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1.0 PROJECT BACKGROUND

The Delta-Clearwater Flood Control Project is located in the Deltana area of Interior
Alaska, approximately 15 miles southeast of the community of Delta Junction, Alaska,
within a largely natural area located south of the Alaska Highway near Milepost 1408
(Appendix A, Sheet 1). The Delta-Clearwater River is a near pristine river that is spring
fed from an alluvial aquifer. The Delta-Clearwater River watershed is approximately
232,000 acres in size. Major subwatersheds include Sawmill Creek (109,400 acres),
Granite Creek (32,000 acres), and Rhoads Creek (55,700 acres). All three subwatersheds
are ephemeral systems. The Clearwater Bog, a wetland complex along the upper reaches
of the Delta-Clearwater River, contains a network of springs and is the primary water
source for the river. The spring fed waters of the Delta-Clearwater River maintain a
relatively stable temperature year-round preventing much of the river from freezing
during the winter. Given the spring fed nature of the river, it lacks the necessary “flushing
flows” needed to flush sediment deposits. Sediment inputs decrease the available
spawning habitat, composing a substantial negative impact. The Coho salmon population
is especially vulnerable (NRCS, 2009b).

In June of 1995, the U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS), in cooperation with the project sponsors (sponsors) including the
Salcha-Delta Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD), Alaska Department of Fish
and Game (ADF&G), Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC) and
the Alaska Department of Natural Resources (ADNR), completed the Delta-Clearwater
River PL83-566 Watershed Plan and Environmental Assessment (NRCS, 1995). The
primary purpose of the proposed flood control project was to protect the unique Coho
salmon and arctic grayling habitat found in the Delta-Clearwater River and the associated
Clearwater Bog. The plan depicted reducing sediment deposition that occurs as well as
reducing flood and sediment damage to cropland, the Alaska Highway, local roads, and
recreation areas. The plan incorporated structural and non-structural measures in the
Sawmill Creek subwatershed and structural measures in the Rhoads and Granite Creek
subwatersheds.

The measures proposed for the Sawmill Creek subwatershed included 10 grade
stabilization structures. Non-structural measures included floodplain easements on 1,300
acres and permanent wetland easements on 1,100 acres. Structural measures proposed
for the Rhoads and Granite Creek subwatersheds consisted of a three-mile diversion
between the two creeks and 3.8 miles of waterspreading diversions. Also included were
4.3 miles of grassed waterways. These structural measures in the Rhoads and Granite
Creek subwatersheds were designed to reduce peak flows in these subwatersheds from
approximately 2,700 cubic feet per second to 500 cubic feet per second for the 100-year
frequency storm event. They were estimated to reduce the sediment delivery to the Delta
Clearwater River by about 84 percent when compared to the “future without project’
condition.

The original project design and reductions in peak flows and sediment delivery were
based on a water infiltration rate into the soil profile of 285 cubic feet per square foot per

-1-



Delta-Clearwater Remediation Project Draft Environmental Assessment
September 2009

day. Prior to funding and commencement of construction on the project, concerns were
raised questioning the validity of the original infiltration rate estimate. In an attempt to
address these questions, test drilling and permeability tests were conducted at various
sites along the proposed project in October 1997. The results of this testing are recorded
in the Delta Clearwater Geologic Investigation report by Robin S. White, dated
November 1997. Based on the data from the geologic investigation, the planners revised
the estimated water infiltration rate to 40 cubic feet per square foot per day. This large
reduction in the estimated infiltration rate made the original proposed structural measures
for Rhoads and Granite Creek subwatersheds ineffective. Therefore, a new plan with a
different combination of structural measures was needed, ultimately resulting in the
development of the Delta Clearwater River Watershed Plan, Supplemental Plan No. 1
(NRCS, 1998).

The decrease in infiltration rate from 285 cubic feet per square foot per day to 40 cubic
feet per square foot per day made it impossible to infiltrate the runoff from a 100-year
flood event in the Rhoads and Granite Creek subwatersheds through the planned
waterspreading system. The new plan, as set forth in Supplemental Plan No. 1, modified
the original plan by reconfiguring the waterspreading system to a single four-mile
infiltration basin which would intercept both Rhoads and Granite Creek. One water
control structure would be used to divert flow out of the Rhoads Creek channel into the
waterspreading diversion. The infiltration basin was expected to dissipate a 50-year
storm event. Any flow in excess of a 50-year storm event would be allowed to bypass the
infiltration basin and would be conveyed through the watershed to the Clearwater Bog by
means of a grassed waterway. The grassed waterway capacity was designed to
accommaodate bypass flows through the system up to a 100-year flood event.

Construction commenced on Phase | of the project in September 1999 and was completed
in July 2001. This phase consisted of approximately 5,000 linear feet of the planned 4
miles of infiltration basin between Rhoads and Granite Creek, along with appurtenant
side inlets and training dikes. No work has been performed in the Rhoads/Granite Creek
subwatersheds on the north side of the Alaska Highway, nor has any construction work
been performed in the Sawmill

Creek subwatershed.

Several flow events occurred
during construction that
demonstrated numerous
problems for the watershed
project as planned. In response
to these concerns, NRCS
requested a formal engineering
investigation on the project in
July 2001. The investigation
team conducted their site visit in
August 2001.

Phase | site approximately 4 years after construction.
Drill line proceeds from site to Northeast.
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The investigation team released the revised Delta Clearwater Watershed Project
Engineering Report in February 2002. This report identified three overarching problems
with the current plan, as defined in the original Watershed Plan and the Supplemental
Watershed Plan No. 1:

1) Substantially lower infiltration rates than were anticipated for the infiltration
basin,

2) Dispersive qualities of native soil causing very high erosion susceptibility, and

3) Spillage of flood waters from the existing project works onto private land where
no flood easements currently exist.

The revised Engineering Report recommended that NRCS and the project sponsors re-
initiate the planning process, considering a wider range of alternatives (NRCS, 2002).

NRCS re-opened the planning process on the entire project in an attempt to address the
problems brought forth by the engineering investigation team. Re-planning efforts were
on-going from 2003 through 2008 and involved project sponsors, NRCS, other Federal,
State, and local agencies, and the general public. Brainstorming was extensive, resulting
in 17 primary alternatives being considered. These alternatives ranged from a dam in the
upper reaches of the watershed through restoration of the existing project site and the no-
action alternative. These alternatives are further discussed in the Alternatives section and
in Appendix B of this document.
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2.0 PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED

2.1 Purpose of the Proposed Action

The purpose of the Delta Clearwater Remediation Project is to minimize the threat of
sediment input to the Clearwater Bog and Clearwater River from flood flows in the
Rhoads/Granite Creek watersheds; thereby providing protection to the valuable aquatic
habitat of these systems. The potential for sediment inputs to the Bog and Clearwater
River is currently elevated above normal background levels due to the partially
constructed infiltration basin, the 1408 levee, and associated project works.

2.2 Need for the Proposed Action

The failure of Phase | of the Delta-Clearwater Flood Control Project has resulted in
environmental and safety concerns at the project site as well as increased risk of
detrimental off-site impacts over the pre-project condition (NRCS, 2009b). Severe
erosion at the project site and increased channelization of surface water have resulted in
flows across lands for which no flood easements have been obtained as well as an
increased potential for sediment to reach the Delta-Clearwater River and Clearwater Bog
during flow events.

The training dikes and side inlets of the constructed portions of the project are actively
eroding during all flow events. While most of the coarse sediment from this erosion is
trapped in the existing infiltration basin, some of the fine particles escape the project area.
Even as large as the existing infiltration basin appears, it does not contain adequate
storage to appreciably route or reduce peak flows, even from low return period flow
events. The infiltration basin discharges flood flows in a more concentrated manner than
did the pre-project topography. This concentrated flow is exacerbated by the build-up of
1408 Road, which acts as a levee and maintains the concentrated flow for two miles from
the existing infiltration basin to the Alaska Highway.

The erosion of the project site is
of great concern to NRCS and
the project sponsors. In its
present condition the
constructed project actually
creates a worse scenario for the
Delta-Clearwater River than had
this project never been
attempted. Anecdotal evidence
suggests flows are reaching the
project area more frequently
than they had historically.
Worse, these relatively small
flows are traveling further down
the watershed before naturally
infiltrating, due to the
confinement of the flow by the

Erosion in one of the side inlet channels to the infiltration basin.
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existing project works. If a larger storm event struck the area, a catastrophic amount of
sediment could deposit in the Delta-Clearwater River.

In addition to the problem of sediment, on-site erosion creates many safety hazards. The
eroding areas on the project site created numerous gullies ranging from 0.5 feet to 10 feet
in height. Heavy recreational ATV and off-road use in the area causes concern of
vehicles falling off of the erosion features.

Severe erosion along training dike. Vertical bank height is 10 A view of erosion from the training dike depicting the risk
feet. to ATV and vehicle traffic.

A “drill line” was constructed to the west of the existing infiltration basin along the
remainder of the proposed project centerline. The purpose of this drill line was to ground
truth existing photogrammetric survey data and conduct infiltration tests every 500 feet
along the remainder of the proposed infiltration basin. This drill line is generally stable at
present, but the site is not fully revegetating due to recreational traffic. Larger scale flood
events may create serious additional erosion problems in the vicinity of the drill line.

Due to the existing project works, concentrated flood waters are flowing across at least
two parcels of private property south of the Alaska Highway. No flood easements are in
place on these parcels, creating liability concerns for both the agency and the project
sponsors.
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3.0 ALTERNATIVES

Project re-planning took place between 2003 and 2008. Sixteen different build
alternatives were considered during the re-planning effort. Thirteen of these were
eliminated early in the planning process, with three revised alternatives being presented
at agency and public in December 2007 and January 2008, respectively. These
alternatives, including those which were considered but eliminated, are described in
Appendix B of this document.

Based on input from the project sponsors, commenting agencies, and the public as well as
technical and economic considerations, restoration of the project site has been identified
as the agency’s preferred alternative. Restoration of the existing project site does not
accomplish any of the original goals of the watershed project; it simply seeks to undo, to
the extent practicable, the increased erosion, flow concentration, and other negative
aspects of the partially completed project.

3.1 Proposed Action

The Delta Clearwater Remediation Project seeks to restore most of the existing
construction site to pre-project conditions, to repair the armored splitting channel near the
Alaska Highway, and to disperse any concentrated flows in the 1408 vicinity thereby
minimizing the potential for erosion and sediment transport. Site restoration would
involve removing the training dikes, filling the side inlets, filling the infiltration basin,
removing the 1408 levee, providing a reasonable planting medium on the restored surface
of the site, either seeding or relying on natural regeneration, repair of the flow splitting
channels near the Alaska Highway, and purchasing flood easements for affected private

property.

While there are numerous other primitive ATV trails in the area, it is recognized that the
1408 corridor is an important access point to state and federal lands back toward the
Granite Mountains. This access is relied upon by hunters, berry pickers, hikers,
horseback riders, trappers, and other recreationalists. To that end the contract shall
require the contractor to maintain a traffic path through the 1408 corridor with minimal
delays to users. At the request of the State of Alaska, the final constructed remediation
project shall include a rock armored parking site near the upstream end of existing Side
Inlet 1.

Prior to the original construction effort, the 1408 corridor contained a discontinuous,
incised channel from the project works to the Alaska Highway. This discontinuous
channel was filled and covered over by construction of the 1408 levee. This channel is
not being re-created as part of the remediation project, as incised channels concentrate
flow just as effectively as levees. This is exactly what NRCS and the project sponsors
are trying to avoid. To that end, the 1408 levee will be removed by excavating down to
an elevation matching surrounding natural ground topography. This will allow
reasonable access through the 1408 corridor while helping minimize flow concentration
and the accompanying erosion.
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By not reclaiming the material used to fill the old discontinuous channel there will be an
inadequate amount of fill materials that can be obtained from the project site. This will
necessitate importing fill from an off-site location, most likely the alluvial fan of the
Gerstle River. Estimates of how much fill will need to be imported are not yet available
as the design is still in progress.

It is currently anticipated that topsoil and decomposed organic material for site
restoration would be obtained from berm piles located on nearby agricultural land. These
berms are remnant from the land clearing efforts that were part of the original State of
Alaska Delta Agricultural Projects, and contain topsoil mixed with high concentrations of
organic matter and some woody debris. Using the berm material has numerous benefits
as a planting medium. The high concentration of organic matter provides both soil
fertility and moisture retention benefits. The berms also serve as seed banks for native
vegetation, and the woody debris can be used on the restored site to disrupt overland
flow. The berms screened for removal and use will be selected based on criteria that are
currently being developed by NRCS. Berms which are growing species which are listed
on the State of Alaska list of noxious weeds (11 AAC 34.020) would be eliminated from
consideration.

Construction of the Proposed Action is planned to be staged to minimize flood risk to the
project site during construction and to comply with environmental requirements such as
the Construction General Permit (e.g., the development of a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan) and associated best management practices.

3.1.1 Stage 1

Stage one of construction will include construction of approximately 20 water bars along
the existing 1408 trail upstream from the project. These water bars will extend from the
upstream edge of the project (existing side inlet 1) to approximately 9,500 feet upstream
of the project (Appendix A, Sheet 8). The water bars will be spaced at 500 foot intervals
and their purpose is to minimize flow concentrations in the 1408 corridor. The water bars
will intercept concentrated flow and force the flow a short distance to the east of the 1408
corridor where the water bars will release the flow into well vegetated natural areas
where the flow will naturally disperse and continue to move down gradient in the
watershed which is generally to the north-northeast and away from the project area. This
was the natural direction of flow in this area prior to the 1408 trail becoming incised and
capturing sheet flows.

Restoration of the drill line will be the second component of stage one construction. The
drill line extends west approximately 9,900 feet from the west end of the existing
infiltration basin (Appendix A, Sheets 6 and 7). Restoration of this area consists of
spreading existing spoil materials along the drill line back over the disturbed area of the
drill line. These existing spoil materials currently lie along the south edge of the drill line
and run for the entire length. Construction equipment performing these operations must
remain on the already disturbed ground to perform the operations so as not to create
additional nick points or other damages. Spreading the existing topsoil and woody debris
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in the spoil piles will spur other woody growth and result in a much more rapid return to
pre-project conditions.

3.1.2 Stage 2

Stage two of construction is focused along the main diversion basin, side inlets, training
dikes, and spoil piles of the existing project works (Appendix A, Sheets 4 and 5).
Beginning at the furthest west end of the existing project, construction shall be
prosecuted in 1,000 foot sections. Work on each subsequent section shall not commence
until the previous 1,000 foot section is restored to approximate pre-project topography
and topsoil placement operations are underway. Work to be done in each 1,000 foot
section includes removal of the existing training dikes, placing compacted earth fill in
erosion scars, side inlets, and the main diversion basin, and removal of the existing spoil
piles. The fill material obtained from removal of the training dikes and spoil piles shall
be used to fill the areas mentioned above. Additional fill will also be needed and this
material shall be obtained from the 1408 levee and an off-site borrow source.

Once all excavation and earth fill in a 1,000 section is complete the disturbed areas shall
be covered in an 8 inch lift of topsoil. The topsoil material will consist of field berms
from local farms. The field berm materials contain live plant materials such as fireweed,
aspen, willow, and cottonwood. The seed stock in the berm materials, the fireweed, and
the live woody materials (roots, stems, etc) will comprise the majority of the revegetation
effort for the site. Following topsoil placement operations the entire surface will be
covered in large woody materials. The woody material surfacing is intended to create
microclimates which encourage vegetation establishment, trap small amounts of water
which also encourage vegetation establishment and growth, break up and disperse
concentrated flows that may develop, and minimize attractiveness of the site for vehicular
and ATV traffic which prevents or substantially retards the revegetation process.

The existing diversion basin is approximately 4,900 feet in length so the remediation
effort through this portion of the project shall be accomplished in phases of
approximately 1,000 feet each. The purpose of removing the fill structures is to eliminate
the flow concentration effects of these structures. The primary purpose of filling the side
inlets and the diversion basin is to remove the artificially steepened flow gradient across
the existing project works which is causing head-cutting on the site and extending
upstream into the watershed.

3.1.3 Stage 3

Upon completion of the work at the main diversion basin efforts shall then progress to
remediation of the 1408 levee corridor (Appendix A, Sheet 9). Stage 3 work will be
broken out into approximately 2,500 foot sections. The total length of the 1408 levee is
approximately 9,800 feet so four phases of this work will be required. The fill material of
the levee will have already been removed as the materials will have been needed to fill
the side inlets and diversion basin. Therefore, the remediation work remaining to be done
in this stage will be primarily final grading and water bar construction followed by
topsoil placement and spreading of large woody materials as described above for stage
two construction. The water bars shall be 12-18 inches high and shall extend across the
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full width of the disturbed 1408 corridor. The purpose of the water bars is to prevent any
concentrated flow from forming in the 1408 corridor thereby minimizing erosion issues.
A 14 foot wide access route will be left clear of topsoil and woody materials. This access
route will provide a primitive access through the area similar to what existed pre-1998
when original construction work commenced. At approximately 750 foot intervals a turn
out will also be left free of topsoil and woody materials to provide a means for
rudimentary 2-way travel.

3.1.4 Stage 4

Stage four of the remediation effort is focused on the splitting channel near the Alaska
Highway (Appendix A, Sheet 10). This portion of the project provides some benefit in
spreading flows to multiple existing DOT culvert banks under the Alaska Highway. The
splitting channel is currently eroding due to improper placement of geotextile during
initial construction and puncture of the geotextile fabric from the sharp edges of the rock
riprap. Remediation efforts on the splitting channel will involve removal of all rock
riprap from the inlet slope and portions of the bottom of the splitting channel as shown on
the plan view drawings. The salvaged riprap shall be screened to remove all sediment
and fines which will be disposed of by using as earth fill. The area where the riprap was
removed shall then be covered with a graded sand filter which is intended to serve as a
filter material for the in-situ soils and prevent piping. The sand filter will be covered
with non-woven geotextile whose purpose is separation of the sand filter and the bedding
material. Bedding materials will be essentially pit run gravel and will be placed on top of
the geotextile. The primary purpose of the bedding material is to protect the geotextile
from punctures. Finally, the salvaged rock riprap will be replaced over the entire area. It
is likely that a small additional amount of rock riprap will need to be produced and
delivered to adequately re-create the design riprap blanket thickness due to break down of
rock materials from weathering and handling. Stage four (work at the splitting channels)
can be done concurrently with either stage 2 or stage 3 work at the contractor’s choosing.

3.2 No Action Alternative

This option leaves the project in its existing configuration. The No Action alternative
would allow the existing project site to continue to erode and to accumulate sediment.
This would continue to exacerbate flooding and erosion concerns, and ultimately result in
increased damage to agricultural lands and heightened risk of substantial sediment
delivery to the Delta-Clearwater River during flood events, adversely impacting the Coho
salmon fisheries for the Tanana and Yukon River. The existing erosion features also
pose substantial safety concerns to the recreating public, which would continue under the
No Action alternative.
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4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The Delta-Clearwater Flood Control Project is located in the Deltana area of Interior
Alaska, approximately 15 miles southeast of the community of Delta Junction, Alaska,
within a largely natural area located south of the Alaska Highway near Milepost 1408.
The city of Fairbanks is approximately 100 miles to the northwest and Anchorage is
about 350 miles to the southwest. The project area is not part of an organized borough,
but is in the Southeast Fairbanks census area. The Deltana area is characterized by
seasonal extremes of climate ranging from an average low temperature in January of -
11°F to an average high temperature in July of 69°F (ADCCED, 2009). Temperature
extremes ranging from a low of -69°F to a high of 92°F have been recorded. The average
annual precipitation is 12 inches (liquid equivalent), with an average annual snowfall of
37 inches.

The project area is within the Interior Alaska Lowlands Major Land Resource Area
(MLRA), which is characterized by broad, nearly level, braided meandering floodplains,
stream terraces, and outwash plains (NRCS, 2004). The geology in the project area
consists of a deep layer glaciofluvial deposits mantled by a layer of silty micaceous loess
originating from the non-vegetated flood plains and outwash plains along the Alaska
Range. Soils within the project area are a complex of predominately well drained Gerstle
silt loam and poorly drained Tanana mucky silt loam soils with minor occurrences of
Salchaket very fine sandy loam and Tanacross peat soils (NRCS, 2009a). The project is
within the zone of discontinuous permafrost, and permafrost-driven wetlands are found
on Tanana soils within the project area.

The Delta-Clearwater River watershed is approximately 232,000 acres in size. Major
subwatersheds include Sawmill Creek (109,400 acres), Granite Creek (32,000 acres), and
Rhoads Creek (55,700 acres). All three subwatersheds are ephemeral systems. About
34,900 acres drain directly or through smaller tributaries into the Delta-Clearwater River.
After flowing out of the Granite mountain range, Sawmill, Granite, and Rhoads Creek all
flow to the north over a gently sloping (2-3 percent slope) outwash plain of the Tanana
River (NRCS, 1995). At present, Granite Creek has been pirated by Rhoads Creek
between the Granite Mountains and the existing project works, so all normal flows and
small flood flows in both of these subwatersheds now flow in the Rhoads Creek channel,
located at mile 1408 of the Alaska Highway (NRCS, 2009b).

4.1 Air Quality

According the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 10 website (EPA 2009a),
the project area is not located within an area which is in nonattainment of the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). There are no major sources of either NAAQS
criteria pollutants or hazardous air pollutants (HAPS) in the project area. The project site
is currently subject to localized, short-term increases in airborne particulate matter less
than 10 microns in diameter (PM1o) due to wind erosion of fine-grained micaceous silt
sediments.

-10 -
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During construction, the Proposed Action would result in minor increases of NAAQS
criteria pollutants, primarily PMj, as dust from construction equipment as well as carbon
monoxide (CO) and airborne particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PMs)
due to exhaust from construction vehicles. These emissions are expected to be minor and
would not result in an exceedence of the NAAQS. A long-term decrease in localized
PMyy is expected under the Proposed Action due to an increase in vegetative cover and a
corresponding reduction in wind erosion. No secondary impacts on air quality are
anticipated as a result of the Proposed Action. Temporary increases in CO, PMyy, and
PMy s during construction would be cumulative with similar emissions from nearby
agricultural operations and vehicles traveling the Alaska Highway, however the
additional inputs are expected to be negligible.

Localized increases in PMjo from wind erosion are expected to continue under the No
Action alternative. While no secondary impacts are envisioned as a result of the No
Action alternative, existing inputs of PM;o would continue to contribute to the cumulative
ambient levels of PMyg in the Deltana airshed.

4.2 Aesthetics

The existing flood control project is an obviously constructed area located within a
largely natural area located south of the Alaska Highway. While the project site is not
visible from the highway, the aesthetics of the project vicinity are affected by the
presence of constructed features, poor revegetation success, and severe erosion
inconsistent with the scenic beauty of the overall area. This is discussed briefly in the
Delta Clearwater Watershed Project Engineering Report (NRCS, 2002), which
recommended that visual impacts be considered as part of future work at the site.

The Proposed Action may result in a minor, short-term decrease in aesthetics to during
construction; however restoration of the site would assist in restoring the scenic integrity
of the project site in the long term. Due to retaining motorized vehicle access and
providing an armored parking area for recreational use, secondary effects on aesthetics
resulting from recreational use by motorized vehicles in the largely natural area south of
the Alaska Highway may be anticipated. These effects are expected to steadily increase
over time as existing trails become degraded and new trails are developed to
accommodate the recreational traffic. Due to the presence of numerous alternate access
points to the project vicinity, these secondary and cumulative effects are expected to be
minimal when compared to the No Action alternative.

