commercial
projects from existing or
new commercial material
sources.*

* See MTR Project EA (APET, 2005)
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Resource
Category

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Excavate at North End
and Improve Roads for
Truck Transport
(Proposed Action)

Excavate and Conduct
Minimal Road
Improvements

“No-Action”

Ground
Water

No significant impacts to
ground water.

Mining activities could
expose perched water
lenses, although excavating
through them would not
impact ground water flow.
Will follow USEPA
regulations and EAFB
SWPPP guidance.
Contaminated material
will be set aside and
managed per EAFB
recommendations.

e Same as Alternative 1.

¢ Potential impacts to ground

water depend upon source
location.*

Vegetation

Less than significant
impacts to vegetation.
Short-term (one to three
years) reduction in
vegetative cover would
occur.

Vegetation resources in
portions of the area are
already impacted by
borrow pit activity and
runway approach zone
clearing. Some newly
disturbed acreage would
be impacted; however,
both annual and long-term
reclamation plans would
be implemented.

Road widening on 37"
Street and new road
construction would create
less than significant
impacts to vegetation
along the alignment, as a
reclamation plan would
be implemented.

e Excavation effects are
the same as Alternative
1.

¢ Transportation effects
have no significant
impacts to vegetation
due to the limited
amount of required road
widening.

¢ No significant adverse

impacts to vegetation at the
North End Borrow Site.
No reclamation plan would
be implemented.

Potential vegetation
impacts depend upon the
selected source(s) and
transportation method.*

* See MTR Project EA (APET, 2005)
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Resource
Category

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Excavate at North End
and Improve Roads for
Truck Transport
(Proposed Action)

Excavate and Conduct
Minimal Road
Improvements

“No-Action”

Wildlife

¢ No significant impacts to

localized wildlife
populations.

Vegetative habitat would
be temporarily removed.
Removal of 12 acres of
wetlands would result in
loss of associated habitat,
yet decrease the number of
birds taken each year by
EAFB for safety reasons.
Adverse impact from loss
of wetland habitat to be

reduced through mitigation.

Wildlife resources in the
area are partially impacted
by previous and current
EAFB projects. Some
habitat areas would be
newly disturbed. However,
a reclamation plan
including requirements for
revegetation and
monitoring, would be
implemented per
MARAD, EAFB and
BLM approval.

e Same as Alternative 1.

¢ No significant impacts to

wildlife at the North End
Borrow Site.

Potential wildlife impacts
depend upon the selected
source(s) and
transportation method.*

Threatened
and
Endangered
Species

No significant impacts to
threatened and
endangered species, since
none are known to be
present in the North End
Borrow Site.

No significant impacts to
migrant bird Species of
Special Concern (SOSC)
or sensitive species due to
expeditious reclamation
of disturbed areas and the
presence of similar and
higher value habitats
nearby.

e Same as Alternative 1.

¢ No significant impacts to

threatened and endangered
species at the North End
Borrow Site.

No new environmental
consequences are expected
for threatened and
endangered species using
this alternative. However,
actual impacts would
depend upon the source
site(s) and transportation
method selected.

Beluga whales, a candidate
species, would be exposed
to noise and disturbance if
barges were used. Belugas
appear to be tolerant to
frequent passages by larger
ships.*

* See MTR Project EA (APET, 2005)
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Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Excavate at North End

Resource dl Roads f Excavate and Conduct
Category and Improve oads for Minimal Road “No-Action”
Truck Transport Improvements
(Proposed Action)
Surface e Adverse, but not e Same as Alternative 1. ¢ No significant adverse
Water significant, impacts to impacts to surface water at
surface water. the North End Borrow Site.
o Newly exposed sediment
would likely become
entrained in surface water
runoff. BMPs and SWPPP
in place for minimal
impacts.
Wetland e Adverse, but not e Same as Alternative 1. No significant impacts to
Resources significant, impacts would wetland resources, as there
occur due to removal of would be no excavation in
approximately 12 acres of the North End Borrow Site.
wetlands. Potential impacts to wetland
e Impacts from removal of resources depend upon the
12 acres of wetlands to be selected source(s).*
reduced through EAFB could potentially
mitigation. remove or substantially
o Aircraft safety hazard due modify the wetlands under
to proximity of bird- the Bird Aircraft Strike
attracting wetlands to Hazard (BASH) program,
EAFB runway would be resulting in potential for
eliminated, resulting in adverse impacts to
beneficial impacts to wetlands.
EAFB operations. No beneficial effects to
EAFB operations from
removal of bird strike
hazards.
Other e Prime or Unique e Same as Alternative 1. Potential impacts to Prime
Resources Farmlands, Floodplains, or Unique Farmlands,

or Wilderness Areas are
not present at the North
End Borrow Site. No
impacts would occur.

Floodplains, or Wilderness
Areas depend upon the
selected source(s).

Human Resources

Cultural and
Historic
Resources

¢ No significant impacts to
cultural or historic
resources.

e A Cultural Resources
Monitoring Plan would be
submitted to MARAD,
EAFB, and BLM for
approval prior to
excavation and would be
implemented during
operations.

e Same as Alternative 1.

No significant impacts to
cultural resources at the
North End Borrow Site.
Potential impacts to
cultural and historic
resources depend upon the
selected source(s).

* See MTR Project EA (APET, 2005)
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Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Excavate at North End

Resource dl Roads f Excavate and Conduct
Category and Improve oads for Minimal Road “No-Action”
Truck Transport Improvements
(Proposed Action)

Socio- Beneficial impacts to e Same as Alternative 1. o Benefits would be similar
economics economy. to Alternative 1 except that

Aircraft equipment and aircraft safety would not be

personnel safety would be improved and the hill

improved by removing would not be removed.

standing water which is a

waterfowl attractant.

Removal of a hill north of

the North/South Runway

would increase aircraft

takeoff and landing

safety.
Environ- No significant impacts to | e Same as Alternative 1. Impacts to environmental
mental environmental justice. justice depend upon the
Justice selected source(s) and

transportation method.*

Land Use No significant impactsto | ¢ Same as Alternative 1. No significant impacts to
and land use. land use or recreation at the
Recreation Minor impacts to North End Borrow Site.

recreation.

Trails and access to lakes
would be temporarily
limited.

Recreation features would
be replaced, if consistent
with long-term EAFB
land use plans, as part of
the reclamation program.

Access to trails and lakes at
the North End Borrow Site
would not be limited
because excavation would
occur elsewhere.

Impacts to land use and
recreation would depend
upon the area(s) selected
for borrow material.

* See MTR Project EA (APET, 2005)
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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED

The Port of Anchorage (POA or Port) is currently operating above its sustainable
practicable capacity and has embarked on a major expansion in order to better serve the
needs of Anchorage and Alaska. Expansion at the POA is part of a Marine Terminal
Redevelopment (MTR) project that will occur over the next seven years and will require
multiple phases of construction; fill is required over the next six years [See the MTR
Environmental Assessment (EA); Anchorage Port Expansion Team (APET), 2005a].
Substantial amounts of imported fill are needed to gain acreage for the expansion, making
fill material a key component of accomplishing the MTR goals.

This North End Runway Material Extraction EA analyzes the potential impacts
associated with extracting fill material from what is referred to here as the North End
Borrow Site, and transporting it to the POA. The North End Runway Material Extraction
EA is prepared by the United States Department of Transportation (USDOT) Maritime
Administration (MARAD), the lead federal agency for this action.

In a separate but related action, the Cherry Hill Material Extraction EA (APET, 2006)
analyzes potential impacts associated with extracting fill material from the Cherry Hill
Borrow Site at EImendorf Air Force Base (EAFB), and transporting it to the POA. The
97-acre proposed Cherry Hill site contains approximately 3.3 million cubic yards of
recoverable material and is located southwest of the North End Borrow Site, on a bluff
adjacent to the northern terminus of the POA. Although the Cherry Hill action and the
proposed North End action would both support the MTR Project through material
extraction and transport from EAFB, they are analyzed as separate actions for the
following reasons:

e Either action could stand alone and have independent utility in meeting a portion
of MTR project fill requirements in a timely, cost-effective manner;

e The sites are located in separate areas of EAFB, allowing for formulation and
analysis of distinct alternatives to the proposed action for transporting material
from either site to the POA;

e The North End Borrow Site would require a separate access route, even if
implemented in conjunction with the Cherry Hill action;

e Independent analysis of impacts maximizes the potential for beneficial outcomes
for MTR project fill material requirements and schedules; and

e At the time of the preparation of the Cherry Hill Material Extraction EA (APET,
2006), it was not clear whether and to what extent the North End Borrow Site
could or would be used.

11 LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The North End Borrow Site is located immediately north of the EAFB North/South
Runway and approximately 4.75 miles northeast of the Port. EAFB is located in
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Southcentral Alaska (Figure 1). The installation is bordered on the east by Fort
Richardson Army Base; on the north and east by the Knik Arm of Cook Inlet; and on the
south by the Port, the Anchorage Railroad Corporation (ARRC), private industry, and
residential districts of Anchorage.

The North End Borrow Site area encompasses approximately 255 acres of land within the
Seward Meridian, Township 14 North, Range 3 West, Sections 27, 28, 33, and 34 (Figure
2). A portion of the North End Borrow Site has been intermittently used as a material
source for EAFB construction projects over the last ten years. Approximately 20 acres are
currently cleared and are active as borrow material sites. An additional six acres are
recovering from previous borrow activities and revegetating with native species. The
remaining 258 acres have not been used as a borrow source and are either cleared to keep
vegetation out of the runway’s approach clearance surface or are fully vegetated. The
overall site has a topographic relief of 110 feet (Terracon, 2005a).

Portions of the North End Borrow Site have been historically used as a material source
for construction projects within EAFB. Except where the area has already been mined,
topsoil covers 1 to 12 inches. A series of borings were drilled in 2004 to verify the
presence and depth of usable fill material in the southern portion of the proposed borrow
site. More borings are scheduled to be drilled in the northern portion of the proposed
borrow site in 2005 to determine the quantity of usable material at that location.

Of the proposed 255-acre borrow site, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) manages
the vegetation on the areas shown in Figure 2. Per Executive Order (EO) 8102, land
within BLM-managed boundaries is under a withdrawal for a military reservation.
BLM’s role is to manage the vegetative and mineral resources if put to non-military
uses. BLM would issue an authorization for a non-military use within this withdrawal
with the concurrence of the military. The transportation corridor does not have any BLM
oversight.

1.2 ACTION PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of this action is to provide an economically viable source of fill material
with minimal impacts for the MTR project, while reducing the surface elevation of a hill
which is a safety hazard for users of the North/South Runway.

The approach clearance surface at a military airport is defined as an inclined plane,
beginning 200 feet beyond each end of the primary surface of the runway and extending
for 50,000 feet (40 CFR 77.28). The slope of the approach clearance surface is 50
horizontal to 1 vertical along the runway centerline, extended until it reaches an elevation
of 500 feet above the established airport elevation. Any object greater in height than this
surface is an obstruction to air navigation (40 CFR 23.23). To reduce the occurrence and
likelihood of intrusion into navigable air space, EAFB management has identified the
need to lower the surface elevation of a hill at the north end of the North/South Runway.
That hill is located within the North End Borrow Site.
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The MTR EA proposes adding 135 acres of additional land by constructing 8,800 feet of
dock frontage, approximately 400 feet westward of the existing dock face, and backfilling
behind the new dock to the shoreline. An EA was prepared as a separate action for the
dock expansion work and a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) was signed by
MARAD on March 9, 2005. Thus, this North End Runway Material Extraction EA
assesses impacts specifically from mining the North End Borrow Site and proposed haul
route, and only considers the MTR impacts on a cumulative basis. The Proposed Action
can stand alone in providing material and is not dependant upon any other action.

Approximately 12.3 million cubic yards of suitable engineered and common fill material
will be needed for the MTR project. This volume of material cannot feasibly be provided
from a single nearby existing or developable commercial or non-commercial site. Instead,
the material will come from multiple commercial and non-commercial sources. The
feasibility of using a specific source, including the North End Borrow Site, to provide a
portion of the required MTR project material is dependent upon a number of factors.
Those factors, which define the purpose and need, are:

e Sufficient Quantity. To meet the defined purpose, approximately 12.3 million
cubic yards of suitable engineered and common fill material will be needed for
the MTR project. The required volume will need to be provided over a six year
construction period for fill. Although it is recognized that no single site will likely
provide all the required material, it is important that each site provide sufficient
quantity to make planning, characterization, tracking, and logistics development
practicable. Thus, any utilized site needs to have the capacity to provide at least
ten percent of the required total material volume.

e Sufficient Quality. Given the design approach for the MTR project, it is critical
that the material comply with engineering specifications selected to provide
adequate stability for site conditions, including seismic conditions. It is also
critical that the material will de-water and compact in a time period compatible
with the proposed construction schedule. The material specifications have been
divided into two categories: “common fill” that can be used in the fill areas
remote from the dock face, and “engineered fill” that will be used in proximity to
the dock face. Thus, any site needs to have materials that meet one or both of the
specified fill categories in sufficient volume.

e Availability and Capacity. The demand for material for the MTR project will
substantially increase the demand from commercial material sources in the region.
Other major construction programs also will continue in the region at the same
time. Therefore, commercial sources with existing clients may not have the
availability and capacity to meet a demand significantly greater than that created
by their current customers. Thus, any commercial site needs to be able to commit
to providing substantial volumes of either or both specific material types.

e Transportation Distance. The distance over which material has to be transported
is significant for several reasons including:
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o Cost. A significant portion of the cost associated with fill material is the
cost of transportation. Logically, the greater the distance transported, the
greater the cost.

o Other Effects. Transportation of material creates potential effects such as
increased noise, air emissions, and traffic congestion. Logically, the
greater the distance material is transported, the greater the potential
effects.

Sites providing material need to be sufficiently close to the POA to make
transportation of materials feasible and practicable.

Transportation Access. There are basically three transportation options for
transporting required material to the POA. They are:

o Transportation by truck;
o Transportation by rail; and
o0 Transportation by barge.

Sites providing material to the MTR project will require access to one or more of
these transportation methods. The ability to transport by truck is limited by traffic
congestion that would occur, both on public roads, especially near the entrance to
the Port, and within the POA. The EA for the MTR project (APET, 2005) notes a
limit to truck transport of material into the Port security gate from public road of
36,000 tons per year to mitigate traffic congestion, and associated air quality and
noise impacts. Access by truck from adjacent military property is not subject to
the same limitation. Rail transport is limited by track capacity and the number of
other trains scheduled during the construction season. Barge transport is
constrained by the requirement to protect shipping lanes at the POA.

Given these factors, the North End Borrow Site addresses the defined purpose and need
of this action.

