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This written re-evaluation must consider the entire project that was originally approved.  This includes segments 
in design, in construction, and those segments that have already been constructed, not just the segment for which 
approval/authorization is being requested.  Linear projects that are divided into smaller segments for design and 
construction after environmental approval should be reviewed in their entirety.  Consider future segments in 
enough detail to see if there have been any changes in the scope, design or affected environment (e.g., newly 
designated Section 4(f) properties, previously unidentified hazardous waste sites, occurrence of other protected 
resources).  Determine if these sites could be avoided if appropriate action was taken prior to future project 
authorizations.  The purpose of looking at the whole project is to make sure the scope of effects of the project 
alternatives on the affected environment will match the original approved environmental document. 
  

I. Proposed Action N/A YES NO 

1. Have changes occurred in the project scope since approval of the original 
environmental document? 

   

2. Has there been a change in the project design parameters since the original 
environmental document was approved? 

   

3. Has there been a change in the project funding since the original environmental 
document was approved? 

4. Describe changes: 

   

The Glenn Highway milepost (MP) 53-56: Moose Creek Canyon Project (see Figure 1), is a section of the larger 
Glenn Highway MP 35-109 Project that was analyzed in an Environmental Assessment (EA) and Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI) approved by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) on January 5, 1993.  The 
72-mile length of the Glenn Highway MP 35-109 Project makes it impractical to reconstruct the entire facility at 
one time.  Project design and construction has been, and will continue to be, prioritized and segmented for further 
development.  The following segments have already been constructed: Caribou Creek (MP 100-109), Pinochle 
Hill (MP 97-100), Cascade to Hicks Creek (MP 92-97), Moose Creek to Kings River (MP 55-67) and Arctic 
Avenue to Willow-Fishhook Road (MP 42-49).  The segment from Parks Highway to Palmer (MP 34-42) is 
currently in the final design phase.  The Chickaloon (MP 66.5-80) and Chickaloon to Cascade (MP 80-92) 
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segments are scheduled for design initiation and advancement to construction in the next four to six years. 
 
The intent of this re-evaluation is to address changes in the project scope, affected environment, impacts, and 
proposed mitigation since the 1993 EA/FONSI and ensure its findings remain valid prior to beginning a final 
design effort.  In consultation with FHWA, DOT&PF determined re-evaluation of the 1993 EA/FONSI can be 
limited to the MP 53-56 segment because the highway segments on either end of the project have already been 
reconstructed in accordance with the 1993 EA/FONSI (see Appendix A).  
 
1993 EA/FONSI 
The 1993 EA/FONSI describes three build alternatives for improvements at MP 53-56.  Alternative 1 would 
upgrade the existing roadway.  Alternative 2 would realign approximately 10 miles of the Glenn Highway from 
Moose Creek to King River.  Alternative 3, the preferred, would replace the existing alignment with a tangent 
having a grade of five percent (see Figure 2).  Alternative 3 would also add climbing lanes and construct a new 
bridge over Moose Creek.  The proposed roadway section would leave the existing highway at an acceptable 
point off a west bluff bench and cross the valley, rejoining the existing alignment at an acceptable point on the 
east bluff bench.  Lane configuration would consist of two 12-foot driving lanes with 8-foot shoulders.  Climbing 
and/or passing lanes would be 12 feet wide with 4-foot shoulders. 
 
2012 Re-evaluation 
Alternative 3 from the 1993 EA/FONSI remains the preferred alternative and the design of the proposed facility 
has not changed for this re-evaluation. 
 

II. Purpose and Need N/A YES NO 

1. Has there been a change in the project purpose and need from that described in the 
original approved environmental document? 

   

2. Describe changes.    

1993 EA/FONSI 
The 1993 EA/FONSI states “The purpose of the project is to provide a safe highway with an acceptable 20-year 
Level of Service (LOS) for anticipated traffic in the year 2015.”   
 
2012 EA/FONSI 
The purpose and need remain the same as discussed in the 1993 EA/FONSI.  Design service life of the new 
facility remains 20 years, but updated traffic analyses are not yet developed for this project.  Specific design years 
will be chosen once updated traffic data is known and a timeline for the design and construction process has been 
determined. 
 

III. Environmental Consequences 
Identify (yes or no) if there have been any changes in project impacts from those 
identified in the original environmental document.  For each “yes”, describe the 
magnitude of the change and potential for significant impact. 

N/A YES NO 

1. Has there been a change in the affected environment within or adjacent to the 
project area that could affect any of the impact categories (i.e. new legislation, 
transportation infrastructure, or protected resources)? 

   

2. Describe changes.    

The table below illustrates all changes to the affected environment since the 1993 EA/FONSI. 
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Table 1: Changes in the affected environment since approval of the 1993 EA/FONSI 

Affected Environment 1993 EA/FONSI 2012 Re-evaluation 

Land Use and 
Transportation Plan 

1984 Matanuska-Susitna Borough 
(MSB) Transportation Plan, 1987 
Coastal Management Plan.   
 
Land use within the Borough is divided 
between settlement areas along the 
highway systems and remote areas.   
Uses in settlement areas include 
residential subdivision, local businesses, 
commercial and industrial services, 
recreational, timber processing, tourism, 
and agriculture. 

New and/or updated plans include: 
2005 MSB Comprehensive 
Development Plan, 2007 MSB 
Long Range Transportation Plan 
(LRTP) and Official Streets and 
Highway Plan, 2008 MSB 
Recreational Trails Plan, 2011 
DOT&PF Statewide Transportation 
Improvements Program, 2009 Sutton 
Comprehensive Plan, and 2006 Glenn 
Highway National Scenic Byway 
Interpretive Plan.   
 
Land uses in the project area have not 
changed. 

Population 2015 mid-range population estimate 
for the Borough is 72,000 (ISER 
1989). 

2010 U.S. Census data reports current 
population in the MSB to be 88,995. 
2035 projected population is estimated 
to be 160,693 (AK Department of 
Labor and Workforce Development). 

Cultural Resources No cultural resources were identified in the 
proposed project area. 

A cultural resource survey of the 
proposed project area was conducted 
in 2009.  Results indicate eligible 
properties are present. 

Threatened or 
Endangered Species 

American Peregrine Falcon on the 
Endangered Species List (ESL). 

American Peregrine Falcon removed 
from the ESL.  No other Threatened or 
Endangered (T&E) species identified 
in project area. 

Noise A traffic noise analysis indicated future 
noise levels are expected to intensify 
regardless of the selected project 
alternative, including the No-Build, due to 
an anticipated increase of traffic levels. 

The FHWA issued updated highway 
traffic noise and analysis abatement 
guidance in December 2010 and the 
DOT&PF approved new traffic noise 
abatement guidance in April 2011.  A 
new noise analysis will be conducted 
during the design phase of the project. 

Storm Water 
Discharge  

Storm water discharge regulated by the 
Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) 
National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES).  

On October 31, 2009, the authority to 
issue storm water discharge permits 
for large and small construction 
activities was transferred from the 
EPA to Alaska Department of 
Environmental Conservation (ADEC). 

Alaska Coastal 
Management Program 

1987 Matanuska-Susitna Borough 
Coastal Management Plan 

The ACMP became defunct on 
June 30, 2011. 

Environmental 
Justice  

Executive Order not published. Environmental Justice Executive 
Order 12898, Federal Actions to 
Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and Low-Income 
Populations, signed February 11, 
1994. 
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Wetland Mitigation 
Guidelines 

Compensatory mitigation determined per 
information contained in the CWA Section 
404(b)(1) guidelines. 

In April 2008, the USACE published 
expanded Section 404(b)(1) guidelines 
for compensatory mitigation of losses 
to aquatic resources. 

 

 

A. Right-of-Way Impacts N/A YES NO 

1. Have the right-of-way requirements changed?    

2. Have the project’s effects on minorities or disadvantaged persons or those 
disproportionately affected changed? (E.O. 12898) 

   

3. Describe changes.    

1993 EA/FONSI 
A Conceptual Stage Relocation Study based on preliminary right-of-way (ROW) was conducted as part of the 
1993 EA/FONSI and indicated two residences may be impacted by the project.  It states that any displacements 
would not produce long-term effects because sufficient vacant land for residential development is available.  
There would be no adverse impacts on any particular social group or special class of people.  All relocations will 
be done in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Properties Acquisition Practices Act.  
The final determination of all impacts on specific properties would be made during the detailed design phase.  
 
2012 Re-evaluation 
Two undeveloped parcels have been developed for residential use since the 1993 EA/FONSI.  One is located 
approximately 0.25 mile west of the Chickaloon, or Yah Ne Dah Ah School (approximately MP 55), and the other 
is on the south side of the Highway around MP 53.  ROW impacts to these properties will be determined after 
further design work has been completed.  At this time, the proposed ROW acquisitions remain the same and a 
revised list of ROW requirements will be developed during the design phase of the project.   
 

