Regular Meeting Thursday, June 11, 2015 — 6:30PM
City Hall Council Chambers 300 Chief Eddie Hoffman Highway

MEMBERS

Joy Shantz
Chair

Term Expires
12/2015

John Guinn
Vice-Chair
Term Expires
12/2015

Heather Pike
Council Rep.

Term Expires
10/2015

Kathy Hanson
Committee Member
Term Expires
12/2016

Cliff Linderoth
Committee Member
Term Expires
12/2016

Vacant
City Planner
Ex-Officio Member

Betsy Jumper
Recorder

AGENDA

I CALL TO ORDER
II. ROLL CALL
II. PEOPLE TO BE HEARD — (5 Minute Limit)
IV. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE MAY 14, 2015 MEETING
V. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA
VI COMMISSIONER COMMENTS

VIL ADJOURNMENT

Posted June 5, 2015, at City Hall, Post Office, AC Quick Stop, and Corina’s Case Lot Groceries
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City of Bethel, Alaska
Planning Commission
May 14, 2015 Regular Meeting Bethel, Alaska

1. CALL TO ORDER:

A regular meeting of the Planning Commission was held on May 14, 2015 in the City of Bethel Council
Chambers room, in Bethel, Alaska.

Vice-Chair John Guinn called the meeting to order at 6:45 p.m.

II. ROLL CALL:

Compromising a quorum of the Committee, the following members were present for roll call: John Guinn,
Heather Pike, Kathy Hanson, and Cliff Linderoth. Joy Shantz was excused. Also present was recorder Betsy
Jumper.

III. PEOPLE TO BE HEARD: Nobody wished to be heard.

IV. APPROVAL OF AGENDA:
MOTION TO APPROVE THE AGENDA OF May 14, 2015

MOVED: Heather Pike To approve the agenda, but postpone Item B, Tall Tower
Ordinance.

SECONDED: Cliff Linderoth

VOTE ON MOTION | All in favor
4 yes, 0 opposed.

V. APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
MOTION TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF APRIL 9, 2015

MOVED: Heather Pike
To approve the minutes of April 9, 2015.

SECONDED: Kathy Hanson

VOTE ON MOTION | All in favor
4 yes, 0 opposed

VII. UNFINISHED BUSINESS : None

VIII. NEW BUSINESS:
A. Minor Replat of USS 3230, vacating a common lot line between lots 6 & 7, Block 12, to create a single lot 1
Block 12 to create JWS subdivision.

MOVED: Cliff Linderoth Motion to introduce Item A.

SECONDED: Heather Pike

VOTE ON MOTION | All in favor

4 yes, 0 opposed
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A discussion ensued.

MOVED: Kathy Hanson To take no action on Item A until the applicant has been
contacted for further clarification.

SECONDED: Cliff Linderoth

VOTE ON MOTION | All in favor

4 yes, 0 opposed.

IX. COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS: Kathy: Asked what did the City Council do for the budget
request for $61,000 to subcontract for Planning Services—also inquired if the Planning Director job is being
advertised. Plus, we need more members on the commission; it's an interesting commission—all about the
future of Bethel and it’s very important. And we need a Planning Director. Cliff: Nothing really, except saw
the 1% mosquitoe’s—they’re here, and also the swallows. The cavalry is here. Heather: The only comments
I have—unless the majority of the Planning Commission doesn‘t want me to—is to continue to lobby against
the $61,000 expenditure. I think 679.00 per day in Bethel is too much, especially after consulting with the
City Attorney and Betsy—we have nothing pending for the Planning Commission. We don't need an acting
Planning Director to come out here and sit with us for our monthly meetings. That’s not justification for
$61,000 for 90 days. The other thing that’s exciting is that I asked the City Attorney to look into the legalities
of a 2" class city versus a 1% class city. With a 1% class city, a City Planner is needed/required; with a 2™
class city, a Planning Director is not required. I think that that’s a real viable option and something I want to
talk further about is if Betsy or whoever the employee that is in the position already, if they had interest, with
Code Enforcement training and possibly entering into some courses to become a Planner 1 where we can
develop from within. We already have a long term employee that’s worked under two Planning Directors.
Why do we need to hire an outsider who may only stay for a year? Why not invest in the employee we
already have that is knowledgeable about working in this field?—just food for thought. John: had no
comments.

X. ADJOURNMENT

MOVED: Kathy Hanson Motion to adjourn the meeting at 7:20.

SECONDED: Cliff Linderoth

VOTE ON MOTION | All in favor
4 yes, 0 opposed

Next meeting will be on June 11, 2014 , Joy Shantz, Chairperson
ATTEST: , Betsy Jumper, Recorder
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CITY OF BETHEL

PLANNING OFFICE
P.O. Box 1388 ¢ Bethel, Alaska 99559
907-543-5301
Fax # 907-543-4186

6-2-15

--The Planning Department has been busy with the summer season. So far, 34 permits
have been issued, double the amount from last year at the same time. Mostly for infill for
sand pad improvements/stabilizations. A couple new housing permits were issued. The
Moravian's are constructing a new dormitory and an office.

--The Engineer from DOWL was here again in May, going over Institutional Corridor items.
A copy of a quitclaim deed granting easement was sent o the Engineer--he's checking with
his “land” people 1o see if it is what is needed.

-- Daily/weekly/monthly routines—answer phones, do legal descriptions from callers
and/or walk-ins; pick up mail twice weekly from City Hall; assist the public in filling out
site plan permits as needed; digitizing of historical site plan permits as time allows and
updating CAD address map as time allows. Do planning commission agendas, ongoing until
the date of posting; do meeting minutes, both draft and final, route planning packets to
members, and attend and record monthly Planning Commission meetings. Update COB
website with final minutes/packets/agendas when done. Did a couple of assignments for
the City Manager on two properties.

--The District Recorder’s office is going to be closing here in Bethel, as well as other
smaller communities statewide. This will be somewhat inconvenient, as any
documents/plats that need to be recorded will now have to go to Anchorage.