The North End Borrow Site can provide as much as 9.8 million cubic yards, or
approximately 80 percent of the required MTR project materials (Terracon,
2005b).

The material available at the North End Borrow Site meets the required
engineering specifications (Terracon, 2005b).

The site is not presently used for commercial purposes; however, a portion of the
site has been intermittently used to provide construction material for EAFB
projects. MARAD and EAFB have entered into an agreement to confirm the
availability of the material for the MTR project. Thus, there is sufficient
availability and capacity.
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* The North End Borrow Site is in proximity to the POA. Maximum transportation
distances will be approximately 4.75 miles to the POA and is substantially closer
to the MTR project than any known potential commercial source.

» Since EAFB abuts POA property, material can be transported directly to the MTR
project site without the use of public roads or commercial rail line.

There are additional benefits to using the North End Borrow Site. Extracting as much as
80 percent of the required MTR project fill material from the North End Borrow Site
would be mutually beneficial for EAFB, the United States Department of Defense (DoD),
and MARAD. In addition, excavation will involve removing a hill at the end of the
runway resulting in a safer takeoff and landing zone for EAFB and the DoD. Using the
North End Borrow Site could also support future military access to a secured waterfront
loading and offloading facility with the proposed haul route and would also result in
ultimate reclamation of the existing borrow pit areas. For MARAD, using the North End
Borrow Site for source fill material would result in a significant savings to the taxpayer.
Because of its proximity to the MTR project, use of the North End Borrow Site would
reduce the impacts of transporting all required fill from more distant sources.

1.3 NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL PoLIcY AcT (NEPA) APPROACH

Pursuant to NEPA, the potential impact to the environment as a result of this federal
action is being evaluated prior to making the decision on whether to implement the
action. The spirit of NEPA requires that all federal actions be analyzed for potential
impact to the environment. The intent of this North End Runway Material Extraction EA
is to provide sufficient evidence and analysis for determining whether there is potential
for significant impact from this action, thus requiring an Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS), or whether there is justification to prepare a FONSI.

The Proposed Action would be implemented by MARAD on EAFB property in areas
where BLM has retained certain mineral rights. As such, MARAD, EAFB, and BLM
have cooperated in establishing agency responsibilities. MARAD has taken the role as
the lead agency, responsible for evaluating potential environmental impacts, alternatives,
and preparing the North End Runway Material Extraction EA. EAFB and BLM are
cooperating agencies, responsible for providing support information and reviewing the
North End Runway Material Extraction EA.

A separate but related action proposes to meet another portion of the MTR fill
requirement by utilizing the Cherry Hill Borrow Site at EAFB. Although the Cherry Hill
action and the proposed North End action would both support the MTR project through
material extraction and transport from EAFB, they are analyzed as separate actions for
reasons stated in the Executive Summary, page 1. Cumulative impacts incorporating
both of these projects are discussed in Section 4.0, Cumulative Effects.

As noted, this action is being considered to address material needs for the MTR project.
A separate EA has been prepared by MARAD for the MTR project (APET, 2005), and a
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FONSI was issued by MARAD. Thus, this North End Runway Material Extraction EA
assesses impacts specifically related to use of material from the North End Borrow Site,
and does not assess other MTR project impacts, except on a cumulative basis.

This North End Runway Material Extraction EA was prepared in accordance with criteria
established in the following governing laws and regulations:

e NEPA;

e 40 CFR 1500-1508, Environmental Protection, Regulations for Implementing the
Procedural Provisions of NEPA,

e 32 CFR 989, Environmental Impact Analysis Process for Department of the Air
Force Installations;

e Maritime Administrative Order 600-1, MARAD Procedures for Considering
Environmental Impacts;

e Department of Transportation Office of the Secretary, Order DOT 5610.1c,
Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts; and

e EO 8102.

NEPA requires the decision making process to include public involvement. As such, a
notice will be published by MARAD announcing the availability of this Draft North End
Runway Material Extraction EA for public review. Comments will be addressed and
included in the Final North End Runway Material Extraction EA, Appendix A.
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION AND
ALTERNATIVES

2.1 ALTERNATIVES IDENTIFICATION PROCESS

For Proposed Actions that require preparation of an EA, Council on Environmental
Quality regulations [40 CFR 1508.9(b)] and NEPA Section 102(2)(E) require that
appropriate alternatives to the Proposed Action be studied, developed, and described. The
“No-Action” Alternative must be included. Alternatives eliminated from detailed study
should be identified, along with the reasons for their elimination.

The following constraints were used for determining if sites meet the alternative selection
criteria.

e The site, or combination of sites, must allow for economically feasible excavation
and transportation costs.

e The site, or combination of sites, must have an adequate volume of suitable fill to
justify the fixed costs associated with developing and using the source.

e In determining the feasibility of obtaining fill material for POA expansion, specific
engineering specification for material type and strength must be considered.

o Material for common fill would be a mixture of sand and gravel with at
least 85 percent by weight smaller than four inches in particle size, 15 to
50 percent by weight passing a No. 200 sieve, and a maximum particle
size of 12 inches. Up to 5.3 million cubic yards of common fill will be
needed.

o Material for engineered fill would be a mixture of sand and gravel with at
least 85 percent by weight smaller than four inches in particle size, no
more than 15 percent by weight passing a No. 200 sieve, and a maximum
particle size of 12 inches. Roughly 6.0 million cubic yards of engineered
fill material will be needed.

o Material placed for the non-frost susceptible (NFS) zone would be a
mixture of sand and gravel with at least 85 percent by weight smaller than
three inches in particle size, no more than 6 percent by weight passing a
No. 200 sieve, and a maximum particle size of 6 inches. Approximately
1.0 million cubic yards of NFS fill will be needed.

Using these criteria, in conjunction with the desire of EAFB to have the hill at the north
end of the North/South Runway removed, two action alternatives were identified as
potential options to be carried forward for use of fill material from the North End Borrow
Site: 1) excavate fill material from the north end of the North/South Runway and
construct/improve direct access to the POA for fill transport, and 2) excavate fill material
from the north end of the North/South Runway and transport the fill to the POA by
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existing unimproved roadways. Additionally, the *“No-Action” Alternative of not
excavating material from the north end of the North/South Runway and, instead,
acquiring all fill from other commercially-available sources is evaluated. These
alternatives are described below in Section 2.2.

No other feasible alternatives for the utilization of North End Borrow Site material are
available. Additional alternatives for fill material, other than use of the North End
Borrow Site and use of other commercial and non-commercial fill sources, were
considered, but were not carried forward, because of their failure to meet the purpose and
need of the action. Those alternatives included:

e Use of Dredged Material. The option entails the use of materials excavated by the
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) during on-going maintenance
dredging at the POA as fill for the MTR project. Available dredged material
consists of fine-grained, relatively cohesive materials that drain poorly, and
provide insufficient strength for MTR project engineering requirements.
Therefore, this alternative does not meet the Proposed Action selection criteria
and was not advanced.

e Use of Artificial, Light-Weight Fill. This option entails use of manufactured,
light-weight fill that provides substantially improved strength properties for the
given weight of material over natural construction materials. However,
engineering analyses determined that readily available native sands and gravels,
such as the material at EAFB provide adequate strength, and that there was not a
need for higher strength materials. In addition, engineering estimates indicate that
the cost of artificial fill is significantly greater than natural construction materials,
rendering its use cost-ineffective. Due to its failure to meet the cost-effective
selection criterion, this alternative was not advanced.

e Use of Material from the Cherry Hill Borrow Site. This option entails excavating
3.3 million cubic yards of recoverable material suitable for use in the MTR
project. This alternative is attractive for several reasons and is currently being
evaluated as part of a separate EA (APET, 2006). Adequate volume and quality of
fill material at the Cherry Hill Borrow Site is not available beyond the 3.3 million
cubic yards being evaluated separately, and is; therefore, not advanced for
additional analysis here.

e North End Borrow Site Excavation with Transport to POA by Rail. This option
involves excavating the same area as the Proposed Action, but transporting it to
the Port using the main-line track that goes through EAFB. Complications
involving use of the existing rail track include: 1) truck transport would still be
required to haul material from the North End Borrow Site to the rail cars; 2) the
existing rail contains only a single track which is used for passenger and other
cargo transport; and 3) there is no capability to offload fill material at the Port
until the third track is completed in 2011. Since it is not economically feasible or
practical to address and correct these issues, this alternative was not advanced for
analysis.
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2.2 ALTERNATIVES CARRIED FORWARD FOR DETAILED ANALYSIS

2.2.1 Alternative 1: Excavate from the North End Borrow Site and
Improve Roads for Truck Transport (Proposed Action)

MARAD proposes to expand the existing North End Borrow Site to 255 acres and excavate
9.8 million cubic yards of material for use in the planned MTR project. Exploration
through soil borings drilled during 2004 indicate that as much as 2.7 million cubic yards of
engineered fill and 3.0 million cubic yards of common fill are available within the 190
acres explored in the south portion of the Proposed Action. Material from the southern
portion alone would be adequate to meet the volume selection criterion for economic
feasibility. The remainder of the required fill material for the MTR project would be
obtained from other sources.

Clearing and Grubbing

Hardwood and softwood trees, stumps, deadfall, shrubs, and the organic overburden layer
to a depth of approximately two feet, would be removed. A mechanical grinder would
likely be used to reduce large timber debris. To the extent feasible, organic matter would
be stockpiled on site and blended with reject soil material for use in later reclamation.
Timber management will be conducted under the direction of EAFB. Vegetation,
including timber, on areas under the jurisdiction of BLM will be managed by BLM or by
agreement between BLM and EAFB.

Industry standard equipment may be used for all clearing and grubbing activities.
Clearing and grubbing activities will be phased in accordance with construction
sequencing, the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and considerations of
habitat as required by state and federal law. Three brush cutters, one D7 track-type
tractor, two excavators with appurtenances, one loader, and three flat-bed trucks would
reasonably be expected to conduct clearing and grubbing activities.

Construct/Improve Proposed Haul Route

Existing roadways and trails between the proposed North End Borrow Site and POA
would be improved. An unpaved haul route (refer to Figure 2) would be created between
the North End Borrow Site and the POA for the purpose of transporting fill material by
truck to the Port. An estimated 26 acres of land could be disturbed as part of the road
improvements. Existing roads and trails are available and would be used along most of
the alignment. The route would incorporate 37" Street for approximately 2.0 miles,
parallel Fairchild Avenue for several hundred feet, and follow existing dirt trails and 26"
Street between Fairchild Avenue and the Cherry Hill Borrow Site, with final descent into
POA on reconstructed, historically used ramps. The route will be adjusted to avoid
adjacent wetlands to the extent practicable.

The haul route would cross the EAFB north jet fuel pipeline at two locations; once near
the Port and once near Airlifter Drive. The location and depth of the pipeline would be
verified in the field prior to construction. Sufficient earth cover to protect the pipeline, as
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calculated per APl 1102, Steel Pipelines Crossing Railroads and Highways, would be
incorporated in the road design.

A crossing to maintain continuous traffic flow at the intersection would be constructed
for the haul route to cross Fairchild Avenue. This would likely entail creating a sub-grade
crossing where Fairchild would be raised above its existing elevation. Traffic on
Fairchild Avenue would be temporarily diverted while the crossing is constructed. The
crossing would be either left in place or removed at the end of the project, depending on
EAFB needs.

Portions of the EAFB storm water system may be rerouted by EAFB from the existing
system to discharge north of Gaylor Gulch (See Figure 1). The haul route alignment
associated with the Proposed Action creates a grade from EAFB to a potential discharge
point into the upper Cook Inlet. This grade and alignment corridor accommodates a
future open ditch or underground pipe system that could discharge into downstream
controls and diminish discharge into Gaylor Gulch. Construction of a new EAFB
drainage discharge system would likely occur after the Proposed Action.

Two-way sections of road would be improved and/or widened to no more than 70 feet in
width. One-way sections would be 40 feet wide. These road widths would accommodate
trucks of up to 100 tons in capacity. For purposes of this North End Runway Material
Extraction EA, a 100-foot wide corridor along the proposed haul route was evaluated for
potential environmental impacts. The actual location of the 70-foot wide and 40-foot
wide road sections will be selected within that corridor based upon engineering properties
and material balances. Following completion of the Proposed Action, the improved roads
would be available for EAFB use.

The haul route will require construction and active maintenance. These activities will
likely include the use of front end loaders, excavators, scrapers, tractor-mounted
bulldozers, motor graders, compaction equipment, water distributors, fuel trucks,
concrete trucks and pumps, cranes, and dump trucks. It is anticipated that road
maintenance will be performed on a continuous basis during haul operations. Three 5-
cubic yard excavators, eight 40-ton off-road trucks, and one D7 track-type tractor would
reasonably be expected for construction.

Once improvements are completed, the haul route would have grades capable of
accommodating vehicles and heavy equipment. For purposes of this North End Runway
Material Extraction EA, a 100-foot wide corridor along the proposed route was evaluated
for potential environmental impact. The actual location of the 70-foot wide and 40-foot
wide road sections will be selected within that corridor based upon engineering properties
and material balances. The selected operations contractor(s) would be required to provide
provisions for accommodating ground water, storm water pollution prevention, and
reclamation. Following completion of the Proposed Action, the improved roads would be
available for EAFB use.
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Material Extraction

Borrow pit operations may consist of extracting select materials for screening, washing,
and/or blending operations. Processed material will be stockpiled for future loading and
haul to the POA. Equipment will likely include front end loaders, excavators, tractor-
mounted bulldozers, water distributors, fuel trucks, pump systems with generators, flood
lights, material screening and washing plant, dump trucks, and/or scrapers. Typical
borrow pit operations may include five 5-cubic yard excavators or five 5-cubic yard
loaders, two 30-cubic yard scrapers, and two D7 track-type tractors. The size of the
equipment will be determined by the responsible selected operations contractor(s).

The selected operations contractor(s) would be responsible for proper mining of the
material source consistent with the plan shown in Figure 3, and developing a mining plan
specific to the operations and amount of material to be used.

The selected operations contractor(s) would also be responsible for developing and
implementing all sediment and erosion control measures necessary, including a SWPPP
per United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) regulations and EAFB
guidance provided in EAFB’s SWPPP Guidance for Construction Activities (EAFB,
2004a). The uppermost layer of material would be cleared, grubbed, and stockpiled on site
to be used for reclamation. An expected minimum of 0.9 million cubic yards of reject
material would be excavated in the process of obtaining the engineered and common fill.
This material would be blended with the grubbed material and used as cover for
reclamation.