The continued degradation of aesthetics at the project site is anticipated under the No
Action alternative as erosion and sedimentation are expected to continue. The No Action
alternative would likely result in secondary adverse impacts to the aesthetics of the
largely natural area south of the Alaska Highway. The existing project area serves as a
large uncontrolled campground and access point, which results in heavier recreational use
and more intensive secondary effects than are envisioned under the Proposed Action.
These increased impacts would also be cumulative with other recreational use impacts to
the south side of the Alaska Highway.
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4.3 Biotic Communities

4.3.1 Plant Communities

The natural cover in the vicinity of the project generally consist open and closed stands of
mixed white spruce (Picea glauca), paper birch (Betula papyrifera), and quaking aspen
(Populus tremuloides) forest on well drained soils (NRCS, 1995). According to Viereck
et. al. (1992), these forest communities generally have a scattered tall shrub overstory of
Bebb willow (Salix bebbiana), Scouler willow (S. scouleriana), and resin birch (Betula
glandulosa), with a low shrub layer dominated by Labrador tea (Ledum groenlandicum).
Bog blueberry (Vaccinium uliginosum), lowbush cranberry (V. vitis-idaea), and wild rose
(Rosa acicularis) are also well represented in the shrub layer. The ground layer is
dominated by the feathermosses Pleurozium schreberi and Hylocomium splendens.

Closed stands of black spruce (Picea mariana) occur on poorly drained soils in the
project area (NRCS, 1995). These communities are dominated by black spruce with
patches of green alder (Alnus crispa) commonly intermixed (Viereck et. al, 1992). In the
understory, common tall shrubs include wild rose, willow (Salix spp.), and Labrador tea.
Common low shrubs include bog blueberry, lowbush cranberry, and twinflower (Linnaea
borealis). The moss layer may vary from patchy to continuous and is composed
primarily of Hylocomium splendens and Pleurozium schreberi. Sphagnum spp. may be
important on many of the wetter sites. The moss mat is generally about 8 inches thick, but
may be up to 3 feet thick beneath mounds of sphagnum. Foliose lichens such as Peltigera
aphthosa and P. canina are common. Black spruce regeneration is usually abundant,
primarily from layering of lower branches.

Vegetative cover on constructed areas of the previous project consists primarily of an
open stands of introduced grasses planted as erosion control during construction and
native grasses from natural recruitment. Shrub or tree recruitment is sparse, and large
areas of non-vegetated sediments and erosion features exist.

The Proposed Action is designed to reestablish native, seral plant communities on the
project site through the import of topsoil and organic materials which contain living plant
materials and native seed stock. There would be a short term lack of plant communities
on the project site during and immediately following construction. In the long term the
Proposed Action would have the effect of replacing the current open grassed area with a
community more closely resembling the natural vegetation in the vicinity of the project.
No secondary or cumulative impacts on plant communities are anticipated as a result of
the Proposed Action.

The existing open grass community would persist under the No Action alternative.
Natural recruitment of native plant species would be expected to gradually continue,
although this process is expected to take an extensive period of time due to the presence
of a poor growth medium. The presence of non-vegetated areas would be expected to
remain as erosion and sedimentation processes continue to occur. No secondary or
cumulative impacts on plant communities are anticipated as a result of the Proposed
Action.
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4.3.1.1 Noxious and Invasive Species

The most likely vector for noxious and invasive species onto the restoration project
would be in the material obtained from berm piles located on nearby agricultural land.
The berms will be screened for removal and use will be selected based on criteria that are
currently being developed by NRCS. Berms which are growing species which are listed
on the State of Alaska list of noxious weeds (11 AAC 34.020) will be eliminated from
consideration.

Due to the screening process, the Proposed Action is not expected to result in an
importation of noxious and invasive species in the project vicinity. The application of
topsoil and organic material with native seed stock and living plant materials should
promote rapid native revegetation and help prevent the invasion of noxious and invasive
species via aerial dispersion. Secondary impacts may include secondary invasion in
agricultural fields due to exposure of bare soil where berms have been removed. Because
the berms are being taken from fields without noxious and invasive weeds, the chance of
secondary invasion in agricultural fields is minimized. No cumulative impacts on the
presence of noxious and invasive species in the project vicinity.

No direct impacts to the presence of noxious and invasive plant species are envisioned
under the No Action alternative. Due to the presence of substantial areas of sparse or
non-vegetated areas on the existing site, there is a potential for secondary impacts due to
the importation of noxious and invasive species via aerial dispersal. These impacts
would be cumulative with the spread of noxious and invasive species in other disturbed
areas in the project vicinity.

4.3.2 Fisheries

Rhoads Creek and Granite Creek are ephemeral streams that do not maintain populations
of either resident or anadromous fish species. According to the online version of the
Alaska Catalog of Waters Important for the Spawning, Rearing or Migration of
Anadromous Fishes (ADF&G. 2009a), the nearest anadromous fish stream is the Delta-
Clearwater River. The Delta-Clearwater River contains spawning habitat for chum
salmon (Oncorhynchus keta) as well as spawning and rearing habitat for Coho salmon
(Oncorhynchus kisutch). The river also has a resident population of Arctic grayling
(Thymallus arcticus).

The Proposed Action would reduce the likelihood for and potential extent of sediment
inputs of the Delta-Clearwater River from the Rhoads Creek and Granite Creek
subwatersheds back to approximately pre-construction levels. No secondary or
cumulative impacts to fisheries habitats are anticipated as a result of the proposed project.

Under the No Action alternative, the current level of heightened risk to fisheries habitat
from substantial sediment deposition would continue unabated, and would increase above
the present condition as additional erosion and degradation of the facility continues. No
secondary impacts are envisioned as a result of the No Action alternative; however the
heightened risk would be cumulative with other sediment sources in the Delta-Clearwater
watershed.
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4.3.2.1 Essential Fish Habitat

The proposed project is not expected to adversely affect Essential Fish Habitat (EFH), as
Rhoads Creek and Granite Creek that do no maintain populations of anadromous fish
species. In a letter dated July 10, 2009, the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
was consulted regarding this determination.

4.3.3 Wildlife

A wide variety of wildlife species utilize habitats in the vicinity of the existing project
(NRCS, 1995). According to the ADF&G comprehensive wildlife conservation strategy
(ADF&G, 2006), forested areas in the project vicinity contain habitat for ruffed grouse
(Bonasa umbellus), belted kingfishers (Ceryle alcyon), alder flycatchers (Empidonax
alnorum), and Hammond’s flycatchers (Empidonax hammondii). Land birds in the
project area include olive-sided flycatchers (Contopus cooperi), blackpoll warblers
(Dendroica striata), boreal owls (Aegolius funereus), great gray owls (Strix nebulosa),
and rusty blackbirds (Euphagus carolinus). The region also provides habitat for mink
(Mustela vison) , marten (Martes americana), and moose(Alces alces) [ADF&G, 2006] as
well as black bear (Ursus americanus) and grizzly bear (Ursus arctos), coyote (Canis
latrans incolatus), red fox (Vulpes vulpes), lynx (Lynx canadensis), plains bison (Bison
bison bison), wolf (Canis lupus), and wolverine (Gulo gulo) [NRCS, 1995].

The current infiltration basin is being used as a watering hole for wildlife in the project
area both during and for a short period following flow events. NRCS personnel have
observed moose and wolf tracks as well as other wildlife sign in and around the basin
margins. Although the infiltration basin does not retain water for long periods and has
not developed aquatic or riparian characteristics, the basin is used as a resting area for
both migratory waterfowl and shorebirds. Passerines nest in the forested areas
surrounding the project, and small raptors have been seen hunting in the grassy areas
surrounding the existing project.

The Proposed Action would fill and revegetate the infiltration basin as a source of water.
This would remove a ponded water source for wildlife in the area as well as eliminating
the site’s function as a resting area for the migratory waterfowl and shorebirds. Restoring
microtopography and capping existing coarse materials with organic-rich topsoil will
allow natural ponding to occur, which will offset the water source impacts to some
extent. Due to the low overall habitat value of the basin and the availability of alternate
sites in the project area, detrimental effects to wildlife are expected to be minimal. The
Proposed Action would increase the hunting habitat for small raptors in the short term,
and would eventually be restored to a forested habitat suitable for passerines.

The removal of berms from agricultural lands may have minor adverse effects on local
wildlife. These berms are frequently nesting and shelter areas for upland game birds such
as spruce grouse (Falcipennis canadensis), ruffed grouse, and sharp-tailed grouse
(Tympanuchus phasianellus) as well as numerous passerine species. The berms also
serve as wildlife corridors for other species. NRCS is conducting a Wildlife Habitat
Evaluation for the proposed project, including berm removal, which will be included in
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the final Environmental Assessment. No secondary or cumulative impacts to wildlife
habitat are anticipated as a result of the proposed project.

The current use of the project site as a central watering hole and resting area for
migratory waterfowl would continue under the No Action alternative. No secondary or
cumulative impacts are anticipated under the No Action scenario.

4.3.4 Threatened & Endangered Species

A search of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Threatened and Endangered
Species System (TESS) database indicates that there are no Federally-listed Threatened
Endangered, Proposed, or Candidate species which occur in the project area (USFWS,
2009). In a letter dated July 10, 2009, the USFWS was asked to verify this information.

State Species of Special Concern which may occur in the project area include the
American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum), olive-sided flycatcher, gray-
cheeked thrush (Catharus minimus), Townsend’s warbler (Dendroica townsendi), and
blackpoll warbler (ADF&G, 2009b). This restoration project is not anticipated to affect
existing habitat for these species at the site of the previous project. Berm removal may
adversely affect individuals of these species, therefore it is expected that this activity will
be done in accordance with the FWS Advisory: Recommended Time Periods for Avoiding
Vegetation Clearing in Alaska in order to Protect Migratory Birds. Loss of habitat for
these species from berm rows is expected to be substantially offset by the long-term
restoration of forest cover at the restoration site.

4.4 Coastal Resources

According to the most recent version of the Alaska Coastal Zone Boundary Maps
(ADNR, 2009), the project is not located within the coastal zone. There are no coral
reefs in the project area.

4.5 Cultural Resources

Tanana Athabascan Indians occupied the Deltana area throughout most of the 19th and
early 20th centuries. The peak of the Alaska gold rush was between 1898 and 1903. In
1899 the Army sent parties to investigate the Susitna, Matanuska, and Copper River
valleys to find the best route for a trail north from Valdez, through the Copper River
valley. By 1901, the Army had completed the Trans-Alaska Military Road, which
extended from Valdez to Eagle City. In 1902, gold was discovered in the Tanana Valley
and, shortly after, a spur trail was created from Gulkana on the VValdez-Eagle route to the
new mining camp in Fairbanks. This trail became the Valdez-Fairbanks Trail. Ongoing
mining activity just north of Delta Junction in the Tenderfoot area, and the Chisana Gold
Strike of 1913, brought many prospectors and other travelers through the area. It became
known as Buffalo Center in 1927, for the plains bison that were transplanted here in the
1920s. In 1942, construction of the Alaska Highway began, and a military base (later Ft.
Greely) was completed 5 miles to the south. In 1946, a dairy farm was established; beef
cattle were brought in during 1953 by homesteaders. Construction of the Trans-Alaska
Pipeline between 1974 and 1977 brought a dramatic upswing to the population and
economy. In 1978, the State began Delta Agricultural Project I, creating 22 farms
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averaging 2,700 acres each. In 1982, the Delta Il project formed 15 additional farms,
averaging more than 1,600 acres each. Tracts of 2,000 to 3,600 acres were sold by lottery,
and State loans were made available to purchase and clear the land. The 70,000-acre
Delta Bison Range was created in 1980 to confine the bison and keep them out of the
barley fields (ADCCED, 2009).

A field archaeological investigation of the project site conducted by NRCS in 1998
(Kawachi, 1999) found no evidence of historic properties or other cultural resources
within the project area. Concurrence with a Finding of No Historic Properties Affected
for the original construction project was provided by the Alaska State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) on August 9, 1999.

The Proposed Action will take place predominately on ground that was extensively
disturbed during the construction of the original project. Berm piles which may be used
as material sources were also previously disturbed, as they are a remnant feature of land
clearing activities. Therefore, NRCS does not anticipate impacts to cultural resources as
a result of either the Proposed Action or the No Action alternative. A request for
concurrence with a Finding of No Historic Properties Affected under Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act was initiated with the Alaska SHPO on August 14,
2009. SHPO concurrence with the finding was issued on September 9, 20009.
Consultation with Tribal governments regarding this finding is being done concurrent
with review of the Draft EA.

4.6 Prime or Unique Farmlands

There are no designated Prime or Unique farmlands in Alaska. The State of Alaska has
not designated Farmlands of Statewide Importance for Alaska. The project is not located
within or near designated Farmlands of Local Importance (NRCS, 2009c¢).

4.7 Floodplains

The proposed restoration project is within the 100-year floodplain of Rhoads Creek and
Granite Creek. The original PL83-566 watershed project was an attempt to mitigate
downstream flood damage (NRCS, 1995). However, the project as built served to
concentrate flows and increase the potential for floodplain impacts beyond the pre-project
condition (NRCS, 2009b). The Proposed Action would return the floodplain to
approximately pre-construction floodplain patterns, reducing flow concentrations and the
potential for downstream impacts beyond the current situation. Concentrated flows and
increased risk of erosion and sedimentation within the floodplain would continue under
the No Action alternative, resulting in potential secondary, downstream impacts.

4.8 Land Use

The existing flood control project is located within a largely natural area located south of
the Alaska Highway. This area is under the management of the Alaska Department of
Natural Resources (ADNR) and the U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM). The
existing project is located on land managed by ADNR (Appendix A, Sheet 2).
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Since the construction of the existing project, recreational use of the current site and
surrounding area has increased substantially. The improvement of the Mile 1408 road
has increased accessibility to the area. The area around the infiltration basin is used
extensively as a camping area, especially during hunting season. The numerous old hide
and gut piles in the project area indicate that hunting pressure in the area is both high and
relatively successful. The dikes and the drill line are used as trails for All-Terrain
Vehicle (ATV) traffic, and the cleared area around and including the infiltration basin is
used as a ‘motocross’-type course for ATVs and off-road motorcycles. According to an
article in the Delta Wind newspaper (Novak, 2007), the infiltration basin and surrounding
facility is used as the site for an annual Four-Wheeler Fun Run.

The State of Alaska, as the underlying landowner, considers it desirable to retain
recreational access to the project area. Therefore the Proposed Action has been designed
to provide continued access along Mile 1408 Road; removing the levee but retaining a
driving surface for vehicular access. The dikes and drill line would be removed and the
area restored, including placing large woody debris both as a deterrent to ATV traffic and
to help dissipate overland flow. The current use of the infiltration basin as a parking and
camping area would be eliminated by site restoration, however an armored parking area
would be retained near the upstream end of Side Inlet 1. The restoration of the existing
project would be consistent with the uses on the remainder of the natural areas to the
south of the project. Secondary effects may include slight reduction to current levels of
recreational use at the project site due to the reduction in parking and camping space, but
this is not expected to have a substantial effect on recreational use in the overall area
south of the Alaska Highway. The reduction in localized recreational use, should it
occur, could also lead to an indirect reduction in local area hunting pressure, a minor
increase in the integrity of local wildlife habitat, and a decreased level of noise
disturbance and disruption to local wildlife populations.

Under the No Action alternative, current uncontrolled use of the facility as a parking,
camping, and recreational ATV course would remain and potentially increase due to the
recent economic development in the Delta Junction and Deltana area (see Section 4.9).
This increase in level of recreational activity could lead to increased hunting pressure on
local wildlife populations, increased degradation and fragmentation of local wildlife
habitat, and increased disturbance and disruption to local wildlife due to extensive noise
from ATVs, motorcycles, and other off-road vehicles.

4.9 Socioeconomics

Deltana is southeast of Delta Junction on the Alaska Highway, near the convergence of
the Richardson and Alaska Highways, approximately 100 miles southeast of Fairbanks
(ADCCED, 2009). Deltana is an unincorporated community within no organized
borough government. The nearest incorporated community is the City of Delta Junction,
a 2" Class City. The Deltana area is accessible by the Alaska and Richardson Highways,
with buses providing public transportation to Fairbanks and Whitehorse. The City of
Delta Junction airstrip is located nearby, with five other privately-owned airstrips in the
vicinity. Snowmobiles and ATVs are used both for basic transportation and for
recreation.
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Deltana is a relatively large area, with over 650 homes. Housing in the area
predominately consists of single family detached homes. Households have individual
wells ranging from 150 to 350 feet deep for potable water, and septic systems for
wastewater disposal. Some residents use rain catchment systems. The Delta School has
its own well water system. Almost all homes are fully plumbed. Businesses and
residences are dispersed over a large area, So a community system is not practical. Refuse
is collected by a private firm, Delta Sanitation.

Nearly 40,000 acres are farmed in the Delta area, producing barley, other grains and
forage, potatoes, dairy products, cattle and hogs. Recent economic development has been
spurred by the Fort Greely missile project and the Pogo Mine, two of the area’s largest
employers. The Delta/Greely School District and Alyeska Pipeline Services are the
major employers, although several state and federal agencies have staff located in Delta,
and there are also a number of small businesses which provide a variety of services.
Twenty residents hold commercial fishing permits. Buffalo are hunted by lottery only;
moose, caribou, bear, sheep and waterfowl are also hunted in this area.

The cost of the Proposed Action is roughly estimated at $8 to $10 million dollars (NRCS,
2009b). In addition, some short-term maintenance will be also be required if the recently
restored site is damaged by flow events. The expenditure of these funds could be
expected to provide benefits to the local economy through local purchases of fuel,
supplies, and other expenses associated with project construction. Non-monetary benefits
would include a reduction in the environmental risk to habitats supporting the
subsistence, sport, and commercial fisheries originating in the Delta-Clearwater
watershed. The Proposed Action may also provide secondary socioeconomic benefits
through the employment of local individuals by the construction contractor. These
benefits would be cumulative with other construction projects in the area.

No direct socioeconomic benefits would accrue as a result of the No Action alternative.
The No Action alternative may result in direct socioeconomic impacts to downstream
agricultural operations through increased erosion and sedimentation as well as the
continued and increasing environmental risk of sedimentation of fish habitat in the Delta-
Clearwater River.

4.9.1 Public Safety

The substantial level of on-site erosion has created serious safety concerns at the project
site (see Section 2.2). The eroding areas on the project site create numerous gullies and
sheer embankments ranging from 0.5 feet to 10 feet in height. Heavy recreational ATV
and off-road motorcycle use of the area occurs, including an annual Four Wheeler Fun
Run event well attended by local residents (Novak, 2007). Due to the extent of the
erosion features and the intensity of recreational use, the potential for serious injury due
to vehicles falling off of the erosional features is substantial.

These safety concerns would be addressed as part of the Proposed Action. The
infiltration basin would be filled, training dikes removed, other erosional features filled or
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smoothed, and the overall site restored to approximately pre-project topography. While a
parking area will be retained for access to the current trail system, this site would be
armored to prevent erosion on or near the parking area. No secondary or cumulative
impacts to public safety are anticipated as a result of the Proposed Action.

Under the No Action alternative, the existing safety concerns would continue
unaddressed and overall risk would increase as erosion and degradation of the project site
continues. Under this scenario it would only be a matter of time until serious injury to
the recreating public were to occur.

4.9.2 Environmental Justice

Of the estimated 2,233 residents of Deltana, approximately 8 percent are within the
minority population with approximately 6 percent of the total area population having
Native heritage (ADCCED, 2009). Approximately 15 percent of the population lives
below the poverty level. Due to the localized nature of the Proposed Action,
disproportionate adverse environmental or human health effects on low-income, minority
populations or Alaska Native Tribes are not anticipated. Consultations with nearby
Tribal governments are being done concurrent with the review of the draft Environmental
Assessment.

4.10 Solid and Hazardous Waste

According to the ADEC Contaminated Sites Database (ADEC, 2009), there are no known
contaminated sites located within or adjacent to the project area. A search of the EPA
database indicates that there are no National Priorities List sites near the project site
(EPA, 2009b). A minor amount of solid waste has accumulated on site due to litter and
campfire debris left by recreational users of the existing site. This debris would be
removed as part of the Proposed Action, and deposition of solid waste would be expected
to decline due to the smaller area available for parking and the lack of camping space.
Under the No Action alternative the existing debris would remain in place and would
continue to accumulate as the site continues to be heavily used for camping and other
recreational activities. No secondary or cumulative impacts are anticipated under either
the Proposed Action or the No Action alternative.

4.11 Water Quality

Neither Rhoads Creek nor Granite Creek are on the most recent list of Alaska’s impaired
water bodies (ADEC, 2008). Water quality monitoring along the Delta Clearwater River
has not been done on a consistent basis. Prior to the most recent efforts, the last tests
were completed in the early 1990’s. At that time there were concerns about pesticides and
fertilizers causing potential water quality problems in the watershed. In 2006, the Salcha-
Delta SWCD started a water quality monitoring program to track the overall health of
Clearwater River. The SWCD monitoring program indicates that water quality in the
river is well within the Alaska Water Quality standards, with turbidity being below the
standards for drinking water (Cooper, 2007).
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Compared to the existing condition, the Proposed Action would result in a long-term
reduction of sediment inputs into Rhoads/Granite Creek and a substantial reduction in the
potential for sediments to reach the Clearwater Bog or Delta-Clearwater River. The
Proposed Action could result in a short-term decrease in water quality of Rhoads or
Granite Creeks during project construction. Construction projects of greater than 1 acre
require a Section 402 discharge permit, which would be either a National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit from the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) or an Alaska Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (APDES) permit
from ADEC. This permit will require the preparation and implementation of a Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the project, and would serve to minimize
the chance of a substantial decrease in water quality. Additionally, the phasing of project
construction will substantially reduce the amount sediment from construction that could
potentially reach the Clearwater Bog or Delta-Clearwater River during an extreme flow
event.

The existing project site has been actively eroding since its completion in 2001, even in
low flow events. Each flow event increases the area of exposed soils and leads to
accumulating sediments in the infiltration basin. These conditions are expected to
continue to occur under the No Action alternative, and are likely to continue to become
worse until the existing site naturally stabilizes. The No Action alternative would
ultimately result in a heightened risk of substantial sediment delivery to the Delta-
Clearwater River during flood events, which would result in a long term increase in
turbidity and a corresponding reduction water quality.

4.12 Wetlands and Other Waters of the United States

The Proposed Action would require work within waters of the United States (including
wetlands) under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). Waters
of the United States in the project area include the Rhoads and Granite Creek channels
below the ordinary high water line as well as permafrost-driven black spruce wetlands
located within the project area (USACE, 1999).

The original watershed project was permitted under USACE permit 4-990120. According
to the USACE permit the existing project occurs entirely in uplands, with the exception
of the drill line. Drill line restoration would involve the discharge of dredged material
into wetlands for purposes of re-establishing natural vegetation in the drill line. As this is
a restoration project, conversion of this wetland area to uplands is not anticipated. The
Proposed Action would also involve the placement of water bars within the channel of
Rhoads Creek, which would also require USACE authorization. NRCS intends to request
a modification to the existing USACE permit for the proposed project.

Minimal wetland impacts are anticipated as a result of the Proposed Action. The
stabilization and revegetation of the current facility would reduce potential impacts to the
Clearwater Bog and the Delta-Clearwater River over the current condition. Minor,
temporary impacts to wetlands may occur as a result of the re-placement of native
topsoil, organics, and woody debris on the drill line; however these impacts will be offset
by the long-term benefit of site restoration and de-channelization of sheet flow along the

-20 -



Delta-Clearwater Remediation Project Draft Environmental Assessment
September 2009

drill line, including the reduced likelihood of sedimentation into downstream wetlands or
water bodies. The placement of water bars within the Rhoads Creek channel will also
disperse flow, which will reduce the likelihood of on-site or off-site wetland impacts.