--¥YTD monies the Planning Dept. has collected is $2045.00.

ey Y



2015 SITE PLANS ISSUED

Date arrived Approval Cubic Yards

Number|Housing Type in Planning Date Fill Lot Block Subdivision Name of Applicant Land Owner Address
15-01 Infill OCT. 2014 4/6/15 87,000 44A USS 4117 KNIK Construciton Alex Hatlely 1171 KNIK RD. ****POA#-2014-484
15-02 Construct a shed, infill 4/3/15 4/3/15 1920 10 6 Kasayuli Tim and Ashley Crace Tim and Ashely Crace 5908 Nacaullek Street
15-03 Relocate a 20'x16' bldg 4/14/15 4/14/15 84 g 5 Mumtretlek Richard Yager Richard Yager 386 1st Ave.
15-04 Construct a house 4/15/15 4/16/15 Nuvak Henry Jung Henry Jung 180 North Ave.
15-05 Erect a wind tower 4/15/15 4/16/01 5 1 Martina Oscar Robert Sherer Rober Sherer 430 Ptarmigan St.
15-06 Infill 5/4/15 5/5/15 240 36 6 City Sub Stanley Hoffman Stanley Hoffman 327 Akiachak
15-07 Infill 5/5/15 5/5/15 1200 13 3 USS 3230 A&B Robert Graham Robert Graham 510-520 6th Ave.
15-08 Infill 5/5/15 5/5/15 1200 21 2 USS 3770 Robert Graham Robert Graham 280 6th Ave.
15-09 Infill 5/5/15 5/5/15 1296 3 6 USS 3770 Robert Graham Robert Graham 313 Akiachak Ave.
15-10 Infill 5/6/15 5/6/15 50 20 4 USS 3230 A&B Casey Burke Casey Burke 840 7th Ave.
15-11 Infill 5/6/15 5/6/15 600 6 5 USS 3230 A&B Steven Sorg Steven and Mandy Sorg 681 6th Ave.
15-12 Infill 5/6/15 5/6/15 500 32 6 City Sub Casey Burke Casey Burke 319 Akiachak Ave
15-13 Erect a cell tower 5/8/15 5/11/15 5B 9 USS 3230 A&B GGI/AWN GGl 208/210 3rd Ave.
15-14 Infill 5/8/15 5/8/15 250 2,12 15 USS 3230 A&B The Lumber Yard Mike Langlie 849 3rd Ave.
16-16 Remodel 5/8/15 5/11/15 32 USS 4117 BCSF BCSF 1801 Chief Eddie Hoffman Hwy
15-16 Infill 5/11/15 5/M11/15 1200 13 11 USS 3230 A&B Muhamer Kugo Muhamer Kugo 740 3rd Ave.
15-17 Infill 5/11/15 5/11/15 600 5 1 City Sub Kevin Phelan Kevin Phelan 013 Kwethluk Lane
15-18 Infill 5/12/15 5/12/15 400 24 7 City Sub Shane lverson Shane lverson 403 B Napkiak Dr.
16-19 Infill, demolition 5/13/15 5/13/15 48 12 11 USS 3230 A&B Sandra Abdiu Sandra Abdiu 720 & 724 3rd Ave.
15-20 infill, construct garage 5/14/15 5/14/15 550 21 4 USS 3230 A&B James Flemings James Flemings 870 7th Ave.
15-21 infill 5/14/15 5/15/15 400 10, 11 10 USS 3230 A&B AVCP, INC. AVCP, INC 570 3rd Ave.
15-22 infill 5/15/15 5/15/15 400 38 3 Mumtretlek Rita Kalistook Rita Kalistook 280 Mission Lake Road
15-23 infill 5/18/15 5/18/15 366 11 1 Tundra Ridge Robin Kolbus Robin Kolbus

9462 Ayaginar




2015 SITE PLANS ISSUED

Date arrived Cubic Yards
Number Housing Type in Planning | Approval Date Fill Lot Block Subdivision Name of Applicant Land Owner Address
15-24 infill 5/18/15 5/18/15 300 10A 1 Martina Oscar Shawn Budovic Shawn Budovic 602 Ptarmigan St.
construct a storage shed
15-25 5/19/15 5/9/15 4 6 Tundra Ridge Sahmi Pellumbi Sahmi Pellumbi 9140 Ptarmigan St.
Relocate a 24' x 24'
15-26 storage shed 5/20/15 5/20/15 1 Commerial Center AVCP, INC. AVCP, INC 820 Front Ave
15-27 infill 5/21/15 521715 40 4 1 USS 3770 James Kohl James Kohl 308 and 310 7th Ave.
15-28 Construct a dorm, office  |5- USS 870 AK. Moravian Church AK. Moravian Church
15-29 infill 5/22/15 5/22/15 216 14 5 City Sub Jesse Gefroh Jesse Gefroh 104 Quinhagak
15-30 infill 5/26/15 5/26/15 60 8 7 City Sub David Salzbrun David Salzbrun 226 Akiak
construct a 2 bedrm
15-31 house 5/26/15 5127115 2D1 6 USS 3770 Guinn Building Spend Abruzi 260 Osage
infill, construct a storage
15-32 shed 5127115 5/27/15 60 1 3 Uivuq Mark & Crystal Celaya Mark & Crystal Celaya 1202 Qugyuk
15-33 infill 6/1/15 6/1/15 36 10 13 Kasayuli Dimitri Kargas Dimitri Kargas 5311 Noel Polty
15-34 construct a garage 6/1/15 6/1/15 21 3 Ptarmingan Rafe Johnson Rafe Johnson 1010 Mallard Lane
15-35 demo, construct a duplex |6/3/15 6/4/15 38A 1 Martina Oscar Mersin Pellumbi Agim Braho 462 Oscar Way
15-36
15-37
15-38
15-39
15-40
15-41
15-42
15-43
15-44
15-45

15-46
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
ALASKA DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
REGULATORY DIVISION
P.0. BOX 6898

Jﬁm, @lg szmgG-OBSB

Regulatory Division
POA-2008-1450

Ms. Colette Brandt

Restoration Science and Engineering, LLC
911 West 8" Avenue, Suite 100
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Ms. Brandt:

We have received your March 15, 2015, Department of the Army (DA) permit
application for Mr. Lyman Hoffman to construct a new residential subdivision proposed
as Blue Sky Estates Subdivision. The proposed project is located within Section 12,
T.8N., R. 71 W., Seward Meridian; USGS Quad Map Bethel D-8; Latitude 60.7991° N.,
Longitude 161.8498° W.; approximately 1 mile northwest of the Bethel Airport, in Bethel,
Alaska. It has been assigned number POA-2008-1450, Brown's Slough, which should
be referred to in all correspondence with us.

Based on our review of the information you provided and available to our office in
2008 an Approved Jurisdictional Determination (JD) was completed. It expired in
December of 2013. A new JD based on the Wetland Determination and Functional
Assessment Report completed by you and dated March 2015 was utilized to complete a
new Approved JD which is valid for a period of five (5) years from the date of this letter,
unless new information supporting a revision is provided to us before the expiration
date. Enclosed are a Notification of Administrative Appeals Options and Process and
Request for Appeal form regarding this approved jurisdictional determination, as well as
a copy of the approved JD.