Pit Reclamation/Revegetation

Stockpiled reject and organic material would be spread throughout the post-mined North
End Borrow Site to contours detailed in annual reclamation specifications. For aesthetics
and erosion control, vegetative cover would be re-established as shrub habitat per
specifications provided by EAFB. Additionally, the overburden previously stockpiled
would be used where possible to provide rootstock to promote reintroduction of native
species. Reinvasion of natural species would be permitted. Water would be provided
through the use of a water truck and sprayer hose system during germination. The area
would be monitored after germination to ensure no non-native noxious weed invasion
occurs, and to determine if further reseeding is required. The actual species mixtures,
revegetation processes, and monitoring programs will be defined by MARAD in annual
reclamation plans reviewed and approved by MARAD, EAFB, BLM, and the Alaska
Department of Natural Resources (ADNR) as appropriate.

MARAD would prepare and implement annual reclamation plans for each interim
construction season at the North End Borrow Site, as well as a reclamation plan for final
closure of the entire North End Borrow Site and haul route corridor. The reclamation
planning would also incorporate drainage systems to prevent standing water that may
attract birds to the end of the North/South Runway. Other materials may also be imported
from other EAFB locations for landscaping and drainage. Reclamation plans will be
reviewed and approved by MARAD, EAFB, BLM, and the ADNR consistent with long-
term use plans for EAFB.
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Alternative 1 meets the criteria for purpose and need as follows:

e Best available engineering estimates indicate that material could be provided to
the MTR project from the North End Borrow Site for a cost of approximately
$7.25 per cubic yard. This represents a cost savings of between $4.75 and $9.75
per cubic yard over other commercial sources.

e The North End Borrow Site can provide as much as 9.8 million cubic yards, or
approximately 80 percent of the required MTR project materials.

e The material available at the North End Borrow Site meets the required
engineering specifications.

The North End Borrow Site is approximately 4.75 miles from the Port. Sites within
EAFB are substantially closer to the MTR project than any other potential source.

2.2.2 Alternative 2: Excavate and Conduct Minimal Road Improvements

This alternative involves excavating fill material from the Proposed Action area, similar to
Alternative 1. The same transportation route shown in Figure 2 would be used for transport.
However, instead of implementing major road improvements and widening roads, the
existing unimproved roads would be used with only minimal, localized improvements. An
estimated eight acres of land may be disturbed as a part of these road improvements. Truck
size would be limited to approximately 25 tons in capacity, increasing the number of truck-
trips to provide the same quantity of material.

Future rerouting of storm water by EAFB through the Cherry Hill Borrow Site, described
in Alternative 1 would apply to Alternative 2 also.

The selected operations contractor(s) would be responsible for maintaining the roads in the
transportation route, and the MTR project contractor would be responsible for conducting
operations in a manner that ensures safety and success, such as covering loads and
conducting debris removal, if necessary. Excavation within the North End Borrow Site and
follow-up reclamation would be conducted as described in Alternative 1.

2.2.3 Alternative 3: “No-Action”

An alternative to expanding the North End Borrow Site is to use other sources to provide
the entire quantity of MTR project fill. Under the “No-Action” Alternative, no material
from the North End Borrow Site would be used and all MTR project fill material would be
purchased competitively from commercial providers, non-commercial providers, or a
combination of the two. No existing single source can provide the entire required volume.
Potential commercial providers include known suppliers such as: AggPro; Central Paving
Products; Denali Materials; Anchorage Sand and Gravel; and other independently owned
and operated retail borrow sites. Non-commercial providers may include EAFB
(locations other than the North End Borrow Site); Fort Richardson; the Matanuska-
Susitna Borough; and various native landholdings under the Alaska Native Claims
Settlement Act. ADNR has provided a list of approved borrow sites within approximately
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70 miles of the MTR project site that have train or highway access, and thus are potential
sources MARAD could consider for the MTR project (ADNR, 2004). Figure 4 shows the
location of these sites, along with the maximum amount of fill determined to be available
at each site. The requirements of the MTR project are large enough to have an impact on
commercially available sources, given other demands, and would potentially necessitate
opening new pits.

Under the “No-Action” Alternative, the MTR project contractor selected for each phase as
part of a MARAD-approved competitive bidding process would determine the source(s) of
material. There would be a requirement to adhere to existing laws and regulations
governing removal, transport, and placement of fill material, and to implement Best
Management Practices (BMPs). Contract terms would specify that materials can be
obtained only from appropriately permitted sources, must be substantially contaminant
free, and must meet minimum engineering specifications.

Material from more distant sites, under the “No-Action” Alternative would likely be
transported by public road, commercial rail, and/or barges traveling over public waterways
under aforementioned transportation restrictions. For comparison purposes, one train with
80 cars carrying 100 tons of material in each car could transport 8,000 tons of fill; ten 25-
ton trucks bringing in material every hour could transport 4,000 tons of fill per 16-hour day
(160 truck-trips); and a single barge could transport approximately 6,750 tons of material
per trip.

The existing rail system at the POA is neither located appropriately nor of sufficient
capacity to provide optimal support for substantial material delivery. MARAD presently is
extending the system along the east side of the Port to provide rail access and capacity.
However, the track extension will not be complete until 2011 (APET, 2004).

Truck transport by road could be used to provide a portion of the MTR project fill, but
could not be used as a stand-alone option due to capacity limitations (36,000 tons by truck
from public road). Barging and rail transport, once track construction is complete and
certified for commercial use, could be used for supplying either a portion or all of the
material.
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSEQUENCES

According to the analysis in this North End Runway Material Extraction EA,
implementation of the Proposed Action or Alternative 2 would result in adverse but not
significant impacts in any resource category, with the exception that Alternative 2 will
require a conformity analysis under the Clean Air Act due to potential major impacts on
CO levels in the Anchorage Bowl. Implementing the Proposed Action would not
negatively affect existing conditions to a significant degree at the North End Borrow Site,
along the proposed haul route, or in adjacent areas. Less than significant adverse impacts
would occur to air quality, noise levels, ground water, vegetation, wildlife, surface water,
and wetlands. The action or Alternative 2 would result in the removal of approximately
12 acres of wetlands. However, the wetlands located generally north of the runway create
a hazard to waterfowl habitat that EAFB must address under the Bird Aircraft Strike
Hazard (BASH) program. If the Proposed Action or Alternative 2 is implemented,
mitigation would likely be needed to avoid, reduce, or compensate for adverse impacts to
wetlands, likely occurring as compensatory or offsite mitigation. Procedures regarding
the wetland loss would be addressed through the United States Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) wetland permit process. The “No-Action” Alternative would result in impacts
ranging from not significant to significant, depending upon the selected source area(s)
and transportation method. A summary of the potential impacts by resource category for
the Proposed Action and alternatives is presented in Table ES-1.

3.1 PHYsICAL RESOURCES
3.1.1 Air Quality

The USEPA developed standards for pollutants that are common throughout the country
and can negatively impact health or harm the environment. The significance of the
pollutant concentration is determined by comparing it to the federal and state ambient air
quality standards. The Clean Air Act (CAA) and its subsequent amendments (CAAA)
established the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for six “criteria”
pollutants:

Ozone (O3);

Carbon monoxide (CO);

Nitrogen dioxide (NO,);

Sulfur dioxide (SO,);

Particulate matter measuring less than 10 microns in diameter (PM-10); and
Lead (Pb).

Affected Environment

The location of the proposed project is over four miles north of downtown Anchorage.
Anchorage enjoys relatively good air quality, with levels of most pollutant emissions
within the required standards. Anchorage has historically experienced elevated CO
concentrations during the winter months, resulting primarily from incomplete combustion
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of fossil fuels. A portion of Anchorage was formerly designated as a non-attainment area
for CO, but was reclassified as an attainment area in July 2004. This area included
downtown Anchorage, Ted Stevens Anchorage International Airport, and locations as far
south as O’Malley Road and east to Muldoon. The northern boundary extended westward
along the Glenn Highway to about Pine Street, then continued in a straight westward line
to the Knik Arm on the northern side of the Ship Creek basin. The area is now a
maintenance area for CO in compliance with Federal General Air Conformity rules and
regulations. EAFB lies to the north of and outside of the maintenance area, and is
therefore not required to perform conformity analyses for actions occurring on base.

Eagle River is designated as a non-attainment area for PM-10. The rest of the
Municipality of Anchorage (MOA) and EAFB are currently in attainment for all criteria
pollutants. Although the distance from Eagle River to the North End Borrow Site
precludes any effect on PM-10 in Eagle River, it is addressed here because it is a general
concern for MOA.

A portion of the North End Borrow Site has been intermittently used as a material source
for EAFB construction projects over the last ten years, periodically resulting in air
emissions similar to those that would occur from implementing the Proposed Action but
on a more limited basis.

Environmental Consequences

Alternative 1: Proposed Action

Air emissions that would be generated under the Proposed Action potentially include dust
from the physical movement of soil and CO, SO,, and NO; generated by diesel vehicles
extracting and hauling material, and by material screening conducted prior to hauling. Of
these, CO is the primary pollutant of concern for the Anchorage area. Total additional
project CO emissions of 100 tons would be considered as exceeding the general
conformity levels for a nonattainment area, and 100 tons of PM-10 would be the
threshold for an attainment area, as stipulated in the SIP. Although EAFB is in an
attainment area and is not required to conform to the SIP, the de minimus levels are used
here as a measure of significance. Even though analysis and general conformity levels are
based on annual totals, it should be recognized that the material excavation and transport,
and generation of most of the pollutants would occur during the summer and not during
the winter when CO levels are highest.

The Proposed Action does not exceed the de minimis levels and conforms to the SIP.
The amount of construction equipment used would cause an incremental, but not long-
term or significant, increase in emissions for the duration of the Proposed Action.
Material processing would generally be performed year-round. However, excavation and
transportation of material generally only occurs from April through October and not
during winter months when Anchorage air quality is more likely to suffer from increased
emission load.

Assuming a US Army FM5-34 conversion factor of 1.25 loose cubic yards per bank
cubic yard of common earth, 12.2 million loose cubic yards of material will be
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transported over the life of this project. The emissions in tons for diesel engine emissions
for the anticipated equipment use associated with moving 12.2 million cubic yards of
material over the life of the Proposed Action are shown in Table 3-1.

Table 3-1
Alternative 1: CO and PM-10 Emission Calculations
From Diesel-Burning Equipment (Total Over Project)

. Emission Factors Total Emissions
Equi Rated Equipment Total (Ib/hp-hr) (tons)
quipment o Hours/
(hp) Day* Hours

ay co PM-10 co PM-10
4 Excavators
(average, same 275 48 25,920 | 0.00668 | 0.0022 | 23.8075 | 7.8408
for all size dump
trucks)
25-ton Belly
Dump Truck 489 540 291,600 | 0.00668 | 0.0022 | 476.2586 | 156.8516
(45)
Total Excavator and 25-ton Belly Dump Truck Transport Emissions 500.0661 | 164.4924
40-ton Dump 518 384 207,360 | 0.00668 | 0.0022 | 358.7577 | 118.1537
Truck (32)
Total Excavator and 40-ton Dump Truck Transport Emissions 382.5652 | 125.9945
100-ton Dump |45 192 103,680 | 0.00668 | 0.0022 | 346.2912 | 114.0480
Truck (16)
Total Excavator and 100-ton Dump Truck Transport Emissions 370.0987 | 121.8888

*  Based on 12 hours of operation daily for each piece of equipment.
** (AP 42, 2005)

A second source of criteria pollutants is the potential for PM-10 emissions, caused by
fugitive dust generated from mining and hauling operations. Whenever required by
weather conditions, water would be used to decrease dust emissions from these
operations. Table 3-2 calculates the potential fugitive dust emissions based on the three
types of trucks that may be used for material hauling. Total tonnage is based on 12.2
million cubic yards of material.

Table 3-2
Alternative 1: Calculations for Fugitive Dust (Total Over Project)
Process Tons of Miles of | Emission Factor Total PM-10
Gravel Travel (Ib/ton or mile) Emissions (tons)

Truck Loading/ 18,300,000 N/A 0.000016 0.1464
Unloading
25-ton Belly Dump
Trucks Hauling on N/A 3,210,526 0.01887051 30.2921
Dirt Roads — Empty
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Miles of
Travel

Total PM-10
Emissions (tons)

Emission Factor
(Ib/ton or mile)

Tons of

Process
Gravel

25-ton Belly Dump
Trucks Hauling on
Dirt Roads — Full

40-ton Dump Trucks
Hauling on Dirt
Roads — Empty
40-ton Dump Trucks

Hauling on Dirt
Roads — Full

100-ton Dump
Trucks Hauling on
Dirt Roads — Empty

100-ton Dump
Trucks Hauling on
Dirt Roads — Full

N/A 3,210,526 0.02850078 45.7513

N/A 2,033,333 0.03660159 37.2116

N/A 2,033,333 0.05375776 54.6537

N/A 813,333 0.03660159 14.8847

N/A 813,333 0.03688917 15.0016

Although activities associated with the material extraction could cause localized
degradation of air quality, the impact would not be significant in the context of EAFB’s
overall excellent air quality during the summer months. In addition, BMPs, such as
watering unvegetated ground surfaces to suppress dust emissions during dry weather,
would be implemented. Dust from previous material extraction operations was not known
to cause an impact to surrounding air quality.

The Proposed Action would include improving and widening roads for the haul trucks.
Dust from these dirt roads would be controlled using watering and other BMP control
techniques. These roads would be restricted to the general population and BMPs would
be used to keep dust and particulate matter to a minimum. Emissions would be decreased
compared to Alternative 2 because fewer truck trips would be required. The emissions, in
tons, for the anticipated equipment use associated with improving the roads are shown in
Table 3-3. MARAD anticipates that all road improvement would occur in one
construction season, and material extraction would begin the following year.

Table 3-3
Alternative 1: CO and PM-10 Emission Calculations
from Diesel-Burning Equipment for Road Improvements in 2006

. Rated | Hours/ Total Emission Factors Total Emissions
Equipment (hpy** | Day Hours (Ib/hp-hr) (tons)
CO PM-10 CO PM-10
Excavator 275 36 1,890 0.00668 0.0022 1.735965 0.571725
Medium Dozer 175 12 630 0.00668 0.0022 0.368235 0.121275
Grader 200 315 0.00668 0.0022 0.21042 0.0693
Water Truck 489 315 0.00668 0.0022 0.5144769 | 0.1694385
Compactor 145 315 0.00668 0.0022 0.1525545 | 0.0502425
Dump Truck 518 96 5,040 0.00668 0.0022 8.7198048 2.871792
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Rated H y Total Emission Factors Total Emissions
Equipment (ha)i* B:rs ng?’s (Iv/hp-hr) (tons)
P y co PM-10 co PM-10
(12 cubic yard)
Total 11.701456 3.853773

*  Based on 12 hours of operation daily for each piece of equipment.
** (AP 42, 2005).