Under the No Action alternative, the current flood control facility would also continue to
pose an increased sediment risk to the Clearwater Bog and the Delta-Clearwater River.
The drill line would also continue to be a potential source of sediment to adjacent and
downstream wetlands and other waters. No secondary or cumulative impacts to wetlands
or other waters of the United States are anticipated as a result of the No Action
alternative.

413 Wild and Scenic Rivers

There are no designated Wild and Scenic Rivers in the vicinity of the proposed project
(NPS, 2009). The nearest designated river is the Delta River starting at approximately %
mile south of Black Rapids. No impacts to designated Wild and Scenic Rivers are
anticipated as a result of either the Proposed Action or the No Action alternative.
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5.0 PUBLIC AND AGENCY SCOPING

Following the finalization of the Delta Clearwater Watershed Project Engineering
Report (NRCS, 2002), the NRCS re-opened the planning process on the entire project in
an attempt to address the problems listed above, as well as other problems brought forth
by the engineering investigation team. Re-planning efforts were on-going from 2003
through 2008 and involved project sponsors, NRCS, and the general public.
Brainstorming was extensive and consideration was given to all ideas. Documentation of
these efforts is provided in Appendix C of this document.

5.1 Re-planning

The first re-planning meeting was conducted November 18-20, 2002, with staff from
NRCS offices (Anchorage, Fairbanks, and Delta Junction, Alaska and Boise, Idaho); the
Cooperative Extension Service - Delta Junction District Office; the Watershed Science
Institute; the NRCS National Design, Construction, and Soil Mechanics Center; and
members and staff of the Salcha-Delta Soil and Water Conservation District. The
specific purpose of the preliminary session was to refocus on problems, opportunities,
and a wide range of alternatives for resolving land and water resource issues for the
Delta-Clearwater River Watershed area. Two additional meetings were conducted in
January and June 2003 with the goal of further developing and evaluating alternatives.
Between 2003 and 2007 alternatives were further evaluated by NRCS staff. Following
these evaluations, the project sponsors conducted a meeting on December 18, 2007, to
review the three build alternatives. These alternatives were then presented at a public
meeting in Delta Junction on January 16, 2008. Input from the public meeting was
reviewed at a sponsor’s meeting on February 27, 2008 in Fairbanks. Public and sponsor
input were considered in the development of the NRCS preferred alternative presented in
this document.

5.2 Scoping

A scoping letter was sent to federal, state, and local agencies on July 10, 2009. During
the comment period, local ADF&G representatives indicated that they had not received a
copy of the scoping letter and requested a meeting with NRCS to discuss aspects of the
project. This meeting was conducted on September 2, 2009. No other comments were
received in response to the agency scoping letter. A follow-up letter providing notes on
the scoping meeting and the meeting with ADF&G was sent to the agencies on
September 08, 20009.

5.3 Public and Agency Review

A 30-day comment period will be initiated for review of this Draft Environmental
Assessment. As part of the review, a public meeting will be conducted on Monday
September 28, 2009, and an agency follow-up meeting will be conducted Tuesday,
September 29, 2009. Both of these meetings will be in Delta Junction. Comments from
these meetings will be addressed and the responses incorporated into the Final
Environmental Assessment. The Final EA is expected to be available on or around
November 1, 20009.
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5.4 List of Persons and Agencies Consulted

The following individuals and agencies have been consulted in the development of this
Draft Environmental Assessment:

Person

Individual, Organization or Agency

Bright, Larry

USFWS Environmental Review Branch

Catalone, Irene

ADCCED Division of Community Advocacy

Combes, Marcia

US EPA Alaska Operations Office

Corrigan, Michelle

ADEC Division of Water

DuBois, Steve

ADF&G Wildlife Conservation

Ernst, Torsten

ADEC Contaminated Sites Program

Everett, Christy

USACE Alaska Division, Regulatory Branch

Jacobsen, Shelly

US BLM, Central Yukon Field Office

Kent, Lynn

ADEC Division of Water

Knight, Charles

ADNR Division of Agriculture

Leinberger, Dianna

ADNR Division of Mining, Land and Water

McClean, Robert

ADF&G Habitat Division

Milles, Chris

ADNR Division of Mining, Land and Water

Molitor, Larry

Salcha-Delta SWCD

Parker, Fronty

ADF&G Sport Fisheries

Peltz, Laurence

NMFES Habitat Protection

Proulx, Dan

ADNR Division of Agriculture

Thies, Howard

ADOT&PF Northern Region Maintenance and Operations

Trainor, Michele

Delta Wind (newspaper)

Tvenge, Mike City of Delta Junction
Wrigley, Bryce Salcha-Delta SWCD
Wrigley, Rex Salcha-Delta SWCD

-23 -

Draft Environmental Assessment




Draft Environmental Assessment
September 2009

Delta-Clearwater Remediation Project
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The individuals involved in the preparation or review of this Environmental Assessment

are listed below:

Name

Title and Agency

Role

Phil Naegele

Assistant State Conservationist
USDA NRCS

Project Manager

Brett Nelson, P.E.

State Conservation Engineer
USDA NRCS

Project Engineer

Rod Everett Realty Specialist NEPA Review
USDA NRCS

Mitch Michaud State Forester Technical Specialist,
USDA NRCS Revegetation

Bill Wood State Biologist Technical Specialist,
USDA NRCS Fisheries and Wildlife

Steven R. Becker, C.E.P.

Tribal Environmental Manager
Stevens Village IRA Council

Lead Author and
Environmental Analysis
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A Figures

The following are conceptual project drawings for the Proposed Action. These sheets are
in plan view only. Profile and cross section information are currently under
development, and will be included in the Final Environmental Assessment.
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B Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

The following is a list of the project concepts considered during project re-planning and
the corresponding explanations why each option did not receive further consideration.
These alternatives were under consideration only for the Rhoads/Granite Creek
subwatersheds, as no measures have been constructed for the Sawmill Creek
subwatershed.

B.1 Alternatives Considered in Early Re-Planning

B.1.1 Divert Granite Creek flow to Jarvis Creek

Active debris flows in the upper watershed would create very expensive maintenance of
the constructed channel. The approximate length of the constructed channel is one mile
with a maximum cut of approximately 100 feet and an average cut of approximately 50
feet. Excavated volume would far exceed 1,000,000 cubic yards to give an idea of scale.

Other concerns include the consequences of transferring water between watersheds, the
ability of the Jarvis Creek channel to handle the increased flows, and the huge cost of
creating construction access to the site. The hydrology calculations for a 100-year event
show that diverting 5,321 cubic feet per second from Granite Creek to Jarvis Creek in the
upper watershed still allows 1,100 cubic feet per second to reach the Alaska Highway,
which has historically proven erosive.

B.1.2 Embankment structure in upper subwatershed (very near
the Granite Mountains)

Flow at the Alaska Highway is estimated at 1,100 cubic feet per second for a 100-year
event with this option installed, which doesn’t constitute enough of a flow reduction to
effectively protect the Delta-Clearwater River from sediment inputs. Active debris flows
in the upper watershed would make maintenance of a structure expensive. A final
drawback to this option is the expense of construction access to the site. If the
construction access is not permanent, then access for ongoing maintenance is
problematic. There are also active faults in the upper watershed, complicating and
increasing the cost of design and construction.

B.1.3 Embankment structure in lower subwatershed (near
Barley Way road)

This potential structure would maximize protection to the Clearwater Bog by minimizing
potential area below the structure from which spillage flows could collect sediment.
However, building an embankment structure in the lower watershed would result in
thousands of agricultural land acres to be at risk of “drowning out” during a flood. This
option would also require extensive work at the existing project site to restore the site
since the embankment would not limit flows or prevent erosion at the existing project
site. By addressing two work sites, the expense would be amplified.
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B.1.4 Greenbelts/Forest Restoration

Based on observations by the re-planning team, uncleared areas in Granite, Rhoads, and
Sawmill Creek subwatersheds, are still substantially eroding during large storm events.
Of further concern is the constant risk of forest fire eliminating woody plants and moss
mat. A forest fire would damage the erosion protection provided by reforestation.
Furthermore, all agricultural land in the Granite and Rhoads Creek subwatersheds would
need to be purchased or put into long term easements and planted or allowed to naturally
regenerate back to forest, eliminating a major portion of the local agricultural land base.
This large scope would be necessary to ensure the flood flows would actually be within
the greenbelt, since the Rhoads and Granite Creek subwatersheds have no defined
channel for much of their length and flood flows shift spatially across the alluvial fan.
Also of importance is the 25-year estimated time span to establish woody species
throughout the area and 75-year time estimate for a heavy moss mat to reestablish.

B.1.5 Embankment at existing project site with permanent pool
available for irrigation

This alternative would consist of a high hazard dam. It would also be more expensive
than the “long embankment at existing project site” (option #1A below) due to the
additional storage needed for a permanent pool. Storing the water creates more
problems. For example, even though infiltration cannot be relied on to effectively
dissipate flood waters in a timely manner, the pool area of this structure would lose water
via infiltration making it an unreliable irrigation source.

B.1.6 Lined channel to convey flood flows to Clearwater Bog

The fatal flaw of this alternative is that the channel would provide a very efficient
sediment delivery system directly to the Clearwater Bog/Delta-Clearwater River, exactly
what is to be avoided. In addition, this alternative would require a water collection
system across the full width of the subwatersheds to feed the water to the lined channel.

B.1.7 Grassed waterway to convey flood flows to Clearwater
Bog
This option had similar concerns to option 6 above. Due to extreme erosivity of local
soils, this option was deemed not technically feasible. Engineering experts doubted a
stable channel cross-section could be developed across the range of flows expected from
various storm events. For example, low flows would erode a meandering channel into
the larger channel. There were also questions about the difficulty to impossibility of
maintaining the sod cover necessary to create a stable grassed waterway.

B.1.8 Sediment basin at Clearwater Bog

Fine sediments require a long time to settle, making this option unrealistic. The sheer
volume of flood flows would require a vast basin to provide adequate retention time.
This alternative provides no flood protection to agricultural lands, roads, and residences.
Working in the Clearwater Bog may have negative consequences to the Delta-Clearwater
River, which the project is intended to protect.

-B-2-
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B.1.9 Waterspreading

This concept is to prevent flows from becoming concentrated and channelized,
minimizing sediment mobilization and sediment transportation, and take advantage of
natural infiltration over as much land as possible. Because of the sheer scale of the
subwatersheds, the re-planning team doubted the feasibility of installing an adequate
amount of water spreading features to effectively disperse the flows, especially in large
flood flows. Other major drawbacks of this option include: causing flows to impact the
Alaska Highway in areas that Alaska Department of Transportation has not anticipated
(culverts are not in place), loss of extensive amounts of agricultural land due to location
and number of water spreading structures necessary, and the need to clear substantial
additional amounts of land in the watershed to properly install the necessary diversions.

B.1.10 Deep well injection

This alternative is a variation on the original infiltration concept. Major arguments
against this option include: the need for a collection system (channel or embankment)
across at least 5 miles of the subwatersheds to collect the flood flows, the negative
impacts to groundwater from injection of surface waters, and plugging of the injection
wells due to sediment that would likely be present in the collected flow volume to be
injected.

B.1.11 Short embankment (approximately one mile long) at
existing project site

This option would require a much higher embankment height than the long embankment

(option #1A below) in order to provide the necessary storage. Even more significantly,

flood flows could easily bypass this structure rendering the embankment completely

useless.

B.1.12 Increase the area of the existing infiltration channel
concept

The re-planning team believes, because of the observed sealing effect of incoming
sediments, that over a relatively short period of time the infiltration rate would degrade
and no feasible maintenance could restore the necessary infiltration rate. In addition, to
achieve the necessary infiltration volumes, the structure would need to be substantially
larger than the 200-foot wide by 4 miles long originally planned. This very large increase
in size would considerably increase construction costs and also raises questions about
clearing and opening additional project area.

B.1.13 Land treatment practices (such as trail stabilization, cover
crops, residue management on agricultural fields, etc.)

Due to erosion evidenced in the natural forested areas of the watershed, it is very unlikely
simple land treatment practices would have any appreciable erosion reduction benefits
during large flood events. These practices may have some minor benefits during low
flow events, but ultimately, the large events deliver the sediment to the Delta-Clearwater
River and land treatment practices will not effectively address those major flows.

-B-3-
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Below are three options currently under consideration for the project. The “long
embankment at existing project site” option is the only alternative that addresses the
original resource concerns to the necessary degree and is technically feasible, given the
established planning objectives shown at the beginning of this report. Because of the
expense of the long embankment concept, the re-planning team believes it necessary to
include consideration of the restoration and stabilization options in the event that
adequate funding could not be obtained for the long embankment concept.

B.2 Alternatives Presented at January 2008 Public Meeting

B.2.1 Long embankment at existing project site

This alternative consists of a high hazard dam because of the embankment location above
the Alaska Highway and some local residences. The risk from this structure is assumed
to be manageable due to a relatively low dam height of 18 feet and 10 feet of pool depth
up to the auxiliary spillway crest. This option is very expensive. It is estimated to cost
$51.5 million in February, 2009, based on a conceptual design completed in 2005. This
is the only option found by the re-planning team to reliably address all of the original
watershed concerns, including substantially reducing sediment inputs to the Delta-
Clearwater River, preserving the local agricultural land base, and providing flood
protection to area roads, residences, and agricultural lands. This alternative solves the
erosion and stability problems with the existing structure by covering, essentially
burying, the existing site with the embankment. Access already exists to this site.
Maintenance costs are estimated to be reasonable in comparison with other alternatives
considered.

B.2.2 Restoration of existing project site

This option would restore the entire project site as closely as practical to pre-project
topography and conditions. Field observations during flow events, anecdotal reports
from long time residents, and pre-project topography and conditions, all suggest that
restoration will minimize adverse affects to the Delta-Clearwater River. The cost of this
alternative was roughly estimated at $8 to $10 million dollars. Even with site restoration,
some short term maintenance would be required if the recently restored site is damaged
by flow events. This alternative was identified as the preferred alternative and moved
forward into the NEPA process.

B.2.3 Stabilization of existing project site

This option would stabilize eroding areas of the existing project and obtain flowage
easements on private property, as necessary, depending on final flow distribution into and
out of the existing project works. The re-planning team had major reservations about the
ability to effectively implement this option without resorting to substantial structural
practices which would require long term maintenance. Neither the sponsors nor NRCS
has any interest in sustaining long term maintenance since the stabilized project site
would not be providing any of the benefits laid out in the original watershed plan. The
cost of this alternative was roughly estimated at $8 to $10 million dollars.
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C Public and Agency Involvement

The following are materials and notes presented as part of the public and agency
involvement process for this project. The include both the re-planning and scoping
efforts. Information from the public and agency review of the Draft EA will be
incorporated in this appendix as part of the Final Environmental Assessment.
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To.

United States Department of Agricufture

sl M
“

Az AX CN01-1004

POM.-Summary of Preliminary Planning Session
Della-Clearwaler River Watershed Praject

oale: January 16, 2003

Shirley Garnmon, State Conservalionist Flle Code:  380-13-24

USDA-NRCS, Palmer, Alaska

The Delta Clearwater Watershed Project Engineering Report was finalized and
distributed in February 2002, In lhe abstract of that report (page 2 of 2, first section), five
recommendatians for remedial actions and trealments were listed. To address
racommendations 1 and 2. a preliminary planning session was conducied November
18-20, 2002 with slaff from NRCS offices (Anchorage, Fairbanks, and Delta Junction,
Alaska and Boise, Idaho); the Cooperative Exiension Service - Delta Junction Disirict
Office; the Walershed Science Institute, the National Design, Construclion, and Soil
Mechanics Center; and members/staff of the Salcha-Delta Soil and Water Canservation
District Siaff and members of the Delta Junction NRCS, CD and CES offices were not
full-time participants, but provided valuable stage-setting comments and preblem-
alternalives feedback throughout the 3-day session

The specific purpose of the preliminary session was to refocus on problems,
opportunities, and a wide range of altemanves for resolving land and water resocurce
issues for the Delta-Clearwater River Watershed area. The planning session team used
NPPH areawide planning process steps 1 through 5 with initial consideration of step 6
(alternatives evaluation) The following execulive summary provides a review of the
efforts of the team 10 date. Addiianal considerations have been introduced that menl
further study during a subsequent session. Once the planning team is sausfied they
have adequately addressed all the workable possibililies, lhe plan needs to be
presented to the sponsors and local stakeholders 10 successfully pragress 1o decision-
making and implementation, planning process steps 7 and 8, raspectively

On behalf of the planning session team,

Rob Sampson
State Conservation Engineer

Ce:

Planning Session Team (see page 6)
Lameont Robbins, Co-Director, NDCSMC, Fort Worth

Thé Hatiural Resourcen Conmer,
LOMETVE, M

Ce DIOWIaESs ESTerTnD i & partherstun ¢Hort 1o hilp poopie
Ot natural resguroes and ervironment

An Equal Opportunity Provider and Employer

Executive Summary
Preliminary Plaoning - Delta-Clearwater River Wantershed Area
Novemnber 18-20, 2002

Planning Sesszlon Objeciive and Goal

Using Natonal Planning Procedures Handbook planning process sleps, the sesslan objective was ta
address recommendations 1 and 2 contained in the Abslract of the Delta Clearwaler Watershed Project
Englineering Repon, February 2002. Recommendation #1 was o reinitate the ptanning process o
determine the best course of action, and #2 was lo consider a wide range of alternalives dunng planning
including above-ground storage, grassed waterwaysifioodways. sediment basins, and erosion control
practce on agneultural lands. The conceptual goal fer d by the planning session leamn was to
‘oplimize balances between human uses, natural resource processes and wildlife needs (o mainiain
waler quallly in the Clearwaler Rver.”

Ranked Problems and Opporunities

The {eam generaled and ranked problems and opportunities associated with the Clearwaler River
Watershed. Major issves included:

Sediment deposition (n the Clearwater River

Scour erosion fiom flood events an all lands

Loss of water retention and ecological function in areas where the loresi/moss mal is disturbed:
Degradallen of in-stbeam aquatic habital

Eroslon and hydrologic impacts asseclated with trails and roads used for access and recrealion
Number and complexity of channels and water managemenl on agncullural lands.

PnewN=

Other 1ssues thal were deemed important, bul of secondary or testiary impartanice were:

Dedline in the agricultural land base potential, regional identity and economic stability

Flood damages/disruptions 1o the road system (e g . repair. emergency services, delivery of goads)
Abilty of existing and petental sponseors to fund requisite operation and malntenance costs

Decline in wetland acreage andsor functons

Inadequate wildlife habital on non~agncuitural lands

DB WN -

Treatment Opltions —Lists of Practices by Major Problem or Opportunity

The team then generaled lists of candidate conservation practices of measures o considsr lar salving the
entified problems or capilalizing on oppontunities.

1. Sediment deposition in the Clearwater River - s&itfing ponds, buffer stips (filter stnp, niparian lorest
buffer, fisld barder); vegelative derer; veetiand enhancement/creation

2. Scour eragion from ood events - flood reterding structure; waterspreading (concentrated flow to
sheet flow); dvert runoff to other drsinage systems; conveyancs channels; decormmissioning
roadsrans; stebilizing roads/irails; use exciusion, oicas area reatment; heavy use area protection;
muiching: water and sediment control struclures: inbitratian basin/gallery; deep well mjecton; grade
stabilizaten structures (rock. log. brush, vegelatve barriers); leves-channel system. forest/moss mat
protecuon. residue managemen!: riparian forest buffer, filter stnp. conservation cover, dleanng and
snagging

3. Loss of water retention and ecclogical tunction in areas where forest/moss mat is disturbed - fire
break: use exclusion (o travel. road?rail decommissioning. road/trail hardening. mulching,
fortiizer/nutrient mansgement; tree/shrub estoblishmant (conifer): deap nppingfillage: wetland
enhancementioreanan
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4. Degradation of In-sbr quatic habnal (sed H-related practices addressed in #1 above) -
streambank stabilization; npanan forest butter; u&e exclusion (people, vehicies, boats, domestic
animals); recreation trails and walkways: wetland enhancement/icraaton: stream habital improvement
and management; recreapon area improvemeni

5. Eroslon and hydrologic impacts assodated with fails and roads used for access and recreation -
roadsAndils decommissioning; use éxciution (o iravel, road/trail hardening: mulching: recreation Uraifs
and wallways. heavy us@ ared protection. cnbcal srea planting; waterspreading; grade stabilization
svuciures (rock, brush): use exclusion (informalion, educalion and signage), tree/shrub eslablishment

6. Number and complexity of channels and water management on agncultural lands - wucwra for wa[el
canval: diversion: linad conveysnce ohannel; crifcal srea trealment. waler and sedi
struclures; infilvation basin/galiery, deep well infecton; grade stabilization structures (rock, fog, brush,
vegelabve barriers). lsvee & channel syslern: aparian forest buffer filter stip,; conservation cover,
clearing and snagging; land smoothing

Treatment Options — Alternative Scenarios

Alternalive foimulation as par of the areawide planning precess Is semewhat complicated due to varying
client Intentions, the need 1o have a reasonable degree of fechnical feasibility and sacloeconomic
acceptability, and the necessily of "polling down™ complex Iists of reatments and practices o successtully
communicate prapesed actions to clienis and stakeholders, aoni t “al j
scenaroe” bo underscors that further evaluations of these pre 1s must be done 10 formulate and refine
a rue set of glient-based allematives An underlying assumption for this step of planning is that the
objectves of clients and slakeholders are lo reduce or eli te all & major prebl slated earlier.

2002 \h!"‘
i)
Rob smrplon. Carolyn Mamt. Lyn Townsend and Terri) Stevenson (loﬁ Io right} holpod (acilitste 1he discuesion af the
g lsam to Econarics for the Defla-Clearwater River Waterahed Project Partlime participants

oot thI'I Included reprssentialves from the Saicha-Dedla Soll and Water Convervation Dlstrict ang the Oells Junclion
Cooperative Extenslion Office.

Inivally, areawide altematives necessarily lake into account all praclices and measures deerned o be
eflechve and leasible in solving scaped prablems, Unfortunately, all praclices and thelr effects cannot
simply be “added up” 10 determine the mast eflective solution o the given resource concems. Rool
causes of problems [n conlext with ecological (blolegcal, hydrological and geological), economic and
secial processes must be examined 1o develop suites of ireaiments and management thal judicicusly use
funding resources and provide an array of valid choices for decislon-making clients. The altemative
scenanos [isted 1n the lable on the next page represent a prefiminary set of proposals that are thought o
have mentin addressing major problems in the Delta-Clearwaler River Walershed Area A very basic
cntena ar evaluation system is demonsirated for each scenario

1-16-2003 Pagedal 6

Table 1. ARernative Scenarios — Defta-Clearwater River Watershed Project.

Evaluatlon Criteria® as compared
to Banchmark Conditlons

Malor Froblems Other
Concerns
z 7|k g3
No. Atternative Scenarios 2 R & 5| = 3
[ pol R4
S| s &5 g 'x- § g 5
g(S|3(12|%5|6 gle
= § ?_ FEERK E >
5 e | B« a ks b4 H §
g2 2 &2
sl a8l %5822
= ?
1312 |¢|2|5|%|2)|8
1 | South-of-hvry. Divert Granne Creek to Jarvis Creek via
diversion structure/canveyance channel. road eresion
weatments, siabilize existing infilration structure, and 2
prescribed bison grazing, North-af-hivy: Sediment 0 X,
basins, dverslons, bu‘ﬂels. welland alalw a2 afefe]d
creation/enhant t, and road erosion treatiment. ! 1
Bog-river: Recreanon irails and walkways, use ?
excl 1, St ion, and nparan forest
buffer,
2 | South-al-hvry” Flood retanding structure and ,3,
conveyance channel, stabilize existing infiltraton i a ;1 2 5 N T S

siructure, prescribed bison grazing Nerth-of-hwy a ' fo
Same as ®1. Bog-iver Same as #1.