If you would like us to begin evaluation of your proposal, more information is
essential for the application to be considered complete. Please provide the following:

a. Identify the placement of power poles for the subdivision.

b. Plan drawings need to include the size of the lots, roads and easements,
dimensions showing the toe of slope for all components of the project.

c. Driveway dimension indicates the driveway would be 8.5 at the base, with a fill
depth of 5' and with side slopes being 3:1 that doesn't allow for enough travel surface
(the top of road couldn’t be even 1’ wide)




d. Where will fill materials come from?

e. A conversation with the City of Bethel attorney’s office indicates that the
concerns submitted by the City of Bethel in 2009 have not been addressed. These
concerns need to be addressed before the Alaska District, U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (Corps) publishes a new public notice.

. On April 14, 2009, the Corps sent a letter requesting responses to concerns
raised by residents of the Larsen/Tsikoyuk Subdivision for a proposal almost exactly like
the current proposal. Because the applicant did not respond to those comments the file
was closed. A copy of the Corps letter, along with the comments is attached. These
concerns aiso need to be addressed before we can issue a public notice.

Upon receipt of the requested information we will begin evaluating your application.
If we do not receive the information within 30 days of the date of this letter, we will close
your file. Closure of the file at such time will not preclude you from reopening the file at
a later date.

A preliminary review for compliance with the Environmental Protection Agency's
404 (b)(l) guidelines indicates that the proposed discharge of dredged or fill material
may not contain all appropriate and practicable steps to minimize potential impacts of
the discharge on the aquatic ecosystem, nor does it appear to represent the least
environmentally damaging practicable alternative. You must provide us information on
the alternatives you considered for your proposed project. This information should
include the availability of other sites and the use of other project designs which would
avoid or minimize project impacts on the aquatic ecosystem. See the enclosed
“Practicable Alternatives Information Sheet" for a detailed description of the alternatives
information. This information must be provided by the public notice expiration date once
we've determined your application is complete, and have issued a public notice.

Should a DA permit be issued, a fee will be required. Since the purpose of the
project is commercial in nature, the fee will be $100. You will be notified when to submit
the fee.

Section 401(a)(l) of the Clean Water Act requires that you obtain a Cerificate of
Reasonable Assurance or waiver of certification. This is the responsibility of the Alaska
Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC). Once we determine your application
to be complete, we will forward a copy of your application to the ADEC, which they will
accept as an application for a Certificate of Reasonable Assurance. A fee is charged by
the ADEC for the 401 certificate. Fee information can be found online at www.state.ak.
us/dec/water/wwdp/online_permitting/individual_permit_fees.htm or by contacting the
ADEC at WQM/401 Certification, 555 Cordova Street, Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2617, or
by telephone at (907) 269-7564.




Please contact me via email at mary.r.romero@usace.army.mil, by mail at the
address above, by phone at (907) 753-2773, or toll free from within Alaska at (800) 478-
2712. For additional information about our Regulatory Program, visit our web site at
www.poa.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory.aspx.

Sincerely,

VRN

Mary Romer
Project Manager

Enclosures




APPROVED JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION FORM
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

This form should be completed by following the instructions provided in Section IV of the JD Form Instructional Guidehook.

SECTION I: BACKGROUND INFORMATION
A. REPORT COMPLETION DATE FOR APPROVED JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION (ID): May 27,2015

B. DISTRICT OFFICE. FILE NAME, AND NUMBER: Alaska District, POA- 2008-1:150 - Brown’s Slough

C. PROJECT LOCATION AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
State; Alaskn Borough: (8 se s s cnteriv s Citv Behel
Center coordinates of site (latflong in degree decimal formut): Lat 60 7991 ° Long. 1618498 "W
Uiniversal Transverse Mereator: Chd dur neonier ot
Nume of nearest waterbody: Browa's Slough
Name of nearest Traditional Navigable Water (TNW) into which the aquatic resource flows: Rushohwim River
Name of watershed or Hydrologic Unit Code (HEC): 19030502

= Chech if map/diagram of review area and/or potential jurisdictional arcas isdare availuble upon request
[~ Cheek if other sites (e.g.. oflsie mitigation sites. disposal sites. ete...) are assoctated with this action and are recorded on a different
) form
D. REVIEW PERFORMED FOR SITE EVALUATION (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY):
[ Oflice (Desk) Determination, Date: May 27, 2043

[ Field Determination. Dmte(S): ¢ & bore dovnter adede 4 Ih hord o caier

SECTION 11: SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
A. RHA SECTION 10 DETERMINATION OF JURISDICTION.
There ¢ fesne un it “navigable waters of the U™ within Rivers and Harbors Act (RHA) jurisdicuon tas defined by 33 CER part 329y in the
review arca. |Required)
[T Waters subject 1o the ebb and flow of the tide.
™ Waters are presently used. or have been used in the past. or may be susceptible for use o transpon interstate or foreign commerce
Explain: Click bere toenier nou
B. CWA SECTION 404 DETERMINATION OF JURISDICTION.
There Chons s “waters of the (.8 ™ within Clean Water Act (CWA) jurisdiction (as defined by 33 CUR part 328) in the review area. [Required]

1. Waters of the U.S.
a. Indicate presence of waters of ULS, in review area (check all that apply): !

[ TNWs including territorinl seas

[ Wetlands adjacent 10 TNWs

™ Relatively permanent waters™ (RPWs) that flow direetly or indireetly into INW s

[T Non-RPWs that flow direetly or indirectly into TNWs

Wetlands directly abutting REWs that fow dircetly o indirectly into TNWs

Wetlunds adjucent 1o but not direetly abutting REPWs that flow dircetly or indireetly into TNWs
Wetlands adjacent 1o non-RPWs that flow directly or indirectly nto TNWs

Impoundments of jurisdictional waters

B T R

sofated (interstate or intrasiate) waters, including isolaued wetlands

b. 1dentify (estimate) size of waters of the LLS. in the review area:
Non-wetlund waters linear feets width o) andfor — acres
Wetlands: 37.13 acres.
¢. Limits (boundaries) of jurisdiction bascd on: ¢ fuane i iom
Elevation of established OHWM (if known )z b4 dr toennee iov
2. Non-regulated waters/wetlands (check if applicable):®
r~  Poientialiy jurisdictional waters and/or wetlands were assessed within the review area und determined to be not jurisdictional.
Explain: « 700 hore tovnior e

* Boxes checked below shall be suppasted by complenng the appiopiate sections m Scctun 1H belasw
¥ L-or purposes of this torm, an RIW s detined as 3 mmibutary that s oot a TNW and that tvpreathy Rows vear-round or has contimuous flow at feast “seasonally™ te g . tvpreathy 3 nonths)
' Supjrorting documentabion 15 presemted i Seenon 1T F