In both Alternatives 1 and 2, material would be excavated, screened, and stockpiled prior
to hauling to the Port. The fugitive dust emissions associated with controlled screening of
the material are shown in Table 3-4, and the emissions associated with the diesel-burning
equipment used to extract the material are shown in Table 3-5. This screening operation
could continue year-round, if necessary, and total tonnage shown below is for the life of
the Proposed Action.

Table 3-4
Alternatives 1 and 2: Calculations for PM-10 Emissions
from Material Screening (Total Over Project)

Tons of Material Pounds PM-10/tons Total PM-10
of Material Emissions (tons)
18,300,000 0.0022 20.13
Table 3-5

Alternatives 1 and 2: CO and PM-10 Emissions

from Diesel-Burning Equipment Used for Material Extraction (Total Over Project)

_ Rated | Hours/ Total Emission Factors Total Emissions
Equipment (hpy** | Day Hours (Ib/hp-hr) (tons)
CO PM-10 CO PM-10

Excavator 275 48 25,920 0.00668 0.0022 23.8075 7.8408

Medium Dozer 175 24 12,960 0.00668 0.0022 7.5751 2.4948

Scrapers 200 24 12,960 0.00668 0.0022 8.6573 2.8512

Water Truck 489 12 6,480 0.00668 0.0022 10.5835 3.4856

Total 50.6234 16.6724

*  Based on 12 hours of operation daily for each piece of equipment.
** (AP 42, 2005) .

Whenever required by weather conditions, water would be used to decrease dust
emissions from these operations. BMPs would be used to keep dust and particulates to a
minimum in the North End Borrow Site.

A portion of the North End Borrow Site has been periodically used for fill material for
construction projects on EAFB, creating impacts similar to those above. Therefore, the
types of equipment impact identified above already periodically occur in the area
although on a more limited scale. It is reasonable to assume that it would not be feasible
for EAFB to perform material removal concurrent with the Proposed Action.
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A de minimis level of 100 tons is established by the federal general conformity rule and
SIP as a significance threshold for total annual CO emissions. Likewise, a de minimis
level of 100 tons total annual PM-10 emissions has been established by the USEPA for
areas in attainment for this criteria pollutant. Under Alternative 1, there will be a
maximum allowable volume of material that can be transported in any single year that
will stay below these thresholds. This volume would be stipulated in project design.
Estimates of maximum year emissions would be 92.78 tons of CO and 53.46 tons of PM-
10, assuming use of 40-ton trucks, the most probable alternative. Therefore, emissions
generated by the action would not have a significant impact on air quality standards in the
attainment area.

Alternative 2: Excavate and Conduct Minimal Road Improvements

Under this alternative, air emissions would result from diesel-burning equipment,
loading/offloading of material, excavation, and screening of material. The material
excavation and screening figures in Tables 3-4 and 3-5 are applicable to this alternative
as well as to Alternative 1. Anticipated emissions due to diesel-burning equipment and
loading/offloading operations under Alternative 2 are shown in Tables 3-6 and 3-7.

Table 3-6
Alternative 2: CO and PM-10 Emission Calculations

from Diesel-Burning Equipment (Total Over Project)
Equipment Emission Factors Total Emissions
Equipment (F;?)t)ii Hours/ ngtﬁls (Io/hp-hr) (tons)
Day™* CcO PM-10 CcO PM-10

4 Excavators 275 48 25,920 0.00668 | 0.0022 23.8075 7.8408
Belly Dump 489 540 291,600 | 0.00668 | 0.0022 | 4762586 | 156.8516
Truck (45)

Total 500.0661 164.4924

*  Based on 12 hours of operation daily for each piece of equipment.
** (AP 42, 2005) .

Table 3-7
Alternative 2: PM-10 Emission Calculations for Material Extraction
(Total Over Project)

Process Tons of Miles of | Emission Factor Total PM-10
Gravel Travel (Ib/ton or mile) Emissions (tons)
Truck Loading/ 18,300,000 N/A 0.000016 0.1464

Unloading

25-ton Belly Dump
Trucks Hauling on N/A 3,210,526 0.01887051 30.2921
Dirt Roads — Empty

25-ton Belly Dump
Trucks Hauling on N/A 3,210,526 0.02850078 45.7513
Dirt Roads — Full
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The diesel emissions and PM-10 emissions in Alternative 2 are identical to the 25-ton
dump truck calculations shown in Alternative 1 above. Although Alternative 2 requires
more total driving miles than using larger dump trucks, they are a lesser impact on PM-10
emissions compared to Alternative 1 in that the roads do not have to be widened to
accommaodate transport vehicles.

Whenever required by weather conditions, water would be used to decrease dust
emissions from these operations. BMPs would be used to keep dust and particulates to a
minimum in the North End Borrow Site.

Under Alternative 2, total annual CO emissions from the action in the maximum
projected construction year would be 135.78 tons, exceeding the de minimis level of 100
tons. The increased CO emissions for this alternative are caused by the increased number
of driving hours needed when using smaller vehicles than those used in Alternative 1.
Projected total annual PM-10 emissions would be 63.68 tons, which does not exceed de
minimis levels of 100 tons established by the federal general conformity rule and SIP.

Alternative 3: “No-Action”

Air emissions generated under this option potentially could be greater than either of the
other alternatives. Material would be hauled substantially farther, (depending upon some
locations) and the CO emissions from diesel-burning equipment would be increased
proportionately. PM-10 emissions for the actual extraction would theoretically be the
same since the same amount of fill would be extracted, but would occur at a different
location.

3.1.2 Noise

Sound level is measured in units called decibels (dB). The dB system of measuring sound
provides a simplified relationship between sound level and its perceived loudness to the
human ear. Because environmental noise fluctuates from moment to moment, it is
common practice to describe the noise environment in a single number, called the
equivalent sound level (Leq). Often the Leq values over a 24-hour period are used to
calculate cumulative noise exposure in terms of the Day-Night Sound Level (Ldn). Ldn is
the A-weighted Leq for a 24-hour period with an added ten-dB penalty imposed on noise
that occurs during the night time hours between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.

Affected Environment

Increased noise due to implementing the Proposed Action and its alternatives would be
attributable to two distinct activities: 1) excavating at the North End Borrow Site, and 2)
transporting fill material to the POA. Both activities and location must be considered
when determining the impact to existing noise levels.

Given the nature of the POA’s activities and MARAD’s role as an agency of USDOT, the
most applicable federal guidelines for noise are those issued by the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA, 1995). FTA guidelines classify three categories of land use with
special sensitivity to noise; they are:
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e Buildings or parks where quiet forms a basic element of their purpose;

e Residences and buildings where people normally sleep (e.g., homes, hotels,
hospitals) where nighttime noise is most annoying; and

e Institutional land uses (e.g., schools, libraries, active parks, churches) with
primarily daytime and evening use.

In addition to FTA guidelines, USEPA criteria state that construction noise resulting in an
hourly equivalent sound level of 65 A-weighted decibels (dBA) at a sensitive receptor
(e.g., hospital, residence, church) represents a significant impact.

Anchorage also has a noise control ordinance (GAAB 16.85.010; AO No. 78-48) that
establishes limits on construction noise depending upon the time of day and the zoning of
the receiving property. The ordinance prohibits construction noise in excess of an Leq of
80 dBA during any one hour at or within a residential real property boundary or within a
noise sensitive zone (e.g., hospitals) between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m.
during the typical construction season (April 1 through October 31). It also prohibits
creating a “noise disturbance” in a residential area between 10:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m.

The North End Borrow Site neither includes nor abuts land assigned to FTA categories of
noise sensitive land use. There are no sensitive receptors located within 1.0 mile of the
site.

Existing Background Noise

Periodic use of vehicles for material removal represents the primary direct noise sources
currently affecting the North End Borrow Site. Other nearby sources include low-flying
military aircraft departing and arriving at EAFB immediately to the south. Vehicle and
related equipment noise is transient and infrequent, generating very low (under 45 Ldn),
short-term, and localized (within approximately 100 feet) noise levels. Urban daytime
noise levels are approximately 45 dBA (APET, 2004).

According to the 1993 Air Installation Compatible Use Zone Study (EAFB, 2003), noise
generated by aircraft results in levels ranging from 75 to more than 80 dB Ldn in the
vicinity of the North End Borrow Site (APET, 2005), comprising the greatest level of
noise. A jet flyover at 1,000 feet generates approximately 110 dBA (APET, 2005).

Existing background noise levels are assumed to be approximately 45 dBA. Background
noise during aircraft flyover is calculated as shown below.

Background Noise During Aircraft Flyover:

10 IOg (1045 dBA/10 + 10110 dBA/lO) =110 dBA
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Environmental Consequences

Noise impacts were examined using criteria established by the FTA as well as the MOA
noise ordinance. FTA criteria consider both the amount of change in noise levels and the
cumulative noise level resulting from a project (FTA, 1995). To result in an impact,
projected noise levels must exceed these criteria. The MOA noise ordinance prohibits
construction noise of an Leq greater than 80 dBA in residential areas.

Alternative 1: Proposed Action

Noise anticipated as a result of excavating operations at the North End Borrow Site is less
than significant compared with the noise generated from aircraft operations using the
adjacent runway. In addition, similar noise levels are periodically generated from
ongoing EAFB material removal. No significant impact to noise levels at any sensitive
receptor is anticipated as a result of implementing the Proposed Action.

Anticipated Construction Noise Levels

Increased noise associated with the Proposed Action would be caused by heavy
equipment used to extract, process, and transport fill material. This includes diesel-
burning equipment such as brush cutters, excavators, front-end loaders, and dump trucks.

Noise from excavation activity varies with the types of equipment used and the duration
of use. Heavy equipment of the type associated with excavation activities generates noise
levels typically ranging from 70 to 90 dBA at a distance of 50 feet. Chart 1 depicts
typical noise levels associated with construction equipment.

Noise would be reduced to substantially below the 65 dBA level at the nearest sensitive
receptor, an EAFB library, over one mile away. Attenuation from the North End Borrow
Site to the library would result from the distance between them.

Calculations for increased noise levels to potential receptors at aviation operation support
buildings, approximately 1,000 feet away, as a result of Proposed Action activities are
listed below.

Construction Noise Adjusted for Distance and Vegetation Attenuation:

90dBA - [20 log (1,000 ft/50)] — (1,000 ft x 0.03 dBA/ft) = 34 dBA

Construction with Existing Background Noise:

10 |Og (1045dBA/10 + 1034 dBA/lO) — 45 dBA

Construction with Existing Background Noise during Aircraft Flyover:

10 IOg (10110 dBA/10 + 1045 dBA/lO) =110 dBA

Noise levels during military aircraft flyover would not exceed the FTA criteria in
combination with the Proposed Action. The increase in noise during times when military
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aircraft are not overhead is less than 1 dBA, which is below FTA’s noise impact criteria
for classification as both an impact (7 dBA) and a severe impact (14 dBA).

Calculated cumulative noise as a result of background noise and the Proposed Action
activities would be 45 dBA, which is below FTA’s criteria for classification as both an
impact (53 dBA) and a severe impact (59 dBA).
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Chart 1: Typical Noise Levels Associated with Construction Equipment
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Estimated noise values for the Proposed Action activities also fall below USEPA’s
criterion for a significant impact due to noise generated by construction at sensitive
receptors (65 dBA), and the Anchorage noise ordinance prohibiting construction noise
above 80 dBA in residential areas.

Less than significant impacts to non-workers would result from excavation at the North
End Borrow Site for the following reasons:

e Noise generated by continued aircraft operations at adjacent EAFB would
dominate ambient noise levels.

e Using a direct-access transportation route to the Port would reduce total vehicle
travel. These roads would be restricted to the general public and are located away
from areas of higher traffic patterns. Noise would have little or no impact on
nearby receptors due to attenuation.

e Heavy equipment that would generate the highest noise levels would not be used
consistently enough to exceed the hourly equivalent noise level of 75 dBA for
more than one hour beyond the boundaries of the borrow pit and transportation
corridor. Local noise levels within the North End Borrow Site would likely
exceed this level, but attenuation would cause this level to be reduced for offsite
receptors.

Alternative 2: Excavate and Conduct Minimal Road Improvements

Less than significant impacts would be anticipated as a result of implementing
Alternative 2. Since the extraction site and material volume are the same as in the
Proposed Action, the noise and vibration created during excavation and the potential
receptors impacted would be the same as discussed above.

Under this alternative, trucks would use the same haul route as Alternative 1, with the
exception that the roads would be largely unimproved and; therefore, narrower. Due to
the narrower road width, trucks would be limited to a 25-ton capacity. Therefore, there
would be an estimated 1,000 trips per day required to deliver 20,000 cubic yards to the
Port.

Calculations for increased noise levels to potential receptors at aviation operation support
buildings, approximately 1,000 feet away, as a result of Alternative 2 activities are listed
below.

Construction Noise Adjusted for Distance and Vegetation Attenuation:
90dBA - [20 log (1,000 ft/50)] — (1,000 ft x 0.03 dBA/ft) = 34 dBA
Construction with Existing Background Noise:

10 |Og (1045 dBA/10 + 1034 dBA/lO) =45 dBA

Construction with Existing Background Noise during Aircraft Flyover:
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As shown above, noise levels during military aircraft flyover would not be affected by
Alternative 2 activities. The increase in noise at potential receptors during times when
military aircraft are not overhead is less than one dBA, which is below FTA’s noise
impact criteria for classification as both an impact (7 dBA), and a severe impact (14
dBA).

Calculated cumulative noise as a result of background noise and Alternative 2 activities
could reach 45 dBA, which is below FTA’s noise impact criteria for classification as an
impact (53 dBA), and a severe impact (59 dBA).

In addition to FTA’s criteria, estimated noise values for Alternative 2 activities fall below
USEPA’s criteria for a significant impact due to noise generated by construction at
sensitive receptors (65 dBA) and the MOA noise ordinance prohibiting construction
noise above 80 dBA in residential areas.

Alternative 3: “No-Action”

No significant impacts would be anticipated as a result of implementing Alternative 3.
Commercial borrow pits are generally located and operated so as to minimize noise
impact on communities and populations. Isolation of the noise making activity can be
accomplished by geographical distance or the presence of natural barriers such as
vegetation and hills.

Transport of material along public roads and railway from a commercial source
potentially could cause increased noise. Vehicles, in general, and diesel engines in
particular, are sources of noise which annoy and disturb operators and others in the
vicinity.

Transport of material by barge would be a source of noise, but the noise would largely be
separated by distance to sensitive human receptors. In addition to noise in the air,
underwater noise can be produced by operation of vessels; i.e., barges. Marine life within
the vicinity of a barge actively transporting, storing, and offloading material would be
subjected to increased underwater noise.