B. Social Impacts N/A YES NO 

1. Would there be any changes in the neighborhoods or community cohesion for the 
various social groups as a result of the proposed action? 

   

2. Are there any changes in travel patterns and accessibility (such as vehicular, 
bicycle, or pedestrian)? 

   

3. Are there any changes to the impacts on school districts, recreation areas, churches, 
businesses, police and fire protection, etc.?  Include the direct impacts and the 
indirect impacts that may result from the displacement of households and 
businesses. 

   

4. Are there any changes to the effects of the project on the elderly, handicapped, 
nondrivers, transit-dependent, minority and ethnic groups, or the economically 
disadvantaged? 

   

5. Describe changes.    

1993 EA/FONSI 
The 1993 EA/FONSI stated the proposed project would not create any new division of neighborhoods or change 
land use patterns.  It also stated that while several relocations would be necessary, the proposed project 
relocations would not adversely affect any special group of people (i.e., minority, ethnic, handicapped, elderly) 
more than others.  All build alternatives would improve the existing highway thus increasing capacity and 
enhancing safety.  The 2015 mid-range population estimate for the MSB was 72,000 (ISER, 1989). 
 
2012 Re-evaluation 
Social impacts have not appreciably changed from those described in the 1993 EA/FONSI.  The 2010 U.S. 
Census data reports the current population in the MSB to be 88,995.  Year 2035 projected population is estimated 
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to be 160,693 (AK Department of Labor and Workforce Development). 
 

C. Economic Impacts N/A YES NO 

1. Are there any changes in the economic impacts of the action on the regional and/or 
local economy, such as the effects of the project on development, tax revenues and 
public expenditures, employment opportunities, accessibility, and retail sales? 

   

2. Are there any changes in the potential impacts of the proposed action on established 
businesses or business districts, or changes in any opportunities to minimize or 
reduce such impacts by the public and/or private sectors? 

   

3. Describe changes.    

1993 EA/FONSI 
The 1993 EA/FONSI states, “Since the Glenn Highway is the primary transportation link between Anchorage, 
Palmer, Glennallen, Valdez, and Canada by way of the Alaska Highway, this highway is important to the local 
and regional economies.  During construction of the roadway there would be minor delay and inconvenience to 
highway users.”   
 
“Overall, economic activities may increase because of improved traffic flow and highway capacity for commuters 
and travelers.  The proposed action would not change land use patterns. There would be relocations resulting from 
construction of the project because of the need for additional right-of-way.  However, relocation of displaced 
residents should occur within the same local government boundaries.  Local employment opportunities would 
result from the construction activities and local businesses may benefit as well.” 
 
2012 Re-evaluation 
Construction costs and property values have risen since the 1993 EA/FONSI.  The unit prices on major 
construction bid items have risen approximately 2.5 times what they were in 1993.  Consequently, we anticipate 
the cost of construction and ROW to build this project will be 3-5 times the values in 1993.  The loss of taxable 
land base to the MSB is expected to be offset by the increased property values following completion of the 
project.  One business was identified in the proposed project area, the Moose Creek Ranch.  The Moose Creek 
Ranch provides animal care and training services and is a destination business that would not experience adverse 
impacts because permanent access would not be substantially altered as a result of the project.  Temporary 
economic impacts as a result of construction will be mitigated by advance notice of roadway closures, half width 
construction, maintenance of local access, and development of a Traffic Control Plan. 
 
Positive economic benefits are anticipated from this project, including local employment opportunities during 
construction, purchase of local materials, goods, and services, and safer, more efficient travel through the 
corridor. 
 

D. Local Land Use and Transportation Plan N/A YES NO 

1. Have there been changes in the local land use or transportation plan?    

2. If yes, is the project consistent with the changes to the local transportation land use 
plan? 

   

3. Would project changes induce adverse secondary and cumulative effects that were 
not previously evaluated? 

   

4. Describe changes.    

1993 EA/FONSI 
The 1993 EA/FONSI states, “The MSB does not have a comprehensive Borough land use plan.  However, a MSB 
Transportation Plan was approved in 1984 and a Coastal Management Plan in 1987.  Land use within the 
Borough is divided between settlement areas along the highway systems and remote areas.”  Land uses in the 
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project area include residential, recreational, mining, tourism, and institutional.  The 1993 EA/FONSI identifies 
the Moose Creek State Recreation Site and Park and Wishbone Hill Coal Mine Access as specific recreation and 
mining land uses.  Matanuska-Susitna Moose Range is adjacent to the proposed project and has an approved 
management plan written by the Alaska Department of Natural Resources (ADNR) and the Alaska Department of 
Fish and Game (ADF&G).  Public hunting and fishing opportunities and subsistence activities are identified as 
prevalent along the Glenn Highway and within the MP 53-56 area.  
 
“The proposed highway improvements appear consistent with primary management goals for land in the project 
area.  Substantial development is not likely to occur as a result of this project.  Recreational and tourism 
opportunities and use of the project area may increase because of the improved roadway conditions.” 
 
2012 Re-evaluation 
The following land use and transportation plans were updated since the 1993 EA/FONSI: 
 

 DOT&PF Statewide Transportation Improvements Program (STIP), updated in May 2011 
 MSB Comprehensive Development Plan, updated in 2005 
 Sutton Comprehensive Plan, updated in 2009 
 MSB Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP), updated in 2007 
 MSB Recreational Trails Plan, updated in 2008 
 MSB Official Streets and Highway Plan, updated in 2007 
 Glenn Highway National Scenic Byway Interpretive Plan, created in 2006 

 
Land uses in the proposed project area have not changed since the 1993 EA/FONSI.  However, the project would 
require acquisition of lands that are currently undeveloped or used for residential purposes and permanently 
change them to a transportation use.  Because the project may create residential development opportunities by 
making more land available, this change in land use would be negligible. 
 
A portion of the project area east of Moose Creek is within the Sutton Special Land Use District.  The 
corresponding MSB Code defines prohibited and allowable conditional land uses within the district and described 
procedures for obtaining a Conditional Use Permit for those activities.  Construction of the proposed project is not 
a conditional or prohibited land use; therefore, a Conditional Use Permit is not required.   
 
The Glenn Highway was designated as a State Scenic Byway in 2000 and a National Scenic Byway in 2003.  The 
scenic byway extends from milepost 0 to 137.5, which includes the entire proposed project area.  A Glenn 
Highway National Scenic Byway Interpretive Plan was created in 2006 to establish planning guidelines and a 
long-range vision for maintaining and developing interpretive sites and services along the historic pathway.  The 
plan recommends that highway maintenance and improvement projects should be consistent with current highway 
safety standards and preserve the scenic values and rural character of the area.  The plan established a goal of 
providing travelers a rest area at MP 55.5 where they could obtain interpretive and informational materials about 
the Chickaloon Native Village, Ya Ne Dah Ah School, and Scenic Byway designation. 
 
The proposed project is identified and consistent with the 2012-2015 STIP and the Sutton Comprehensive Plan.  
The 2005 MSB Comprehensive Development Plan and the 2007 MSB Long Range Transportation Plan do not 
specifically identify the proposed project, but it is consistent with their goals to improve safety, enhance the local 
economy, and enhance transportation infrastructure to reduce travel times.  The MSB Capital Improvement 
Program FY 2013-2018 identifies the proposed project as one of the Top 10 priority projects. 
 

E. Cultural Resources Impacts N/A YES NO 

1. Are there changes in the project’s effect on cultural resources?    

2. Has there been a change in the status of National Register-listed, eligible, or    
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E. Cultural Resources Impacts N/A YES NO 

potentially eligible sites in the project area? 

3. Describe changes.    

1993 EA/FONSI 
The 1993 EA/FONSI did not identify any cultural resources impacts within the proposed project area.    
 
2012 Re-evaluation 
On May 7, 2007, the DOT&PF initiated consultation with the following groups for assistance identifying historic 
places that may be affected by the proposed project: the MSB, Chickaloon-Moose Creek Native Association, Inc., 
the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), Cook Inlet Region, Inc., Native Village of Eklutna, Eklutna, Inc., 
and Chickaloon Native Village.  The study area was defined as 30 feet from centerline of the existing alignment 
to account for potential obliteration of portions of the road and the proposed 2.2-mile long, 525-foot wide ROW 
segment to accommodate the proposed highway realignment.  No formal comments were received.   
 