Db Nanie o Namber ol



SECTION HI: CWA ANALYSIS

A, TNWs AND WETLANDS ADJIACENT TO TANW«
The agencies will assert jurisdiction over TNWs and wetlands adjacent to TNWSs, I the aquatic resource is s TN, complete Section
HLAL and Section 1H.D.1. only: if the aquatic resource is n wetland adjacent to a TNW, complete Sections HHEAL and 2 and Section
HLD.1.: otherwise. see Section 11LB below
I. TNW
ldentify TNW: ot i vooe i
Summarize rationale supporting determination: ¢ t o o aoni 6w
2. Wetland adjacent ta TNW
Sumimarize rationale supporting conclusion that wetland is “adjacent™ « t
B. CHARACTERISTICS OF TRIBUTARY (THAT IS NOT A TNW) AND ITS ADJACENT WETLANDS (IF ANY):
This scction summarizes infurmation regarding characteristics of the tributary and its adjacent wetlands, if any. and it helps
determine whether or not the standards for jurisdiction cstablished under Rapanos have heen met.
The agencies will assert jurisdiction over non-navigable tributaries of TNWs where the tributaries are “relatively permanent waters™
(RPWs), i.e. tributaries that typically flow year-round or have continuous flow at least scusonally (e.g.. typically 3 months), A
wetland that directly abuts an RPW is also jurisdictional. If the aquatic resource is not « TNW, but has year-round (perennial) fRow,
ship to Section HED.2. If the aquatic resource is a wetland directly abutting a tributary with perenniaf flow, skip to Section HELD.4.
A wetland that is adjacent to but that does not directly abut an RPW requires a significant nexus evaluation. Corps districts and
EPA regions will include in the record any availuble information that documents the existence of 3 significant nexus between o
refatively permanent tributary that is not perennial (and its adjacent wetlands if any) and a traditional navigable witer, even though
u significant nexus finding is not required as o matter of law.
if the waterbody' is not an RPW, or a wetland directly abutting an RPW_ a2 0D will require additional data to determine if the
waterbody has a significant nexus with o TNW, If the tributary has adjacent wetlands, the significant nexus evaluation must consider
the tributary in combination with all of its adjacent wetlands. This significant nexus evaluation that combines. for analytical
purposes, the tributary and all of its adjacent wetlands is used whether the review aren identified in the JD request is the tributary,
or its adjacent wetlands. or both. If the JD covers u tributary with adjacent wetlands, complete Section 111.B.1 for the tributary,
Section HLB.2 for any ousite wetlands. and Section HI.B.3 for all wetlands adjacent to that tributary. both onsite and offsite. The
determination whether a significant nexus exists is determined in Section 111.C below.
I Characteristics of non-TNWs that flow directly or indirectly into TNW
(i General Area Conditions:
Watershed size hase an itew
Dramnage arca Dws o oen
Avcrage annudd rainfall;  inches
Average annual snowfall:  inches
(i)  Physical Characteristics:
4 Relionsing with TNW:
Fributary flows directis into I'NW,
Iribuinny Nows through ¢ fown o aom tributarics helore entering TNAV,
Project waters are ¢ hoene e mem river miles from TNW.
Project waters are ¢ s, an em river miles from REPW,
Project waters are ¢ woone v uem aerial (straight) mites from TNV
Project waters are ¢ aone i em acrinl {straighty miles (rom RV
Project waters cross ur serve as state boundaries. Explain: 0,4 »
Identify flow route 10 TNW 0 28 hen 1 oo o 1y
Tributary stream order, i RROWI: € feve oo oo
th)  General Tributary Characteristics (check all that apply),
Tributary is: ™ Nuawral
7 Antificial (man-made), Laplaini e o in
™ Manipulated (man-altercd). Paplain !
! Note that the losime | Guidebook ¢ addswonal informaton regarding swales, ditches, washes, und crosional fentures genernlly and i the and Wess

" Flow route can be described by wdenifing, ¢ ¢ . teibutary a, which lows through the review areq, 1o Now inta trtbutary b, wiuch then Hoss o TNW

!
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Tributary propertics with respect to top of bank (estimate):
Average width: - feet
Averuge depth: - feat
Average side slopes: ¢ o wn it

Primary tributary substrate composition (check all that apply):

™ silts ™ Sands ™ Conerete
[T Cobbles ™ CGravel ™ Muck
™ Bedrock ™ Vegetation, TyperSa cover: Cled bve o omen v

[ Other, EXplain: ek fere foviter en

Tributary conditionfstbility |c.g.. highty croding. sloughing banks]. Explain: ¢k duee 03 cover tovt
Presence of run/riffle/pool complexes. Explain i heve to enter tev
Tributary geometry: Clhonse an uent
Tributary gradient (approximate average slope): =%
ic) LFlow;
‘Tributary provides foc ¢Cliase weitem
Estimate average number of low events in review arca/year: i
Describe flow regime: ok here 1o emer tevt -
Other informuttion on duration and volume: Click irere jo enter revr
Surtace flow is: ¢ ewse ar pem Characteristics: Chok herc oo cmer

Suhsurface Nlow; ¢hoae ar e Explain findings: i erc geen

7 Dye tor other) test performed: ik hure oevatoe vt
Tributary has (check all that apply

[T Bed and banks

™ OHWM" {check all indicators that apply ):
clear. natural line impressed on the bank [T the presence of litter and debnis
changes in the character of soil [T destruction of terrestrial vegetation
shelving [T the presence of wrack line

vegetation matted down, bent. or absent [™ scdiment sorting

leat Hitter disturbed or washed away [T scour
sediment deposition [T multiple observed or predicted flow events
waler strining [T abrupt change in plant community

B T T T B R

other (st Dok tier e crer s

[T Discontinuous ONWM.7 Explain: ¢l i oot nu

If firctors other than the OHWM were used to determing fateral extent of CWA jurisdiction (check all that apply)
7 High Tide Linc indicated by: ™ Mecan High Water Mark indicated by
[T oil or seum line along shore objects 7 survey 1o available datum
[T fine shelt or debris deposits (foreshore) [T physical markings:
[ physicad markings/charactenstics [T vepetation lines’changes in vegetation types.
[ tidal gauges
™ othertlist:: wan
(iii) Chemical Characteristics:
Churacterize tributan (e, water color is elear, discolored. oily film: water quality. general watershed characteristics. ete.)

bxplain: <l b oo
ldentify speciifie poliutants, if known: it doe roomir g

A natural of man-made discontingity m the OHWM does not necessanly sever Jursdiction (e ., where the stream temporanly flows underground, or where the
OHWM has been removed by development or agnculiural priciees) . Where there 15 a break m the QWM that is unielated (w the waterbody™s low regime (e g
flow over g rock outerop or through a culver(), the agencies will look for indicators of low abowe and below the break

*ibid
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(iv) Biological Characteristics. Channel supports (check all that apply):
™ Riparian corridor. Characteristics tivpe, averoge width)' & 4
™ Wetlnd fringe. Characteristios, 4 € o v no
™ tabitat tor