Increased noise along public thoroughfares, railways, or barge routes due to MTR project
activities would occur in the short-term (through 2011), and would; therefore, not have a
long-term impact on the existing noise environment.

3.1.3 Hazardous Materials and Waste

Hazardous waste is a specially regulated subset of solid waste. Hazardous wastes exhibit
one or more of the following characteristics: toxicity, corrosivity, ignitability or
reactivity, or are specifically listed on one of four hazardous waste lists. These wastes are
specially regulated, because they pose a substantial threat to human health or the
environment if they are improperly managed. The Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA) regulates the generation, accumulation, transport, storage, treatment, and
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disposal of hazardous wastes. RCRA requires all generators of waste to evaluate each
waste stream to determine if it is a hazardous or non-hazardous waste. While non-
hazardous wastes may generally be disposed of in a municipal landfill, hazardous waste
must be properly labeled, transported, treated, and disposed of at a specially permitted
facility.

Transport of hazardous materials is regulated by USDOT. While being handled and
stored, they are regulated by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA)
and Clean Water Act; during and after disposal, they are regulated under RCRA. The
regulations for handling, transport, and storage of hazardous materials require that
secondary containment be provided for materials stored outdoors, that adequate and
appropriate spill response equipment be located nearby, and that materials be properly
marked or placarded. These provisions decrease the chance of a spill or release of the
materials.

Affected Environment

Petroleum, oils, and lubricants (POLs) would be used during operation activities using
heavy equipment and generators. POLs are classified as hazardous materials, and must be
handled as such. How much of these products would be consumed varies by alternative.
However, the types of products used and the hazards they pose are consistent throughout.

Numerous contaminated sites have been identified at the base. The proposed transport
route alignment crosses several known sites, and several others are located in close
proximity to the project. Each of these sites is currently being monitored and treated, or
has been treated and is currently below the target cleanup levels specified in applicable
decision documents. The following contaminated sites without associated plumes are
located within 0.25 miles of the proposed excavation area and transport route (See Figure
5):

e RW17 was once suspected of containing small quantities of buried cyanide and
radium. Radioactive analysis found that no radioactivity above background levels
was detected. Based on results of site monitoring conducted by the United States
Air Force (USAF), no present potential for contamination exists. This site was
classified as No Further Action (NFA) in the Federal Facility Agreement signed
in 1991 (EAFB, 2001b).

e LFO06 is a landfill located south of Airlifter Drive. It was originally used as a
gravel borrow site. From 1951-1964 the borrow pit was filled with clean
construction and demolition debris. There is no evidence that hazardous materials
were disposed of at this site. The site has been covered with two feet of soil and
revegetated. There are no indications of erosion, contamination, or other
compliance problems.

e ST72 is adjacent to 37" Street and on the proposed haul route. The source of
ST72 is leaking underground storage tanks (USTs) and related piping. A 500-
gallon gravity fed UST was removed in August 1992 and replaced with a 1,200-
gallon UST. Approximately 300 cubic yards of contaminated soil was removed.
This site was closed in July 1998.
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SA99 is located approximately 70 feet north of Airlifter Drive and is the site of a
former drum disposal and storage area. Historical aerial photographs indicate that
the area may have been a landfill between 1952 and 1962. Crushed drums were
discovered during excavation work in 1998. Metal drums in various stages of
decay and POL contaminated soil were excavated and transported for disposal.
Utility line excavation activities in 1999 revealed additional crushed drums in the
area. The area is currently the location of a POL distribution station operated by
EAFB. A site-investigation report completed in 2003 found soil and water
samples to be below ADEC Method 2 Cleanup Levels and no further action is
required.

2004 POL is the only known contaminated site within the boundaries of the North
End Borrow Site. The area does not have an official designation by EAFB, but is
labeled 2004 POL on Figure 5. During excavation activities by EAFB at the North
End Borrow Site during June of 2004, an excavator operator noticed an odor in
the soil. As a result, approximately 160 cubic yards of soil from trucks that were
in the process of hauling the suspect material, as well as soil that had been
recently dumped, was returned to the location of origin and placed in a stockpile.
Excavation activities were moved to a different location and no attempt was made
to delineate the in-situ extent of contamination. One analytical sample was
collected and analytically tested. Diesel range organics were measured at 202
mg/kg. The source of the contamination is not known.

The following contaminated sites, with associated contaminated soil and/or contaminated
groundwater plumes, are located within 0.25 miles of the proposed excavation area and
transport route (See Figure 5). These sites are discussed further in Section 3.2.2.

SD15
ST41
ST69
WP14
PL81
FT23
SD26
ST32
LFO4

Environmental Consequences

Alternative 1: Proposed Action

Less than significant impacts from hazardous materials and waste would be generated
under the Proposed Action. Since hazardous materials used on site would be limited to
vehicle fluids, few or no hazardous materials would be generated as part of the Proposed

Action.

Diesel fuel would be used to power vehicles and heavy equipment operating to extract
and transport fill material. Vehicles would likely be refueled on site. A SWPPP would be
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required prior to initiating excavation activity and any refueling operations would be
consistent with BMPs listed in the SWPPP. Any fuel potentially stored on site would be
stored in a way that prevents or minimizes the chance of spills and is protective of the
environment.

Small amounts of solid waste may be generated from operating diesel-burning
equipment, such as used oil and oil-contaminated rags. However, a portion of this waste
would be generated at equipment maintenance facilities, not at the North End Borrow
Site. Use of trucks to transport the material might cause less than significant amounts of
contamination from oil and fuel on the proposed haul route.

The Proposed Action may result in the discovery of solid and hazardous waste or other
hazardous materials, such as discarded petroleum products, from historic operations. If
wastes are found, the discovery would be immediately reported to MARAD and EAFB.
MARAD would submit plans for management of hazardous waste as part of the
development, operations, and reclamation plans for the North End Borrow Site. MARAD
intends to leave undisturbed hazardous waste in place. Discovery of wastes from historic
operations could potentially lead to their removal through the EAFB orphan drum
program or contaminated site procedures; thereby eliminating associated on-site hazards.

Alternative 2: Excavate and Conduct Minimal Road Improvements

Less than significant impacts would be expected during excavation and transport
operations. Since the extraction site and material volume is the same as in the Proposed
Action, impacts relating to hazardous materials would be the same as discussed under
Alternative 1.

More haul trips would be made under Alternative 2 due to the smaller capacity of each
truck. Thus, there would be a higher likelihood of oil and fuel contamination from the
trucks along the transportation route. With proper vehicle maintenance and adherence to
BMPs, the amount of incidental releases of hazardous materials along the transportation
route is still expected to be below a significant level.

Alternative 3: “No-Action”

Hazardous materials used or waste generated from some other material source under this
option are similar to the Proposed Action, except that more fuel would be needed to
transport the material from the North End Borrow Site to the Port. Placing fuel in storage
at the North End Borrow Site would not be required under this alternative. Solid waste
generated from vehicle operations would also increase, as hazardous material generation
is proportional to miles traveled. The selected operations contractor(s) would be
responsible to report and remedy incidental releases along existing roads.

May 2006 Page 45



North End Runway Material Extraction and Transport Final
Environmental Assessment

3.1.4 Visual Resources
Affected Environment

The site of the Proposed Action consists of areas with indigenous vegetation interspersed
with active borrow activities; two former, but smaller, excavation areas revegetating with
new growth; and a runway approach clearance zone which is periodically cleared for
aircraft safety. There is a vegetative buffer between the Proposed Action site and any
developed land. Visual access is largely limited to personnel in aircraft and people
traversing 37" Street.

Environmental Consequences

Alternative 1: Proposed Action

Under this alternative, the site would be subdivided into portions to be either cleared,
mined, or revegetated during particular years so that the appropriate amount of material is
available for each year’s construction activity. During operations, overburden would be
stockpiled on site for future reclamation use. Upon conclusion of extraction activities, the
area would be landscaped and revegetated to facilitate both drainage and natural
regeneration of native vegetation. Roads and trails widened for material transport would
have vegetation removed during improvement, but would still retain a native vegetation
buffer along most of the proposed haul route.

The reclamation and revegetation plans would be structured to be consistent with EAFB
long-term plans for use of the area. To the extent practicable, a comprehensive site
rehabilitation and revegetation program would be developed to minimize visual impacts
from the operation upon decommissioning. The plan would address creating a visually
appealing landscape while creating grading for site drainage and revegetation. Natural
revegetation can be facilitated by importing weed-free soil, and by incorporating
overburden recovered from pit development into site reclamation to allow reintroduction
of native species.

Aerial observers on military, commercial, and private flights may view the disturbance
during the years of material extraction, but subsequent site rehabilitation would minimize
any long-term visual impacts from the air. Commercial and private flights are height
separated from military flights, and prohibited within the EAFB approach zone above the
North End Borrow Site.

Alternative 2: Excavate and Conduct Minimal Road Improvements

Visual impacts are the same as described in Alternative 1. There would be no road and
trail improvements; however, there are no visual impacts from road improvements due to
the remaining vegetative buffer.
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Alternative 3: “No-Action”

The visual impacts at the North End Borrow Site would remain unchanged from their
current state under this alternative. The existing borrow site would remain disturbed from
previous, as well as future, material extraction. Where disturbance does not continue,
naturally regenerating native plants would slowly continue to encroach on the site.

3.2 NATURAL RESOURCES
3.2.1 Geology and Soils
Affected Environment

The Anchorage Bowl has experienced glacial ice advance and retreat several times.
These glacial movements left complex deposits of hard till and associated outwash
deposits of varying thickness overlying bedrock. During the glacial retreats, complex
deposits of washed ice-contact sediments were left in place. Outwash, consisting of
mainly gravelly material, covers much of Anchorage.

Distinct clay layers can also be found through parts of the Anchorage Bowl under the
glacial till. These clays are components of the Bootlegger Cove Formation (BCF) and
were generally deposited in the North End Borrow Site area approximately 13,500-
15,000 years ago. The formation is a relatively impervious layer of silty clay, clayey silt,
silty fine sand, and medium sand with scattered pebbles, cobbles, and boulders.

The North End Borrow Site is located in the EImendorf Moraine. This moraine extends
westward from the Knik Arm through Fort Richardson. The material within the
Elmendorf Moraine is varied and compacted. Particle size varies from boulders to clay.
Fossils are known to be found within this moraine.

The ground surface of the North End Borrow Site has an elevation change of 120 feet.
The elevation of Airlifter Drive immediately south of the borrow site is 220 feet above
Mean Sea Level (MSL). The elevation of the ridge which would be excavated as part of
the Proposed Action is 340 feet above MSL (EAFB, 1994).

Portions of the North End Borrow Site have been used for fill material extraction for at
least ten years.

Environmental Consequences

Alternative 1: Proposed Action

No significant impacts to area geology and soils are anticipated as a result of
implementing the Proposed Action alternative. Extraction of material from the North End
Borrow Site is not expected to destroy a unique or valuable geological record. The
structural geology is similar to that of Anchorage and surrounding areas and is well
documented in literature.
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Topographical changes would occur as a result of this Proposed Action. Excavation and
reclamation would also change the drainage of the topography. As noted, a portion of the
area has been historically used as a borrow source area. There would be a reduced
availability of extractable material for future use on EAFB projects, since this resource
would be used for the MTR project. The Proposed Action would require a comprehensive
area reclamation plan, improving and eliminating standing water that creates a bird
attractant, which in turn is an aircraft hazard.

Alternative 2: Excavate and Conduct Minimal Road Improvements

No significant impacts to area geology and soils are anticipated as a result of
implementing Alternative 2. The effects of extraction and transportation activities would
be the same as in the Proposed Action.

Alternative 3: “No-Action”

No significant impacts to geology and soils are anticipated as a result of implementing
Alternative 3. Impacts due to material excavation would be similar to those for material
excavation under the other two alternatives. Material would be removed and elevation
reduced at the source site. Borrow pits are purposely located; however, such that these
impacts typically are not significant. Transportation of excavated material would occur
along existing thoroughfares, railways, or barge routes. No road improvement or
construction would be required from an existing, more remote source.

3.2.2 Ground Water
Affected Environment

There are two principal ground water resources identified at EAFB: 1) a shallow,
unconfined aquifer system, and 2) a deeper artesian (confined) aquifer. The BCF, a clay
and silt deposit with lesser amounts of sand and cobble material separates these two
systems. The BCF acts as an aquitard, restricting vertical water movement in the confined
aquifer.

The confined aquifer beneath the BCF is typically 100 feet below ground surface (bgs).
The hydrogeologic units of the formation include sand and gravel outwash, alluvial
sands, and mixed till deposits. Confined aquifer piezometric flow at EAFB and in the
Anchorage Bowl is generally in a westerly direction toward Knik Arm, with a hydraulic
gradient of 25 feet per mile (Terracon, 2005b).

A shallow ground water aquifer flows across the southern part of EAFB in a
southwesterly direction, toward Knik Arm (EAFB, 1994). Based upon groundwater
monitoring data, there is contamination in portions of the shallow aquifer on site. At the
toe of EImendorf Moraine and at the location of the present sand pit, shallow, unconfined
aquifer water levels are approximately 35 feet bgs.

Known contaminated sites along the haul route, as well as those closest to the excavation
area, are shown in Figure 5. Based on mapped data available at the EAFB website, the

May 2006 Page 48



North End Runway Material Extraction and Transport Final
Environmental Assessment

boundaries of the proposed North End Borrow Site are well outside of the associated
plumes, although actual plume extent may vary. All plumes are actively being monitored
as part of the EAFB Remediation Program. Cleanup remedies have been documented for
these areas and groundwater is being monitored through an ongoing EAFB program.

The SD15 Plume is located approximately 200 yards from the eastern extreme of the
North End Borrow Site. The plume is a result of the releases from a former sludge
disposal site, located northeast of the Proposed Action area. SD15 consists of three 30-
foot by 40-foot concrete pads used to weather fuel filters and tank sludge between 1970
and 1983 (EAFB, 2005a). SD15 is monitored at monitoring wells OU6 MW-17, -18 and -
19, and is still being actively treated to achieve Record of Decision (ROD) cleanup levels
(EAFB, 1996).

The haul route crosses the ST41 South Plume on the west end of Elmendorf Moraine.
The plume is a result of releases from four former 1,000,000-gallon fuel storage tanks.
EAFB actively remediated “Four Million Gallon Hill” from 1976 to 1999 to remove and
treat dissolved phase fuel constituents and free product floating on the ground water. A
remediation system, which operated from 1992 to 1998, functioned to intercept
contaminated water at seep locations on the south side of ST41. The four storage tanks
were demolished and the piping was removed in 1996 (EAFB, 2003).