Informal correspondence between the MSB and DOT&PF cultural resource specialists indicated there were more 
cultural resources present in the proposed project area than identified in the 2007 initiation letters.  In response, 
DOT&PF contracted Cultural Resources Consultants (CRC) to identify cultural resources in the general project 
vicinity and the proposed area of disturbance (July 2009).  The survey results indicate several sites in the study 
area are eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  A finding of adverse effect is 
anticipated for at least a few of these properties; however, impacts will be further defined during the design phase. 
 
An additional cultural resource, the Katie Wade Home Site (ANC-3080), is mentioned in the August 2010 report, 
but not evaluated because it is being processed under a separate project to upgrade school zone safety features at 
the Yah Ne Dah Ah School (approximately MP 55).  The survey for this project was conducted by CRC in 
October 2008 and indicates this site is eligible for listing in the NRHP.  Impacts to this resource will be further 
evaluated as design progresses. 
 
On June 22, 2012, the Alaska Heritage Resources Survey online database was reviewed, but did not identify any 
sites that weren’t included in the cultural resource survey.  As design continues, impacts will be further defined 
and the appropriate coordination will continue with consulting parties. 
 
See Appendix B for Section 106 consultation documentation. 
 

 

F. Wetlands Impacts N/A YES NO 

1. Are there changes in project scope or design that affect the wetland impacts? If yes, 
resource coordination required. 

   

2. Acres of impact (original/proposed): 0.01/0.01     

3. Fill quantities in wetlands (original/proposed): 1200 cubic yards (cy)/1200 cy    

4. Dredge quantities (original/proposed): Not identified    

5. Describe any changes from the original environmental document.    

1993 EA/FONSI 
The 1993 EA/FONSI states that wetland impacts are unavoidable on the proposed project in order to meet the 
purpose and need and 0.01 acres of palustrine wetlands would be filled as a result of the Moose Creek Road 
realignment.  All practicable and appropriate measures to minimize wetland impacts would be incorporated into 
the project design and construction.  Mitigation for project effects on wetlands would be chiefly through 
avoidance and minimization measure.  Due to the abundance of similar habitats in the vicinity, compensatory 
mitigation is not proposed at this time.  The ADF&G and US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) could not 
identify any needed mitigation projects in the project area, but have requested that the project impacts be released 
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prior to the final design for each roadway segment to determine the need for and compensatory mitigative 
measures in the future.  The re-evaluation would include a field review with State and federal resource agencies. 
 
2012 Re-evaluation 
Wetland impacts will be reassessed to determine the need for additional mitigative measures once additional 
design information is available.  Impacts remain the same as discussed in the 1993 EA/FONSI. 
 

G. Fish and Wildlife Impacts N/A YES NO 

1. Are there changes in the effects on fish and wildlife resources?    

2. Do project changes require consultation with NMFS per Essential Fish Habitat 
(EFH) regulations? 

   

3. Has there been a change in the effects on wildlife resources?    

4. Does the project now have the potential to affect bald eagles or golden eagles?  If 
yes, consult the National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines for avoidance 
recommendations and discuss activity protocol below. 

   

5. Describe changes.    

1993 EA/FONSI 
Wildlife found in this segment includes moose, brown and black bear, wolf, coyote, land otter, fox, marten, 
beaver, mink, weasel, lynx, hare, red squirrel, and porcupine.  Raptors such as the peregrine falcon, gyrfalcon, 
and bald and golden eagles also inhabit the area.  A number of species of migratory waterfowl utilize the 
wetlands.  Anadromous fish include sockeye, pink, chinook, coho, and chum salmon, char, and dolly varden.  
Freshwater fish include rainbow trout, arctic grayling, white fish, burbot, suckers, and two species of stickleback. 
 
The 1993 EA/FONSI also states, “Impacts to wildlife resulting from construction of the proposed project would 
include a minor loss of habitat…Throughout the project, the proposed wider roadway embankments and clear 
zones would facilitate crossing of wildlife by making them more visible to traffic” and, “The ADF&G and 
USFWS requested that project impacts be assessed prior to final design for each roadway segment to determine 
the need for any additional mitigative measures.  The assessment would include a field review with State and 
federal resource agencies.” 
 
“Stream crossings would not involve placement of fill or piers within the streambeds.  Scheduling of construction 
would be addressed in the construction contracts.  Stipulations would consider impacts to wildlife, including 
sensitive calving, lambing, and spawning seasons.” 
 
2012 Re-evaluation 
Impacts to fish and wildlife are expected to remain the same as discussed in the 1993 EA/FONSI.   
 
Fisheries 
The ADF&G Catalog of Waters Important for the Spawning, Rearing or Migration of Anadromous Fishes 
(reviewed 5/22/2012) indicates that Moose Creek (anadromous stream # 247-50-10220-2085) is the only creek 
within the project area that supports anadromous fish species.  Moose Creek contains dolly varden, coho salmon, 
slimy sculpin, rainbow trout, Chinook salmon, chum salmon, pink salmon, and sockeye salmon.  To the south of 
the project area, Moose Creek drains into the Matanuska River, a water body that supports an even greater range 
of resident and anadromous fish species.   
 
A fish passage restoration project was completed on Moose Creek during the summers of 2005 and 2006.  The 
project restored fish passage to reaches of the Creek that were substantially altered and impaired by historic coal 
mining and railroad activities in the area.  These stream improvements were located approximately 1.9 to 3.4 
miles upstream of the existing Moose Creek bridge and outside of the proposed project area.  Impacts to these 
improvements from the proposed project are not anticipated. 
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There are no changes to impacts on EFH and consultation with NMFS will be conducted as necessary based on 
impact changes, if any, during final design.   
 
Wildlife 
A search of the USFWS Alaska Bald Eagle Nest Atlas (5/23/2012) indicated no eagle nests have been identified 
within one half-mile of the project corridor.  Accident data suggest an annual average of approximately 2 moose-
vehicle collisions over five years studied (2005-2009).  In accordance with the 1993 EA/FONSI, we will perform 
a field review with ADF&G and USFWS to determine the need for additional mitigative measures. 
  
 

H. Threatened and Endangered Species (T&E) Impacts N/A YES NO 

1. Has there been a change in status of listed T&E species that will be directly or 
indirectly affected by the project? 

   

2. Are there changes in the project’s effect on listed T&E species or designated critical 
habitat? 

3. Describe changes. 

   

1993 EA/FONSI 
The 1993 EA/FONSI identified one T&E species within the project area, the American Peregrine Falcon (Falco 
peregrinus anatum).  Adverse impacts to this species were not identified because their nesting areas are located 
away from the proposed project and they do not rely on affected areas for essential habitat.    
 
2012 Re-evaluation 
Since completion of the 1993 EA/FONSI, the American Peregrine Falcon has been removed from the endangered 
species list (8/20/1999).  A recent review (5/22/2012) of the USFWS and ADF&G online T&E species lists did 
not identify other T&E species or critical habitat within the project area.   
 

I. Water Body Involvement N/A YES NO 

1. Have there been any changes in the project’s effects on water bodies? If yes, 
complete 2-5 and describe in 6. 

   

2. Are there changes in effects on a navigable water body (as listed by USCG)?    

3. Are there changes in effects on a navigable water of the U.S. (as defined by the 
Corps)? 

   

4. Are there changes in effects on a Catalogued Anadromous Fish Stream (AS 
16.05.871)? 

   

5. Are there changes in effects on a designated Wild and Scenic River or land adjacent 
to a Wild and Scenic River? 

   

6. Describe changes.  

1993 EA/FONSI 
As stated in the 1993 EA/FONSI, “A new bridge would be constructed across Moose Creek, not requiring the 
placement of piers within the stream bed.  No fill or dredging activities would occur within Moose Creek.  The 
total extent of water body modifications along the Glenn Highway would not be determined until the design 
phase.  For the most part, fill would not be placed within streams.  Impacts to streams would be minimized 
through coordination with appropriate resource agencies, and, during construction, employment of Best 
Management Practices.”  No Wild and Scenic Rivers were identified within the project area. 
 
2012 Re-evaluation 
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Water body involvement has not changed since the 1993 EA/FONSI.  Moose Creek remains the only affected 
water body in the project area.  The National Wild and Scenic Rivers website (reviewed 5/22/2012) does not 
identify Moose Creek as a wild and scenic river.  A review of the USACE and USCG navigable waters lists 
(reviewed 5/22/2012) did not identify Moose Creek as a navigable water.  If necessary, a navigability 
determination will be made prior to completing the new bridge design. 
 

J. Alaska Coastal Management Program (ACMP) N/A YES NO 

1. Are there changes that affect the standards of the ACMP?    

2. Are there changes to a local coastal management district that affect the consistency 
finding? 

   

3. If yes to #2, is the project consistent with local coastal management policies?    

4. Describe changes.    

1993 EA/FONSI 
The 1993 EA/FONSI states that the proposed project is located within the coastal management boundary 
described in the MSB Coastal Management Area.  Proposed activities and improvements are consistent with the 
policies and provisions of the MSB Coastal Management Area and the Alaska Coastal Management Program.   
 