3 | South-ot-hyy. Road erosion beatments,
waterspreading, welland creation/enhancement,
tree/shrub planting. use exclusion, stabilize exisung
infiliratien structure North-of-hiwy: 2| 2 a
Diwverslon/conveyance, buffers, sediment basins, w|w|-2|-2]2]3alw]|
wetland creation/enhancement, waterspreading. and 2|’ 2
road erosion reatment. Bog-nver. Same as &1 with
additional blocks of wetiandlorest restoration along
perennial rivers/creeks and the bog.

]
i

4 | South-of-hwy: Reforeslationfbioengineeting of all
channels. North-of-hwy: Reforestaton/bioeng neefing -1
of all intermitten] and ephemeral channels. Beg-nvar: Jl2|3|ala]]a]ln j"zr
Same as #4. (This scenarlo relies on a partial b “a

significant agdculture-lo-forestiand conversion)

“Eaporfiod ol a4 - sl W
1 = o0 o ar nel i i b S v ez <1 siten e

Sl et foems nehia i opspe <y et fe g e
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Additional Constderations and Discussion

The planning team also identified other possibilities for preject enhancemenl and opporiunities that do nol
necessarily fit ‘neatly’ into the siructure of Practices end Allernatives Fermulalion as descnbed In NRCS
planning procedures, These are described in the following paragraphs.

3.

Multiple use of the existing infiliration basin. The exsung basin does little for flood control and will
have (imited value for sediment control d ficodwalers are diverted away from the Rhoads Creek
dralnage. An opporiunity exists o modily the site for use by an established. lree roaming bison herd
in the area. The basin could function as a wallow or dusting area for the animals and a gathering
place for access 10 waler when flow is presenL This may also serve the joint purpose of altiracting lhe
bison to the south gide of the Alaska Highway where they will not infilct serdous damage to north side
crops. However, If fiow is divened away from Rhoads Creelk, of storage is incorporated in the upper
watershed, flow events large enough 1o supply water to the existng structure may be quite rare.
Large boulders could be relocated to block the obvious access polnts 1o the basin 1o discourage its
use and degradalion by off road vehicles, The site could also be revegetaled with woody species
lerant lo bison and further discourage recreational vehicle use in the basin. The local Joint Task
Force for Bison managemenl should be consulled abaut specifics regarding the feasibility and
acceptabllity of Ihis oppostunily.

2 of loca) organ atenial for mulch to stabllize disturbed areaz Substantial land cover (proteciive
moss mat) was disturbed during engineering investigatons ol the site and construction of the
infiltration basin. Revegelalion has been attempted. but short growing seasons and harsh winter
climales prevent a quick respanse. An oppartunity exisis (o redistibute some of the debdns removed
frorn the land while clearing some of the Delta-Clearwater agriculture area in the \ate 1970's and early
1880's Much of this material Is shill stting In long windrows on exisling farms, Farmers typlically bumn
these linear plles avet bme in order to Increase productive ag land acreage. The debris piles typically
consist of moss mat and large woody debris, This material, if redisiributed, could perfarm vaiuable
ecological funciions (land cover (o slow down mecvement of water during rain events, add biomass,
and provide microchmates and habitat for a variely of small herbaceous plants, ichen. mammals,
reptites, amphibians and birds) This approach could be effective in the basin itself and along the new
trail construcied for soll invesligations. Addmional benefits could be derived fram redistibution of the
material by discouraging he increasing use and degradalion of the cleared sites by off road vehicles,
especially since some piles conlain relatively large tree remnants. There could also dbe the additonal
effect of compensabng the farmers for recyciing valuable erganic matenal. Otherwise, the debns 1s
simply ‘going up in smoke *
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Planuing Sesston #3 Report

Delta-Clearwater River \Watershed Project
Junc 9-13, 2003

ObJective and Goal

This session was the hird in a scrics (o iniliate a re-planing eMon for Ihe Deltz-
Ciearwater Watershed Area In the preceding sessions a munber of allennnve achions
were penerated (o address idenuhied and ranked problems and opportunilics (see
Allachient #1) Much of the worsk leading to the selechon of alteruatives wax done
williou( the benefit of wn-ficld observations. The planning group felt it imperative 10 sce
and discusy certam characteristics of the watershed (o reafYinn the appropnateness and
coniprebiensiveness of Wie alternatives geneteted, The concepiual goal fermulated carly
by the planning 1cam was revisited and reconfirmned: “ophimize balances betwees Juonan
uses, natsral resotirce processes and wildlife needs 1a maintain water quality i e
Clearwaier River.”

Fletd Review
During the week's work, ficld reviews were vonducled i (lree primmary ways:

= Delicopter flight over the watershied. This included a sel-down in 1he npper walershed
of Grauite Creck, ncar an identificd avuluen Mar rerouied overland drairege paricrms
substantially .

= boat tnp on the Clearwaler River lor firsihand exposure 1o its wuique characterisues
such as clanity of water and 1is productiveness for fish rearing as wel as ils
vulperabilities from putrient enriclument and/or sedimentation.

= luking portions of the wajor sections of Sawnnll Creek and ihe bog te mvestigate
paticrus of debris accunwilations, likeliucss of sediment wansport, prevalenee of

discontinuons flow paths, characleristics of bealthy woss mat, and the overall
condihon of \he riparian areas

The helicopter flight over the watershed allowed tean members an opportunily 1o grasp
the scale of the project. The walcrshed is very large and inclndes subsiantial areas of
movntains, wild foresiland, ag land, and bog. Oue of the importani ites noted dunng
the flyover was the relative seaccity of road and trails in the portion of the watershed
south of the Alaska Highway Well defined channcls for bots Rhoads and Granite Creek
exist for just a shon distance oul of the moumntains, A few miles above the exishing
projeci Lasin, the well defined channels disappear and all surface flow 15 forced 10 go
overlaud and in very famnt and undefved channel sysliems. Froro the lack of chanoel
development, the team swmised that mest “nennal™ Nows wnhlrate and inove dowuslope
as subsurface ftow.

A very large avulsion was noted on Granite Creek, and that is where the helicopier set us
dowa for a quick recon of the area. During a large flow event water can simply overtop
the “weir™ and split into 2 major flow paths. The easterly flow path wall take water down
towards the existing basin, while the westerly flow path will move water about 2 miles to
the west of the existing basin. Au active landslide was also observed along Granite Creek
in the npper watershed.

The ruosi nolable feature of the Sawmill Creek walershed dunng thie overflight was
probably rhe greenbelr along the creek on the north side of the Alaska Highway.
Although the greenbelr does exist. several problems and potentisl problems were
unmediately evident. includmg: a clearcut area along Ihe creek 1o provide grouse babntal.
obvious channel avulsions ip areas where flood waters flowed across ag land due (o
wadequale green bell widil and 1he fact thal several hundred acves of whal was once part
of the bog have been broken out (or fam land,

The river trip provided Uie planning 1cam a fisst hand look at and description of the
resource the project is tryfing 1o protect. Mr. Fronty Parker, Area Fisheries Biologist for
AK Department of Fish and Game, led the lour on the Aver. Mr. Parker informied us That
approximatcly 100,000 cobo salmon cofer Wie Yukon River system annually.
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Approxaroately 30.000 arc caught by subsistence fisheruen in thie villages along the
Yukon, which leaves 70,000 fish in [be river 1o spawn. Abowt 30,000 of those fish spawn
in the Cleanwater River which makes it easily the largest colio producing stream in the
colirc Yukon River drainage. The Clearwaler River is not large nnd at limes the nver has
been so full of sabmon that they are forced 1o spawn i very shallow side channcls in the
bog itsclf because all of the better spawning gronnds have been used by other fish, That
is why preventing sedimentt froimn enlening the Cleanwater Raver is thought 10 be so
unportant to Fish and Game. The main channe? of the river bas enough velocity to flush
itscIf of the very Hoe sediment, but the still waler in Ihe sicle channels and (ribulanes is
being smolhered by silt deposition and (hese other habitass are necessary [0 maintaiy

some s¢ ' wron the ™" "

FIv cougreg wackwaicrs of the € ‘wer

The niver is also a top notch rophy grayhag fishery. During our nver tour we saw
multitudes of fry (of several specics) in the still waters of the side channcls aleng the
river. Those observations coupled wily Mr. Parker's deseription of the productivity of
the river preny much convinced the team that the Cleanwvater River is indeed a crinical
namral resource deserving of protection. The sirciambanks appeared quite stble and litlle
o1 no boal wake erosion was visible.

One ol the prinary prrposes in hiking some of the lower portious of the Rhoads/Granile
Cveek watershed was (o show team wiewbers the gully erosion caused by past Moods,
Many of these gullies are quite large and sveie easily visible from the air. Que unporiani
fact the tleam discussed when viewing these gullies was the fact thai they were created in
the late cighties when sore of the ground was already well grown up inio a dense staod
of saplings. Thal said, one concem of the Ieam is whellher grass or forest bulfers will
acluadly curb existing erosion problens 11 3s obvious that undisturbed forest cover with
ap iufact mess wal is very resistanl to crosiop. but unn] Ui moss mat has regenerated ihe
grownd 15 bare and highly susceptible (o crosion. No one seems to have a good bandle on
the amounl of tinae it takes for a moss mat Io regenctale following cleanng operalions or
an intepse fire, bul cstimates range from 28 to 100 years,

The teaun did 4 couple of shallow ¢xcavalions in the bog Lryiug to delenuine the extent
and localion of some sediment deposils from the last Nood event. Resulfs were
inconclustve. aud oo sediment deposits were icadily apparent ¢ven (Lough buge gullies
that bad to have resulted in several bundred cubic yards of sedimient being delivered 1o
the bog were wilnessed. The arca of 1lic bog the 1eam walked was along 1he 1408 reail.
At thot point there appears (o be a mile or more of undisturbed bog belween the etosion
on the ag/CRP lands and the surface walers expressed as the headwaters of the
Clearwaler River. Tlus fact brought more questions han answers  1f a mule of patural
bulfer is insufticicat 10 remove sediment from the Moodwalers, whil can we possibly
construct al the entrance 1o 1he bog (such as sedimen basins, filter strips, and buffers)
tat will effectively prevent sediment fron reaching ihe Cleacwater River sysiern? Does
the bog assimilaic the larger. courser sediments and pass 1he fae sedimients thoough the
Clurwvater River? How great is Uie bog™s capacity 1o assimilale sedincnt wilbout
damage 1o itsel? Docs the bog aeed inflnxes of seditment m order o matnlain ils patural
functions?

ra il e gy s R s i amrs

These reviews provided addiiional wnderstanding thal proved useful when revisiting the
generated alternatives The team noted, liowever, Iha) here wre still questions about how
some of the physical prooesses wark within the warershed. For examuple. only a meager
amoun of knowledge is available about watershed sedineut senrces and delivery in
general, and in specific. how sedimeni may or may not move thiough the bog. These
issnes will be especially relevant in enviroiunental assessment 1o deferming wherher
stopping of shiuply curtailing the amount of sedinient that reaches 1he bog will hanm i,
Additionally, e hydrologic processes of the bog are not well vudersteod, 5o it is vot
koown whether decreased and/or coucentrated surface runoff (o the bog will affect its
functions or whetler the bog is *(ypically” driven by ground water
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Treatment Options -~ Alternative Scenarlos
[ spite of certain data gaps and discomfor1 with linited knowledge in some arcas, the
(czun folt Wat e modified alteruatives were sulficiently robust to advance (o Ihe next
level of detailed planning and evaluation.

All previously gencrated allernatives were reviewed an Jight of observanons and
discussions in the ficld review, Some altervatives remamed the same, some were
modified, sowe were abandoned, and at Jeast wo new allernatives were developed. In all,
eighl altematives remasined, consisting of five for the Rhoads-Granite Creck systemn and
tiree for the Sawamll Creek area. The benchmark condition was also docmuented so
comparisons of conditions and cflects could be made. The following chart describes the
allernatives. Eacli altemnative is accompanied by a figwre w Anachment 83 The figures iu
Anachment #3 shaw an acrial plioto of muclh of Ihe basm and are overlain by
conceptualized sketches of thie alternative's feature(s). The figuses also lis1 sumanes of
he pros, cons, and the required operation/maimtenance achvilies for each allemalive.

Alternatlve Description

Rhoads-Grani(e WS

RG-1 Long Dam Obyective: To winimize subslannally the risk of wncontrolled
flow trom all draimages m Uie Rhoads-Gramite watershed.

This altemative consists of a dam (floodwater retarding
structure) to catch. store. and relcase floodwaters from the
Rlioads-Granite draimage systemn “I'lie dam would be localed
soulh of the Alaska highway . approximatcly 20,000 feet in
length and encompass Wie exisling wfiliration structure plus an
addilional 3 wiles (o the west Caprured tloodwaters would be
released via a grass-lined excavaled conveyance o a low,
shallow sediment basin prior to release into the exishng
Clearwaler River Boe arca. The conveyance channc] would
include pensneter filier strips.

RG-2 Shorl Dam QObjective: To reduce (e detrimental effects of uncoutrolled
flow in the western portion ol the Rhoads-Granile walershed,
and 10 substantially minimize Moodwg risks i (he castern
porion of the watershed that has Neoded more [requently ny
the pasi several decades.

This alternative consists of # “short” dam 1o calch, store, and
release Noodwalers from the eastcr portion of the Rhoads~
Granite drawage systern. The dam would be located south of
the Alaska highway, approximalely 5,000 feet in lengils, and
cacompass e existing infiltrafion structure. Capfured
floodwatets would be released via a grass-limed excavated
convevance iito a low, shallow scdiment basin prior to (heir
release info the exishng Clearwater River Bog arca.
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RG-2 Short Damn
(con’1)

The western portion of We watershed wonld dicect Noodwiatess
through a strategically localed series of grass-lined
conveyances, and to release the flow into low, shallow
sediment basins for water qualily unprovemeuts prior lo
relcase o the existing bog  There is no proposal to catch,
store, and relcase floodwalers Ingher in the watershed 1o
reduce velocilies or volumes. All conveyance chanuels
proposed in this alternative would inclnde perimeter filter
sirips.

RG-3 Barley Way
Daw

Objective: To reduce the delnimental effects ofuncontrolled
Now 1 e western poriion of the Rhoads-Gramlte watershed.,
and 10 substantially minimize flooding risks in the castern
portion of the watcrshed thal has Mlaoded more frequently in
the past several decades A dam in this location will elmunate
the safcty issues of a dain above the Alaska Highway.

The keystone feature of Ibis alternative ss a damn aloug Barley
Way 10 catch, s1ore, and release Ooodwalers from the casten
portion of the Rhoads-Granilc drainage system. The dam
would be located verth of 1he Alaska Highway near Barley
Way and connect via au outlel channel (south of the Alaska
Hwy.) and extensive greenbelt (north of the Alaska Hwy.) (o
the existiug infilaton sirucnre Caplured Noodwalers would
be released via a grass-lned excavated conveyance into a low,
shallow, sedinient basin prnior to 1heir retease mito the exishing
Clearwater Ruver Bog arca,

In this alternalive, 1he western portion of the watershed would
be reated idenucal (o the “Short Dam” proposal. Floodwaters
would be dirceted through a sirategically localed series of
grass-lined conveyances, and released o low, shallow,
sediment basins for water quality iyrovanents prior (o
release into the exisling bog There is no proposal to catch,
store, and rclease floodwalers highet m the walershed 10
reduce velocities or voluwes. All conveyance chaonels
proposed 1n thus altemative would inclnde perimeter filter
slnps.

RG- Non-Dam

Objective: To reduce the dettimental efTects of wcontrolled
flow w the western and eastern portions of the Rhoads-Granile
walershed

In this alternative 1lie flow exiting the culverts at the Alaska
Highway would be direcled via grass-lined excavated
conveyances inro low, shallow, sediment basins prior (o their
release wto the exisling Cleanvaler River Bog. All

RG~4 Nou-Dan
(con’}

conveyauce channeh proposed in this altermative would
include perumeter filter strips.

These is vo effort to contain large Now cvents, rather those
infrequent occwrences would sunply be allowed 1o flow
overland.

RG-5 Stabilize
Existing Structure

Objective: To stabilize the existing infiltration basin

This aliemalive does not contain or manage flow from flood
evenls, rather floogwaters would sumply be allowed o flow as
they do at present The sole purpose of Ihis allemalive 1s to
stabilize e existiug project works (o prevent addiuonal
sediment from being picked up by floocd waters flowing
through Lhe cxisling project area.

Sawrnill WS

S-1 Noon-Structural

Objective: To reduce the detnmental effects of uncoutrolled
fiow in 1he Sawmill Creck WS

In tlus alicmative sl greenbelt along Sawmill Creck would be
widened in key areas norih of the Alaska Highway. and a
permanent greenbelt would be eslablished along the creck on
the south side of the Alaska Highway. The creek would be
allowed to flow nalurally and Noodwalers would be comained
within (e greenbelts. Flow would be directed (lrough the
grecabelis into & consimicied welland complex prier 1o release
into the existing Clearwaler River Bog.

S-2 Lower Dam

Objective: To minuze subslantially the risk of uncontrolled
flow froit the Sawmill Creck watershed.

This aliernative consists of a dam (o caich, store, and relcase
floodwaters from e Sawmill Creck drainage sysieni. The
dam would be localcd north of the Alaska Highway
soutewbere near Barley Way, and would span Ihe existung
greenbell. Caphured floodwalers would be relcased via the
enlarged remaining greenbel wto the exisling Cleanvater
River Bog. This altemanve also silnales new greenbelts 1o
increase e widih aid extent of exisling greenbelts and 1o
eslablish greeubelts where none now exist (primarily on be
south side of the Aluska Highway).

$-1 Upper Dams

Obycctive: To minimnze subsiantially the risk of nncontrolled
Now Grom the Sawiill Creck watershed.

This alicniative consists of constructing nwvo small upstream
dams 10 calch. slore, and release floedwalers from Hie Sawnill
Creek drainagc system. The dams would be located souh of
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S-3 Upper Dains the Alaska Highway. Tlie pritnary advaniage of localing the

(con1) dams south of the Alaska Higlhway is lo prevent loss of large
tracls of ag land 1o damn cousiniction. Caplured floodwalers
would be released via the enlarged remaining greenbelt inlo
the existing Cleanwaler River Bog. This alternative also
situales new groenbells 1o increase the widih and exient of
existing greenbelts and 10 establish greenbehs whete none
now exist (primarily on the sonth side of the Alaska
Hizhway).

A couple of additional alternatives were discissed al the close of tlie session. These
wcluded: e use of “fanmer friendly greenbelts™ m lieu of grassed watenwvays, a series of
very low darms instead of a single larger strucnure, and a senes of low benns and/or ree
and brush rows to spread flood flows over very large acreages ralher (hav allow Ihe flow
(0 concentrale  These concepls or portions of 1hese concepts shonld be kept in mind as
the project woves forward inlo more detailed altemalive analysis.

Allernatives thal (he team chose {o remove {rom furthier cansideraton tnclude-
infilzration gallery 10 dissipate loadwalers, using deep well “injection™ to increase
mfltration, divertimg Granile Creek into Jarvis Creek, and dams 1o the upper walersheds
of Granite and/or Rhoads Creeks. The infiltation gallery is the same conceptused for
the original design of the Delta-Cleanwaier project. Even though the existing design
failed 1o work as planned. we did cousider increasing the area for infiltration. iucreasing
mfiltration by deep nippiug of the construecied chanie! bottom, and deepening ol the
existing structure to reach cleancer gravel matenals, all as a nicans of wercasing
infiltration capacity and allowing the onginal design lo funchon adequately. In the end
the concept was abandoned duc to excessive costs and significant doubis as 10 whether
such measures would acmally work in the long term.

Locreasing wfiliration capacity by weans of deep well injection was also discussed. This
ophon was dismissed wilh very little consideration due 1o the vnknown consequences
such a project might have. Detrunental consxquences could wiclude unacceplably high
O&M costs, contamination of local wells apd groundwater sowrces, and possible creation
of springs and sceps at wndexirable locations.

Diverting Granite Creek into Jarvis Creek ata pomt soon after Gramte Creek leaves the
mounlams was another concepl we looked at carly on in the process. Jarvis Creek is a
glacially fed stream that carmes a very large scdiment load anyhow, so the potennisl
addition of more sediment inay not be particalarly detrimental. The downsides were Lhe
exlreme cost of the conveyance channel, Iikelihood for very hugh O&M. and 1be fact that
evep 1018l diversion of Granite Creck al the uonntains does not completely elinunate
fMloodwaters on (e ag lands and wto the Bog  The 1ipal pail 1 (he coffin for this
gllernalive was thic fact that Jervis Creek already expenences relahively frequent flood
cveuls Wal cause damage in and around the community of Delta Junction. To add more
waler lo this creek would violale the “do no harm* principle and so it was considered
nouviable,

Dams i Ihe upper walersheds of Rhioads andfor Granite Creek also seemed plansible n
the carly stages of plennmg. A da thal is way upstrea of the Alaska Highway, and
located in naccessible wild country would alleviate 1wo of the negalive aspects ol other
dam projects. First of all, a dam breach analysis wonld likely show the Alaska Highway
to be safe in the vnlikely event of structure failure since the da is so far upstream of the
highway. Secondly, since the diam would be located 1n a cownpletely unpopulated and
wild arca that cannot be accessed by any mcans other han hitang or helicopler. the
acsthetics of a large dam would not be as woporlanl a consideration as 11 would be in a
niore visible locale. The fundamental problems with the upper watershed dams lgy in the
wnability 10 access the site for construchon wiboul damaging large arpounts of prishne
ground for access purposes. This reinotencess would also result in exireine consiouchen
costs for the project; and again, upper waleished detenlion or diversion has been shown
to vot satisfactorily reduce flood flows below the Alaska Highway and therefore tns
oplion would not meet the project objectives

Summary

The planning tcam generally feh satisfied with he alternatives generated (rom the
planning process, bul believe wore defailed investigations are merited on the several that
will move forward after the appropriate reviews Lave occunied. The (ciun recognizes Lhal
thete are still unanswered questions abonl the pbysical processes at work within the
watershed I paticular, sedunent sonrces and delivery are arcas where the 1eam felt that
additional 1nsight is critically umponant

There were other arcas thal also gencrated questions about how the watershed performs:
Exactly how does sediment move or not move through the bog?

Will the bog be harmed by stopping or sharply curtailing the amowumt of sedient that
reaches 11?7

Wall decreased and/or concentraled surface unofY10 the bog affeel its functions. or is the
bog hydrology driven alinost culirely by ground water similar to the river itself*?

[s tliere opporhiwily (o oblain more infornnation and descriptions of Alaska Siate
Forestry’s barvesi plans for e walersheds?

Are resowrees available 1o oblain survey information of Sawwill Creek and the two
Granu(e Creek channels west of 1408 Road? Is this infonnation worth 1he cost of
collechion?