The ST41 North Plume consists of POLs from a former one-acre sludge disposal area.
Depth to groundwater varies significantly across ST41, with an average depth of about 15
feet bgs and a saturated interval thickness of 13 feet. Although free product has been
present at ST41 North in the past, contaminant concentrations have shown a steady
decline due to natural attenuation. The plume is estimated to have dimensions of 400-feet
by 600-feet. It is upgradient of a natural wetlands area and the site’s ROD requires long-
term monitoring to show that natural attenuation continues to be protective of the wetland
system (EAFB, 2003).

Exposure to contaminated soil at ST41 is unlikely due to the depth to contamination
(greater than 10 feet). Institutional controls restrict access to groundwater and
contaminated surface and subsurface solids, as well as groundwater development at the
site, as long as hazardous substances remain on the site at levels that preclude
unrestricted use. Based on this information, development and improvement of the haul
road through the ST41 area should include consideration of on-site contamination. The
selected remedy for ST41 is monitored natural attenuation of groundwater, similar to and
with the same implications as the groundwater remedy at OU6 (EAFB, 1995).

FT23 Plume (Fire Training Area) is centrally located on EAFB at the northwest corner of
the North/South Runway, between Airlifter Drive and 33" Street. Vertically, it occupies
ground water in the shallow aquifer with a depth ranging from 25 to 50 feet. The source
of contamination is incomplete combustion of fire training materials in FT23.
Contaminants include chlorinated solvent products and hydrocarbons, primarily benzene
(EAFB, 2003).

Levels of chlorinated solvents at FT23 must attenuate to below five micrograms per liter
(ng/L) in the next three years, to meet the ROD closure date of 2008. If results from
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ongoing attenuation sampling at the plume indicate deficient attenuation rates, more
aggressive remedial actions may be proposed (EAFB, 2003).

The WP14 Plume is located south of the intersection of 26™ Street and the Knik Bluff
Trail. The source of contamination is thought to be a valve pit associated with the
abandoned PL81 pipeline. It is currently monitored by EAFB using just one well, MW-
46. Thus, the dimensions of the plume are not well defined. Ground water at this location
is found in a perched aquifer at a depth of approximately five feet bgs (EAFB, 2004c).

The PL81 South Plume, also associated with the PL81 pipeline, is located near the Knik
Arm bluff at approximately 45 feet bgs. The plume is approximately 250 feet long, trends
east-west, and discharges through a seep at the Knik Arm bluff. Previous investigations
determined that the source of this plume was a former pump house associated with the
abandoned PL81 pipeline. The dissolved contaminants released from this source migrate
westward toward the Knik Arm. PL81 is currently being monitored at one monitoring
well and three seep locations (EAFB, 2005b). The potential for plumes to commingle led
to the application of OU6 cleanup levels to a 2004 PL81 cleanup project and will be used
for all future PL81 projects.

A limited field investigation is currently underway at PL81 South, the old pump house
site. Preliminary PetroFLAG data from borings indicate that the plume spread down,
encountered isolated clay lenses, pooled on the lenses, flowed off the edges, reached an
aquitard (possibly Bootlegger Cove clay), and flowed towards Knik Arm. An
accompanying dye test, injected at the site of the pump house, confirms that the plume
flows towards the bluff seeps. However, the lateral extent of contamination of the pump
house appears to extend to the South/South West between 10 feet to 40 feet bgs.

The ST69 Plume contains a contaminant plume located approximately 1,000 feet
southwest of the 26™ Avenue and Fairchild Avenue intersection. This is an isolated plume
found in the shallow, unconfined aquifer that ranges from 5 to 15 feet thick in this region
of EAFB. The source for this plume was a 500-gallon diesel fuel spill, which reportedly
occurred between 1989 and 1990. Two monitoring wells are active within the ST69
Plume and are monitored yearly (EAFB, 2003).

SD26 Plume is located near FT23. SD26 (Hangar 14) is an active hangar for C-130s,
used for helicopter maintenance, operations, and as a wash rack. The hangar was
constructed in 1957 and has been an active facility for over 45 years. Historical records
indicate that from 1970 through the early 1980s, waste oil, hydraulic fluids, JP-4, and
PD-680 (a petroleum-based solvent used for degreasing) were used at this facility. In
1992, a focused limited field investigation was completed and no further action was
required (EAFB, 2005b).

ST32 is a large source area located in the western portion of the base north of Airlifter
Drive. Twenty-nine 50,000-gallon fuel tanks were buried, or partially buried, and covered
with soil over an 80-acre area along the face and crest of the moraine north of Airlifter
Drive and the main East/West Runway. The tanks were manifolded together and gravity
fed. In 1982, they were emptied when 11 of the tanks failed a visual inspection. Test
results showed no soil contamination; however, petroleum contamination of groundwater
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was discovered. The tanks and associated pipeline have been removed. There are
monitoring wells still in the area. A decision document, signed in 2003, outlined the
cleanup approach of using limited hot spot removal with off-site low thermal desorption
for areas within ST32 not meeting closure criteria. The proposed haul road goes directly
through ST32 and the proposed crossing at Fairchild Avenue would either be within or
near ST32.

LFO4 is an old landfill that was used from 1945 to 1957. A groundwater fuel plume
encompasses much of the southern area. There is a more limited solvent plume near the
center of LFO4 South (EAFB, 1997).

Environmental Consequences

Alternative 1: Proposed Action

Less than significant impacts to area ground water are anticipated as a result of mining
activities and haul route construction under the Proposed Action.

Mining activities could expose perched water lenses at the North End Borrow Site.
Perched water can be situated above discontinuous, fine-grained layers or compacted
sediments. Perched water lenses by definition are not resupplied by ground water, and
excavating through them would not impact ground water flow.

The removal of overburden, change in slope, and the exposure of gravelly till within the
excavation site would locally alter drainage by increasing the rate of soil percolation and
impacting runoff rates. Consequently, the rate of recharge for the shallow, unconfined
aquifer above the clay layer could temporarily increase at the excavation site. However,
annual reclamation plans would incorporate drainage improvements and revegetation
would essentially eliminate any standing water and decrease or slow ground water
recharge. Average annual precipitation in the Anchorage area totals 17 inches, including
snowfall. With implementation of SWPPP measures, the potential impact associated with
increased sedimentation is not anticipated to be significant and can be controlled by
instituting BMPs.

Four contaminated areas (PL81, ST41, ST32, and ST72) would be crossed by the
proposed transportation alignment. There is some risk of encountering contaminated soil
and/or groundwater associated with these or other nearby sites. In most cases, this is
unlikely since contamination depths exceed proposed disturbance depths. Monitoring
wells in the area would be considered during design of roadway improvements. Access to
monitoring wells would be provided throughout the project for any required groundwater
monitoring activity. Any wells that must be physically impacted during the course of
excavation would be discussed with EAFB (3 CES/CEVR) as far as possible in advance
of construction activity. Mutual agreement would be reached regarding appropriate
actions to be taken, likely to include installation of replacement wells and verification
sampling. No significant impact to any of the cleanup remedies is anticipated.
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Alternative 2: Excavate and Conduct Minimal Road Improvements

Less than significant impacts to area ground water would be anticipated as a result of
mining activities under Alternative 2. The location and method of extraction is the same
as in the Proposed Action with the same anticipated effects on drainage and runoff.

Alternative 3: “No-Action”

No significant impacts to ground water would be expected due to excavation and
transport from a commercial source. Since excavating soil from a saturated zone is not as
easy or efficient as excavating dry material, commercial borrow sources are typically
located such that excavation routinely occurs above ground water level. However, the
level of impact would be dependent upon the actual source site selected and site specific
subsurface conditions that are now unknown.

3.2.3 Vegetation
Affected Environment

BLM manages vegetation in 187 acres of the 255-acre proposed North End Borrow Site.
Vegetation within the North End Borrow Site area is a function of localized topography,
hydrology, soils, and the types of disturbance. The North End Borrow Site is a mixture of
vegetation types ranging from mature birch/spruce forest to middle-aged closed canopy
sitka alder to grass meadows and black spruce bogs. Much of the mature spruce has been
killed in recent years by beetles and removed through a salvage timber harvest.
Understory includes raspberry, currant, bunchberry, horsetail, and high bush cranberry as
well as willow, elderberry, rusty menzeiseia, devil’s club, and sapling cottonwood.
(EAFB, 2001a) The remaining parcels consist of newly disturbed bare ground and
sparsely vegetated sites consisting of roads. Twelve acres of wetlands have been
delineated and documented within the project boundary (see Appendix B). Vegetation
within these wetlands range from marsh type communities to small patches of freshwater
forested shrub wetlands.

Portions of the North End Borrow Site were cleared during the 1940s, when EAFB built
the runway. Currently, approximately 20 acres are cleared and are active as borrow
material sources. An additional six acres are recovering from previous borrow activities.
Surfaces remaining in the abandoned portions of the sand pits are being colonized
entirely by indigenous vascular plant species and by lichens (sparse), mosses, and
pioneering Scouler willow. In disturbances where fine textured soils remain, indigenous
grasses, sedges, and forbs occupy the open ground and introduced species have invaded.
Dominating along the trails and road sides is Calamagrostis canadensis, also known as
bluejoint grass. Bluejoint grass is a native grass species that quickly dominates,
especially in moist soils, after being released from competition for sunlight..

The regrowth on overburden heaps to the north of the existing open sand pit is dominated
by various grasses and minor numbers of indigenous forb and shrub species. The bare
gravel is vegetated primarily by native trees, shrubs, forbs, and lichens (Photo 1). Bare,
unvegetated areas of the abandoned borrow pit are present on the south and east facing

May 2006 Page 52



North End Runway Material Extraction and Transport Final
Environmental Assessment

slopes, where sloughing has occurred from high walls. Gravel and sand remain relatively
loose, providing unstable footing and presumably an unstable substrate for vegetation. A
Floristic Inventory of Vascular Plant Species in EAFB, Alaska (EAFB, 2001a)
determined five rare vascular plant species were found on EAFB, but no threatened,
endangered, or candidate species of plant are anticipated in the North End Borrow Site.

Photo 1: Looking south. Shows disturbed bare ground in
foreground, and vegetation in background.

Environmental Consequences

Alternative 1: Proposed Action

Less than significant, impacts would occur under the Proposed Action as vegetation is
cleared to mine the underlying fill. Removal of wetlands would eliminate associated
wetland vegetation as well as the attractant for waterfowl associated with bird aircraft
strike hazards. Mitigation would occur to avoid, reduce, or compensate for any adverse
impacts from loss of wetland vegetation. This would likely be compensatory or offsite
mitigation. Procedures regarding the wetland loss would be addressed in the USAF
Finding of No Practicable Alternative (FONPA), the USACE wetland permit, and would
meet the requirements of EO 11990. All requirements would be met, with appropriate
actions undertaken by MARAD.

The potential for plant communities to re-vegetate the area is very high due to planned re-
sloping and re-vegetation after extraction. Annual reclamation plans that include re-
vegetation would be implemented after excavation is complete. It is not anticipated that
the wetland areas would be graded or revegetated as wetland, but rather with upland
species. This would eliminate the current airstrike hazard within the safety area of
military aircraft takeoff and landing.

Although overburden replacement is expected as part of each annual reclamation plan,
indigenous plant species would reinvade even if site reclamation does not include
addition of overburden. The return of upland forest species is usually most easily
accomplished by providing a suitable substrate and by allowing natural seed dispersal
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mechanisms to reintroduce the trees and shrubs. Natural recovery of vegetation can also
occur by recruitment from adjacent sites.

It is understood that EAFB intends to eliminate tall forest types within runway approach
zones and convert to tall shrub (primarily willow) moose habitat, including BLM’s 187-
acre parcel.

Road improvements and widening to create a temporary haul route to the POA would
impact trees and other vegetation in direct line of the proposed road site in the short-term
(approximately 26 acres). These areas would be revegetated and reclaimed to comply
with proposed EAFB land uses upon completion of material removal from the North End
Borrow Site for the MTR project.

Alternative 2: Excavate and Conduct Minimal Road Improvements

Less than significant impacts to vegetation are anticipated as a result of mining activities
under Alternative 2. Impacts within the excavation site, as well as the reclamation plan
for this area, would be identical to Alternative 1. However, less reclamation would be
required along the haul route since minimal road improvements would be made.

Alternative 3: “No-Action”

The “No-Action” Alternative would be to acquire material from commercial or non-
commercial sites using existing or newly-developed borrow pits. The vegetative
consequences would depend upon the location of the source(s) and transportation method
selected. Assisted reclamation may or may not be part of a long-term plan at a privately
owned site. Indigenous plant species would be expected to reinvade.

3.2.4 Wildlife

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (MBTA), 16 USC. 703-711, last amended in
December 1989, is a federal law that enforces international conventions to protect
migratory birds. This act also prohibits disturbing a nest once it is established, until it is
abandoned. This means that a nesting bird, even if it is a nuisance, typically cannot be
disturbed until the nest is vacated. This law includes essentially all species of birds, not
just those typically considered migratory (EO 13186).

The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 USC. 668-668c) makes it illegal to
import, export, or take bald or golden eagles, or to sell, purchase, or barter their parts or
products made from them, including their nests or eggs.

Affected Environment

The Anchorage Bowl provides habitat for most of the terrestrial animal species found in
south central Alaska. Moose are common and use the proposed project area for calving,
summer feeding, fall rutting, and to a lesser extent, wintering.. Black bear are resident in
the area, with records of denning nearby. The thick alder habitat is especially attractive
for cover and summer and fall food sources. South facing slopes and wetland edges in
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the area that green-up early attract black bears in the spring. Moose calves may also
provide an important food source. The different berry producing plants, especially devil’s
club, in years of berry abundance can attract bears from adjacent home ranges in the fall.
Brown bears, at 20 to 30 percent of the density of black bears, move from den sites in
higher elevations in the Chugach Mountains to feed in and adjacent to the North End
project area on many of the same foods as black bears. Wolves from at least one of two
packs that use EImendorf occasionally travel and hunt along the EImendorf Moraine.

Snowshoe hares, an important food for predators, have a cyclic population and local
predators such as lynx, coyotes, red fox, great horned owls and goshawks also cycle with
their prey levels. Coyotes are common in the vicinity of the North End site and have
denned nearby. Other mammals found in the area are red squirrels, porcupines, short-
tailed weasels, voles and shrews. The project boundary habitat wildlife populations are
limited by the presence of fencing on the base, as well as human encroachment such as
roads, housing, recreational, and military uses.

Wildlife habitat is partially limited at the 255-acre North End Borrow Site because of
ongoing disturbance of approximately 20 acres. Tree and shrub species may provide
habitat for a variety of birds including songbirds, corvids, raptors, woodpeckers, game
birds, and waterfowl. Threatened and endangered species, species of special concern and
sensitive species, and their presence on EAFB are addressed in Table 3-8.