2012 Re-evaluation 
On July 1, 2011, the ACMP became defunct and the requirement to obtain a consistency determination with the 
plan’s policies and standards is no longer required. 
 

K. Hazardous Waste N/A YES NO 

1. Have there been any changes in the status of known or potentially contaminated 
sites along the corridor? 

   

2. Are there any changes in the project’s effects on buildings requiring demolition or 
relocation?  If yes, the building should be evaluated for hazardous waste such as 
asbestos. 

   

3. Describe changes.    

1993 EA/FONSI 
The 1993 EA/FONSI did not identify any hazardous waste sites within the proposed project area.   
 
2012 Re-evaluation 
A review of the ADEC on-line contaminated sites mapper (6/22/2012) did not identify any new sites and 
hazardous waste impacts discussed in the 1993 EA/FONSI remain true and valid. 
 

L. Air Quality Conformity N/A YES NO 

1. Does the project as proposed affect a nonattainment area, which will require a 
revised conformity determination? 

   

2. Describe changes.    

1993 EA/FONSI 
The 1993 EA/FONSI states, “The proposed project is located in an attainment area for air quality.  The State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) does not contain any transportation control measures for the project corridor, 
therefore, the project is not subject to conformity review as outlined in 23 CFR 770.  Some temporary impacts on 
air quality are expected to occur during construction activities…” 
 
2012 Re-evaluation 
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The proposed project area remains in an air quality attainment area and a revised conformity determination is not 
required. 
 

M. Floodplains Impacts N/A YES NO 

1. Have there been changes in the project effects on a regulatory floodway?    

2. Does the project remain consistent with local flood protection standards and E.O. 
11988? 

   

3. Have there been changes in the status of local flood hazard ordinances?    

4. Describe changes.    

1993 EA/FONSI 
Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) were not available for the Matanuska Valley area when the 1993 EA/FONSI 
was completed and coordination with the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) was not required.  
The document states construction would not promote any incompatible development with floodplains and bridges 
and culverts would be designed to withstand a 50-year flood.   
 
2012 Re-evaluation 
A recent review of available FEMA FIRM’s (6/22/2012) found the proposed project area is located on FIRM 
Map Panel 020021 8925 C.  This map shows the proposed project located within Zone C or D flood hazard areas.  
Zone C flood hazard areas have minimal flooding and Zone D flood hazard areas have undetermined, but possible 
flood hazards.  On 11/13/2006 the DOT&PF consulted with the MSB code compliance officer and it was 
confirmed that a floodplain development permit was not required (see Appendix C).  No changes in impacts to 
floodplains have occurred since the 1993 EA/FONSI.    
 

N. Noise Impacts N/A YES NO 

1. Has there been a change in noise sensitive receivers/land uses adjacent to the 
proposed project? 

   

2. Do the current traffic projections indicate a noise study should be performed?    

3. Has there been a substantial change in vertical or horizontal alignment?    

4. Has a change in the number of through lanes or the project itself changed the 
project’s noise impacts? 

   

5. Has a noise analysis of any project changes or changes in the project area 
demonstrated potential noise impacts? 

   

6. Are there feasible and reasonable measures that can reduce any changes in noise 
impacts? 

   

7. Do changes in the project require a local noise permit?    

8. Describe changes.    

1993 EA/FONSI 
The 1993 EA/FONSI states, “The project involves both urban and rural areas.  There are no ordinances or land 
use controls which address noise generated by vehicles using the highway or prevent mixed development of noise 
sensitive and non-sensitive locations in the project area.” 
 
“A traffic noise analysis was completed for the proposed project using the FHWA Highway Traffic Noise 
Prediction Nomograph (Hard Site) Model.”  The receivers for this study were located in the communities of 
Palmer and Sutton.  Results of the study show existing and predicted future noise levels exceed the FHWA Noise 
Abatement Criterion for Land Use Category B.  “No noise abatement measures are likely to be implemented for 
the proposed project.  This recommendation is based on studies conducted to date and existing area conditions: 
there are no land use controls along the project corridor, and noise barriers would not be cost effective because of 
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the low density residential development.  If during formal design, conditions substantially change, the need for 
noise abatement measures would be reevaluated.” 
 
2012 Re-evaluation 
The FHWA issued updated highway traffic noise and analysis abatement guidance in December 2010 and 
DOT&PF approved new traffic noise abatement guidance in April 2011.  Under the new guidance, use of Look-
up Tables or any other model unacceptable to FHWA is prohibited, and the criterion by which DOT&PF 
determines if noise abatement measures are considered was modified.  These changes require that a new noise 
analysis be conducted during the final design stage.  
 
Adjacent land uses have not changed, but there are two additional noise sensitive receivers in the project area.  
The new noise study will better evaluate impacts to all noise sensitive receivers and address possible abatement 
measures. 
 

O. Water Quality Impacts N/A YES NO 

1. Are there any changes in the project’s involvement with a public or private drinking 
water source? 

   

2. Would project changes affect the potential discharge of storm water into Waters of 
the U.S.? 

   

3. Have there been any changes in the project’s effect on a designated Section 303(d) 
impaired water body? (If yes, complete “a”.) 

   

a. List impaired water body and location.  

N/A 

   

4. Have there been changes in the project’s involvement with an area that is covered 
by a municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) NPDES permit? 

   

5. Have there been changes in the mixing of the project’s runoff with a NPDES 
permitted industrial facility? 

6. Describe changes. 

   

1993 EA/FONSI 
The 1993 EA/FONSI states, “A plan to control erosion and sedimentation will be developed prior to construction.  
However, temporary degradation of water quality may result from construction.  No substantial or long-term 
impacts to water quality of potable water sources are expected to result from the proposed project.” 
 
2012 Re-evaluation 
Storm water drainage in the MP 53-56 area is collected in roadside ditches and transferred to natural low points 
along the corridor.  Topography in the area naturally slopes towards Moose Creek and storm water may enter the 
creek during and after construction.  However, most runoff would be captured by vegetated buffers and allowed 
to infiltrate the ground or evaporate.  Anticipated impacts remain the same as discussed in the 1993 EA/FONSI. 
 
The EPA NPDES General Permit for Construction Activities in Alaska is now under the authority of the ADEC 
Alaska Pollution Discharge Elimination System (APDES) Construction General Permit for Discharges from 
Large and Small Construction Sites.  All storm water discharge will comply with the terms of this permit.  Best 
Management Practices will be used during construction to minimize storm water pollution. 
 

P. Permits and Authorizations N/A YES NO 

1. Are there any changes in the status of the following permits and authorizations?    
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P. Permits and Authorizations N/A YES NO 

a. Corps, Section 404/10    

b. Coast Guard, Section 9    

c. Department of Fish and Game, Title 16    

d. Flood Hazard    

e. ADEC 401    

f. ADEC Storm Water Plan    

g. DNR, ACMP    

h. Other. If yes, list. 

ADEC Alaska Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (APDES) Construction General 
Permit (CGP) 

   

2. Describe changes.    

1993 EA/FONSI  
The following permits were identified as necessary for construction: 

1. USACE, Section 404/10 Permit 
2. ADEC, Section 401 Permit 
3. ADF&G, Title 16 Permit 
4. Alaska Division of Governmental Coordination, Coastal Consistency Certification 
5. MSB, Flood Hazard Area Land Use Permit 
6. EPA, NPDES Construction General Permit 

 
2012 Re-evaluation 
The Coastal Consistency Certification and Flood Hazard Area Land Use Permit are no longer required.  The EPA, 
NPDES Construction General Permit is now authorized under the ADEC APDES CGP.  A copy of the permanent 
storm water plans will be submitted to ADEC for review.  A Fish Habitat Permit was obtained by DOT&PF to 
conduct materials testing in February 2007.  These materials are included in Appendix C.  
 

IV. Construction Impacts 
Have the following potential construction effects changed: 

N/A YES NO 

1. Construction timing commitments?    

2. Temporary degradation of water quality?    

3. Temporary stream diversion?    

4. Temporary degradation of air quality?    

5. Temporary delays and detours of traffic?    

6. Temporary impacts on businesses?    

7. Other construction impacts, including noise?    

8. Describe changes.    

1993 EA/FONSI 
The 1993 EA/FONSI states, “Proposed activities would occur at a time with the least amount of impact to the 
public, with regards to transportation and safety, and to wildlife, especially during sensitive calving, lambing, and 
spawning seasons.  Construction activities would be suspended in winter; therefore, it is likely that only minor 
construction impacts to moose would occur.  Traffic congestion would be the primary impact resulting from 
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construction.  Heavy traffic occurs along the Glenn Highway during commuter rush hour periods and the summer 
months when tourism and recreation activities in the area peak.  Short-term closures, detours, or temporary delays 
would be scheduled to minimize disruption to the travelling public.  Traffic would be maintained on the existing 
road while realignment sections are constructed.  A construction traffic control plan would be developed as a part 
of the design plans.  The department will work with the MSB Emergency Services Division to incorporate 
provisions for emergency response vehicles within the plan.” 
 