Are (here lab controlled tests thal could be set up to determine the ability of grassed
waterways aud greenbells 10 improve the problemns in the watershed given chimate, soil,
and vegelation growth lunitavions in Alaska?
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Recommendatlons Plaoning Session Team
Bascd on the work aod aoalyses performed by ilic team, 1he sife visils and (e Rob Saunpson. Stale Conservation Enguaeer
discussions/debatcs, the icam recommended 1hat the nexi phase of 1he veplamiing preject NRCS, Aunchorage, AK
focus on the following alternatives:
Carolyn Adams, Director
RG-Z (Shor Dam) received 7 voles Witershed Science [nstilute, NRCS
RG-3 (Barley Way Dam) received $ voles Raleigh, NC
S-1 (Nou-Stauclural) received 7 voles Ben Doerge, Geoteclnical Engmeer
S-2 (Lower Dam) received 5 voles National Design. Consiruction. and
Soil Mechanics Center, NRCS
Olliet alternatives also received voles aud tnerit due consideration. However, the gencral Ft. Worth, TX
conscnsus of 1he planning team was fo begin delatled analyses on the above menhionad
allemalives. Breit Nelson, Project Engincer
NRCS. Tairbanks, AK
Leri Richter. State Design Engineer
NRCS. Anchorage. AK
Lyn Townsend, Forest Ecologist
Walershed Scieuce [nstilnte, NRCS
Portland, QR
Feml Slevenson, Geologist
State Office, NRCS
Boise, ID
Joe Gaspen. Geologist
NRCS, RDT. Spokanc, WA
Lucas Hanry, Engineering SCEP
NRCS. Facbanks. AK
1l 12
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Altachment f11 Attachment #2

Rauoked Problems and Opportunliles ) . ;
Effects Matrix for Surviving Alternatives

The 1eam generated and ranked problems and oppornwiries associated wirh 1he :
Clearwater River Watershed. Major issues included: % E a‘{‘ é: _; T g _DQ E g g E" ? __,’; ?
5 < = = 3 c v |2 = [ 4
R .. i = s : 2 & 3 L l== =

1. Scdiment deposition 1 the Cleanwvater River 5 5 g E & ? "é a g. % § g 2 & ,g
2. Scour crosion from flood cvents on all lands S|z al E & g8 5 5 2I"s| E| F
3. Loss of water retention and ecological function m arcas where the forest/moss mat is 23 g 2| £ A = 2 % z g g

disiurbed; Degradation of in-stream aquatic habitat g Z 2 s g 4 = 'r;_ “ = =
4. Erosion sud hydrologic imupacts associated with frails and roads sed for access and g | & g w = = g g

recrealion 5| E [ g z T g
S. Number and complexity of channcls and waler managenien! on agncultural Jands. 7| F % % z q:':;

=3

Ofher issues that were deemed imponant were: 8
1. Decline i the agricultwral land base potenual, regional identity and economic RG-}

stability RG-2
2. Flood dantages‘dismplions 10 the road sysicut (e.g . repair, culergency services, RG-3

delivery of goods RGA
3. Ability ol existing and polential sponsors to fund requisite operation and maintcnance RG-S

cosIs RG-6 .
4 Dechne 1n wetland acreage and/or functions S-1 BAY
$ Inadequale wildlife habilat on non-agneullural Jands S-2 " N/A

-3 NA
In the matrx akove a1 - indicetes an increase, and 4 indicates a decrease | cliehn

2 = moduitte, sud 3 - sitbstantial, Plesse note thit the eflects mainy is & dynaun
docwwenl based on the subjective analysis of the (eanr. Obvionsly some of the effects
can be changed, by making minor changes in the plan of werk for vach altemnative. while
other efiects are more difficulf to manipulate
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Unitad Stes Departraent of Agriculture

ONRCS

Natural Resourcirs Cormarvation Service
800 W Evvprean Ave, Suite 100
Palmer, AK 99645

SUBJECT: Dclta Cleanwater River Walershed Project Sponsor Mecling On Project Closure

Dulc:  November 20, 2007 File code: 3910-11

To:  Rex Wriglcy, Chair, Satcha Della Soil and Water Conservation District
Lamry Hartig. Commissioner, State of Alaska Department of Environmenial Conservation
Tom Irwin, Commissioncr, Statc of Alaska Department of Natural Resourecs
Denby S. Lloyd, Comumissioner, State of Alaska Department of Fish and Game

As sponsars of the Delta-Clearwater River Walershed Project. we arc faced with some
challenging decisions about how 16 conclude this project. To begin owr discussions, | proposc a
project closure meeting December 18 in Fairbanks. The mecting will be held at the Wesimark
Hotel, 813 Noble Sureer, from 9 a.m. to noon,

Ln 1995, the USDA Natural Resources Conservatian Service (NRCS) preparcd a Walcrshed Plan
and Enviconmental Asscssment for the Delta-Clearwater River Watershed Project. The sponsors
of the projec! were the Salcha-Big Delia Soil and Waler Conservation District and the Alaska
Depaniments of Fish and Game, Environmemial Conservation and Natural Resources.

The putposes of the Delta-Clearwaler River Watcrshed Project were to reduce flooding and
crosiun threats on the Cleanvater Ruver system, (o protect imporiant fishery habilat from
sediment deposition, and Lo reduce flood damage 16 cropland, the Alaska Highway, local roads
and general recrcation arcas.

Censiruction on the project comumenced in 1998 and components were pantially completed.
Project consteuction halicd due 10 soil limitations encountered on the site. The selected
alicmalive, a large infilration basin, was based on a walee infiltration rate of 28$ cubic foct per
square foot per day. A 1998 Supplement 1o 1he Watershed Plan was signed by Lhe sponsors when
additional testing reduced the infiltrafion rate estimate to 40 cubie fect per square fool per day.
Construction on the project halted in 2003 when an NRCS engineering investigalion cancluded
that the infilication rate might cven be much lower.

In Sepiember 2007, a multi-state NRCS planning and design tcam prepared a list of options for
Delia-Clearwaler River Watershed Project. Based on their report and cost estimates, | made the
determination that we had no realistic options with cxisting funding 1o complete she project as
designed.

NRCS requests your input in detetmiring Ihe best solulion of several options 16 conclude This
project. | expect this will be the first of several meetings required (o delermine a course of action
for vacating (his project,

Helping People Heip the Land
A quas Opparmsary Prowiger 1) Eampioyer

Delix Cleurwater Walerahed Projec( Mporsor Meeting an Project Clovure
Pugr lol2

It is vitally important (hat a decision-maker §s present at these mectings (o represent your agency.
If you or your representative with delegated authority cannol meet al the proposcd times, plcase
contact my Exceutive Assistant Dee Covalt who will atiempt (o find a meeting time thal meets
the needs of all the project sponsors. She can be reached at 907-761-7747 or by cmail at
philma.covali@ak usda.gov.

Enclosed is a copy of the original Watcrshed Plan and the 1998 Supplcment.

I look forward to mecting with you for further discussions about concluding the Delta-
Clecarwater River Watershed Project.

Sincerely,

=TT —— ‘-"'_/—,:W/M'
AT - e

Robert N. Joncs

State Conservationist

Encl: Delta-Cleanvaler River Watershed Plan and Environmental Assessnient, Junc 1995
Supplemental Waicrshed Agreement Ne. 1 and Supplemental Watershed Plan No. |,
Oclober 1998

C-12



Delta-Clearwater Remediation Project

Draft Environmental Assessment
September 2009

Popular Recreation Area A1 Risk Of Beine Lost
By Cari Novak
(Publisbed in the Delra Wind, November 29, 2007)

Mile marker 1408 on e Alaska Highway may pot siand out as bemg panicularly imponant 10 most
people. But te many lecals, 1408 is more than just ope more marker along the 1422-mile long road:; 1°s a
favorite spol for riding all-terrain vehicles. berry picking, hunting, camping. and other fanuily acnviies
And o at least one individual, it was howe (or & time. All this may be in jeopardy.

The area 15 also well known for Nooding. General consensws claiuis the Moodmg is e resull of the Delia-
Clearwater River Walershed Project thal, remically. was crealed 1o alleviale (looding.

Began as a request for assislance [rom Ihe Salcha-Delta Soil and Water Conscrvation Disurict and olber
concemed agencies and individuals, the Delta-Cleanvaler River Watershed Project was 1o help prolect the
watershed. Based on the request for assistance, the US Deparunent of Agriculture Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS) agreed to belp. Planning work began oo e project i the 1980s and e
original Delta Clearwater River Watershed Plan was cowpleted i Juny 1995, The watershed is
approximately 232,000 acres in size and is located 12 mules cast of Delta Junction

As inany ju he Della Jusclion area are aware, mile warker 1408 is where the Four-wheeler Fun Run rakes
place. If work conlinues as planned il could poleulially put an end to the Fon Run, which has existed for
uearly 12 years and has moved around in the pasi. Onginally, 1his [amily aciviry 100k place al Gersile
River

Scolt Newman with Polary Junction ks belped with the T'uu Run aud says it's a Lig deal 10 people and
hat fawilics plan their vacations acound il.

“If they close e road. thete 1ot nweh we can do about . 1 understand why tiey are doing it flooding
has always been a problem there.” Newman said

Although Newwan vuderstands why the work ueeds (0 be dene, he siresses low itnportan this event lus
becowe for people and hopes work ou Lhe praject dossn’t put an end 10 1lkie nin,

Accorlivg 10 Bl Nelbsow state conservalion vugane with (he USDA - NRCS. the origina) pusposc of
the project was 1o chiminate or minimize sedimeni inpuls to tie Della Clearwater River resuliing rom
scowr and gully crosion on the agriculrural lands. foresi lauds, aud swild lands thal coupnise the watershed
These sediment loads 16 the Delta Clearwaler River from large scale Rood evenls were believed 1o have a
substantial adverse wnpact on the fisheries of the Cleanwater River. most specifieally on the spawning and
rearing habitat for Coha salmon. According 1o Fronty Parker with the Stale of Alaska Depariment of Fish
and Game. this potential negative impact was considered critical because Lhe Della Cleanvaler River is
one of the primary prodiicers of Coho salmon in the enhire Yukon River drawage

Additional benefits of the project iucluded reduciug Oooding of the Ala<ka Highway. other roads. and
agnculiural lands. In the mid-1990s, Alaska DOT vpgraded he seclion of the Alaska Highway so al
Dooding of the highway was no longer a direct concau (o1 the Delta-Clearwater River Walershed Projuct.
Protection of the wique Gsheries babitat of e Delia Cleanvater River remained (e primary focus of the

watershied project. with additions | beuetils mcludmyg reduced risk from flooding 10 secondary roads. such
as Barlcy Way. and reduced crosion on the agnculaual kinds in the area during a flood ¢vent.

The oninal placincluded the consiructiou of a 250-fool-wide by S-mile-loug basm which would allow
the entire volume of a 50-year flood event 1o be absorbed into the soal, or infiliraled, south of the Alaska
Highway and thereby preveni or substantially reduce floodiug. erosion, und ulliaiely sedunent delivery
to the Clearwater River systen. The excess Hlows (har were not infiliraled were to be channelized and
conveyed to the Clearwaler Bog to prevenl crosion on (he agriculnral lands. Construction began in 1999,
and by 2001 it was evident that problems existed with the engineerng and geological assumptions thay
were the basis for the design. Specifically, actual infiliration rates were minch less than was assumed for
design purposes. This problem was further compounded by the fact 1hat sediment effectively sealed inputs
10ro We infiltcation basin dwring & flow event, which made it impossible for ihe waiet ro drain as it was
intended 10 do.

According 1o Robert Anders. a formner resident of the area the floeding correction was not a fix at all and
resulted in worsy; flooding around kis howse, siranding him for days. Being Ihe survivor of muliiple hear
allacks, Anders did nol feel e was safe staying in his home with mated access to town "I decided (o sell
wy honse because of the Mloods,™ Anders said.

NRCS officials felt it was tmportaul 1o get the landowner on for liability purposes, and Ihe ageucy
recenily purchased the home and property for $196.000. The land was placed in a conscrvalion cascuuen!
and 1lie land and buildings given to e Friends of Delta Agriculiure. Na oze else will be permined (o
bwld on the land

NRCS and the projeci sponsars reiniriaied 1he planning process once the infilrarion problems became
evideni. The purpase of this effort was 10 evaluale other alternatives in an attempt (o address the original
watershed concemns The new effort reevaluated the cprions and settted on constniction of a large dry dam
as the only alterpative that would address the origual watershed problens. Unfortunately. this potential
solution camed a very ugh price lag. roughly estumated at $10 million. If funding s not available 1o
wndertake au effort of Uus napuitude aud scale. olbier opuions would be 1o awempt [0 restore the suwe 10
pro-projeci condstions or 1o simply leve (he unfinished project as is w recognition of Lhe fact that,
although e project is providing none of 1he onginally intended benefits, il has becotne a heavily used
recreation arca,

NRCS is currently schednling ineclings and working with projeci spousors lo determine a final course of
action. Officials anticipate bat NRCS and the project sponsors will hotd a public meeting ihis winfet in
Della Junction to informy local cilizens of the fotuse of this project and 1o lisien 1o ideas and/or concerns
local residents might have aboul the project as it exas!s presemly or about any funire actioos thal pight be
taken.

Under authority of Public Law 83-566. The Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act. NRCS has
the aulhority to cooperate wilh stale and local agencies and to provide technical and financial assistance in
planning and carrying ou( works of improvemenl for soil conservalion and other purposes The stale and
local sponsors of the Delta Cleanwvaier River Walershed Project are 1he Satcha.Delia Soil and Water
Conservation Disirict. AJaska Depanment of Fish and Game. Alaska Deparmient of Naniral Resources,
and Alaska Departwenl of Euvironmental Conservation.
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United Statex Department of Agricutiure

ONRCS

Natural Resources Corsenvalion Sernco
B00 W Evergrosn Ave, Suite 100
Palmor, AK 008545

Delta-Clearwater Project
Interagency Planning Meeling
12/18/2007

Welcome and Meenng Goals- Bob Jones, State Conservationisi, NRCS

Bob Jopes staned the meeting by welcoming the four sponsors involved in the Delta-Cleanvater
Project (DEC. DNR, ADF&G, SDSWCD). NRCS’ objective is 1o conclude teclmical and
financial sssistance 10 the project n a manner that provides the besl possible protection 1o the
fishery wirlun 1he limitanons of economic realitizs. The goals of thus meeting are (o discuss the
history and cwrrent status of the project - no decisions or commitiments will be required at this
fune. Tlus meeling will be questions and discussion only. He expressed gratitude for all Ihe work
accomplished by 1he sponsors, especially 1he SDSWCD.

Presentation on Delta Clearwater Watershed Ecology- Frouty Parkcer, Fisheries Biologist,
ADF&G

The maio poums of the presemation were uniqueuess of the Cleanwater syslem and its importance
as a fishery for Coho Salmonr awd Archic Grayling in (he greater Yukon drawage. Tk critical
issue facing the Clearwater River is sedimentation. Once sediment is introduced iulo 1he rivet,
1ke systewn doesn't Lave the ability to flush it o, Sediment would settte imo the spring-fed
sysiem and negatively impact fish production. Historically, the drainage pattern was typically
subsurface and sheel flow Davelopmenl i e area has crealed nore cliannehzed flows, erealing
an erosion problem.

Hu'lar;l' and Statis of(}m Current Fload Controfl Struciure, Brett Nelson, Staie El:gim.’(fr, NRCS
Brett reiterated that historically the drainage patiern was typically sheet flow and that
development in the area has created more channelized flows and an erosion problem. A major
flood in 1he late 80s prompted the inpleenation of the current Delia Clearwater Watershed
Project. The major issues wilh the project arc bl 1he divenstons and side silels above Ihe
infiltration channel are eroding. and that the chauuel itself is not allowing infiliration of water as
plained. These probleins were apparent once construction slaried in 2000. Breit sairl Hial the
project was designed to bandle the flow of'a 50 year event. but hat thc few cvents that have
flooded over thus [ar have only boen approsunaltely S (o 10 year ¢vents.

An NRCS Cugineermyg Inveshigahion was conducted in 2001 to review Ihe cutire project The
recormiendations from 1bat investigalion were to:
1. Reimtiate the planning process:
2. Assign a project engineer lo oversec the project and reevaliaton process (Bretl said lie
bad becn assigned this task);
3. Stabilize the existing structwre for overftow, and redesign the inlet channels 10 minimize
crosion,

Helping Peaple Helfp the Land

A Eqil Cpporandy Frovider and Empioye:

Nolrs Dells Crarwater \WVatershed Project Spomar Divinsion

Decembey 18, 1007

Page I old

The planning tcam verified the hydrology and modeled sediment wovewent, but were upable (o
verify the sedunenl sowrces, a sedimeut budget, o1 the fate of the sedinent. Brewt said there is a
date gup with the sedunent. but i would 1ake a subsiantial awonut of (une aud funding 1o address
these data gaps. 1 ias been assuned 1hat sedunent entenng the Cleanvater Bog is detrimental,
aud we rely on our ADF&G partners for this infonnation. Specific sourcing and quantilies of
sedimenl iopuls arc also uwnkmown. I has been assuined thal any amonnt of sedimen! mpnit 1s a
negalive 1o e Clearwaler sysleip.

The planning lesm caiie up with several sliemalives.,

1) Tnstal a cross basin diversion — his alicrpative would be costly 10 install and
mawtain, 1t sn°l very desirable because the floodng problem wonld enly be moved
and there would be no reduction in sediment reaching the Cleanvater River.

2) Build a large daa below the existing project —1his wounld be a very large scale
installation and would meet all the goals, bul an eslinate m 2005 was $30 million and
would consiune al least one summer of construction

) Build several smaller dams — this ahemative wouldn'f be feasible due fo 1he Jact that
Now froim raui cvents is wopredictable and may simply bypass 1he daios.

d) Install a grass lined watenwvay — Bren mentioned this is not a feasible option - soils
are nol conducive 10 building a chanel

5) Construct water control structure just sottth of Clearwaler River — Hus woulid requure
large cascments and loss of ag land.

6) Restore area to pre-project conditions — this would be a long-lenn project and wonld
not provide any of the original inlended enviromnental benefits

7) Conducl minimal canstruchion efloris 1o stabilize severe erosion problem areas. buy
flood cascments, reinove the 1408 road, and deternine long ferm responsibility of
operation and mantenance. This would not solve the sedunent wsue.

Brett added that crosion problems are actually warse now, when compared 1o pre-project levels.
The estimated cost allernatives lisled above, excluding the large dam, ranged from S1 - S8
million to install He also said ihat NRCS, on its own, does not have enongh fonds 1o cover the
large cost alteruatives.

Discnssion of Patential Altaruarves
A question and answer session was started 16 raise conversation wilh the sponsors A sugary
of 1ke questions asked:

Q. What happens if we insiall culverts along 1108 road or move culverts along nghway?
A. Just woves probleny, siill conceulrated Qow.

Q. What will bappen when 1408 road is renoved?
A Denehicial efiect, elinmnales one source af conceutrated fow

Q. Can construction and funding of large daw be staggered?
A Possibly. bul funding is the key.

Q. What will happen whicn pit is filled in and 1408 road is removed?
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A. Site wall be at pre-project level, erosion will conlimue.

Q. I 1408 road 1s removed and pat filled will it bave to be armored”
A. No_sheet flow will reduce crosion, use more vegetation to stabilize site.

Q. Could 1ke Corps of Engineers be involved wilh “floed conirol™?
A. Maybe, they need to be contacted.

Q. Since sone project conld be on Greely, and sowme crosion caused by military, could they be
mvolved?
A. Maybe — NRCS has works with 1he Corps on big projects. It would be good ta bring in

other agencies and partners

Q. How would thie dam fuoction?
A. Tolal comtaiument with spillway for Q100. approx 130 of standing water.

Q. Soifthe large dam is NRCS's total {ix option, whete would the $30 million come from?
A. The large scale options will 12ke a ot of funds. 11 would be time consunitng for NRCS
alone lo find funding, perbaps even from Conpress. There isn’t 8 lot of funds in the
walershed program each year, Question would be if thie sponsors wanl (o conslruel the
dam. can they find finds as well”

Q. How do you deal with the landowners below the dam and spillway?
A Flood easement compensalion.

Q. If dam was buill. where would matenal cotne Sown?
A. The material on-site is sand and gravel, soire fines Plan for scepage. Waler imponrdwent
would be temporary, 2 weeks maxunum Faull liues preseut.

Q. Would there have 1o be an EA or EIS?
A, Maybe, would be condiicled by WRCS.

Q. How long would large dain lake 1o euply?
A. Designed for Q100 slorage, standard says dry in 2 weeks. conld bave mugmtion issucs
witl bison.

Q. How bard do you Ihiuk its going 1o be {0 scll this 1o the public (dain) wih a listory of
engineering wislakes?
A NRCS has good reputation for dans. Pructice life would be for 50 years, but would
probably bave Itle mainlepance many years beyoud that.

Q. Whal would be the cost 10 reclaim Ihe urca?
A. Approximately $8 mulion.

Q. Who would own dam and be responsible {or operation and maintenance?
A. The sponsors.

Nolrs Dells Crarwater \WVatershed Project Spomar Divinsion
December 18, 1007
Page 4 old

Q. Could US Fish aud Wilkdhfe be mvolved smee a fishery is affected?
A. Maybe. DOT 100, Tuey need 10 be contacted.

Q. What would happen in the project is lefi “as is” and a Q100 storm woves in”

A. Iuis likely that large beadcuts would form between the project and ihe highway. These
would tend 10 move up the walershed, Lorge cuttiiag on 1408 road. substantial sed unent
wotld sefile m DOT pit and ditches. sediment worlld be carned all 1he way 10 Clearwater
River,

Q. Are there apy options up dramage w the walershed”
A. The idea was (ossed around o spread oul water, but no aliernatives weye formed.

Q. What happcas if pit is wstalled next to the Clearwiter River?
A. Must be a longer pil. and Ihere would be z loss of ag land for water containment.

Q. Could (he arex rezally heal on ewn, with al! of the recrcation traffic and atvs?
A. It would take some tune, Willow and birch wonld take a long time with all the traffic
Headenis will eventually stabilize, but wonld be a risk to recreatiomists — this would
become a Liabily issue.

Q. Why 1sn’1 channclized flow predictable?
A Moving precipilation, fire efecis. and soil characleristics

Q. Could Alaska Highway be used as a dam?
A That would be up te DOT. When asked w Ihe past. they wanted no part ol that idea

Q What happens next i the process?
A Public meeting (in Delia Juuchion), 1alk about options, spousor meeting with ather
agencies (possibly i Fairbanks). official reconmendation of sponsors, revicw from
nahioual office.

Q. When will inodeling of liydrology and sedwunenl wovement be done?
A. Mid-Janvary.

Q. When will comnmunication begin with landowncrs?
A. Staning with public meeting.

Futre Meesing Dartes and Locanons

Prior to the cod of the meeting Plul Nacgele, Brett, and Bob thaa thanked everyone for
participaling They stated this 1s @ beginning of a process and that they are open lo all input on
the project direction. They reiterated that the sponsors need to re-plan and drafi a suppleinent (o
onginal project agreement. This agreement would be reviewed by the NRCS Clveland that
funding might take Congressional action. A public meeting will be plonued 10 be held m Delta
Junction in nud-January.

Adjourmment
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swated an NRCS review leam brainstormed many allematives including 15,  new water control

Nalural Resources Conservabon Sensoo
8O0 W Evergroon Ave, Suile 100
Palmer, AK 9645

Delta Clearwaler Watershed Project
Public Meeling - Agenda and Notes
January 16, 2008

Moderator: Jelf Durham. Salcha-Della Soil and Water Conservation Disinict

Agenda
6:30 p.m. Welcome
Introduction of Meeting Purpose ang Process
Introduction of Sponsors
Introduction of Technical Expens
Jofl Durham, Salcha-Delts Soil and Water Conservation Distnet
6:45 p.m, Intreduction 10 the Bistory and Inlent of the Walershed Project

Phil Naegele. NRCS

7:15 p.m. Current Status of the Watershed Project

Pros and Cons of Options Under Consideration
Brettt Nelson, NRCS

7:45 p.m. Comments from the Public

8:15 p.m. Wrap Up and Adjoumment
Joff Durham, Salche-Delta Soit and Water Conservetion District

ArerrtrtrrIer e sy
Notes

Jetf Durham (moderator), of Salcha-Delta Soil and Water Conservaltion District weloomed everyona
present. He inroduced the NRCS as lead agency of the project and the sponsors. He inboduced Bob
Jones and Catherine Hadley as representing NRCS. Nancy Sonafrank representing DEC, Steve Dubois
representing Alaska Depanment of Fish and Game, Roben Layne representing Alaska Depariment of
Natwral Resources, lhe Salcha-Della SWCD Board Members and staff thal were present including Phi)
Kaspari, Scolt Schuliz, Gary Sonnichsen, and Shelly Tappen, Jeff stated that the goal of the evening was
to record public comment as a step in pracess {0 reevaluate a eaurse of acuon fof the projeal.