There are up to 20 bird species that are year-round residents, and at least 21 migrant
species that breed in the Anchorage/EAFB area. Three species of owl (horned owl, saw-
whet and boreal owl) breed in the area’s forest habitats. Bald eagle, osprey, northern
harrier, goshawk, sharp-shinned hawk, merlin, and Harlan’s red-tailed hawks are raptors
known to nest on EAFB. Thirty-three species of resident and migrant land birds have
been documented using forest and shrub habitats during fall season in the Anchorage
bowl during migration studies using mist netting and bird banding. The olive-sided
flycatcher, gray-cheeked thrush, Townsend’s warbler and blackpoll warbler move
through the area during fall migration and are included on the State of Alaska’s list for
Species of Special Concern. The olive-sided flycatcher is a likely nester within the North
End site, and the blackpoll warbler is a potential nester.

Moose feed on the abundance of summer forbs within the area. In late summer they strip
leaves from shrubs and young trees to include paper birch, willow, aspen,
cottonwood/balsam poplar, high bush cranberry, Sitka alder, and mountain ash. In winter
they browse on the twigs of the same species but also use rusty menzesia, prickly rose,
and devil’s club. The low to moderate density of accessible winter browse species within
the area result in lower densities during winter months.

Two man-made osprey nesting platforms are located in the North End Borrow Site
(Photo 2). No nests were seen upon observation. The platforms were placed along 37"
Street to attract osprey away from the trees directly under the flight path. Two pairs of
osprey have added material early in 2004 and 2005 to the platform located north of
wetland area 1 (see Appendix B), but they eventually nested on communication antennas
between Green Lake and Sixmile Creek. Red-tailed hawks nested on the eastern platform
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in 2004. There is at least one owl box in the woods just north of 37" Street. It was used
by northern saw-whet owls in 2004. The location of these perches can be problematic,
given their proximity to the North/South Runway.

Photo 2: Man-made osprey nesting platform near North/South Runway.

Another species of fauna that may be found in the North End Borrow Site and along the
POA haul road is the wood frog (Rana sylvatica). Auditory population estimates indicate
that wood frogs are present in small numbers in all of the North End Borrow Site wetland
areas (Griese, 2005) Wood frogs apparently utilize the North End Borrow Site wetland
areas during breeding and tadpole periods, which can vary depending on water depth and
local temperatures. Breeding periods can range anytime between April 1% and May 25™.
At other times of the year, they disperse to surrounding woodlands. Young froglets
emerge and disperse from wetlands between late July and mid August. (Griese 2005).
Disturbance to wetland areas will be minimized between April and mid-August, when
frog populations are most vulnerable and concentrated (Dave Tessler, 2006).

Fish Lake and Triangle Lake are located outside of and within 1,000 feet of the north-
west boundary of the North End site. These lakes provide an important recreational
resource on EAFB for sport fishing. Both are stocked with rainbow trout by the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game.

Environmental Consequences

Alternative 1: Proposed Action

No significant impacts on local populations of wildlife are expected from the Proposed
Action. Although habitat would be disturbed during excavation activities in the area,
revegetation would occur and habitat would be reestablished. Available data and reports
do not identify the presence of any critical habitat in the vicinity of the North End Borrow
Site.

Noise generated from the trucks and excavation work may impact resident wildlife such
as the wood frog. These animals likely would avoid the area because of associated local
noise, similar to those periodically occurring in the area from EAFB use, and loss of
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cover and habitat. The brown bear movement corridor may be temporarily restricted
during times of disturbance, as would foraging by the black bears. Since the constructed
route to transport the material would be temporarily in use for supplying the MTR
project, the impacted area may be reclaimed by reestablishing vegetation and habitat,
depending on desired long-term land use by EAFB.

The two man-made osprey nest sites appear not to have been recently inhabited. These
structures would be demolished during excavation activity.

Clearing of vegetation will cause adverse, but not significant impacts to birds.
Vegetation clearing will be conducted outside the of the bird nesting season in
accordance with recommendations by US Fish and Wildlife Service to avoid violation of
the MBTA. Vegetation clearing/logging will be conducted outside the period of May 1%
— July 15" to protect SOSC species such as the Blackpoll warbler, gray cheeked thrush,
olive-side flycatcher, and Townsend’s warbler, as well as other nesting birds. If owls and
raptors are suspected in the area the suggested block extends to April 10" and continues
through August 10" (Recommended Time Periods for Avoiding Vegetation Clearing in
Alaska to Protect Migratory Birds, USFWS).

Wetland habitat would be removed and not replaced in the interest of reducing bird air
strike hazards. Other vegetative habitat would be replaced. Revegetation with intent of
providing shrub habitat for moose would be done on an annual basis. Therefore, during
the fifth year of excavation activity, the originally mined area would have four-year
growth.  Mid-term impacts to wildlife would occur before mature vegetation is
established. Habitat restoration and reclamation plans would be submitted for approval to
MARAD, EAFB, and BLM on an annual basis.

Removal of wetlands and associated habitat currently in close proximity to the runway
would decrease the number of birds attracted to the area, thereby reducing the number of
birds taken each year for safety reasons. Although a positive impact for military
purposes, this would result in an adverse, but not significant, impact for wetland-
dependent wildlife. Mitigation would occur to avoid, reduce, or compensate for any
adverse impacts. This would likely be compensatory or offsite mitigation. Procedures
regarding the wetland loss would be addressed in the FONPA, the USACE wetland
permit, and would meet the requirements of EO 11990. Revegetation would be
accomplished by methods approved by EAFB. The vegetative cover specified by EAFB
is intended to mitigate risks associated with BASH. Overburden recovered from pit
development would be incorporated into site reclamation to allow reintroduction of
native species. These plans for reclamation would be approved by both MARAD and
EAFB as well as comply with state and federal requirements.

Alternative 2: Excavate and Conduct Minimal Road Improvements

No significant impacts to area wildlife are anticipated as a result of mining activities
under this alternative. Since the location and mode of excavation is the same as in the
Proposed Action, impacts to wildlife would be identical to those resulting from
excavation under the Proposed Action. Mitigation would occur to avoid, reduce, or
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compensate for adverse impacts resulting from loss of approximately 12 acres of
wetlands. Procedures regarding the wetland loss would be addressed in the FONPA, the
USACE wetland permit, and would meet the requirements of EO 11990.

No additional short-term impacts to wildlife or their habitat would be anticipated as no
road improvement or widening would occur and no habitats would be moved or directly
disturbed by usage of existing roads to haul material.

Alternative 3: “No-Action”

Excavating and transporting material from a commercial source would not be expected to
have a significant impact on wildlife or their habitat. The temporary disturbance that
would occur as a result of this alternative would not likely displace wildlife. However,
actual impacts would be dependent upon the source site(s) and the transportation method
selected.

3.2.5 Threatened and Endangered Species

The Endangered Species Act (ESA), prohibits the importation, exportation, taking
(harassing, harming, capturing, or killing), and commercialization in interstate or foreign
commerce of fish, wildlife, and plants that are listed as threatened or endangered species.
Under the ESA, all federal departments and agencies must seek to conserve endangered
and threatened species and must use their authorities to further the purposes of this act.
To this end, they are required to ensure that any and all actions they authorize, fund, or
carry out are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of threatened or endangered
species or adversely modify or destroy their critical habitat.

According to the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), there are ten animals
and one plant on the Threatened and Endangered Species List located in Alaska. Those
listed as “Threatened” or “Endangered” in Table 3-8 are on the Federal Threatened and
Endangered List. Four additional species of whale are listed as endangered by the
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). Only two of the four, the fin whale and
humpback whale, occur in Cook Inlet. Both occur in lower Cook Inlet and are considered
very uncommon or rare in upper Cook Inlet (APET, 2005). The beluga whale, while not
on the endangered species list, is still protected under the Marine Mammal Protection Act
and is a candidate species for listing. Beluga whales are found in the upper Cook Inlet.

ADFG maintains a list of Alaska Species of Special Concern (SOSC). An SOSC is any
species or subspecies of fish or wildlife or population of mammal or bird native to Alaska
that has entered a long-term decline in abundance or is vulnerable to a significant decline
due to low numbers, restricted distribution, dependence on limited habitat resources, or
sensitivity to environmental disturbance.

BLM also maintains a list of threatened, endangered, or sensitive species for Alaska,
including unique plant species. Conditions at the North End Borrow Site are not
conducive to the presence of these species, and none are anticipated. If these species are
identified during operations at the site, work would be suspended in the identified area,
and EAFB staff would be notified.
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Affected Environment

Beluga whales (a candidate species) are present in upper Cook Inlet and are addressed in
the “No-Action” Alternative discussion below. Neither Alternative 1, the Proposed
Action, nor Alternative 2, Excavate and Conduct Minimal Road Improvements, directly
impact the marine environment. Other threatened species, endangered species, and SOSC
found in Alaska are listed in Table 3-8. Of the listed threatened, endangered, or sensitive
SOSC, only the raptors and songbirds are known or suspected to be found on EAFB. It is
not documented whether any of those species, including the two suspected nesters, the
olive-sided flycatcher and the blackpoll warbler, have had a presence at the North End
Borrow Site. EAFB staff has indicated that they know of no occurrence of nests of these
two species at the North End Borrow Site, but have not performed specific studies to
confirm their absence.

Table 3-8
Threatened and Endangered Species,

Species of Special Concern and Sensitive Species

. Presence
Category Common Name Species Name Status on EAFB
Bird Short-tailed albatross Phoebastria albatrus Endangered*? Not anticipated
Bird Eskimo curlew Numenius borealis Endangered™? Not anticipated
Bird Spectacled eider Somateria fisheri Threatened™? Not anticipated
Bird Stellar’s eider Polysticta stelleri Threatened"? Not anticipated
Bird Olive-sided flycatcher Contopus borealis sosc*? Likely nester*
Bird Grey-cheeked thrush Catharus minimus SOSC?? Migrant*
Bird Townsend’s warbler Dendroica townsendi sosc*? Migrant*
Bird Aleutian Canada goose | Branta canadensis leucopareia sosc? Not anticipated
Bird Amerl;:;r;g)r?regrm Falco peregrinus anatum sosc? Migrant*
Bird Acrctic peregrine falcon Falco peregrinus tundrius sosc? Not anticipated
Bird Northern goshawk Accipiter gentiles laingi SOSC*? Yes*
Bird Rusty Blackbird Euphagus carolinus Cgrgjslcéagte Rare*
Bird Black brant Branta bernicla 39”5'.“"? Not anticipated *
Species
. . . Sensitive L 4
Bird Black guillemot Cepphus grylie Species? Not anticipated
. . . Sensitive . 4
Bird Black scoter Melanitta nigra Species’ Not anticipated
Bird Blackpoll warbler Dendroica straita Sens'.tlvg SUSpEthd
Species nester
Bird Black-tailed godwit Limosa limosa Se”S'.“VE Not anticipated *
Species
Bird Bristle-thighed curlew Numenius tahitiensis SST)ZS(:;:\S/? Not anticipated *
Bird Buff-breasted sandpiper Tryngites subruficollis SSE;)ZSC';:\S/? Not anticipated *
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tegor mmon Nam Nam tat
Category Common Name Species Name Status on EAFB
Bird Dovekie Alle alle Sen5|_t|v§ Not anticipated *
Species
Bird Dusky Canada goose Branta canadaensis Sensitive Not anticipated
occidentalis Species
Bird Harlequin duck Histronicus histronicus SSEE)%S(;};\S/? Potential nester**
Bird Kittlitz’s murrelet Brachyramphus marmoratus SS%ZS(;;[;\S’? Not anticipated *
. . . . - Sensitive - 4
Bird King eider Somateria spectabilis Species’ Not anticipated
. . . Sensitive - 4
Bird Marbled godwit Limosa fedoa Species? Not anticipated
Bird Marbled murrelet Brachyramphus marmoratus Ssi)nescllté\é? Not anticipated *
Bird McKay'’s bunting Plectrophenax hyperboreus Ssi)nescllté\é? Not anticipated *
Bird Long-tailed duck Clangula hyemalis SSenS|_t|v§ Not anticipated *
pecies
Bird Red knot Calidris canutus Sen5|_t|v§ Not anticipated *
Species
Bird Red-throated loon Gavia stellata Se”S'.“VS’ Rare* *
Species
Bird Surf scoter Melanitta perspicllata 339”5'.“"? Not anticipated *
pecies
Bird Trumpeter swan Cygnus buccinator 339”5'.“"? Migrant, Rare**
pecies
Bird Tule white-fronted Anser albifrons gambelli Se”S'.“VS’ Migrant*
goose Species
Bird Yellow-billed loon Gavia adamsii Se”“.“"? Migrant*
Species
Mammal Canada lynx Lynx canadensis SSenS|_t|v§ Yes*
pecies
Marine . 12 -
Mammal** Fin whale Balaenoptera physalus Endangered Not anticipated
Marine Blue whale Balaenoptera musculus Endangered? Not anticipated
Mammal**
Mgﬂn?;']gf** Humpback whale Megaptera novaeangliae Endangered*? Not anticipated
Marine : 12 ‘i
Mammal** Bowhead whale Balaena mysticetus Endangered Not anticipated
Marine North Pacific right . . 2 -
Mammal** whale Eubalaena japonica Endangered Not anticipated
Marine Sperm whale Physeter macrocephalus Endangered? Not anticipated
Mammal**
Marine Sei whale Balaenoptera borealis Endangered? Not anticipated
Mammal**
Marine Stellar sea lion, western L 12 -
Mammal** population Eumetopias jubatus Endangered Not anticipated
Marine Stellar sea lion, eastern L 12 -
Mammal** population Eumetopias jubatus Threatened Not anticipated
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. Presence
tegor mmon Nam Nam tat
Category Common Name Species Name Status on EAFB
Marine . Candidate for -
Mammal** Beluga whale Delphinapterus leucas listing? Not anticipated
Marlne** Harbor seal Phoca vitulina concolor 59”5'.“"? Not anticipated
Mammal Species
Marine . . 1 -
Mammal** Northern sea otter Enhydra lutris kenyoni Threatened Not anticipated
'F\Q/Iea;tlir;g Leatherback sea turtle Dermochelys coriacea Endangered*? Not anticipated
Marine 2 -
Reptile Loggerhead sea turtle Caretta caretta Threatened Not anticipated
II\QAeap:tlir;g Green sea turtle Chelonia mydas Threatened? Not anticipated
. . . Sensitive .
Fish** Anagayukaksurak char Salvelinus anaktuvukensis Species? Not anticipated
. Beaver Creek chinook Sensitive -
*x
Fish salmon Onocorhynchus tshawytscha Species® Not anticipated
Fish** Clear Creek chum Onocorhynchus keta Sen5|_t|v§ Not anticipated
salmon Species
Fish** Gulkana steelhead Onocorhynchus mykiss Ssi)réscllté\é? Not anticipated
Fish** Kigliak char Salvelinus alpinus Sens'.“"? Not anticipated
Species
Fish** Western brook lamprey Lampetra richardsoni SS%TSIZ\S/? Not anticipated
Plant Aleutian shield fern Polysticum aleuticum Endangered? Not anticipated
Plant Aleutian wormwood Artemisia aleutica SST)ZSCI;[:?\SIE Not anticipated
Plant Purple wormwood Artemisia globularia var. lutea SSEE)%S(;};\S/? Not anticipated
Plant Yellow-ball wormwood Artemisia senjavinensis SS%ZS(;;[;\S’? Not anticipated
Plant Alaskan glacier Beckwithia glac[alls spp. Sen5|_t|v§3 Not anticipated
buttercup Alaskansis Species
Plant Moonwort Botrychium ascendens Sen5|_t|v§ Not anticipated
Species
Plant Og”v'.e Mountains Claytonia ogilviensis Sen5|_t|v§ Not anticipated
springbeauty Species
Plant Sessile-leaved scurvy Cochlearia sessilifolia 39”5'.“"? Not anticipated
grass Species
Plant Shacklette’s catseye Cryptantha shacletteana SS%ZSCI;Z\S/E Not anticipated
Plant Bering dwarf primrose Douglasia beringensis SS%ZSCI;Z\S/E Not anticipated
Plant Aleutian whitlow-grass Draba aleutica SST)ZS(:;[:S/? Not anticipated
Plant Tundra whitlow-grass Draba kananaskis SST)ZSCI;[:?\SIE Not anticipated
Plant Murray’s whitlow-grass Draba murrayi SST)ZSCI;[:?\SIE Not anticipated
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tegor mmon Nam Nam tat
Category Common Name Species Name Status on EAFB
Ogilvie Mountains Lo Sensitive -
Plant whitlow-grass Draba ogilviensis Species? Not anticipated
Plant Muir’s fleabane Erigeron muirii 39”5'.“"? Not anticipated
Species
Plant Yukon wild buckwheat Erlogonum _fIavum var. Se”S'.“VS’ Not anticipated
aquilinum Species
Plant Narrow-leaved prairie Erysimum asperum var. Sen5|_t|v§,~ Not anticipated
rocket angustatum Species
Plant Calder’s bladderpod Lesquerella calderi SST)ZSCI;[:?\SIE Not anticipated
Plant Calder’s licorice-root Ligusticum calderi SST)ZSCI;[:?\SIE Not anticipated
Plant Drummond’s bluebell Mertensia drummondii 2%’;5(:'2‘5’5 Not anticipated
Plant Acrctic locoweed Oxytropis arctica var. 39”5'.“"? Not anticipated
barnedyana Species
Plant Kobuk locoweed Oxytropis kobukensis Ssi,résé;[é\slze Not anticipated
Plant Alaska bluegrass Poa hartzii alaskana SS%ZS;;Z\S/E Not anticipated
Plant Yukon podistera Podistera yukonensis SST)ZS(:;[:S/? Not anticipated
Plant Willow Salix retlcylate SPp- Se”S'.“VE Not anticipated
glabellicarpa Species
Plant Aleutian saxifrage Saxifraga aleutica SSepr(]ascl;[(la\slze Not anticipated
Plant Mountain avens Senecio moresbiensis Se”S'.“V? Not anticipated
Species
Smelowskia priformis draba Sensitive .
Plant Pear-shaped candytuft micropetala Species? Not anticipated
Plant Draba Alpina Draba micropetala 39”5'.“"? Not anticipated
Species
Plant Stipulated cinquefoil Potentilla stipularis SST)ZS(;};\S/? Not anticipated
Plant Nodding Pleuropogon sabinei Se”S'.“VS’ Not anticipated
semaphoregrass Species
Sensitive -
Plant Pygmy aster Aster pygmaeus Species? Not anticipated
Plant Hairy lousewort Pedicularis hirsuta Ssi,résé;[é\slze Not anticipated