“Air quality would temporarily degenerate slightly as a result of dust and exhaust from construction activities.  
An erosion and sedimentation control plan and/or other protective measures would be developed prior to and 
employed during and after construction.  Best Management Practices would be employed.  Temporary 
degradation of water and increased noise levels may occur during construction.” 
 
“As discussed earlier, the proposed project would be constructed under the NPDES general permit (GP) for 
construction activities in Alaska.  The Contractor will be responsible for performing all work in accordance with 
the GP conditions.  A SWPPP would be implemented by the Contractor as required by the GP.” 
 
2012 Re-evaluation 
Storm water discharge will now be authorized by ADEC’s APDES CGP for storm water discharges from large 
and small construction activities.  The Contractor will be required to comply with the requirements of the 
APDES.  Construction impacts are expected to be the same as the 1993 EA/FONSI. 
 

V. Section 4(f)/6(f) N/A YES NO 

1. Has there been a change in status of Section 4(f) properties affected by the proposed 
action or in the project’s effects on such properties? 

   

2. Have there been any changes in the determination of whether the project would 
“use” land from a Section 4(f) property? 

   

3. Has there been a change in status in Section 6(f) properties affected by the proposed 
action? 

   

4. Has there been any change in the determination of whether the use of 6(f) property 
is a “conversion of use” per Section 6(f) of the LWCFA? 

   

If yes to any of the above, attach appropriate Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) 
documentation. 

   

1993 EA/FONSI 
The 1993 EA/FONSI identified one property protected by Section 4(f), the Moose Creek State Recreation Site, 
and no properties protected by Section 6(f) within MP 53-56.  A “use” under Section 4(f) of this property was not 
identified. 
 
2012 Re-evaluation 
Right-of-way requirements remain the same as discussed in the 1993 EA/FONSI.  The 2009 cultural resource 
survey identified several eligible historic properties in the proposed project area that may be impacted and would 
be protected by Section 4(f).  A finding of adverse effect is anticipated for at least a few of these properties; 
however, impacts will be further defined and evaluated during the design phase.  At this time, impacts to 
properties protected by Section 4(f)/6(f) have not changed since the 1993 EA/FONSI.  No other 4(f)/6(f) 
properties have been identified within MP 53-56 and the presence of 4(f)/6(f) properties and potential impacts to 
them will be re-evaluated once additional design information is available.   
 
 

VI. Comments and Coordination Conducted for the Re-Evaluation N/A YES NO 

1. Has public/agency coordination occurred since the environmental document was    
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VI. Comments and Coordination Conducted for the Re-Evaluation N/A YES NO 

approved? 

2. Describe comments and coordination efforts taken for this project since approval of 
the environmental document.  Discuss pertinent issues raised by the public and 
government agencies.  Attach applicable correspondence and responses. 

   

DOT&PF reinitiated public and agency coordination in 2006-2007.  Because the proposed project design has not 
changed since the 1993 EA/FONSI and no design work has started, DOT&PF will conduct additional public and 
agency coordination when further design information is available.  Below is a summary of outreach efforts since 
the 1993 EA/FONSI and Appendix B contains supporting documentation. 
 
On September 12, 2006, DOT&PF Highway Design, Preliminary Design and Environmental (PD&E), and 
Materials staff met onsite with a property owner (Bill Long).  DOT&PF provided Mr. Long with copies of the 
EA/FONSI plan set and walked through the project.  Mr. Long identified the location of an old cemetery in the 
northeast portion of the hayfield.  No additional issues were discussed. 
 
On December 12, 2006, DOT&PF held an open house public meeting to update the public about the project and 
provide an opportunity for public input about the project.  The meeting was held in the evening at Sutton 
Elementary School.  In addition to seven DOT&PF staff, ten people signed in at the meeting.  The Valley 
Mountain Bikers and Hikers submitted written comments with concerns that the recently repaired old railroad 
mountain bike trail from the Matanuska River to the Moose Creek State Wayside would be bisected by the 
proposed realignment.  They requested a pedestrian/bicycle trail under the new bridge with barriers to restrict 
ATVs and snowmobiles.  No additional comments were received. 
 
On April 18, 2007, DOT&PF sent a scoping letter to state, federal, local, and tribal environmental resource 
agencies who may be interested in the proposed project.  DOT&PF received responses from four state resource 
agencies, the MSB, and the Chickaloon Native Village Traditional Council.  No substantial comments were 
received from the resource agencies.  The Chickaloon Native Village Traditional Council expressed several 
concerns including the project’s proximity to the school, turning lanes, utility realignments, historic and cultural 
resources, and fish and wildlife in the area.   
 
On September 26, 2007, DOT&PF met with the Chickaloon Village Tribal Council to discuss these and several 
other issues, including traffic noise, construction timelines, educational opportunities along the highway, 
increased access, and fisheries impacts.  In addition to six DOT&PF and one FHWA staff, eight people signed in 
at the meeting. 
 
Attendees at the meeting had the following comments: 

 Improve speed signs and add safety lights around school zone 
 Don’t relocate utility lines on personal property 
 Involve Native Village members in the archeological survey 
 Conduct a survey of eagle nests in the area 
 Construct new bridge to allow for fish and moose passage 
 Leave old bridge in place, but add a gate to limit access 
 Add additional passing and turning lanes 
 Add educational opportunities, such as kiosks and interpretive signs in native language 
 Limit ATV access off of the new road 

Council members asked questions in regards to how the bridge will be maintained, where fill materials will come 
from, if a temporary bridge will be constructed, the dimensions of the bridge, and when the proposed project 
would begin and end.  In addition, preaddressed comment forms were made available to all who attended.  No 
comment forms were returned to DOT&PF.  These comments will be considered during final design. 
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VII. Changes in Environmental Commitments or Mitigation Measures N/A YES NO 

1. Have there been any changes in the environmental commitments or mitigation?    

2. Describe changes.    

1993 EA/FONSI 
Environmental commitments found in the EA are listed below, with the section and page number where they were 
found: 

 “A plan to control erosion and sedimentation would be developed prior to construction” (IV. J, Page 33). 
 “Should any other archaeological historic, architectural, and/or cultural resources be identified during the 

construction of this project, all work which would impact these resources would be halted and SHPO 
would be contacted immediately” (IV.S, Page 44). 

 
2012 Re-evaluation 
In addition to those identified in the 1993 EA/FONSI, the following additional environmental commitments have 
been made: 

 ROW requirements and impacts will be defined and mitigated 
 Traffic impacts would be mitigated by providing advance notice of roadway closures, half width 

construction, maintenance of local access, and development of a Traffic Control Plan 
 Identification of eligible historic properties and impacts to them will continue in accordance with Section 

106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
 Wetland boundaries will be reviewed and acceptable compensatory mitigation measures will be 

developed 
 A field review of the project will be conducted with State and Federal resource agencies to identify 

impacts to fish and wildlife resources and additional mitigative measures 
 A navigability determination of  Moose Creek will be performed if necessary 
 An updated traffic noise study will be conducted in accordance with current FHWA and DOT&PF noise 

guidance 
 All storm water discharge will comply with ADEC Alaska Pollution Discharge Elimination System 

(APDES) Construction General Permit for Discharges from Large and Small Construction Sites 
 Best Management Practices will be used during construction to minimize storm water pollution 
 The presence of 4(f)/6(f) properties and potential impacts to them will be re-evaluated once additional 

design information is available. 
 

VIII. Environmental Re-Evaluation  YES NO 

1. The conclusions and commitments of the original environmental document approval 
remain valid. If no, go to #2. 

   

2. The changes in the project scope, environmental consequences, or public 
controversy require a new, supplemental environmental document or EIS. No. 2 
requires consultation with the FHWA Area Engineer or Project Manager, or 
DOT&PF Statewide NEPA Manager for 6004. 
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Project Consultation Options 
 
Chickaloon-Moose Creek Native Association, Inc.  
 
Project Name:  Glenn Highway MP 53 to 56, Reconstruction – Moose Creek Canyon 
Federal/State Project Numbers:  NH-0A1-5(25)/58013 
 
Please check the appropriate response(s) from the list below and use the back of this form or 
additional sheets if you wish to make comments: 
 
____ There are no known places of traditional religious or cultural importance present or 

within the vicinity of the proposed project and further consultation is not requested. 
 