Fhil Naegele gave a presentation an the history of Delta-Clearwater area and the Walershed Project (An
outline of his presentation is altached)

8ren Nelson, State Engineer for NRCS, explained thal prablems with soll infiltration rales were evident
immediately during consiruction, Even small evenls were flling and overflowing the structure. A
englneering assessmenl revealed thal soil infiltration lests varied greally alonp the prarect area. He said
that NRCS is In a re-planning process with the sponsors (o delemmine whal do \ve dd now ta accomplish
goals of proteciing the Clearwater River, the Alaska Highway, and Ihe surrounding sgriciliural land He

Halping Poopls Help tha Land

A Equdl Cppormunily Prenanie ao Foateryes

structure in the meuntains and an amered channel to Jarvis Creek, but not many were viable options. He
than presented (hree allematives that NRCS has developed.

Alternative 1: Construct new flood conlrol measures, He poinled out that this aliemalive was the only
one that would accompiish all original goals. A large embankment would be Inslalled al existing project
site thal would lie up lo higher conlour elevalions and remove the 1408 Road This altemative has 2 high
cost estimated a1 S30 milllon and might cause great concem for landowners downstream of the
Impoungment. The large cost of this atemative also concems sporsors.

Altsrnanve 2: Restore praject sile to pre~installation This altemnative would get he project area restored
1o as close as possibly to what the area [ooked like before the project and ts estimaled lo cost $5-$10
million, He added thal with this alternative none of the concems would be met and Noeding will shill oceur
In the area. There Is a risk of sedimentation Inta the Clearwater River until vegetation took hold
Resldcting recreation access would be tough,

Ahternative 3: Siabilize the existing structure. Bren staled \his allemative would have the lowest up-front
cost of the three ahleratives, bul could have long 1erm operation and raintenance issues. Many
queslions would remain on how to lake care of long lerm stability and who would be responsible None of
Lhe primary concerns wolld be met He added that flood easements would be needed if 1408 Road is nat
removed due to continued possibility of fiooding.

After the conclusion of Brett’s presenlation, Jeff reinroduced the sponsors of the project and reiteraled
thal while the sponsors are each laoking after lheir agencies’ missions and responsibilities, they are
working logether 1o praceed. Comments will be recarded and considered, He asked that individuals
sland. denlify lhemselves as an Individual or if Lhey are representing an arganlzation, and make their
comment,

« Don Quarberg, individual Sialed he (s not salisfied with the explanation of what went wiong with
the design. He is alsa coneemed as o what new information makes the presented altematives
viable?

Breti stated that while the great majority of NRCS watershed projects wark as designed and pravide great
environmental benefits for thelr spensers. he has no explanations fof the design errers ather than to
acknowledge that errors were made He said infiltraton struclures are inherently fraughl with pote nlial
problems.,

« Lee Spears, individual. Mi. Spears stated i 1981 he farmed Tract F (on north slde of Alaska
Highway. just down gradient trom the project). At thal time there was no erosion and the land had
justcleared In 1883, be sald thal some charnels were forming. He speculaled lhat lhese were
formed when Lee Fett ran dozer through alluval fan o food plots from DNR land, He asked why
can'{ water be channaled 1o Jarvis Creek?

Bren responded by saying lhat diverting water ta Jarvis Creek would likely move the probiem to another
lecation — pechaps sending flocdwalers toward tewn. He added the op on and maint 1ce with such
an action would be huge because e system is very dynamic

»  Gary Sannichsen, aiviaual, S1ated ne as reservarions about conswructing the new looad conieol
praject outined in Alternative 1. Mother Nature is unforgiving when we don't plan for having two
100 year events during the dam’s lifespan. He what happens if you have an earnh quake when
Ihe dam is Sull? How would Ihe sporrsors miligate problems downsiream. a dam makes possibility
far huge disaster, He said he has a hard bme seelng where encugh is known 1o caleulate the flow
Inlo the structure. He staled thai Alternative 2 seemed feasible because the cleared areas are
already growing back, bul lhere’s always chance lor big evenl. He stated he feels Allemabve 3
still won'l wark because it concentrates \he flow,
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« Don Quarberg. ndividual: Mr Quarberg spoke again and asked if 3 diversion of Granite Creek United Staes Department of Agriculture
would be feasible. He said fooding in Delta River is from aufeis in sprng. Flooding of Jarvs
Creek is in late summer. He said he's not a hydrologist or an engineer, but with headwaters A chronology of events related to NRCS'
closer with Jarvis, why nol divert Ihe channel? He sald he saw channels forming when Knile FACT SHEET technical and financlal assistance
Road cleared in the 1870’s. He said he brought it 10 the ahention of the agency back than, but a
that lime they weren'l involved in large scale projects and there was no pullic interest, He said he Jamsary 2008
feels lhat NRCS has an obligation (0 fix Lhe groblem (Written camments from Mr. Quarberg - -
summarize these events) Inteoduction
5 ror om spor TR
« BilDunn, Sponteman’s Assoclation: He s1ated the Sportsman's Assoclalion has requesled a ‘ong e
term lease [rom the siale on Lhe project sile in order lo provide quality rifle range fer community. N /5p Tems feeding
He said they dian’t reahze the scope of the project, [ncluding agricuitural 1and or flooding, but Riv: mpon:  rea. >1Coho sa e
asked whatever alternative is decided upen thal room be allowed for a nfle range Grav ’

e Rick Johnson, indwidual: Staled he spends a Iot of ime on the river. and doesn' have any o 3
answers but wants 16 know NRCS’ preferred alternative He also staled he would like 10 see a
rile range (n Ihe area,

Jeff concluded lhe meeting by inviting writen slzlements 1o be sent to Catherine Hadley in the NRCS n
Oelta Junction Field Office, 31
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CLEARWATER RIVER FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT COMMENTS
(01/16/08)

The following is a bricf synopsis of activily as best remembered myself. It is intended to
be on abbreviated record of what 1 remember of the past aclions concerning this lood
problem,

ln 1978 I became: the first District Conservalionist (DC) with the Soil Conservation
Service or SCS (now the Nalurel Resources Conservation Service or NRCS) in Dela
Junction. This Agency was actively involved in the development of the local agricultural
lands al that ime. Shontly afier the summer land clearing demonstration on the north side
of the Alaska Highway at mile 1408 in 1977, a rain storm in the Granite Mountaing
resulled in runoff which deposited sand from the 1408 trail onto this newly cleared land.
Little thought was given (o the potential of this becoming a threat 10 the Delta —
Clearwater River, However in the summer of 1979 this localized flooding occurred
again, with even morc sand heing deposiled in thal area.

| considered this crosion a potential problem for the agricultural lands anto which the
flood waters were cocroaching. Consequently, | made & rudimentary map ol the flooding
incident by pacing south nlong the 1408 rai) and recording where the waler entered the
trail from the west. Onee it Nowed onto the trai), which was lower in elevation Lthan the
surrounding area, the wrail acted much like a diversion and channeled the water directly
down the 1408 trail to the Alaska Highway, across the road and onto the adjacent cleared
land. Af that time 1 approached the State Conservationist in hopes of getting some
assistance in resolving this flooding and erosion problem. My request was turned down
with the statement that this was Siate Land and the Agency worked primarily with private
landowners. My similar request with the Agriculwral Stabilization and Conscrvalion
Scrvice ot ASCS (row the Farm Service Agency or FSA) met with similar results. |
cstimaled thal a series of water-bars would allow the water to cross the 1408 trail and
proceed 1oward north east, the direction that the water had moved for generations. The
cost (0 install these water-bars would have becn insignificant st that time. however no
one was inlcrested in preventing a future major problem,

Lo October of 1979 Lleft the SCS and became the first Agriculwral Extension Agent with
the Universily of Alaska Fajrbanks in Delta Junction. Other responsibilities precluded
oy continued observalion of the flooding siluation on the 1408 trail.

Some lime. not (oo long after 1979, the Agricultural Action Courcil spansored und
funded the creation of a bison access trail from the west, near Fi Greely to the Bison
Range ficlds just 10 the east of the 1408 trail. This access trail exacerbated the floeding
and erosion problem at the 1408 trail by collecting runoff from Rhoads and Granite
Crerks and actually channeling it o010 the 1408 wrail. In an et of desperation the Salcha
= Big Delta Soil Conservation District (now the Salcha — Delta Soil and Water
Conservation Districl) funded the placement of large round bales of hay/siraw across the
trail in un effort 10 foree the water back out of the access il and relieve Nooding along
1408, This was knowingly a short term atternpt 10 help control the problem.

This action however, enabled the SWCD to attract the aftention of the NRCS as they
(SWCD) requested assistance in resolving the flooding/erosion problem that was
continuing 10 cscalate at the 1408 trail. Even though [ stll attended their (SWCD)
meetings 1 did no1 keep an accurate account of the zction taken or reccived by the District
from the NRCS.

Ultimaiely, NRCS engaged their hydrologists and engineeny 10 assist the District with
their project to curb the erosion and flooding hazard a1 1408. Al some point in time a
wajor 50 or 100 year raln storm in the Granile Mountains resulted in major flooding of all
the crecks flowing out of those mountains, including Sawmill, Granite, and Rhoads
Creeks. At this time the Clearwater bog filled with runoff waler and flooded inw the
Delta — Clearwaler River, which tumed a turbid color for the first time in recent history.

Now the NRCS specialist came into action, They now had a project that was estimsed (0
cost miltions of dollars, spparently the amount necessary (o attract their artention. Of
course they requested all the latest data (¢limatological, hydrological and topographical)
from which (o design some structure or program that would alleviate the problem. In the
meantime their (NRCS) engineers began conducting local public racetings as part of the
planning process. The procedure seeraed 10 be that of conducting a public meeting 10
ideqtify the scope of the problem and acquire historical nformation, aficr which they
would retreat 10 Anchorage and analyze all the information while developing altcraative
plans to control the problem. Periodically (every 4-5 woeks or $0) they (NRCS
Engiveers) would rehumn to Delta for a public meeting to provide information on the
polendal solutions.

1 vividly remember ane of the meetings with the NRCS Lead Engincer from Anchorage,
who hed attended the previous meeting. some 4 — § weeks before and promised to bave
somc options (o discuss with the public. He actually had the audacity to begin the public
meeting by proclaiming that he had been (00 busy (o devote rauch ime 16 the Delta —
Clearwater Flood Control Project, other than the time driving from his horne to the
airport for the flight to Fairbanks. This was an obvious indication of how imporiant he
considered this project to be - he should have cancelted the meeting and delayed it unol
be had something to present.

This may reflect the competence level of the NRCS cugineering slafl however. They
cventually constructed a $5-7 million structure just to the sovth of the Alacks Highway
adjacent (o the 1408 trail. That structure failed with the first significant rainfall and not
cven a major rainfall at that. Apparently one of the NRCS engincers performed a water
percolation test of the soil at the site of the flood controt structure and crroneously
calculated that the water would percolate into the soil af the ndiculous rate of some 150
+/- inches per hour (or day or whatever). No onc caught the error and they procecded
with their infaite wisdom and built the structire based on that assumption. The public
was lalce infarmed of the startling discovery thas the local soils were of a mica origin and
plate-like in structure that actuslly sealed the pores in the soil; resulting in lnle if any
percolaton. ( think anyone with any soils expericace could look at the sparkling soil
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particles and predict that they were composed of mica — or they could have asked onc of
Lbe NRCS Soil Scientists for assistance.

NRCS engineers tevisited the flood contro! structure, madc some revisions, spend a
bunch more public funds on modifications and of course the structwre esscatially fajled
ugein. Now they want (o retum 1o the drawing board and reassess the plan, with perhaps
a vision of 2 $30 million diversion, in hopes they will get il right this tme.

About the same time the NRCS engincers were working oo the Delta — Clearwater Flood
Control Project they also foreed the village of Fi Yukon to accept a flood control
sructure in the Yukon River 1o protecs the village fuel depot. Ft Yukon didn't want or
necd the jetty out into the river because they had always sicaply moved the fuel 1anks in
the summer when they were empty and would do so again. That apparently didn"t
appease the NRCS engineers as they built the structure anyway. Of course, it was laler
revealed that Congressmoan Don Young owned a cabin downstream and tha this may
bave boen whal was (0 be protecied. Of course, the million dollar control structure was
destroyed hyr.hcrivcrlhevcryﬁmywmdhadloberedcsignedandcomacd—more
cngineering incompetence.

So based on the past performance of the NRCS eagincers, where do we (the public) go
from here. PIRST, [ think the NRCS enginecrs owe an explanation of why they fatled so
miserably in the design of the original Good control ructure, SECOND, [ think the
NRCS engincers arc obligated 1o remedy the problem for the public. HOWEVER, they
should be obligated to obtajn funding for the remedial action only and not have any
responsibility for the actual planning/design of that action. Perhaps the funding should be
menaged by the SWCD who could then hire competent engincers 10 design a flood
control practice that would actually function as desigoed. This design might also
consider channcling Granite Creck into Jarvis Creck, with the construction of a new
Jarvis Creck bridge on the Richardson Highway 10 sccommodate the increased flow of
that waterway under flood conditions.

1 offer this inforrastion as ene person’s view of what has tranypired with the efforts 1o
control potential erosion and flooding of the Delta — Clearwatcr River. ) may not have
the amswer 10 the problem but [ do know thar another multi-million dollar fiasco by the
NRCS engineers is ot the answer. If we do anything again, let's be absoluiely certsin
thal it has a reasopable chanee of success unlike the haphazrard approach iaken n the past.

Thank you for your time and consideralion in thix maner.
Don

HC 60 Box 3070
Delta hunction, AK 99737

United States Departirenel of Agricullwe

ONRCS

Natural Resources Consarnvabon Sorice
BOO W Evergresn Ave, Suite 100
Palmar, AK G9845

Briefing: The Delta Clearwater Watershed Project
January 30, 2008

Y I ]

Helping People Help (he Land

An Doual Opportunity Frovader s Emgatryer
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Floodwaters crossing the Alaska Highway at 1408 Road

Fiooaing impacts
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An erosion gully on agneultura! 1and caused by {loeding
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side inlat 1

Ercsion damage
1o riprap work
near Alaska
Righway

Erosion damage
behing raining
. dikes
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Alternative 1 — New Flood Control . leasures

PROS:

*Reduces sediment delivery to
bog/river

*Minimize risk of uncontrolled
flow (all drainages)

*Reduce flooding,
sedimentation, and erosion on
ag land

«Minimize loss of ag land

CONS:

«High installation cost
sLarge-area disturbance

*Some residents living below the
structure

*Alteration of watershed
hydrology

O&M Activities:

»Control vegetation on
embankments

*Repair animal trail, erosion, or
other damage to embankment
Maintain spillway-including
removal of any debris
accumulation around
spillway(s) following a flow
event

Embankment Structure
[encompasses existing

structure)

Alternative 2 — R _store Pro : -t Site

PROS:

*Returns project site as nearly
as practical to pre-project
conditions

CONS:
sIncreased risk of sediment
delivery to Clearwater Bog
ana River until sile is naturally
revegetated (may take many
years)
Continued degradation of
aquatic habitat in bog and river
*Continued scour erosion
sContinued flooding
=Sponsor/agency objectives not
achieved

O&M Activities:

» Repair any erosion or other
damages that may occur over
the years while the natural
revegetation process is
progressing. This may include
sediment removal if significant
erosion occurs on ar around
the site.

Fill rock lined flow
distribution channels and
return area as near to
pre-project condition as
possible

Remove built up
seclion of 1408
Road to alleviate

flow conoenlra(ion\

Flll basin and side
inlets, remove training
dikes and spoil piies,
and encourage natural
revegetation of the

entire site
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Draft Environmental Assessment
September 2009

Discussion of the Sponsors of the Della Clearwater Walershed Project
February 27, 2008
9:30 a.m. - 4:30 p.m,
Copper Meeting Room, Pikes Waterfront Lodge, Falrbanks AK

NOTES

in Attendance:

Robert Layne, State of Alaska Division of Newural Resources, Mining Land and Water
Gary Prokosch. Stale of Alaska Division of Natural Resources, Mining Land and Water
Gary Larsen. Army

Jetfrey Durham, Salcha Delta Soll and Water Conservalion Distsicl

Danna Molitor, Salcha Della Soll and Water Conservation District

Lanry Molitor. Salcha Delta Sofl and Water Conservation District

Phil Kaspar, Salcha Delta Soil and Water Conservation District

Bryce Wrigley, Salcha Delta Soil and Water Conservation District

Lynn Kenl, Stale of Algska Depariment of Environmentat Conservalion

Missy Conigan, State of Alaska Department of Environmental Conservetion

Fronty Parker, Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Bob Jones, Natural Resources Conservalion Service

Phi) Naegele. Natural Resources Conservalion Service

Cassandra Stalzer. Natural Resources Conservation Service

Brett Nelson, Netural Resources Conservation Service

Meghan Lene. Natura! Resources Conservation Service

Bob Jones opens the meeting at 9.30 a.m. by welcoming participants.

Cassandra Stalzer provides a brief update on the pubhe meeting held in Deite Junction
January 16, 2008, Staizer disinbutes notes from Lhat meeling, ane written commaenl, and
a copy of a newspaper slofy resulvng from the meeting,

Bryce Wrigley provides an overview of the mesting hosted by the Soil and Water
Conservation District January 22. Concem wilth Option 1 fs increase in risk to more
residenls than is currently presented with the 1408 Road erosian. Continulng Dislrict
maintenance of the project as per Optlion 3 is nol desirable. The Dislsict thought thal
Option 2 with the addition of lood easements and vanous land treatment praclices was
the besl oplion presented.

Jones updaled lhe group on a meeling at Fort Richardson’s Environmental Branch that
took place January 30 This meeting was prompled by the sponsar's requesl. NRCS
gave the Army a briefing on the history and cumrent status of the project. The Army
representatives, Gary Larsen and Kevin Gardener, indicaled (hey were Inlerested in
panicipating n the project planning in areas where it made sense for them 1o do so.
They emphasized that their programs do nol allow them to expend any funds on land
outside of the mililary reservation baundanes.

Gary Larsen indicated the Army |s supporlive of the goal of the watershed project The
Army engages in some activilies lhat could contribute lo sediment, and contnbuting to
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sediment IS not acceptable 1o them Pan of the watershed in on military land and his
depariment can spend maney on military land. Mililary 1ratning can'l be restricied b
they can do some creative things like be smarler sbout reclaiming or rerouting roads.
Larsen indicaled he cannol spend money 10 refaute of reclaim roads on lands larmerly
leased by the military. The USACE has a formerly used military lands program.

Larsen said the Ammy is working with the disirict 1o do an assessment of roads on
existing lands and plan 10 put more roads In the area - mostly EasYWes! access tralls
The district Is designing those roads.

There was a discussion aboul not getting the USACE involved in the construction of new
flood control measures at 1he site because of imeline and expense.

Durmam: 60-70 gercent of the construction of Option 1 would be on military land. The
milary was part of the planning pracess In the 90s, and the distict has decided 10 invite
the military to be invoived with the sponsors lo evaluate the cument proposed options.

Larsen: any project on military land praposed by outside entities must go through BLM
(or ceal property and Army concurtence.

Layne: would the original watershed project have worked if It were completed?

Nelson: percelation tesis were run every 500 feet along the proposed infiltration channel
route  The results were perc rates from 0 (o 70 fuday. with higher rates (o the west. The
perc rales decreased with lime end presupposed sediment nal seeling the projecl.
Sediment basins were consiructed in (ne exictin project but the fines pereolated into the
grave! essentially sealing it

Durham: Nebedy predicted the difficuity in stabilizing the project = NRCS determined
that sedimenl was flushing aut from under Lhe forest mat in areas where the ground had
been disturbed.

Layne: How does Oplion 2 protect the Clearvater?

Duriam: Il doesn’l. But we have o slep away (rom this project and (ind other
opportunties to protect the river,

Wnigley: The (requency of events hasntincreased — but it takes & smaller event Lo be a
problem,

Durharm: We've seen clean water coming in (lo the siruciure) and sediment laden waler
golng out - at least NRCS stopped construclion when lhey saw a problem.

Nelson: The project has not made flow reaching the highway more frequent but agreed
that flows have more sediment than in the past

Layne: There is more sediment coming out of the forest area than pre-project
Nelson: Embankment (Option 1) s Ihe anly option to stem sediment from 100 year

events - grassed walerways and waler spreaders might protect from sedment in 2 to 5
year events. The project is currently focusing on Rhodes and Granite Creeks, slthough.

there s a polential for sedimentation from Sawmilll creek into Clearwater River. Dams
are much less managemen intensive(operation and maintenance) than channals.
Resloration of site would cos! $5-S10 million. NRCS hes currently spent close o $5
million on project over course of several years.

Design Information and Waterflow Modeling-Breft Nelsen

Discussion on Restoration:

Nelson presented existing project topography model to proposed projec resloration leve!
topography. Both events represented 3,000 CFS flow. NRCS proposing that culvens to
the easl of the project going across Alaska Highway will carry more water with project
restoration since 1408 read would no longer function as a levee as it currently does.
Dam would provide protection (o people down below from an event  With resloration,
people wvitnin '5 mile zone” are at risk of flooding with restoraton proposal.

Della SWCD responded that besed upon meeting with local producers, producers who
are direcily sffected by that project felt that with project restoration they would be
prepared (or flooding evenls, but if Ine dam failed, the flooding event would be
unexpecled and Ihe scale of the flooding evenl would be much larger resuiting in a
catasisophe.

Nelson handed cut “Delta Clearwaler Watershed Project Allemative #2 (Reslaration)”
information The projecl will also require moere fill to compensate for moss-mat that was
presenl pre-project. Any type of material, gravel, rip-rap, pi-run, elc, could be used (o fill
in basin Would “hoard" fine material presem on <ite for top layer lo act ac an adeguale
seed bed Would we seed area lo grass? Mgy slow down willow and other woody
species re-growih  Neison not sure at this peint will leeve o vegelalive specialist to
comment on.

Discussion on Dam:

SWCD commenled on Ingh fuel prices and suggested NRCS reconsider estimate on
"Project Data Summary Sheel (Draft), Granre-Rhodes Dam, Project Scoping.” Nelson
said this estimate was over 2 years old. Nelson commenled Lhat the cosl estimate for the
site restoration was based on curvent rales, and suggested we consider what lhe price
will be v/o-three years down the road dunng project construciion. which could be
significanly higher.

The dam design Is Class C for dam-high hazard because of people living below The
praposed struciure would be built 1o handle a 100 year event with emergency spill-ways
and based upon NRCS design standards. The proposed struclure would be designed to
hold water 10-14 days max

SWCD concerned about cost (or gravel fill ($14.00/cy). Especially if they are raveling
30 miles from site to get material and it's not even crushed. Nelson reminded everyone
thal these estirales for the cost of the embankment structure were done in 2005 A lot
of the costs esumaies hat he provided are probably up in price  Were “generous in
estimates” for several components 1o figure a “worse case scenaria.”

Queslion on how 1he proposed dam would impact the creeks that the struciure would
encompass. Nelson explained Rhodes and Granite creeks are intermittenvephemeral.
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The dam would trap and collect all water coming from watershed and release it at a
cortrolled rate.

SWCD questioned how NRCS would address bullding the dam. Would It be bulit in
stages? The last pan of the dam to close would be the area waler Is currently flowing
oul.

O&M would include. after every flow event. someone would need to go oul and observe
if any debris plugging splliway. Design would include that dam would sbll be able 10
function even with sediment filling in over 2 period of tire.