*  Studies have not been performed to determine the presence or absence of species specifically at the North
End Borrow Site. No occurrence has been noted at the North End Borrow Site and the transportation

corridor.

** No marine mammal habitat would be directly impacted by the Proposed Action.

A~ W NP

US Fish and Wildlife Service List.
Bureau of Land Management List.
Alaska Department of Fish and Game List.
Based upon List of Species Found on Elmendorf Air Force Base (EAFB, 1994).

May 2006

Page 62




North End Runway Material Extraction and Transport Final
Environmental Assessment

In any case, the MBTA prohibits the harassment of any nesting migratory birds, whether
or not they are threatened or endangered. Where there is suspected migratory bird nesting
habitat, it is the intention of MARAD that clearing would only occur in non-nesting
seasons, as defined by the MBTA. If clearing activity becomes necessary or desirable
during the defined nesting season, MARAD would direct performance of reconnaissance
actions to identify and protect nest sites as required by the MBTA. Currently, migrating
and resident waterfow! are attracted to the wetland areas in the proposed extraction area.
As a result, EAFB personnel are currently hazing these birds under the BASH program to
decrease the safety risk posed by birds in proximity to a runway.

Only wetland areas 1, 2, 3, and E (see Appendix B) have been observed for the BASH
program. These particular wetlands are located close to the North/South Runway. Species
observed/harassed within the Proposed Action area with non-lethal actions under the
BASH program in 2005 are summarized in Table 3-9.

Table 3-9
Number and Species of Birds Observed/Harassed in 2005
Common Name Species Name Count

American Wigeon Anas Americana 17

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus 2
Green-winged Teal Anas crecca 55
Mallard Anas platyrhynchos 71
Red-tailed Hawk Buteo jamaicensis 1
Sandhill Crane Grus canadensis 12
Common Snipe Gallinago gallinago 2
TOTAL 160

As of October 18, 2005, EAFB recorded three birds of two different species killed under
the BASH program at the four monitored wetlands in the North End Borrow Site area.
These are listed in Table 3-10.

Table 3-10
Number and Species of Birds Killed in 2005
Common Name Species Name Number Killed
Green-winged Teal Anas crecca 1
Mallard Anas platyrhynchos 2
TOTAL 3

A point-count breeding bird survey was conducted on EAFB during June 2003 and 2004
to include “point 23”, which is at the western edge of wetland A (See Appendix B).
These point counts indicate the birds found at the date and time of the count, and may
represent only a fraction of the birds actually present. These are; therefore, examples of
what may be found in the area, but are not intended to be an exhaustive list.
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e 2003: Four Swainson Thrush; four Myrtle Warbler; and one each of Ruby-crowned
kinglet, White-winged crossbill, pine siskin, American robin, black-capped
chickadee, northern saw-whet owl; and

e 2004: Four Swainson Thrush; three American Robin; two Slate-colored Junco; and
one each Common Redpoll, Ruby-crowned kinglet, White-winged crossbill, and
Varied Thrush.

Environmental Consequences

Alternative 1: Proposed Action

No impact to threatened and endangered species would result from implementing the
Proposed Action alternative. While several SOSC have been identified as potentially
present at the North End Borrow Site and along the transportation corridor, there are no
threatened and endangered species known to be present (Table 3-8).

Habitat loss for the Northern goshawk and migrant bird SOSC would not be significant.
Similar and higher-value habitat is abundant nearby; the area surrounding the North End
Borrow Site is classified by EAFB as “open space” under the military land classification
program defining the site a conservation area, forest, or required buffer space. However,
as other requirements for EAFB development continue around that vicinity, habitat could
decrease, potentially causing negative cumulative effects to these species.

Alternative 2: Excavate and Conduct Minimal Road Improvements

As with the Proposed Action, there would be no impact to threatened or endangered
species under Alternative 2.

Alternative 3: “No-Action”

No new environmental consequences are expected for endangered species using this
alternative. However, actual impacts would be dependent upon the source site(s) and
transportation method selected.

Commercial fill from off site is assumed to come from existing borrow extraction
operations. Material moved to the Port by barge is not expected to cause impacts to the
Cook Inlet beluga whale population, as belugas appear to be tolerant to frequent passages
by larger ships traveling in a consistent direction in summering areas such as Cook Inlet
(APET, 2005).

3.2.6 Surface Water

Several federal regulations protect the nation’s water resources. The Clean Water Act
requires the implementation of programs to eliminate or reduce pollution of interstate
waters and tributaries and to improve the sanitary condition of surface and underground
waters. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act restricts federal agencies from conducting
projects that would have a direct adverse effect on designated wild and scenic rivers. The
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Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, as amended, requires agencies to consult with the
USFWS and state fish and wildlife agencies where the waters of any stream or other body
of water are proposed or authorized, permitted, or licensed to be impounded, diverted, or
otherwise controlled or modified.

Impacts to water resources can occur if implementation of an action results in changes to
water quality or supply, threaten or damage unique hydrologic characteristics, or violate
established laws or regulations.

Affected Environment

The EAFB drainage system provides storm runoff for approximately 80 percent of the
urbanized area of EAFB, including most of the North End Borrow Site (PDC, Inc., 2000),
and drains through the POA to Knik Arm. This engineered system discharges into Gaylor
Gulch along the south side of Cherry Hill housing, traverses down the bluff in an unlined
open ditch, is intercepted at the POA and piped underground, and discharges into upper
Cook Inlet. This system is separate from the POA systems and does not receive storm
water from the POA.

Portions of the EAFB storm water system may be rerouted by EAFB from the existing
system to discharge north of Gaylor Gulch. The haul route alignment associated with the
Proposed Action creates a grade from EAFB to a potential discharge point into the upper
Cook Inlet. This grade and alignment corridor accommodates a future open ditch or
underground pipe system that could discharge into downstream controls and diminish
discharge into Gaylor Gulch. Construction of a new EAFB drainage discharge system
would likely occur after the Proposed Action.

Major natural surface water bodies in the vicinity of the North End Borrow Site include
Ship Creek, more than 1.0 mile to the south from the North End Borrow Site. Ship Creek
is listed on the 1998 USEPA Section 303(d) list of impaired water bodies due to high
levels of fecal coliform, biological community alteration, and petroleum hydrocarbons
from urban runoff and industrial activity. No other surface waters within the area are
impaired as defined by USEPA (USEPA, 2005).

Due to past extraction activity, there are numerous sloping faces within the North End
Borrow Site. Precipitation percolates and runs off as sheet flow into small natural
drainage ditches. Local surface water flows southeast until it intercepts the EAFB
drainage ditch. See Figure 3 for the drainage surface water map.

Environmental Consequences

Alternative 1: Proposed Action

Adverse, but not significant, impacts could occur as a result of implementing the
Proposed Action due to the potential for newly exposed sediment to become entrained in
surface water runoff. The impact to surface water would be intermittent, short-term (one
operating season at any given location except the transportation corridor) and not
significant. Impacts would be minimized through adherence to BMPs and approved storm
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water pollution prevention measures. These requirements include providing temporary
stabilization on any slopes during construction, and permanent stabilization during the
interim and final reclamation phase. Some existing slopes on site are well above the
natural angle of repose, creating potential for failure and increased erosion. These slopes
would be recontoured to minimize current erosion problems.

Prior to implementing the Proposed Action, MARAD would require operations
contractor(s) to identify and implement BMPs to prevent erosion and sedimentation
during operation; to control specific onsite erosion and sedimentation; to protect adjacent
properties and watercourses from effects related to erosion, sedimentation, and flooding;
to control spills; and to handle potentially hazardous materials and waste in accordance
with federal, state, and local requirements.

For each year that the site is operated in support of the MTR project, a SWPPP would be
prepared according to USEPA regulations and EAFB’s SWPPP Guidance for
Construction Activities (EAFB, 2004a) and submitted to EAFB for approval prior to any
activity on site. SWPPPs would be required from the operations contractor(s), including
proof of filing of a Notice of Intent (NOI) to ADEC and USEPA.

Minimal road improvements of up to 26 acres along the existing roadways would have
little to no impact on surface water. Roadway maintenance such as grading and watering
for dust control would be performed by the selected operations contractor(s) throughout
the life of the Proposed Action in order to minimize sediment impact on receiving surface
waters.

Alternative 2: Excavate and Conduct Minimal Road Improvements

Similar to Alternative 1, adverse, but not significant, impacts could occur in the
excavation area as a result of implementing Alternative 2.

Road improvements of up to eight acres along the existing roadways would have little to
no impact on surface water. Roadway maintenance such as grading and watering for dust
control would be performed by the selected operations contractor(s) throughout the life of
the Proposed Action in order to minimize sediment impact on receiving surface waters.

Alternative 3: No-Action

Because the fill under this alternative would most likely arrive at the POA from
established sites and by established thoroughfares, this option would present little threat
to surface waters at the North End Borrow Site. No significant adverse impacts to surface
water at the North End Borrow Site.

3.2.7 Wetland Resources

EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands, precludes federal agencies from leasing space in or
undertaking or providing assistance for new construction in wetlands unless no
practicable alternative exists. Agencies must also implement all practical mitigation
methods to minimize impact to wetlands. For NEPA analyses involving selected
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alternatives that could be located in wetlands or floodplains on EAFB, the Air Force is
required to prepare a FONPA discussing why no other practicable alternative exists to
avoid wetland impacts [32 CFR 989.14(g) and Air Force Instruction (AFI) 32-7064].
Furthermore, projects require USACE permit authorization if they involve the discharge
or placement of fill into waters under regulatory jurisdiction, including wetlands.

Wetlands are defined by USACE as areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or
ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in
saturated soil conditions. Wetlands provide fish and wildlife habitat, moderate flood flow,
recharge ground water, and protect water quality.

Affected Environment

Twelve acres of wetlands are located within the Proposed Action area. A total of 11
wetland areas have been located. Figure 6 shows the wetlands identified in the USFWS
National Wetland Inventory and verified within the North End Borrow Site boundaries
during site-specific wetland delineation. The complete Wetland Delineation report is in
Appendix B. Note that the planned project boundaries at the time field delineation was
conducted were larger than the current Proposed Action boundaries. The excavation
limits were subsequently adjusted to provide optimal utilization of terrain and reduce
environmental impact on wetlands. Numerous small wetlands are found in the vicinity of
the transportation route according to the National Wetland Inventory map of the area, as
shown in Figure 6.

Currently, the wetlands act as an attractant to waterfowl, and removal of the wetlands and
associated standing water is consistent with the U.S. Air Force BASH program.
Removing the wetlands should reduce the ongoing migratory bird depredation take. Five
percent of the proposed 255-acre site is wetland. Removal of the wetlands would be
irreversible in th