____ There are or may be places of traditional religious or cultural importance present or 

within the vicinity of the proposed project and further consultation is requested. 
 
____ The Chickaloon-Moose Creek Native Association, Inc. will continue consultations for 

this proposed project directly with Jerry O. Ruehle, DOT&PF Central Region 
Environmental, and with the understanding that the Chickaloon-Moose Creek Native 
Association, Inc. may at its discretion resume consultations with the Federal Highway 
Administration. 

 
____ The Chickaloon-Moose Creek Native Association, Inc. has no interest associated with 

this proposed project and further consultation is not required. 
 
If you have chosen to do so, please indicate the manner in which you wish to continue 
consultation: 
 
Mail: 
 
Phone: 
 
Fax: 
 
e-mail: 
 
Other: (please describe) 
 
Name of Chickaloon-Moose Creek Native Association, Inc. designated contact for this 
proposed project: 
 
______________________________________________        Phone: _______________ 
Please print 
 
 
Signed: ________________________________________________ Date: _____________ 
  [Name and title of formal Chickaloon-Moose Creek Native Association, Inc. representative] 

 
Please mail to:  Mr. David C. Miller, Alaska Division Administrator, Federal Highway 
Administration, P.O. Box 21648, Juneau, AK 99802 
 
Or, fax to:  Mr. David C. Miller, 907-586-7420 















Project Consultation Options 
 
Cook Inlet Regional, Inc.  
 
Project Name:  Glenn Highway MP 53 to 56, Reconstruction – Moose Creek Canyon 
Federal/State Project Numbers:  NH-0A1-5(25)/58013 
 
Please check the appropriate response(s) from the list below and use the back of this form or 
additional sheets if you wish to make comments: 
 
____ There are no known places of traditional religious or cultural importance present or 

within the vicinity of the proposed project and further consultation is not requested. 
 
____ There are or may be places of traditional religious or cultural importance present or 

within the vicinity of the proposed project and further consultation is requested. 
 
____ The Cook Inlet Regional, Inc. will continue consultations for this proposed project 

directly with Jerry O. Ruehle, DOT&PF Central Region Environmental, and with the 
understanding that the Cook Inlet Regional, Inc. may at its discretion resume 
consultations with the Federal Highway Administration. 

 
____ The Cook Inlet Regional, Inc. has no interest associated with this proposed project and 

further consultation is not required. 
 
If you have chosen to do so, please indicate the manner in which you wish to continue 
consultation: 
 
Mail: 
 
Phone: 
 
Fax: 
 
e-mail: 
 
Other: (please describe) 
 
Name of Cook Inlet Regional, Inc. designated contact for this proposed project: 
 
______________________________________________        Phone: _______________ 
Please print 
 
 
Signed: ________________________________________________ Date: _____________ 
  [Name and title of formal Cook Inlet Regional, Inc. representative] 
 
Please mail to:  Mr. David C. Miller, Alaska Division Administrator, Federal Highway 
Administration, P.O. Box 21648, Juneau, AK 99802 
 
Or, fax to:  Mr. David C. Miller, 907-586-7420 
 
 















Project Consultation Options 
 
 Eklutna, Inc. 
 
Project Name:  Glenn Highway MP 53 to 56, Reconstruction – Moose Creek Canyon 
Federal/State Project Numbers:  NH-0A1-5(25)/58013 
 
Please check the appropriate response(s) from the list below and use the back of this form or 
additional sheets if you wish to make comments: 
 
____ There are no known places of traditional religious or cultural importance present or 

within the vicinity of the proposed project and further consultation is not requested. 
 
____ There are or may be places of traditional religious or cultural importance present or 

within the vicinity of the proposed project and further consultation is requested. 
 
____ The Eklutna, Inc. will continue consultations for this proposed project directly with 

Jerry O. Ruehle, DOT&PF Central Region Environmental, and with the 
understanding that the Eklutna, Inc. may at its discretion resume consultations with the 
Federal Highway Administration. 

 
____ The Eklutna, Inc. has no interest associated with this proposed project and further 

consultation is not required. 
 
If you have chosen to do so, please indicate the manner in which you wish to continue 
consultation: 
 
Mail: 
 
Phone: 
 
Fax: 
 
e-mail: 
 
Other: (please describe) 
 
Name of Eklutna, Inc. designated contact for this proposed project: 
 
______________________________________________        Phone: _______________ 
Please print 
 
 
Signed: ________________________________________________ Date: _____________ 
  [Name and title of formal Eklutna, Inc. representative] 
 
Please mail to:  Mr. David C. Miller, Alaska Division Administrator, Federal Highway 
Administration, P.O. Box 21648, Juneau, AK 99802 
 
Or, fax to:  Mr. David C. Miller, 907-586-7420 
 
 









Project Consultation Options 
 
Chickaloon Native Village 
 
Project Name:  Glenn Highway MP 53 to 56, Reconstruction – Moose Creek Canyon 
Federal/State Project Numbers:  NH-0A1-5(25)/58013 
 
Please check the appropriate response(s) from the list below and use the back of this form or 
additional sheets if you wish to make comments: 
 
____ There are no known places of traditional religious or cultural importance present or 

within the vicinity of the proposed project and further consultation is not requested. 
 
____ There are or may be places of traditional religious or cultural importance present or 

within the vicinity of the proposed project and further consultation is requested. 
 
____ The Chickaloon Native Village will continue consultations for this proposed project 

directly with Jerry O. Ruehle, DOT&PF Central Region Environmental, and with the 
understanding that the Chickaloon Native Village may at its discretion resume 
consultations with the Federal Highway Administration. 

 
____ The Chickaloon Native Village has no interest associated with this proposed project and 

further consultation is not required. 
 
If you have chosen to do so, please indicate the manner in which you wish to continue 
consultation: 
 
Mail: 
 
Phone: 
 
Fax: 
 
e-mail: 
 
Other: (please describe) 
 
 
Name of Chickaloon Native Village designated contact for this proposed project: 
 
______________________________________________        Phone: _______________ 
Please print 
 
 
Signed: ________________________________________________ Date: _____________ 
  [Name and title of formal Chickaloon Native Village representative] 
 
Please mail to:  Mr. David C. Miller, Alaska Division Administrator, Federal Highway 
Administration, P.O. Box 21648, Juneau, AK 99802 
 
Or, fax to:  Mr. David C. Miller, 907-586-7420 
 









 

 

Appendix C: Public and Agency 
Coordination 



Index: Appendix C 
 

PUBLIC 
September 12, 2006 – Site visit and meet with property owner (Bill Long) Trip Report. 
 
December 12, 2006 – DOT&PF open house public meeting materials: 

 DOT&PF Online Public Notice: 11/20/2006  
 ADN Public Meeting Notice: published 11/26/2006, 12/3/2006, 12/10/2006 
 Frontiersman Public Meeting Notice: published  11/26/2006, 12/3/2006, 12/10/2006 
 Individual invitations: 12/4-12/6/2006, telephone records from Burrell Nickeson, DOT&PF 

Environmental Team Leader, to Vivian Gregg, Robert and Melinda Stolts, Brad Laybourn, and 
Bill Long  

 Project Information Sheet available at public meeting  
 Comment form available at public meeting  
 Public meeting sign-in sheets 
 Comment from Valley Mountain Bikers and Hikers, regarding trail accommodations and 

pedestrian access to the Moose Creek Wayside 
 
January 3, 2007 – Informational letter, sent to Robert and Melinda Stolts from Al Burton, ROW Project 
Coordination Supervisor. 
 
AGENCY 
August 2, 2005 – Comment from Pat Owens, MSB Land Management Specialist, regarding trail 
accommodations and pedestrian access to the Moose Creek Wayside. 
 
February 2007 – Geo-technical Investigations Title 41 Permit materials from Burrell Nickeson to Mike 
Bethe, Matanuska Area Manager, ADNR-OHMP: 

 Fish Habitat Permit application, 2/1/2007  
 Fish Habitat Permit, 2/28/2007 

 
April 17, 2007 – Agency Scoping: 

 Email transmittal to agencies  
 Agency scoping letter mailing list  
 Agency scoping letter and appendix A  
 Response from Tom Brooks, ARRC Chief Engineer, regarding ARRC ROW within the project 

area  
 Responses (4/19/2007 and 4/30/2007) from Susan Brown, C.P.G, ADNR DMLW, regarding land 

resources within the project area  
 Response from Lisa Fox, Natural Resource Specialist, ADNR DMLW, regarding land resources 

and easements within the project area 
 Response from Tom Namtvedt, Habitat Biologist, ADNR OHMP, regarding the requirement to 

obtain a Fish Habitat Permit for the project  
 Telephone records from Burrell Nickeson to John Frey, Code Compliance Officer, MSB, 

verifying a Floodplain Development Permit is not required for the project 
 
December 14, 2010 – Email from John Linnell, P.E., DOT&PF Project Manager, to Bill Rice, P.E., 
Hydrologist, USFWS. 
 