I Federatly Listed specics, Explain FNings: e dme o0
™ Fish‘spawn arcas, Explain findings: ine s 0 ooncnu
™ Other envirenmentally-sensilive specices. Fxplain findings;

t Aquatichsildlife diversity. Explain findings: © iz s

2. Characteristics of wetlands adjacent to non-TNW that flow directly or indirectly into TNW

(i) Physical Characteristics:
(a)  Giengral Wetliand Chareteristics:
Properties:
Wetland sizer acres
Wetland type, Explain: « 2k fere tovan s o o
Wetland quatity. Explain: ¢ 70 & hore voimas oy
Project wetlands eross or serve as state boundaries, Laplain: . - ORNRE

(b) General Flow Relationship with Non-TNAW:
Flow is: ¢hrwowe e iom EXPIING Clon e o owre 11,

Surtace oW I8 1 feny ar i,
Characteristios: « ind ier sromt 71

Subsurfuce Tow: « noos womom Explain Hindings: ¢ o &uon b 4
Dye or other) test performed: « fai ke tensee 1 e
(e} Wetland Adjacency Determination with Non- INW :
i Directly abutting
™ Notdireaily abutting

™ Diserete wetland hydrologic connection. Explain: 7+ i

~ Ecological connection. Bxplain:s L ih- 1 4 1

™ Separated by berm/barrier  Explain: ¢ f & bove s

{d}  Proximity (Relationshipy 1o TNW
Project wetknds are ¢ irnise wn e river miles from TNW,
Project walers are ¢ i e an it acrial (steaight) miles from FNW.
Flow is from: ¢ %wse an nom
Estimate approximate location of wetland as within the « w0 oy s 1om floadplain,

(it} Chemical Characteristics:

Charseterize wetland system e.g.. water color is cleur, brown, oil film on surliee; water quality: genert witershed charceristies:

ctes ) Bxplaing e ek for o enter ens
tdemity specific pollutants, iFknown: e ¢ Coen oo« 0 o
(iii} Biological Characteristics, Wetland supports (check all that apply):
I Riparian bulter. Characteristics v pe. average width) 7 Ginr focn, e s o
r Vegetation type/percent cover, bxplain: £ 20 o o cor o e
[T Habitat tor:
7 Federally Listed speeies, Explain findings: « i oo cner
[T Fish/spawn areas, Explain Gndings: 1'h0 ket omee g
- Other enviranmentatly-sensitive species. Explain findings: « phv s
[™ Aquatichvildlife diversity. Explain findings: 7 & ferc s enne
3. Characteristics of all wetlands adjacent to the tributary (if any)
All wetland(s) buing considered in the cumulative Ny Sis: e o
Approximately ( }aeres in total are being considered in the cumulative analysis,




¥ or cach wetland, specil) the tollowmg:

Directly abuts? (Y/N) Size (in acres) Directiv abuts? (Y/N) Size (in acres)
\ (Y
) A
A
Summarize overall biological. chemical and physical lunctions hewng performed. ¢ Loonnet

SIGNIFICANT NEXUS DETERMINATION

A significant nexus analysis will assess the flow characteristics and functions of the tributary itself and the functions performed by
any wetlands adjacent to the tributary to determine if they significantly affect the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of 2
TNW. For each of the following situations, a significant nexus exists if the tributary, in combination with all of its adjacent wetlands,
has more than a speculative or insubstantial effect on the chemical, physical and/or biological integrity of n TN, Considerations
when evaluating significant neaus include, but are not limited to the volume, duration, and frequency of the flow of water in the
tributary and its proximity to a TNW, nnd the functions performed by the tributary and all its adjacent wetlands. 1t is not
appropriate to determine significant nexus based solely on any specific threshold of distance (e.g. between u tributary and its
adjacent wetland or between a tributary and the ‘TNW). Similarly, the fact an adjacent wetland lies within or outside of a floodplain
is not solely determinative of significant nexus.

Druw connections between the features documented and the effects on the TNW, as identified in the Rapanoes Guidance and

discussed in the Instructional Guidebook. Factors to consider include, for example:

e Does the tributary, in combination with its adjacent wetlunds (iCany ). have the capacity to carny pollutants or floud waters o INWs, or
10 reduee the amount of pollutants or fleod waters reaching o TNW?

o Does the tributary, n combination with its adjacent wetlands Of any ). provide habitat and hfecy cle support functions for fish and other
species, such as feeding, nestng., spawming. or rearing soung for species that are present in the INW?

o Does the tributary, in combmation with (s adjacent wetlands (i any ), have the capacity to transler nutrients and organic carbon that
support downstream foodwebs?

e Dous the tributan. in combination with its adjacent wetlands (i any ). have other relationships to the physical. chenical, or biological
integrity of the TNW?

Note: the abave list of considerations is not inclusive and other functions observed or knowa 1o occur should be documented below:

I. Significant nexus findings for non-RPW that has no adjacent wetlands and flows directly or indirectly into TNWs, Explain
findings of presence or absence of signilicunt nexus below, based on the wributary fwsell, then go to Section LD Chion here 1o gnter 1o

2. Significant nexus findings for non-RPW and its adjacent wetlands, where the non-RPW flows directly or indirectly into TNWs,
Explain findings of presence or ubsence of signiticant nexus helow, hased on the tributary in combination with all of'its adjucent
wetlands, then go to Seetion LDk lere poener i

3. Significant nexus findings for wetlands adjacent to an RPW but that do aot directly abut the RPW. Explain findings of presence
or absence of significant nexus below, based on the tributary in combination with all o its adjacent wetlands. then go to Section H1LD:
[ T R A 1 v

DETERMINATIONS OF JURISDICTIONAL FINDINGS. THE SUBJECT WATERS/WETLANDS ARE (CHECK ALL THAT

APPLY): ’

1. TNWs and Adjacent Wetlands. Check all thatapply and provide size estimates in review arei:
[T INWs  hinear teet  width (1. On aeres.
¥  welands adjuacent 1o INWs: 37,45 veres.

2. RPWs that flow directly or indircctly into TNWs.
[~ Tributaries of TNWs where tributarics typically tlow year-round are jurisdictional. Provide dita and rationale indicating that
tributary is perennials ¢ Jr Lhere e v o,
[~ ribwarics of TNW where tributaries have continuous flow “scasonally™ (e.g.. typically three months cach year) are jurisdictional
Data supporting this conclusion is provided at Seetion LI, Provide rationale indicating tha tributary flows seasonally
Foonior At

Prov ide estimates for jurisdictional waters in the review area (cheek alt that applyy
[T Iributan waters:  lincar feet  width (1),
[T Other non-wetland waters:  acres.