If O8M is eslimaled at 1% of the project installation cost, SWCD concerned about
annual O&WM expensa. NRCS explained this Is an off the cuff figure, however until we
know what the exact scope of Lhe praject (s, this figure Is a rough estimate only. If this
alternalive 1o Ihe project is an oplion, the cost estimate would be refined and allow a
bener estimate of what the O&M would be. It was made clear lhat aithough NRCS
typically uses a figura of 1% of installation costs as a rough annual O&M figure, our
expariance has shown that O&M an embankments tends to be much much less than this
eslimate,

Spongor Round Rabin

Jones™ Clarffies \hal addnional land ueaiments would be a separate process.

Durham: SWCO propoced doing an EA on all Ihree alternalives 10 accormmodale the
decision making process

Nelson: Clanfies that building a dem would noi require removal or restoration of the
existing project

Prokosh: Has not brought the issue 10 his supervisor yet Stated he is still fact finding.

Layne: Each meeling brings out more infornation. There are some queslions that musl
be answered. Doesn't see slale supporl of mainlenance cosls as a big problem.

Larsen: Only option 1 reduces polential (or sediment - if the praject doesn’l allempt (o
reduce sediment, then the Army doesnt need 10 be involved.

Prakosh: The state doesn'l like (0 own dams. This project was canstrucled on slale
lands so we have (o slay Involved.

Kent: DEC is only interested in water quality — the interest is in protecting the Clearwater
system. needs more information about sedimenl inpul before endorsing an option,

SWCD suggested we refresh aur view of the watershed and perhaps there is an
alternabve {ocation (or a structure even though NRCS has explored other allemalives.

Nelson: will send the group a lis| of alternalives cansidered by the engineering design
learn and a summary of why ey were sel aside. NRCS opinion is 1hal alternalive #3 1s

nol a viable altemalive. Resloration, aliernalive 2, may nolt be best “naming convention®

since we won't be able to re-vegelale moss-mat  NRCS has consldered this and has
called it Lhrs to differenliate from “slabilizaton”, altamalive #3: even though il will not be
possible 10 fully restore to pre-<construction and pre-fire condltions.

Bob Jones made the comment that NRCS NHQ does not have the money aveailable 10
do any of the alternalives. unless it's earmarked spacifically for the project. There is oniy
a 530 million budget for NRCS Watershed Program this year-nation wide If dam is the
consensus. would require congressional action from federal level and legistative action
from the state.

SWCD mentioned it is going lo be extremely difficuh 1o find candidates (o earmark finds
for a projecl of a dam SWCD said lhe reason why they are taking the approach of not
supporling a dam Is because the money Isn' there™.

According o Fish and Game, DCW s 1ne laigest Coho salmon spawning area In the
entire Yukon drainage area.

Bab does not have a dale sel for visit to Washington., Another meeting for DCW will not
be planned unll) he gets leegback (rom NRCS NHQ.
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United States Departiant of Agricultuce

ONRCS

:’obonnl Resouices Comervarion Samvica
Wosl Evergreen Avenue, Sude
Pabmer, AX 00
907-761-1760 $07-261-7750 FAX
W BT Usds gov

<<Tile>> <<FirstName>> <<LasiName>>
<<Position>>

<<Division>>

<<Departmeni>>

<<Address>>

<<City>>, <<State>> <<Zip>>

JUL 10 2009

RE: Delta-Clearwater Watershed Restoration Agency Scoping Letter

«CreetingLiney

The U.S. Depantment of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) is
th Rhoads Creck and Granite Creek sub-

NRCS. in cooperation with the Salcha-B; i
-Big Delta Sqil and Water Conservation District (SW

éolaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&.G), Alaska Department of Environmenal | "
Wal‘:;hw:d lzlt:”(mAnjngCr)razd zl;ue ﬁlaﬂ:z Depelu.nmcm of Natural Resources (ADNRY), conducted a

cliort which was completed in 199S, This plan included structural and pon-
g:-uctum. I measures intended (o Qduce sediment deposition into the Delta-Clearwater Rja\?cr 1712
Hizlmalel; Bog as well as reducu'!g flood and sediment demage to cropland, the Alaska
omnﬁﬁdmfgﬂiﬁﬁ“?ﬂrm‘ A supplement (0 !his plan was completed in 1998 in
g oatese in the inhifiration cate from the original estimate ta thag identified

:Pa:je' II of construction, mm_a(ed_ in _Scplcmbcr 1999, consisted of approximately 5,000 linear feel
‘u-.l ?uo‘? basin along \.vmh side inlets and training dikes instalted a1 Mile 1408 Road on the

2;;;“;0 lhchlaxka Highway. (;onsu_uction of Phase [ was completed in July 2001. Flow
e mpomng a:z aﬂ_er construction |dcrynﬁc€l humneraus problems with the project as designed.
om0 e‘::d issues, a formal engineering mvc_sngzlion was completed in 2002, The
o e cr; I:ev:sa: glmru.ng ef!‘on analyzing a wide variety of aliernatives, An
St anning cllort involving the project sponsors, other local, State and Federal agencies

nd (he general public was conducted between 2003 and 2008. The proposed project is th .
outcame of this 5-year multi-agency planning efforL provseLis e

Helping Pecple Help the Lana
A Lo Qppormamty Priwar pna € o

A more detailed description of the proposed project is included in the enclosed Agency Scaping
Attachment. Early identification of environmental concerns will facilitate efficient project
development. Your agency's input is important at this time to ensure potential impacts of the
restoration project are identified and faclors (o assist in the avoidance or minimization of those

irpacts are considered.

<<Specifies>>

Your timely response will greaily assist us in incorporating your concens into project develop-
menl. For that purpose, we request that you send initial comments 1o our office via mail or email
by July 31, 2009. You are also invited 10 take part in an agency scoping mecting on August S,
2009 to review the project and discuss specific issues or concems on-site. The meeting will
begin a1 10:00 AM a1 the NRCS Delia Junction Ficld Office, Jarvis Building Mile 1420.5 Alaska
Highway, and will proceed on-site following an odientation 1o the project. Final written
comments or concermns based upon the scaping meeling are due into our office by August 20,

2009.

If you have any questions regarding the proposed project, please cantact Mr. Phil Nacgele,
Assistant State Conscrvationist (Operations) at (907) 761-7758 or via cmail al
hil.naegele@ak, i . Technical questions can be directed to Mr. Brett Nelson. State

Conservation Engineer, at (907) 761-7717 ar via emnail at brest.nelson@ok usda.gov.

Sincecely,

\?OM N Jsras

ROBERT N. JONES
State Conservationist

Enclosure:  Agency Scoping Aniachment
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Della-Cleanwater Watershed Restoration Agency Scoping Altachunent

Purpose and Need

The purpose of the praposed project is (0 mnihgate the downsiream effects of (he failwre of
the origual Delie-Clearwater Watershed Project. Phasc I of which was compleied w July
2001. Severe crosion at tie project site and increased channelization of surface water
have resulied ni Mlows across lands for which no flood easements have been obtained and
an increased potential for sediment to reach the Delta-Cleanwater River and Cleanwaler
Bog dwring Now cvenis.

Restoration of the exising projoct sitc docs uol accomphish any of the origmal goals of
the walerslied projecl. Thus restoration efTort simply sevks 1o undo, 1o the extent
practicable. the mcreased erosion. flow concentration, and other negative aspects of the
partially completed project.

Project Backgrounl

Setting. The Delia-Cleanwater River is @ neur poisiine niver that is spring fed from an
alluvial aquifer. The Cleanwvater Bog, a welland complex atong the upper reaches of the
Delia-Clearwater River, coutains a network of springs and is (he prunary waler source for
the river. The spring fed waters of the Delta-Cleanvater River maintain a relauvely
stable temperanure year-ronnd preventing mmeh of the river from freezng dunng the
winler. Given the spring fed nature of the niver. jt lacks the necessary “fushing flows™
needed to flush sediment deposits. Sedimens iuputs decrease the available spawning
habilat, composing a subsianhal negative impact. The coho salmon population is
especially impacied

The Delta-Clearwater River walershed 1s approximately 232,000 actes m size. Major
subwatersheds include Sawmill Creek (109,400 acres), Granite Creek (32,000 acres), and
Rhoads Creek (55,700 acres). All three subwatersheds are epliemeral systems. About
34.900 acres drain duectly or through smaller tribmaries wio the Delta-Clearwater River,
Afier flowing out of the Granite movnlain range, Sawnill, Grauite, and Rhoads Croek all
flow (o the uorth over a gently sloping (2-3 percent slope) outwash plain of the Tapana
River. At present, Granile Creek has been pirated by Rbhoads Creek belween the Granile
Mountains and 1he cxisiing project works, so all normal flows and swmall lood flows in
these subwalersheds now {low 1 the Rhioads Creck channel. located at mile 1408 of 1hic
Alaska Higlivay.

Wartershed Plan. The U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Reseurces Couservalion
Serviee (NRCS), in cooperation wish Ihe project sponsors (sponsors) wncludiug the
Salcha-Big Delta Soil and Waler Conservation Distncl (SWCD). Alaska Deparluen! of
Fish and Game (ADF&G). Alaska Department of Envirowmnental Conservalion (ADEC)
and Lhe Alaska Departinent of Natural Resowrces (ADNR), completed the Delta-
Clearwater Raver PL83-566 Walersbed Plan and Eavironmental A<seawent w June
1995. The primary purpose of (lie projecL, as indicated in the plan, was (o proteet the
unique coho salmon and arcn¢ gravling habuat foymd in the Delta-Clearwater River and
the associated Clearwater Bog. The plan depicis reducing sediment depasition that
occurs in the fish habital. The plau also described reducing flood and sediment damage
to cropland, the Alaska Highway, local roads. and recreation areas The plan incorporated

July 2009 Page 1 of 10

Delia-Cleanvaler Walershed Restoration Ageucy Scoping Allachment

structural and non-steuctural weasures i the Sawmill Creck subwatershed and suructural
nieastues in lhe Rhoads and Granile Creek sabwatersheds,

The measures on Sawmill Creek subwatershed included 10 grade stabilization structures,
Non-structural measwres meluded Noodplain easements en 1,300 acres and permanent
wetland easements on 1,100 acres. Structural measures m 1he Rhoads and Granile Creek
subwatersheds consisicd of i three-mile diversion between the two crecks and 3.8 nules
of waterspreading diversions. Also included were 4.3 miles of grassed watenvays. These
struchural mcasures w the Rhoads and Granite Creek subwatersheds were designed 1o
reduce peak flows i these subwalersheds from approximalely 2,700 cubic fect per
second 10 S00 cubie feet per second for the 100-year frequency storma evenl. They were
estimated to reduce the sediment delivery to the Della Clearwaler River by aboim §4
percent when compared (o the ‘Mnure withow project” condition.

Supplemental Watershed Plau. The origial project design and reductions in peak flows
and sediment delivery were based on a water mfiltration rate wnto (he soil prafile of 285
cubic feet per square fool per day. Prior to finding and conunencenent of construction
on (he project, concems were raised questioning the validity of (he original nfiltraton
rale estimate, In an astemipt (o address these questions, test dnlling and penneabihity lests
were conducted at various sites along the proposed project in October 1997, The results
of 1his testing are recorded in the Delta Clearwater Geologic Luvestigation report by
Robdin §. White, dated Noveniber 1997. Based on the data from the geologic
investigation, the planners revised the estimated water infiltration rate 1o 40 cubic feet per
square foot per day. Tlus large reducuon 1 the estimrated infiltration rate wade the
anginal proposed structurzl measures for Rhoads and Granite Creek subwatersheds
inefleclive Therefore, a new plan with a different combination of strucnual measures
was needed, ullwnalely resuiling in the developineut of the Della Clearwater River
Watershed Plav. Supplcutental Plag No. 1. The new plan was signed in October 1998,

The decrease in infiltration rate frow 285 cubic feet per square foot per day to 40 cubic
feet per square foot pet day made it impossible 1o infiltrate the nnofl from a 100-year
Mood event in the Rhoads and Granite Creek subwatersheds (hrough the planned
waterspreadng system, The new plan. as set forth in Supplemental Plan No. ), modified
the original plan by reconfiguring the waterspreading syslem 10 a single four-ile
wfilration basin which would wlercept both Rhoads and Granite Creck. Onc waler
control structure would be used to divert flow out of the Rhoads Creek channel info the
walcrspreading diversion. The infiltration basw was cxpected 10 dissipate a S0-year
storm cvent. Any flow in excess of a $0-year slonn evenl would be allowed to bypass the
filration basin and would be conveyed throngh the watenshed (o 1he Cleanwaler Bog by
nieans of a grassed walerway The grassed watenvay capacity was desigoed 10
accornmodale bypass flows hrough the system up to a 100-year flood event

Progect Coustruction. Construction conunienced on Phase [ of the project in September
1999 and was completed in July 2001, This phase consisted of approxinately 5,000
linear feet af Uie planmed 4 mites of infiltzalion basin between Rhioads and Granite Creek,
along wilh appuricnant side inlets and training dikes. No work has been performed n the
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Rhoads/Granile Creek subwatersheds on the north side of the Alaska Higliway, uor has
any constmelion work beem performed in the Sawmill Creek subwalershed.

Imagpa 0 200K Digi . -
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Flupe T sute appr 1y 4 years afler construciion. Dnll ling proceeds from sile to Northeast.,

Several Mow evenls occurred during consiruclion that demonstraled munezrons probletns
for the watershed project as planned. 1o response 1o these concerns, NRCS requested a
foral engineering iovestigation on the project in July 2001, “Mhe investigation leamn
conduicted (heir site visit in Augnost 2001.

Engincering frvestigation, The invesligation tcawm relcased the revised Delia Clearwater
Watershed Project Engincering Report in February 2002, Tlis tepen idenii(ied 1hyee
overarching problems with the cwurenl plan, as delined 1n the onginal Walershed Plan and
(he Supplemnenial Watershed Plan No. 1+ 1) substantially lower infiliration rates than
were snticipated (or the infiltmation basin, 2) dispersive qualities of nalive soil causing
vury lugh erosion susceplibility, and 3) spillage of flood waters from Ihe existing projecl
works onto privale Jand where no lood easemenls cwrrently exist. The revised
Enginecting Report reconumended that NRCS and ihe project sponsors ve-initiale the
planuing process, considering a wider range of alteratives

Re-Plansiing Effort. NRCS re-opened (e planning process on the enlire project w an
allempl (0 addrexs the problems bought forth by the engineering mvestigation team  Re-
planning efYoris wete on-going Gom 2003 through 2008 and involved project sponsors.
NRCS, other Fedleral. State, and local agencies, and the general public. Brainstorming
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wvas extensive. reswlling w 17 prunary alternalives being copsidered. Thiese alicmatives
ranged fiom a high hazard dan [ the upper reaches of the watershed theongh resioration
of the existig project site, The preferred alteative. resloration of the existiug project

silc, 1s discussed in the Proposed Aclion section.

Curreny Site Status. The training dikes and side inlels of the constructed portions of the
project ;e actively eroding dirig all ftow cvents. Most of Uie coarse sediment from tus
crosiont is rapped in the existing infiltration basin but some of the Ane particles cscape
the project arca. The existing inftltration basin “spills” Mood flows n a nore
concentrated spuner than did (be pre-pioject opography. This concentrated spillage is
furthier exacerbated by the buld-up of 140% Road. which acts as a levee and maintaias the
concentrated flow for rwe miles fromn the existing inlilirahon basin to the Alaska
Highway. Fven as Lirge as lic exisling infiluation Lasin appears, it does not contain
adequate sierage 1o appreciably rouic or reduce peak flows. even from low retum penod
Now cvents.

[RITSTITRIT LIV S JUC DUGH GIMUINT U WIC LR anga Usit

The ¢rosion ol lhe project sile 1s of great concern (0 NRCS and (he sponsors, as w 1ls
present condution. Uie constructed project actially creates a worse scenario for Ihe Delta-
Clearwater River than bad this project never becn attcmpted. Aneedotal evidence
suggests flows are reaching the project area wore frequently than 1they bad historzcally.
Worse, Uiese relatively small Dows arc traveling lurther down the watershed before
natwally mfijtrating. due 1o the confwrewent of the flow by (he existing project works. If
A larget storm cvent struck thie arca, a catastrophic ammount of sedyment could deposit in
the Delia-Cleanvaler River.

July 2009 Page 4 of 10

C-29



Delta-Clearwater Remediation Project

Draft Environmental Assessment
September 2009

Della-Clearwater Walerslied Restoration Ageucy Scoping Attachment

Lo addition (o the problem of sedunent. en-site ecosiou creales many safely bazards. The
eroding areas on the project sife crealed mwnerous gnlties ranging from 0.5 feet 1o 10 feet
in height. Heavy recreationat ATV and off~road usc of the arca causes concern of
vehicles falling off the crosional fearures.
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The exishog “drll lue” was coustructed (o the west of (hie exisling ifiltralion basin
along 1he remainder of 1he proposed projeet centetline. The purpose of this drill line,
which was developed uader Phase LA of Lhe project, was to ground truth ¢usting
photogrammetric survey data and conducl infilivation tests every S00 feel along the
rawainder of the proposed infiltration basiu. This drill line is generally stable at present,
but the site is not naturally revegetating as quickly as anticipated due to recreational
traffic. Larger scale Mookl evenls may create serious addittonal erosion problews wn the
vicuuty of the drill line.

Fmally, due to (he exishing project works, concenirated flood walers are flowing across at
least two pareels of private property south of the Alaska Highway No fleod ¢ascments
arc in place oun these parcels.

Proposed Action

The prefened altemative is 10 restore the enlue project site as closely as practical 1o pre-
project lopography aud condilions. Sile restoration would mvalve removing Lhe training
dikes. filling the side mlets, filling the infiltration basin, removing the buslt-up portiou of
1408 Road. providing a reasonable planfiug mediun on the restored surface of the site,
citlier seeding o1 relying on natural regeneraton, removal of e low sphitng channels
near the Alaska Highway, and purchasing flood easciucnts for affecied private property

11s cumestly anticipaled (hat lopsoil material for site resioration would be oblained from
berm piles located on nearby agriculmral land, These berms dre remmnant froim the land
clearing efforis that were pan of (he onginal State of Alaska Delta Agricultural Projects,
and contain (opsoil imixed wilh high concenlrations of organic matler and some woody
debns. Using the berm matenal has nwnerous benefits as a pJanting mednmm. The high
concentralion of organic matier provides Lot so1l ferhility and inoisture relention
benefits. The benaos also serve as seed banks for nauve vegetation, and the woody debnis
can be used on e restored site 10 disrupt overland flow. The berws screened for
rentovs] and nse will be selected based o criferia thar are currently being developed by
NRCS Berins wluch are growing species which are listed an the State of Alaska list of
noxious weeds (11 AAC 34.020) will be clunmated from consideration.

The cost of this allemative was rouglily estiinated at $8 to $10 million dollars. Lven with
sile restoration, some short-lenn maintenance will be requured if the reccatly restored site
is damaged by flow events. While it will be relatively expensive to reslore the project
sile, thie re-plauming e considered e expense justifiable o bight of cwrrent conditions
and public concerns. This justtfication is pranised ou (he reduciion of erosion fow (ue
cxisiing project sie by removing the weining dikes and side inlets 1t concentrale infow
(o Lhe basin, as swell as removing Ihe arhficially steep flow gradicut inta (he existing
basin. Lo addition. resloration efforts would wvolve removing the built-up 1908 Road.
The road currently functions as a levee and concentrates low from the infiltration basin
(o lhe Alaska Highway,

Prelimlnacy Research Results
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Field observations dunng flow events. anecdotal reports from long lime residents. and
pic-project lopography and condilious., all suggest thal restoration will muinize adverse
affects to the Delta-Cleanwater Raver. The following siunniarizes the results of our
preliminary rescarch:

Cleau Water Act. Waters of the United Stales in the project aren mclhide 1be Rhoads
Creek ciumel below the ordinsry high water line as well as permadrost-driven black
spruce wellands are located within the project arca. These waters are under the
regulatory jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) The onginal
walershed project was permilied ymder USACE permit 4-1999-0120. The proposed
project would mvolee returnmg Rhoads Creek te its original configuration. which
followed the Mile 1408 road. There are no plans al this 1ne to discharge dredged or [ill
matetial owtside of the onginal disturbed area. A USACE Scection 404 penuit will be
required for the work in Rhoads Creck. Comnslruction projects of greater lhan | acre also
require a Section 402 discharge permit, which would be cither a National Pollntant
Discharge Elinmnation System (NPDES) permit from the Environmental Protection
Ageucy (EPA) or an Alaska Pollutant Discharge Chnunation System (APDES) perl
from the Alaska Department of Envitonmental Conservauon Thus permut will require
the preparation and implementation of a Stonn Water Pollution Prevenlion Plan
(S\WPPP) for 1he project.

Neither Rhoads Creek nor Granite Creck are on the most recent list (2008) of Alaska's
lnpaired Waters,

Coastal Zowe Management Areas and Coral Reefs  Accornding to Lhe inost recent version
of the Alaska Coastal Zone Boundary Maps, the project is not located wilhin the coastal
zone There are no coral reels in lhe project area

Cultural Resonrces. The restoration project will take place ou ground tiat was
extensively dishurbed during the conswuclion of the previous projoct. Bern piles whiclt
may be uscd as matenal sources were also pieviously distirbed, as they are a retunant
feature of land clearing activiles. NRCS does not anticipate impacts (o cultural resources
as a result of the restoration project. Sectiou 106 consultation is being initiated with 1he
Alaska State Historic Preservation Oflicer (SHPO) regarding potential impacts (o cultural
resources,

Eudaugered and Threatened Species. A scaich of the U.S. Fish and Wildhfe Service
(FWS) Tlucatened and Endangered Specics Syslew (TESS) dalabase wadicales thal (here
arc 0o Federally-hsted Threatened Endangered, Proposed, or Candidate species which
occur in the project area  Slale Species of Syecial Concern which may oceur in the
project arca include the American peregrine falcow (Falco peregrinus anatum), olive-
sided flycatcher (Comapus cooperr), gray-checked thrush (Carliaris mivims).
Townsend's warbler (Dewdroica towaseudi). and blackpell warbler (Destdroica striota).
This restoration project is not aAnticipared 1o affect existing habilat Jor these species al the
sile of 1he previous projecl. Bemn removal may adversely affect individuals of these
specics, therefore it is expected thai this aclivily will be done sn accordance with the I'WS
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Advisory: Recouunended Tune Periods for Avoiding Vegetation Clearing in Alaska in
order Lo Prolect Migrloiy Birds. Loss of habilat for these species from berm rows is
expected 1o be substannially of)set by the Jong-terni resioration of forest cover al the
reslormtion site.

Environmental Justice. The proposed resiorztion project is not expecled to have
disproportionate adverse enviromnental or hunan bhealth effects on low-income, manonty
populations or Alaska Native Tribes.

Fisheries and Essennal Fish Habsrar. Rlioads Creek 1s an cplierncral stream that docs not
maulam populatons of either resident or anadromous fish species. Accordwng 1o 1he
Alaska Catalog of Waters lmporiant for the Spawming, Rearing or Migralion off
Anadromous Fishes, the Delta-Clearwater Ruver is spawning habitat for chun salmou
(Oncoripmiclues keta) and spawning and rearing habitat for anadromons Coho salmon
(Oncorlynchus kisutch). The river also has a resident pepulation of Arctic grayling
(Tinvanalhas arcticis). The proposed restoration project would reduee the likelihood for
aud exicul of sedimentalion of (¢ Della-Clearwater Ruver from the Rhoads Creck and
Granife Creek subwatersheds back 16 approximalely pre~constniction levels

Flaodplatn Managemant. The proposed restoration project is within the 100-ycar
floodplain of Rhoads Creek and Grantte Creek. The original PL83-566 waleishied project
was an alleupt 1o mitigate downstream flood damage. This restorarion project will return
the floodplan 1o approxunately pre-constmiction floodplain paticrns.