 



TRIBAL 
May 23, 2007 – Letter from Chickaloon Native Village Traditional Council, regarding miscellaneous 
concerns about the project. 
 
September 25, 2007 – Email from Jessica Dryden, Biologist, Chickaloon Native Village Environmental 
Department, regarding environmental concerns at Moose Creek. 
 
September 26, 2007 – Meeting with the Chickaloon Village Tribal Council:  

 Meeting record  
 Meeting sign-in sheets 

 
January 9, 2008 – Letter from Chickaloon Community Council, requesting DOT&PF keep the Council 
apprised of any land activities in the area. 
 
December 15, 2010 – Email from Angela Hunt, DOT&PF Environmental Team Leader, to Jessica 
Dryden Winnestaffer, Fisheries Program Director, Chickaloon Native Village Environmental Stewardship 
Department. 































 
Glenn Highway MP 53 to 56, Reconstruction 

- Moose Creek Canyon 
Project No. 58013 

 
Project Information: 

 

The Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities 
(DOT&PF) in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) is proposing to improve the Glenn Highway between milepost 
(MP) 53 and MP 56.  The proposed improvements include realigning 
the 3-mile segment of highway as well as constructing a new bridge 
over Moose Creek.    
 
If you have any comments on the proposed project, please write them 
on the comment form provided, and either drop off at the public 
meeting, or mail to DOT&PF by January 12, 2007. 
 
 

Contacts: 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Project Manager (beginning 1/1/07) –  
John Linnell, P.E. 
john_linnell@dot.state.ak.us 
Telephone (907) 269-0571, Fax (907) 243-4409 
4111 Aviation Drive, P.O. Box 196900 

 
 

       
 

 Project Manager (thru 12/31/06) –  
Tom Young, P.E. 
tom_young@dot.state.ak.us 
Telephone (907) 269-0597, Fax (907) 243-4409 
4111 Aviation Drive, P.O. Box 196900 

Design Leader – Chris Post, P.E. 
chris_post@dot.state.ak.us 
Telephone (907) 269-0585, Fax (907) 243-4409 
4111 Aviation Drive, P.O. Box 196900 
Anchorage, AK 99519-6900 

 Environmental – Burrell L. Nickeson 
burrell_nickeson@dot.state.ak.us 
Telephone (907) 269-0536, Fax (907) 243-6927
4111 Aviation Drive, P.O. Box 196900 
Anchorage, AK 99519-6900 

 Planner – Mary Jane Sutliff 
maryjane_sutliff@dot.state.ak.us 
Telephone (907) 269-0516, Fax (907) 269-0521 
4111 Aviation Drive, P.O. Box 196900 
Anchorage, AK 99519-6900 

 

 Right-Of-Way – Lori Landis 
lori_landis@dot.state.ak.us 
Telephone (907) 269-0694, Fax (907) 248-9456 
4111 Aviation Drive, P.O. Box 196900 
Anchorage, AK 99519-6900 











































































































Agency Scoping Letter Mailing List  
Glenn Highway MP 53 to 56, Reconstruction – Moose Creek Canyon 

(Project No. 58013) 
Federal 

 USFWS – Ann Rapport - Ann_Rappoport@fws.gov     
 USFWS – MaryLynn Nation - Mary_Nation@fws.gov    
 FHWA – Dale Lewis - dale.j.lewis@fhwa.dot.gov   
 COE – regpagemaster@poa02.usace.army.mil  
 NMFS – HCD.Anchorage@noaa.gov 
 USEPA – Jennifer Curtis – Curtis.Jennifer@epamail.epa.gov 
 USCG  - Jim Helfinstine – jhelfinstine@cgalaska.uscg.mil    

 
 
State 

 ADEC – Margaret Langdon - mel_langdon@dec.state.ak.us 
 ADEC – William Ashton - william_ashton@dec.state.ak.us 
 ADF&G – Mark Fink – mark_fink@fishgame.state.ak.us   
 ADNR – SHPO – Judith E. Bittner - judy_bittner@dnr.state.ak.us   
 ADNR – MLW – Richard B. Thompson - rick_thompson@dnr.state.ak.us  
 ADNR – RADS – Bruce Phelps – bruce_phelps@dnr.state.ak.us  
 ADNR – POR – Dennis Heikes - dennis_heikes@dnr.state.ak.us 
 ADNR – POR – Jerry Lewanski - jerry_lewanski@dnr.state.ak.us    
 ADNR – OHMP – Mike Bethe - mike_bethe@dnr.state.ak.us  
 ADNR – OPMP – Christine Ballard - christine_ballard@dnr.state.ak.us 
 AKRR – Tom Brooks – brookst@akrr.com 

 
 
Local 

 Matanuska Susitna Borough – Brad Sworts – brad.sworts@matsugov.us 
 Matanuska Susitna Borough – Fran Seager Boss – fseagerboss@matsugov.us  OR 

Fran.Seager-Boss@matsugov.us 
 

Tribal 
 Alan Larson, President 

 Chickaloon Native Village 
 P.O. Box 1105 
 Chickaloon, AK 99674 
 

 Edith Baller, President 
Chickaloon-Moose Creek Native Association, Inc.  
P.O. Box 875046 
Wasilla, AK  99687 
 

 Michael E. Curry, Chairman & President 
Eklutna, Inc. 
16515 Centerfield Drive 
Eagle River, Alaska 99577 



 
 Margaret L. Brown, President & CEO 

Cook Inlet Regional, Inc. 
P.O. Box 93330 
Anchorage, Alaska 99509-3330 
(Note: CIRI has requested initiation/scoping letters be Cc’d to Hazel Felton, Special 
Project Manager) 

 
 
Cc 

 DOT&PF – Brian Elliot, John Linnell 
 
 
 



 

 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC FACILITIES 
                                        CENTRAL REGION DESIGN & CONSTRUCTION 
                                          PRELIMINARY DESIGN AND ENVIRONMENTAL 

 
 

April 17, 2007 
 

 Project: Glenn Highway MP 53 to 56 Reconstruction – 
Moose Creek Canyon  

Project No. 58013 

Re: Agency Scoping Comments Request 

 
Dear Agency Staff Member: 
 
The Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities (DOT&PF) in 
cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is soliciting comments 
and information on proposed improvements to the Glenn Highway from milepost (MP) 
53 to MP 56.  This is a phase of the proposed Glenn Highway Parks (MP 35) to MP 109 
project.  A Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) was issued by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) on January 5, 1993.  This phase of highway is located 
north-northeast of Palmer, Alaska within the Matanuska Susitna Borough at 61° 40.939’ 
North Latitude and 149° 2.767’ West Longitude (Section 2, Township 18 North, Range 2 
East, Seward Meridian, USGS Quad Anchorage C-6) (See Figure 1).  The following 
phases of this project have already been constructed: Caribou Creek (MP 100 – 109), 
Pinochle Hill (MP 97 – 100), and Moose Creek to Kings River (MP 56 – 67).    
 
Purpose and Need 
The purpose of the proposed project is to improve safety for the traveling public and to 
provide an acceptable Level of Service for anticipated traffic with the 20-year design life.  
This section of roadway has extreme curvatures and gradients that limit sight distance 
and reduce traffic speeds.  Roadcuts into the gravel bluff on the west side of the canyon 
have resulted in falling rock and gravel, creating maintenance problems and hazards to 
vehicular traffic.   
 
Proposed Action 
The proposed improvements will include realigning the 3-mile section of highway and 
constructing a new bridge over Moose Creek (see Figure 2).  A climbing lane will be 
provided on the west side of the canyon.   
 
Environmental Documentation 
As presently envisioned, DOT&PF anticipates right-of-way acquisition will impact 8 
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Glenn Highway MP 53 to 56,  2 
Reconstruction – Moose Creek Canyon 
Agency Scoping Comments Request 

 
 
landowners.  We have conducted a preliminary research of federal and State documents 
to identify resources in the project vicinity.  This information is contained in Appendix A, 
attached as a link at the end of the letter.  To ensure that all factors are considered in the 
development of the environmental document, your comments are requested.  Below is a 
link for each federal, State and local agency that DOT&PF is requesting comments from.  
Please click on the agency that you represent.  See Appendix A (attached as a link) for 
additional information and other resources identified in the project area.  
 