Tdentily typels) of waters: <l A dwre e enner (o



e

Non-RPWs® that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs,
™ Waterbody that is not a TNW or an RPW. but Qows directly or indirectly into a TNW, and it has a significant nexus with a
TNW s jurisdictionul, Data supporting this conclusion is provided at Section 1.0,
Provide estimates for jurisdictional waters within the review area {cheek all that apply
[ Tributary waters;  linear feet width (i),
™ Uther non-wetland waters:  acres.
Idemify type(s) of witers:+ Lk s wemie v

4. Wetlands directly abutting an RPW that low directly or indirectly into TNWs,
™ Welands directly abut RPW and thus are jurisdictional as adjacent wetlands.

™ Wetands directly nbutting an RPW where tributaries typically Dow vear-round, Provide data and rationale
indicating that tributary is perennial in Section HLD.2, above. Provide rationale indicating that wetland is directly
ubutting an RPW 0 ik here e 1w :

[T Wedands dircetly abutting an RPW where tributaries typicully flow “seasonally.” Provide data indicating tha
tributary is seasonal in Section HLB and rationale in Section 11,0.2, ahove. Provide rationale indicating that
wetland is directly abutting an RPW: c dii e te onr 102

Provide acreage estimates for jurisdictional wetlinds in the review area;  acres,

L

- Wetlands adjacent to but nat directly abutting an RPAV that flow directly or indircetly into TNWy,
™ Wetlands that do not directly abut an RPW, but when considered in combination with the tributary to which they are
adincent and with similarly situated adjacent wetfands, have a significant nexus with o TNW are urisidiettonal. Data
supporting this conclusion is provided at Section 111.C.
Provide acreage estimates for jurisdictional wetlands in the review arca:  acres

6. Wetlands adjacent to non-RPWs that flow directly or indircetly into TNWs,

[T Wetlands adjucent to such waters. and have when considered in combination with the tributars 10 which they are adjucent
and with similarly situated adjacent wetlands. have a signilicant nesus with  TNW are jurisdictional. Data supporting
this conclusion is provided at Section HILC,

Provide estimates for jurisdictional wetlands in the review areas  acres.

7. lmpoundments of jurisdictional waters.”

As a general rule, the impoundment of a jurisdictional tributany remains jurisdictional,

7 Demonstrate that impaundment was ereated from “waters of the U.S..”" or

™ Demonstrate that water meets the criteria for one of the categories presented abose (1-0), or

™ Demonstrate that water is isolated with a nesus o commerie (sce I below),

L. ISOLATED [INTERSTATE OR INTRA-STATE] WATERS. INCLUDING ISOLATED WETLANDS. THE USE. DEGRADATION

OR DESTRUCTION OF WHICH COULD AFFECT INTERSTATE COMMERCE. INCLUDING ANY SUCH WATERS (CHECK
ALL THAT APPLY)Y

(™ which are or could be used by interstate or foreign travelers for recreational or other purposes,
™ irom which fish or shellfish are or could be taken and sold in interstate or forcign commerce.
™ which are or conld be used for industrial purposes by industries in interstate commerce
7 Interstate isolated waters, EXpRaing i a i oo 2o enner v
[T Other factors Fxplains e 6o to s veu
ldentify water body and summarize rationale supporting determination: .
Provide estimates tor junisdictional waters in the review areu (check all that apply )
[ Tribuan waters:  Tmear feet  width (1,
i Other non-wetland waters:  acres.
Identify typets) of waters' # i by o neeroo

[T Weaetlands acres

'See Fevtnore @ 3

To complete the analvas reter W the hey w Secnon 11 D 6 of the Instnctioml Gindebook

Prior th assering or dechnmng CWA junisdicuon based solely on thus category, Corps Disticts will elevate the action fo L oms and EPA HO for review conssstent with the provess
deseribed mte Carps CIN emanontum Regarding U Act Jurdicnion Fudtowing Rapans

-h-



F. NON-JURISDICTIONAL WATERS, INCLUDING WETLANDS (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY):
[ If potential wetlands were assessed within the review area. these ureas did not meet the eriteria in the 1987 Corps of Engincers
Wetland Delincation Manual and/or appropriate Regional Supplements.
I Review area included isoloted waters with no substanual nexus 1o interstate (or foreign) commerce
[~ Prier o the Jun 2001 Supreme Court decision in “SHANCC” the review arca would have been regulated based solely on the
“Migratory Bird Rule™ (MBR)

. Waters do not meet the “Signiticant Nexus™ standard. where such a tinding 1s required for junisdiction Explain
I Other: (explain, i not covered above): € fud drere 1o caner o

Provide screage estimates for non-jurisdictional waters in the review area, where the gole potential basis of jurisdiction 1s the MBR factors
(i.c.. presence of migratory birds, presence of endungered species. use of water for irrigated agriculture). using best professional judgment
{cheek all that appiy):
[T Non-wetland waters (i.e.. rivers. streams): + lincar feet width (10
[T Lakes/ponds: - acres.
™ Other non-wetland waters: -~ acres. List type of aquatic resouree: 170 & lere soonton e
[T Wetlonds:  acres.
Provide sereage estimates for non-jurisdictional waters in the review area that do not meet the “Significant Nevus™ standard. where such &t
finding 1s required for jurisdiction (cheek all that apply):
[T Non-wetlund waters (i.c.. rivers, streams):  linear [eet - width (1
™ Lakes/ponds: - ucres,
™ Other non-wetland waters:  acres. List type of aquatic resource® ¢ /04 VR KON
T Wetlands:  acres
SECTION IV: DATA SOURCES.
A. SUPPORTING DATA. Data reviewed for JD (check all that apply - cheeked items shall be included in ease file and. where checked and

requested. appropriately reference sources below):
7 Maps, plans. plots or plat submitted by or en hehalf of the applicant/consultant: ¢

= Data sheets preparedfsubmitied by or on behalf of the applicant/consuliant.
T Office concurs with duta sheets/delineation report.

[~ Office does not concur with data shects/delineation report.

Data sheets prepared by the Corps: ¢ l.& fwre e cnwer tove

Corps navigable waters” study e ek dorc ot 1w

a7

LS, Geological Survey Hydroogic Atlas: r ik furc roentas iou
[~ VISGS NHD duta.
[T USGS Sand 12 digit HUC maps.
Alaska District’s Approved List of Navigable Waters
1.8, Geological Survey map(s). Cite scale & quad name: Bethel D-8
LISDA Notussl Resources Conservation Service Soil Survey. Ciation: £ oo 0o
National wetlands inventory mapis), Cite e e b diore o onrer dou
State’Local wetland inventory mapts): « o fon " T
FENMATIRM maps: ¢ s heve o emer 1eir
100-year Floadplain Elevation is: ¢ 1 & here o omes oo {National Geodectic Vertical Datum of 1924)
Photographs: {7 Acriad {Nume & Date) o s meve e emicr tevt
orf7” Other (Name & Datei: October 14, 2014
Previous determinationts). File nu. and date ot response leters s fuh sorv oo
Applicable supporting case kaw: € il here oo tou