Invasive Species. The inost hikely vector for nbxious and invasive species onte the
resloratton project would be 1n the matenal eblained from berm piles located on nearby
agricullwral land.  The benns will be sereened for removal and use will be selecled based
on eriteria that are currently being developed by NRCS, Benms which are growiug
species which are bisied on the State of Alaska list of noxious weeds (L1 AAC 34.020)
will be climinated froin consideration.

Ahigrarory Birds. Migrlory waterlowl, shorebirds, and passerines are all present on the
currenl site 10 some extent. Although the wfiliraton basin docs nol retain water for lang
periods and has not developed aquatic or ripanan characteristics, the basin is used as a
resting area for bolh migralory watcrfowl and sborebirds. Passcrines nest in the forested
areas surrounding the project, and small raptors have been seen hinting in the grassy
areas siwrronmding the exisling project. Thiis restoration projeet would remove the resting
area for the migratory waterfowl and shosebirds. although the overall Labital value of this
arca is numimal. The resteration of the siic would increase the hinuting habit for sinall
raptors w (he short tenmn, and would eventually be restored 10 a forested habilal suitable
for passetines.

Natyral Areas. The existing flood control project is located within a largely natural area
located south of the Alaska Highway. This mea 1s under the managemeni of the Alaska
Departmem of Nanwal Resources (ADNR) ond the U.S. Burcau of Land Mansgement
(BLM). The cxisting project is Jocaled on land inanaged by ADNR. "The restoration of
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the exisung project would be consisient with the uses on the remainder of the najural
arcas to 1he sowth of (he project.

Prime and Unique Farmlands. There arc no designated prinie or vnigue farlands in
Alaska. The Siate of Alaska has not designated Farmlands of Statewide Imponance tor
Alaska. The project is not tocated within or near designated Fannlands of Local
hnportuice.

Riparian Areas. The npatian arcas adjacent Io Rhoads Creek wilhin the project area
were allered durmig the construction of (he curvent site. The proposed project would
restore Rhoads Creek 10 11s approximate original channel and re-establish ripanan
vegetation along the disturbed scetion,

Scenic Beauty The current project is an obviously constructed area m the middle of an
otherwise nunwral seiting. [n addition 1o ibe constructed terrain, the lack of successful
revegetation of Ihe sile and the severe erosion detract from the scente beauty of (he
overall area, The proposed restoralion projoct wonld help restore the sceme integnty of
the current site.

Socioeconomics. Sice the constniction of the existing project, recreational use of the
current site and siyonnding area has jocreased substantially. The improvemenl of e
Mile 1408 voad has increased accessibilily to the area. The dikes and 1he drill linc are
used as teatls for All-Terramn Vehicle (ATV) 1rafTic, and the cleared arca around he
wfiltration basin is used extenstvely as a camping area, especially during hunting season
The ymerons old lnde and gul piles in (he project area ichicate that hunling pressure in
the area is both high and successful The proposed project would serve to reduce access
to the area by retumng the Mile 1408 Road back 1o il's onginal wninproved slate and
chourate the large parking arca that is the wfilranow basin, The dikes sod drill line
would also be removed and the area restored. includiug placing large woody debris bols
as a deterrent 1o ATV LeatTic aud fo help dissipate overland flow,

Weslauds. Permalrosi-driven black spruce wetlands are located near 1he proposed
project. A USACE Section 404 periat (4- 1999-0120) was obtained for the original
consiruction project. As no work oulside of the original project tootprint or esfablished
agricultural ficlds (bemn removal) is planned al Uns lune. oo wetland ypacts arc
anticipated as a resull of the proposed projeer.

IWild and Seenic Rivers. There are no desigpated Wild and Scenic Rivers n Lhe vicumty
of the proposed projeet. The nearest designaled river is 1he Della River staniing
approxunalely ¥i male soulh of Black Rapds.

Wildlife. The cuvent wiilration bz is being used as a2 watering hole for wildlifc in the
project area durng and for a short period (ellowing flow ¢venls NRCS personnel have
obscrved moose and wolf tracks as well as other wildlife sign in and around the basin
nrargins. The proposed project would reinave the basin as a source of water, bowever
Rhoads Creck itsclf would remain as a sonrce of waler during Mlow events  Also,
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resloruig microtopography and capping lhe existing coarse materials with organic-rich
topsoil will allow natural ponuding 1o occur. The resioration of the site may also
somewhal reduce the bun(ing pressure o the arca (se¢ Sociocoouoruics above),

The ramoval of benns from agriculinral lands may also have adverse effects on local
wildlife. These benms ase frequently oesting aod shelter areas for upland game birds such
as spruce grouse (Falclpenits canadensis), ruffed grouse (Benasa winbellus), aud sharp-
taited arouse (Tymp Jis phasianellus) as well as onmerous passerine species The
berms also scrve as wildlife corndors for otber species. NRCS is conducting a Wildhfe
Habital Evaluahon for the proposed project, wicluding berm removal, as part of the
Envirommental Assessutent.
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Meeling Nofes Wed Aug. S, 2009

I Na gelc, Cs 88 [ S1a al perat p-
Phil Naegele NR Assislant State Conscrvationist for O rations, welcomed the grou Lisi
’ 1 AN m s

!Brcu Nelson. I\fRCS Sla(c_ Conservalion Enginecr provided projeci history and overview

;;l;(l,:q‘ng Granite mountain flooding. the impontance of the Clearwater River (o Coho salmon

o rOI:ng:of (:1;9 :393? Thc_projecl spo;_ocgu were lisied and imponant dates of the project stated
: n3truclion staned. 1 NRCS 3 ineenng i igati

2003 19 7008 omiven rvotond. requested a formal engineenng Inveshgation,

The |h|jcn: basic oplions for the project us it stands now were previcwed:
;)) ;-In'ulc (;Ia;pz;::nslmcwd. it would be wenty-feet high. Cost of $50 million

e slabilized- thi | ire L , [
ey is would require continued maintenance and could see worse crosion than
3) Site Restoration, this would bring Lhe site back 10 pre—construciion conditions.

Option 3 was discussed: reviewed map of : i i

! p of watet flow: described Iraiming dikes and lev ad):

depicted where fill would be removed (levee, waining dik i e apond:
. s, and spoil pile:

would be needed (basin and side inleis) g porlpiles) and where fl

SCus | ng- N billly how ve lation matenal (rom wy could be used 1o re-
Di scd lo term s(al gC al berm ro I uw

Channel re-creaied wilh levee removed as »( was pre-project.

S}I]cvc Becker. Cox]uacl_NEPA Specialist, explamed the ephemeral nature of Rhoads Crock

channel at lh_c project site. He sard water does noX flow continuously in the channe). Flow

E:_.T a;'c ;'delg:(c:pamlcd chronologically and anly occur during heavy rain or unusual spring
uk-up. Rhoads Creek channel coul i

et poo-prot ¢l could be uscd as access (0 the area for reereational purposes as

Flow cvenis were pictorislly shown through compuicr modeling

Phil Nacgele provided overview of fundin speci i
{ g and special topics. Not NRCS. ror panners, ha
funding fo_r any pan of_lhc project at this time. Recovery / Stimulus funding (A[;lRA) coul;;c a
s::l:u.:r:dmg oiponunuy to move this project forward. Preparation for ARRA funding
sibilities is (he { ight timeli s
o the i reason for the tight timelines— the project must be shovel ready 16 compete

Public Mecting concerns of issues of access and caseme i
if S nts wer
meeling was held over a year ago.) # briefly touched an. (4 puble

Steve Becker previewed the time-line for NEPA. A draft EA should be out by September 15,
2009. An agency meeting and public meeting will be held in Delta Junction to review rhe
proposal and Draft EA. The meeting will be advenised in Fairbanks. Anchorage, and local
papers. The final EA will be produced following comraents. NEPA documents are planned 1o
be completed by December 31, 2009.

Open Discussion and Questions Notes
{Commenls and questions nolcd by agency, not person)

District (Delta Junction Soil and Water Conservation District) had contacied DNR about limiting
vehicular access (not 4-wheelers) They were told it could 1ake over a year for DNR 10

adjudicatc the easement.

DNR (the spokesperson is relatively new 10 this project and is replacing retiring employce
Rabert Layne) said DNR can limit use but polilically itis difficult to limil use. The State public
process must be followed. DNR asked if access lo the arca is available elsewhere.

NRCS responded access is plentiful through other routes.

District reported seving the landscape (om-up. 5 suburban driving 2 miles beyond project and
trucks tearing up the area  Highway vehicles were reported 1o ofien be on the propety.

DNR responded that it is possible for DNR (0 sel permits or regulations far the area.

Contractor mentioned shion-term access would need 1o be controlled during on-sile work and
possibly longer term.

NRCS reiterated land ownership tights: The Siate 1 landowner and has control of access.
NRCS's primary concem is resteration of the hydraulic and sediment processes at the project site
and those cffects away from the project site that are caused by the existing work.

DNR stated that aliernate access with compliance is best and DNR does not have enforcement
ability.

District commented on the concern for bighway vehicles causing erosion, not 4-wheelers.
DNR explaincd that access is nol the same as a recreal ion “hang our™ location.

NRCS stated that motosized raffic has an impact on the existing project site.

Districl asked about leveling versus channeling and NRCS explained water flow. low flow, and

the DOT culvert system. Because a better explanation to this guestion could be given on-site, the
group broke for lunch and planned to reconvene after lunch for the site visil,
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Site Visit Notes
(Commenls and questions noted by agency. not persan)

C:nr.wim 1o site. Upon arrival on-sile, the agenry group saw a very large RV with trailer camping
at the infiltration basin and a family in an SUV driving further into the site area.

Drill Jine

NRCS explained how and why the drill line was erected  DNR asked if 5t 58 used for access.
NRCS said yes. duc (o the project installing the drill line. now ATV’s use it as an aceess trail,
Resloration would need to involve vegerating the line with woody species such as trees and
brush. not jusi grass  DNR thought public would push back against not being able 1o use the now
cslablished trail and asked \f an agreement could be made with a trail left and still restore the rest
of the project, NRCS reminded the group the Stale 1s the landowner and that the State would
need (o Lake full responsibility of the land and any trail lefi,

DEC commented that all the panners would have (o agree on the process. DNR said options
would need 10 be weighed: benefits of access versus risks of leaving the Iril in place not just
trail vsers but all residents rights need 10 be considered. Impacts 1o private property ownecs' mus!
also be considered. NRCS interjected a reminder aboul the Coho salmon habilal that is at risk
due (0 increascd erosion due 1o the cxisting project warks. NRCS would need 10 look at the
proposal and review with all the State Agencics, then hold public mectings. before a preliminary
decision could ke place  NRCS asked about the Lime frame for Stale aciton. DNR explained is
would depend on the complicalion of the project and easements and reiterated that access is a
"!‘IOI bution™ issue. This project needs an easement (o deconsiruct, which is not the normal
siluation for the Stale, per DNR.

Spoil Pile
Thclg:?up viewed excess malenal (in spoil piles) from the settlement basin excavation. The
spoil pile has no water holding capacity and if fine solls are at the bottom of the pile. NRCS

would like Lo use 11 on top of the seltlement basin iffwhen the basin is refilled as part of the
tesioralion effort.

Overflow Noiches

Currenlly, a one-year storm cvent more than fills the basin and the basin has no appreciable
routing effect, even on small flow cvents. Two emergency spillways were cut afier the ariginal
basin was formed. Together, Ihe sprliways cannot guite hold & 100-year flow evem1 NRCS
explained 100-year ¢vent means any year has a one peccent chance of Nooding to 1hat degree.
Alaska has only twenty years of rain records, so Alaska stalislics are not particularly reliable
when predicting frequency of large flood events

"N_:nural" channe} of Rhoads Creck (on 1408 Road just above project area)
This chaanel was created by ccosion pracesses when water staned flowing down the 1408 Road
cleared by the military in the 1940's.

This lype of channel is what existed all the way down (o the Alntcka Highway priar lo
consliuction stanting on the walershed project NRCS’s restoration concept would propose to
recreate this channel approximately as it was prior 10 construclion commencement back in 1998,

DEC asked if NRCS was thinking of planting and cabling-in willows. NRCS said_lols of
revegeintion efforts would be necessary and vegaation was of utmost impornance in the
reconstruction. Whether or not reveg is accamplished through natural reveg processes ar
planting has not yel been decided bul likely some of each process f"ou’q be used. There are no
plans for cabling-in revetments ke is commonly used as a bioengineering bank treatment on

perennial streams.

Side Inlet | . )
The headcut is moving up-strearn and erosion is streiching further into the walershed. The group

briefly discussed how dala was missing when project was staned, and thus mistakes followed.

DNR asked if the whole reason o do ihis project is to keep the silt out of the Clearwater Bog and
Clearwater River. NRCS explaincd. eventually the erosion on the project site will begin (o0
naturally stabilize but we do ol know how much worse it could get before naturally stable
condilions are reached. This natural siabilization could take a long time (cven 1C0 years or more
given ephemeral nawre of sysiem). The erosion occurring n and along side inlet | shows what
can oceur in only six years (2003-2009) with no major flow events. (There have been no evenls
greater than a 10 year evenl or 24 hour event).

Training Dikes )
NRCS explained that the training dikes were to direct water into the side inlels. 1t was thought
thal (raining dikes would be a less erosive manner of getting flood walers imo the infiltration
basin. From 2003 until 2005, significant crosion took place along Training Dike 2. In 2008
NRCS reshaped the dike to eliminate safety nsks due 1o vertical erasion scars. Now, summer of
2009. the training dike is cut again and in bad condilion [rom erosion.

Untouched Area between Side Inlet | and Side [nle1 2 .
The arca provided an example of what the whole sile would look like afier restoration: good

brush cover. moss mat, downied rees and growing teees.

Side Inler 2 ]
Minor flows causing crosion are seen at Side [nler 2. NRCS deseribed how. through the

proposed project, side inlets would be filled level 1o slightly higher m:m level to encoucage flows
inlo the natucal. untouched areas between side inlets. This will help give the restared areas of the
side inlets time Lo heal without as much polential damage (com small Mow cvents. The
averfilling would be relatively minor. During major ITow events the flow m;ed; (0 cover the
entire landscape to minimize polential erosion. NRCS does not want (o antificially concentrate
flow in any manner, including by substantial overfilling of the side inlels Lo proiect them during
the reveg process. DNR asked if there was enough fill on site ta accomplish all th.c refilling.
NRCS explained no soil was moved off-sitc during consiruction and it was NRCS' opinion there
was adequate fill on sitc lo accomplish the restoration. Berms from local farm I?;Ids could also
be wsed for 1 establish a better growing medium at the surface and provide addilional fill
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maierial. If additional Gl matcrials were needed, NRCS proposcd obwining them from other
sources away from the project sile. There are six side inlels.

Long Levec. River Rock
NRCS continued cxplanation of channel re-creation and necessary corridor re-vegelanan,

DOT Spliniag Channel
DOT seulement basin viewed. (No one utiended the meeting from DOT.)

Questions and Answers on Site

Conieacior requested Agency Meeting commenis provided 1o NRCS by Aug 19. 2009. NRCS
saud they would comments and inpul. The conlractar w)ll compile the comments for NRCS. All
commcents will be addressed in the Draft EA. Meeiting suendees agreed thal open lines of

communtication arc peninent

Contraclor said he would compile contacl information from the meceting and requesiced other
contacls be sent 10 him if others wanted to be added 10 the contact list.

Agency Review Mecung and Public Mecting will 1ake place in lale Seplember. First the Publie
Mecting will take place and then the Agency Mecting.

End of site visit and mecting.

Mceting Nates with ADF&G and NRCS September 2, 2009

Pcrsons present.

Steve DeBois Arca Wildlife Biologist and Bison Range Manager, ADF&G
Frenty Parker, Upper Tanana Arca Managemem Biologist, ADF&G
Robert (Mac) McLcan, Regional Supervisor. ADF&G

Brett Nelson, Swate Conscrvalion Engineer NRCS

Ph:l Nacgele. Assisiamt State Conservationist, NRCS

Meeting Duration® 2 hours

An update on the staws of the walershed was provided by NRCS. It was explained that
the urgency of meeting the quick timehnes revolves around the opportunity (o reccive
funding (rom the ARRA and the requirereras that the project is designcd and constructed
in the summer of 2010. It was explained that this may be the only opportupily in the
foresecable future to ~fix™ this site. NRCS cxplained that the sile “as-is" is in a warse
condition for the Clearwater fisheries then if the project had never begun. The idea of site
restoralion is to put the sitc back 10 pre-consicuction condition, Brett Nelson gave an
overview of the prapased design of the project and solicitcd ADF&Q wiput. Discussions
centered on the 1408 berm and the concentraied flow that occurs directly 10 the Alaska
Highway and the filling of the basin and training dikes. Waler (low modcls were passcd
around (o show how flow will be able to Mlow in a natural NE dircetion after the removal
of the 1408 berm. Easements for North of the Alaska Highway werc also discussed it was
cxplained that this would need 0 be pursucd as pan of a waicrshed effon bul not part of
the watershed project since il was most likely thal casements would be oblained by
aurition and AK DNR presently is not receplive 16 casemenls.

Issues brought up by ADF&G include:

* Questioned the development of a chanael/access that is inciscd even though that
was whal was present prior to construction

* Asked about the Spread of Noxious and invasive weeds when using berm material
from the Deha Ag arca,

¢ Brought up the need for a parking area for public at the present location of the site

* Altematives to filling the basin or other aclions 1o solve ar lessen the problem

* The need for a good public relations and education c2ampaign as it is anticipated
Lhat recreational users will complain to the local ADF&G affice about the project.
This would include raedia releascs in the Delta, Fairbanks, and Anchorage media,

¢ Questions were brought up about the benefit of fesloration versus leaving the site
“as-is”
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Alter discussions on the issues a summarized tist of items were reviewed as consensus: D e ' a 1 I I

e The 1408 channel/access should not be re-created/incised bur simply level with
cxisting natural ground 10 maximize shoet flow rather than concentrated flow

¢ The bison range would not be considered as a source of woody material since the R
stite does not have funds 10 mange addilional acreages

» The basin would need te be filled b a parking area would be provided for
recreational users, this area would be designed 1o be un-obsinuctive (o water flow — -
and possibly armored 10 help keep it stable during flows. o~ . .

¢ The 1408 levee would be removed
* A good Public Relations campaign would be done 10 educate the public on
protecling the Cleanwater River System T T A% e P e

39%* 33
41
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Unlted States Dupartwant of Agriculture

GNRCS

Natural Resources Conservslion Service
800 Wst Evorgrean Aveaus, Sute 100
Palmer, AK 99645

907-761-7760 907-761-TT90 FAX
oy ak nICs. usda. gay

<<FirstNam¢>> <<LastName>>, <<Positton>>
<<Division>>

<<Departmear>->

<<Address>>

<<City>>, <<Stale>> <<Zip>>

SEP 082009

Dear <<Tide>> <<LasiName>>:

On Augusi 5, 2009, the U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Secvice
(NRCS) conducted an agency scoping mecting tegarding restoranion of the Rhoads Crevk and
Granite Creek sub-watersheds of the Delia-Clearwater River. The project would remove the
walershed conuol measures previously installed by NRCS and restore the sile 1o as close (o pre-
project conditions as practicable. NRCS is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the
proposed project in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and
imnplementing regulatons.

Enclosed pleasc find a copy of the meeting noles for the August 5™ ageney staping mecling,
Our thanks go to those agencies able (o attend, and hope thal those wha were unable (o attend or
(o send 2 represeniative will continue 10 participate in project development und the NEMA
process. The draft EA will be available for agency and public revicw on or around September
15,2009. You will be notificd of its availability and the URL for downloading the document in
a separale leter.

If you have any questions regarding the proposcd project, please contact Mr. Phil Naegele,
Assistant State Conscrvationist - Operations at: (907) 761-7760 or via cmasl i

phil naegele@ak usda.gov. You can direct any technical questions 10 Mr, Brett Nelson, Staw
Conscrvation Engineer, at (907) 761-7760 or via cmail at: yreit nelson(@ak usda.gov,

Sincerely,

(24;&,# . O omees

ROBERT N. IONES
State Conservalionist

Enclosure:  Agency Scoping Atlachment

cc:  Phil Navgele, Assistant Stale Conservationist. NRCS
Bruit Nelson, Siate Conscrvation Engineer. NRCS
Caiherine Hadley, Disirict Conservationist, Della Field Office, NRCS
Rodncy Everel, Reality Speeiahst, Fairbanks Ficld Otlice. NRCS
Sieve Becker, CEP. Environmental Manager, Stevens Village Council
Holping Pooplo Help the Land

A ot Dgpetomaty Faswder s (7 brre

Larry Bright. Branch Chicf
Environmental Review

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Scrvice
101 Y2th Avenue, Room 110
Fairbanks. AK 9970}

Marcva Combes, Dircclor
Alaska Opcrations OfYicy:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

222 W, Tth Avenue, 19
Anchorage, AK 99513

Shelly Jacobson, Field Manager
Ceniral Yukon Ficld Office

U.S. Burcau of Land Management
1150 University Avenue
Fairbanks, AK 99709

Robert McLeun, Manager
Habilat Division

Suate of Alaska DF&G
1300 College Road
Fairbanks. AK 99701

LawTtence Peliz, Habitat Conservation Specialist

National Marine Fishcries Service
P.O. Box 43
Anchoroge, AK 99513

trene Catalone, Local Government Specialist
Divisian of Community Advecacy

State of Alaska DCCED

21} Cushman Sireet

Fairbanks. AK 99701-2744

Torsten Ernst, Environmental Specialist
Division of Spill Prevention and Response
Suite of Alaska DEC

610 University Avenue

Fairbanks, AK 99709

Christy Everei Manager

Fairbanks Regulatory Ficld Qffice
U.S. Ammy Corps ot Engincers

2175 University Avenue, Svile 201E
Faithanks, AK 99709-4910

Chris Miltes, Northern Region Manuger
Division of Mining, Land and Water
Swle of Alaska DNR

3700 Airport Way

Fairbanks. AK 99709

Lynn Kent, Directar
Division of Water

State of Alaska DEC
P.O. Box 111800
Juncau, AK 99811-1800

Follow - up /C#ﬂk Ma ( Merge List /)6'82 ]
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Charles Knight, Norther Region Manager
Division of Agticuliure

State of Alaska DNR

1648 S. Cushman Strcct, Suite 201t
Fairbanks, AK 99701

Rex Wrigtey. Chair
Salcha-Dcla SWCD

P.O. Box 547

Deha Junction, AK 99737

Fronty Parker, Fisheries Biologist
Spon Fish Division

Stat of Alaska DF&G

P.O. Box 603

Delia Junction, AK 99737

Michelle Corrigan. Envitonmental Specialist
Division of Water

State of Ataska DEC

610University Avenuc

Fuirbanks, AK 99709

Dan Proulx. Division ol Agdculture
Stacc ol Alaska DNR

3700 Airpont Way

Fairbanks. AK 99709

Howard Thics. Maintcaance & Operations Director
Nonhemn Region

State of Alaska DOT&PF

2301 Peger Road

Fairbanks, AK 99709-5316

Mike Tvenge. Administrator
City of Delta Junclion

P.O. Box 229

Dela Junction, AK 99737

Sieve DuRois. Wildlile Biologist
Wildlhifc Conservation Division
Statc of Alaska DF&G

P.O. Box 605

Delta Junction, AK 99737

Diunna Leinberger,

Division of Mining, Land and Water
Staie of Alsska DNR

3700 Airport Way

Fairbanks, AK 99709

jZéMV//(J Lé’é&“/’
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