USEPA USFWS USACE USCG  USNMFS  ADEC 
 
 ADF&G ADNR-OHMP ADNR-SHPO  ADNR-SRO 
 
ADNR-RAD  ADNR-OPMP  ADNR-DPOR  ARRC 
 
 BOROUGH  TRIBE 
 

If you have any questions on the environmental effects or wish to respond by email to 
your agency’s specific questions, contact Burrell L. Nickeson, Environmental Impact 
Analyst, at 269-0536 or via email at burrell_nickeson@dot.state.ak.us. Questions 
concerning the engineering aspects of the proposed project can be directed to John 
Linnell, P.E., Project Manager, at 269-0571 or via email at john_linnell@dot.state.ak.us. 
 
 
      Sincerely 
 
 
 
      Jerry O. Ruehle 
      Central Region Environmental Coordinator 
 
 
Enclosures: Figure 1 
 Figure 2 
 Appendix A 
 
 
cc: Brian Elliott, Environmental Team Leader, PD&E  
 Dale J. Lewis, Central Region Liaison, FHWA 
 John Linnell, P.E., Project Manager, Highway Design 
 Burrell L. Nickeson, Environmental Impact Analyst, PD&E  
  
 



APPENDIX A 
Preliminary Research Results 

 
 
Contaminated Sites, Spills, and Underground Storage Tanks: DOT&PF conducted a search of the 
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC) on-line database of contaminated sites 
and Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUST).  According to the ADEC database, there are no 
contaminated sites or LUST within the project area.  DOT&PF also conducted a search of the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on-line EnviroMapper for Superfund sites, toxic release and 
hazardous waste sites, and water discharge locations.  According to the EPA EnviroMapper, there are 
no monitored environmental sites within the project area.     
 
Anadromous Fish Streams: A search of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) 
Anadromous Waters Catalog webpage identified Moose Creek as the only anadromous fish waterway 
within the project corridor.  The Glenn Highway passes over the Moose Creek via a two-lane bridge at 
approximately milepost 54.5.  The creek then flows an additional 0.8 mile where it joins the 
Matanuska River.  As currently proposed, DOT&PF does not anticipate the project or construction of 
the project will involve work or the placement of material below the Ordinary High Water line of 
Moose Creek.   
 
State Refuges, Critical Habitat Areas, and Sanctuaries: A search of the Alaska Department of Fish and 
Game on-line listing of State of Alaska Refuges, Critical Habitat Areas, Sanctuaries, and Ranges 
identified no state lands designated as State Refuges, Critical Habitat Areas, Sanctuaries, or Ranges in 
the project corridor.  

 
Historical, Archeological, and Cultural Properties: The proposed alignment is the same alignment that 
was approved by FHWA in the 1993 EA/FONSI. 
 
On March 14, 2007 DOT&PF conducted a search of the Alaska Heritage Resources Survey (AHRS) to 
verify if additional properties of historical, archeological, and cultural significance exist in the area.  
Based on the project’s preliminary design, three sites maybe impacted.  These sites consist of the 
existing Moose Creek Bridge (DOT&PF Bridge No. 358) (ANC-1998), a garbage dump (ANC-740) 
and the platted Moose Creek townsite (ANC-1826). 
 
The existing Moose Creek Bridge was constructed in 1958, however, Section 6007 of the Safe, 
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) 
adopted by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation on March 10, 2005, exempts the bulk of the 
Interstate Highway System from consideration as a historic property under Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act.  The Moose Creek Bridge has been determined to be exempted from review 
as a historic property.   
 
Regarding ANC-740 and ANC-1998; in June 1990 the Department of Natural Resources, Office of 
History and Archaeology (OHA) surveyed the proposed realignment corridor and reported the findings 
in CULTURAL RESOURCES RECONNAISSANCE SURVEY AND SITE TESTING ALONG THE 
GLENN HIGHWAY, MP 35 TO MP 109, 1990 (OHA Report Number 24 – January 1991).  According 
to the report, little to nothing remains of these sites and that both sites did not possess sufficient 
historic integrity to qualify for the National Register of Historic Places.   
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The DOT&PF has reviewed the Matanuska Susitna Borough tax records for the properties on the west 
side of the Moose Creek Canyon that are within the APE.  According to the tax records all affected 
properties were deeded or purchased less than 40 years ago.  In addition, the tax records indicate there 
are no structures located on these properties that are more than 45 years old.   
 
DOT&PF in cooperation with FHWA is concurrently initiating Section 106 Consultation with the State 
Historic Preservation Officer, the Matanuska-Susitna Borough Cultural Resource Section, and the local 
tribal entities.   
 
Coastal Zone Management: The proposed project is within the Matanuska-Susitna Borough Coastal 
Zone District.  DOT&PF will submit a Coastal Project Questionnaire to the Alaska Department of 
Natural Resources - Office of Project Management and Permitting for review to ensure compliance 
with coastal zone policies.   
 
Navigability, Flood Plain Management, and Wetlands:   
Navigability – According to the US Coast Guard (USCG) List of Navigable Waters of the US within 
the Seventeenth District, Moose Creek is not listed as a navigable water body.  DOT&PF in 
cooperation with FHWA will submit a Navigability Determination Request to the USCG to determine 
if the proposed project will require a USCG Bridge Permit.      
 
Flood Plain Management – National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) Flood Insurance Rate Maps are 
not available for the project area; therefore, coordination will not be required with the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) or the Matanuska-Susitna Borough.  On November 13, 
2006, the Matanuska-Susitna Borough (MSB) Planning and Land Use Department – Code Compliance 
Division agreed with DOT&PF that a Floodplain Development Permit is not necessary for the 
proposed project. 
 
Wetlands – According to the 1993 EA/FONSI, the proposed alignment will impact wetlands at Moose 
Creek and along the eastern side of Moose Creek Canyon.  The EA/FONSI calculated 0.1 acre of 
wetlands would be impacted as a result of the project. 
 
On September 20, 2006 DOT&PF conducted an on-site delineation of the area depicted as wetlands in 
the 1993 EA/FONSI located on the eastern side of Moose Creek Canyon.  The delineation was done 
according to the three-parameter approach, as described in the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
Alaska Supplemental Manual.  Based upon the delineation DOT&PF determined the area is uplands.  
In addition, the US Fish & Wildlife Service’s on-line National Wetland Mapper indicates there are no 
wetlands on the eastern side of the canyon or along the proposed alignment.  Furthermore, based on 
current design of the proposed bridge over Moose Creek, no construction or placement of fill will be 
required within the creek.  Therefore, DOT&PF does not anticipate the proposed action will require 
work in wetlands as defined by Executive Order 11990.  If however through continued project design, 
it is determined impacts to wetlands are required, the DOT&PF will coordinate with the necessary 
agencies and the USACE to determine the appropriate authorization and possible mitigation. 
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Threatened and Endangered Species (T&E):  A review of the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
guide to Alaska’s Threatened and Endangered Species (February 2003) and the Alaska USFWS T&E 
species website identified no federal T&E species in the project area.   
 
Eagle Nests:  According to the April 2003 and April 2005 Eagle Nest Surveys conducted by DOT&PF 
and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), no eagle nests are located within ¼ mile of the project 
area.  Although bald eagles are not considered endangered or threatened under the Endangered Species 
Act in the State of Alaska, they still benefit from the protection of the Bald Eagle Protection Act and 
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.   
 
If an eagle nest is found within ¼ mile of the project site during or prior to construction, DOT&PF in 
conjunction with USFWS will determine appropriate actions.  Appropriate actions could include 1) 
restricting certain construction activities during sensitive nesting time periods 2) monitoring the nest 
during construction 3) no restrictions. 
 
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH):  DOT&PF does not anticipate there will be any impacts to EFH.  The 
Moose Creek provides the only anadromous fish habitat in the project area.  Based on current design, 
no work will be conducted below or near the ordinary high water mark of the creek (see discussion 
under Anadromous Fish Streams).     
 
National Wildlife Refuges:  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service web site has been searched to 
determine if National Wildlife Refuges exist in the project area.  The website indicates there are none. 
 
National Parks, Preserves, Monuments, and Wild and Scenic Rivers:  The National Park Service web 
site has been searched to determine if any National Parks, Preserves, Monuments or Wild and Scenic 
Rivers exist in the project corridor.  The website indicates there are none.   
 
Material and Disposal Sites: DOT&PF anticipates the Contractor will excavate useable material from 
native materials along the new alignment.  Aggregates and surface course material for paving will 
likely come from a Contractor supplied material site.  If the Contractor elects to use an undeveloped 
material site, contract language will require the Contractor to acquire all necessary permits and 
clearances for the site(s) and provide copies to the DOT&PF Project Engineer prior to development.  
Per DOT&PF specifications, the Contractor will also be responsible for implementing a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan.  Material from a borrow site that has not received the appropriate permits 
and clearances will not be accepted for project construction.  Disposal of excess material outside the 
right-of-way is not anticipated for this project.  


















