Applicable supporting scientific literaturer o hon rocater text

B T T e T e Y B

Other mtormation (please specify): « 1 & werc b wnter evt

B. ADDITIONAL COMMENTS TO SUPPORT JD: A previous Approved JI) was campleied for a portion of this project in December ol
2008 and expired in 2013




Mary Romero
Project Manager

May 27,2013

Date



_ | Date: June$. 2015
Attached is: See Section below

INITIAL PROFFERED PERMIT (Standard Permit or Letter of permission)
PROFFERED PERMIT (Standard Permit or Letter of permission)

PERMIT DENIAL
X | APPROVED JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION
PRE DETERMINATION

e ACCEPT: If vou rcceived a Standard Permit, you may sign the permit document and return it to the district engineer for final
authorization. If you received a Letter of Permission (LLOP), you may accept the LOP and your work is authorized. Your
signature on the Standard Permit or acceptance of the LOP means that you accept the permit in its entirety, and waive all rights
to appeal the permit, including its terms and conditions, and approv ed jurisdictional determinations associated with the permit.

e OBJECT: If you object to the permit (Standard or LOP) because of certain terms and conditions therein, you may request that
the permit be modified accordingly. You must complete Section 11 of this form and return the form to the district engineer.
Your objections must be received by the district engineer within 60 days of the date of this notice, or you will forfeit your right
1o appeal the permit in the future. Upon receipt of your fetter. the district engineer will evaluate your objections and may: (a)
modify the permit 10 address all of your concerns. (b) modify the permit to address some ol your objections, or () not modity
the permit having determined that the permit should be issued as previously written. After evaluating your objections, the
district engineer will send you a proffered permit for your reconsideration. as indicated in Section B below.

B: PROFFERED PERMIT: You may accept or appegl—lhc permit

o ACCEPT: Ifyou received a Standard Permit, you may sign the permit document and return it to the district engineer for final
authorization. If you received a Letter of Permission (LOP), you may accept the LOP and vour work is authorized. Your
signature on the Standard Permit or acceptance of the LOP means that you acceplt the permit in its entirety, and waive all rights
to appeal the permit, including its terms and conditions, and appros ed jurisdictional determinations associated with the permit.

e APPEAL: If you choose to decline the proffered permit (Standard or LOP) because of certain terms and conditions therein, you
may appeal the declined permit under the Corps of Engineers Administrative Appeal Process by completing Section 11 of this
form and sending the form to the division engincer. This form must be received by the division engineer within 60 days of the
date of this notice

C: PERMIT DENIAL: You may appeal the denial of a permit under the Corps of Engineers Administrative Appeal Process
by completing Section 11 of this form and sending the form to the division engincer. This form must be received by the division
engineer within 60 days of the date of this notice

T APPROVED JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION: You may accept or appeal the approved JD or
provide new information.

e ACCLPT: You do not need to notify the Corps to accept an approved JD. Failure to notify the Corps within 60 days of the date
of this notice. means that you accept the approved JI in its entirety, and waive all rights to appeal the approved 1D.

APPCAL If vou disagree with the approved JD. you may appeal the approved JD under the Corps of Engineers Administrative
Appeal Process by completing Section Il of this form and sending the form to the division engineer. This form must be received
by the division engmneer within 60 days of the date of this notice.

. PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION: You do not need to respond to the Corps
regarding the preliminary JD. The Preliminary JD is not appealable. If you wish. you may request an
approved JD (which may be appealed). by contacting the Corps district for further instruction. Also vou may
provide new information for further consideration by the Corps to reevaluate the JD.




SECTION II- REQUEST FOR APPEAL or OBJECTIONS TO AN INITIAL PROFFERED PERMIT

REASONS FOR APPEAL OR OBIJECTIONS: (Describe your reasons for appealing the decision or your objections to an
mitial proftered permit in clear concise statements. You may attach additional information 1o this form to clarify where your reasons
ot objections are addressed in the administrative record.)

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: The appeal is limited to a review of the administrative record, the Corps memorandum for the
record of the appeal conference or meeting, and any supplemental information that the review othcu has determined is needed o
clarity the administrative record. Neither llk appellant nor the Corps may add new information or analyses 1o the record. However.
you imay provide additional information to clarify the location of information that i is already in lln. ddmlmslmtlvc ru.urd

POINT OF CONTACT FOR QUESTIONS OR'NFORMATION:

If you have questions regarding this decision and/or the appeal If you only have questions regarding the appeal proceu you may
process you may contact: also contact

Mary Romero, PM Commander

Alaska District Corps of Engincers USAED. Pacific Ocean Division

CEPOA-RD-N ATTN: CEPOD-PDC/Cindy Barger

P.O. Box 6898 Building 525

JBER. AK 99306-0898 Fort Shafter, HI 96838-3440

{907) 753-2773

RIGHT OF ENTRY: Your signature below grants the right of entry to (,orps of Engincers personnd and any government
consultants. to conduct investigations of the project site during the course of the appeal process. You will be provided a 135 day
notice of any site investigation. and will have the opportunity 1o  participate in all site investigations.

R Date: 'Fc_léi;lic_)|1c:_ number:

Signature of appellant or agent.




AR DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
B U.S. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, ALASKA
REGULATORY DIVISION

4 P.O. BOX 6898
RESLY 1O ELMENDORF AFB, ALASKA 99506-0898
ATTENTION OF-
Regulatory Division
POA-2008-1450 APR 1 4 2009

Michael J. Horne
SENTEC

2525 Gambell St., Suive 200
Enchorage, Alassa 99503

Dear Mr. Horne:

This is in regard to your application, on behalf of Lyman Hoffman, for a
Department of the Army (DA) permit; file number POA-~-2008-1450, Brown Slough.
Enclosed are copies of letters we received in response to our Public Notice
which described the proposed Hoffman Subdivision project in Bethel, Alaska.

It is the policy of the DA to provide an applicant the oppcrtunitcty to
furnish a proposed resolution or rebuttal to all objections and other
substantive comments befors a final decision is made on a proposed preject.
In this regard, I raquest that you address the following issues:

We have concerns that £ill from your subdivision may exacerbate
existing flooding in the Tsikoyak Subdivision. Describe how excess
precipitation and snow melt in your new development will be carried
away from your improvements and not contribute to problems in the
existing adjacent subdivision. Describe how you have addressed snow
storage and calculated road culvert capacity.

Alsoc of concern to the Corps of Engineers is a letter from the City of
Bethel Planning Department regarding several components of your
subdivision plan which do not appear to meet current requirements in
the Bethel Municipal Codes and Bethel Comprehensive Plan for new
subdivisions. We encourage you to contact the City of Bethel Planning
Department, darectly, to resolve the i1ssues.

The concerns expressad in the commant letters appear to have substance.
in order for us to complete the public interest review, these concerns must be
addressed. It is recommended that you provide us ycur comments on these
mactars within 30 days of tha date of this letter. Failure to do so could
result in the denial of your permit unless there are substantive mitlgating
factors ro preclude such a response.

You may contact me via emarl at mary.f.leykom@usace.army.mil, by mail at
the address above, by phone at {907) 753-2711, or toll free from within Alaska
at (B800) 478-2712, to discuss this letter. For additional information abcut
our Regulatory Program, visit our web site at www.poa.usace.army.miljpreg.

Sincerely,

SNED

roject Manag r

Enclosures




CITY OF BETHEL
Planning Department
PO Box 1388
Bethel, Alaska 99559

City of Bethel Planning Department Response to US Army Corp
of Engineers of Alaska application POA-2008-1450 Brown
Slough by Lyman Hoffman

March 25, 2009
TO: US Army Corp of Engineers Alaska District Attn: Ms. Mary Leykom
FROM: Daniel J. Shea, Planning Director, Land Use Administrator

SUBJECT: Application for permit for 3 New Subdivision to develop in excluded
wellandshivater fram the General Permit 83-4A.,

REVIEW: The Planning Depariment with the guidance of the Planning Commission have
been asked to review a conceptual drawing regarding the proposed subdivision of
property found to surround the Larson Subdivision to the eas t, north, and west.

ANALYSIS: Several concerns that are presented 1o be taken into account prior approval
of any subdivision. General guidance is provided in the Bethel Municipal Code (BMC)
and the Bethel Comprehensive Plan (BCP). The applicant Lyman Hoffman has had
several consultations with the Bethel Planning Department & the Planning Comimission
in 2007 and recommendations were given.

Concepts of Bethel Municipal Codes 15-18

16.04.010 Purposes.

1. Promote a logical growth pattern within the city and the
economic extension of public services and facilities;

2. Encourage the most appropriate use of land throughout the
city;

Reduce congestion in the streets;

Enhance safety from fire, flooding and other dangers;

Provide adequate light, air and open space;

Preserve property values;

Prevent the overcrowding of the land;

- Aveid undue coacentration of population;

Facilitate adequate provisions for transportation, water,
sewage, drainage, schools, parks and other facilities;

10. Assure that development does not adversely affect either the
ability of the city to deliver public services or the safety of
property and the health, safety and welfare of persons;

W -Jdout b w




11. FARssure that the burdens placed on public facilities by
development are borne by the developmenc;
12. Promote the public health, safaty and weliare.

in addition to meeting the requirement of the BMC, the proposed plan does nol
complement the goals and objectives of the comprehensive plan. “Actions such as
rezoning and subdivisions of land should be consistent with the comprehensive plan and
applicable state and federal laws” (Bethel Comprehensive Plan (BCP) Final Plan, p3,).
Several concepts that deal with the development of subdivision are directly referenced in
the BCP

Public infrastructure in regards to new development is addressed in the BCP. The
Hoffman Subdivision design does not assure the Planning Department thal the
development will not adversely affect either the abllity of the city to deliver public
services or the safety of the property and health, safety and welfare of the people within
the development area and that burdens placed on public infrastructure (especially water
and sewer) by developm ent are borne sole by the development it self.

An action item found in the Land Use Chapter dealing with the policies and regulations
to coordinate future land development states, “require _that public infrastructure {roads,
sewer, and water) be in_place in conjunction with future residential development” (BCP
Final Plan, p11). Furthermore, a strategic goal found in the Housing Chapter states,
“Require that private and public housing developers install or fund sewer, and water.” A
statement needs lo be developed in regards to current and future plans for water and
sewer service. The Water and Sewer Master Plan can be found on the Planning
Depariment web page. A consultation with the Public Works Department in regards (o
infrastructure is recommended. A suggestion has been made to design some rights-of
ways

{ROW) as collectors that provide a greater road width leading to areas of

proposed and likely future development (Public Works 100 feet of width dedi cated).

The land indicated for development is designated as “Urban Reserve” (5B) by Map 1
(Rev. September 2000) titled, “Future Land Use” in the BCP. The BCP notes that,
“Service areas 3D, 5A, 5B, and 5C are accessible by the existing road system Urban
development should occur as the water and sewer system is extended to these areas

Leapfrog development, which reguires extension of services (water, sewer, police, fire,
garbage collection, etc ), is discourage throughout the Comprehensive Plan until such
time as the population density and demand for, services in these areas make provision of
services cost efiective. Urban reserve is intended for lower density of T dwellifig onit per
acre” (BCP Final Plan, p13). It is necessary to provide justification in regards to the cost
effectiveness of providing service to this area. The division of lots indicated in the
document would lead to development well in excess of the required 1 dwelling unit per
acre. An amendment to the BCP is necessary to proceed with development of this scale
Additionally, the northern most 600 ft. of the allotment is designated as rural reserve by
the BCP According to the comprehensive plan, rural reserve intended uses are open

space, subsistence, and recreation.

An area of concern indicated in both the BCP and BMC is drainage. The BCP states that
we should “Work with land developers to create incentives to preserve and enhance
natural drainage in subdivision design” (BCP Final Plan, p 28)




Requirements for subdivision in the BMC call for the preservation of natural drainage
and the crealion of a drainage plan. The natural drainage for the adjoining subdivision
has been disturbed and the drainage plan was never made or was woefully inadequate
and homeowners are suffering as a result. The proposed design of the new subdivision
does cross a naltural drainage with a ROW, Additionally, no flood study has been
performed in the location and the 1% flood plain needs to be established. Again, with no
drainage plan presented within these documents presented to me, a professional review
could not be done

Strategic goal 2, in the Housing Chapter of the BCP, indicates a need to “develop a
diverse housing supply with affordable options for all income levels” (BCP Final Plan,
p16). No indication has been made in regards to the development of affordable housing
to our department or within the application being reviewed.

This goal can be used to help justify the need for development, if it can be demonstrated
that the development is going to serve an under-served portion of population. Although it
is more difficult to address strategic goal 3, “Locale new housing with good access to
community facilities and services such as water, sewer, the hospital, schools, teen
center, senior center, and business district” (BCP Final Plan, p16). A statement
addressing these concerns is warranted.

1. Ancther concern of both BCP and BMC is the creation of open and recreation spaces.
A deficiency of the existing subdivision adjoining the proposed subdivision is lack of
beneficial open and recreational space. Strategic goal 1 in the BCP chapter titled, “Open
Space, Recreation, and Areas of Community Importance” gives salient direction,
“Protect open spaces, natural drainage patterns, and subsistence use areas, and the
corndors that provide access to these areas. The applicants design does not address
these concerns.

2. Establish a system of neighborhood parks that are safe, attraclive, and accessible to
each subdivision. Specifically include a network of permanent trail corridors, open space
buffers, and natural drainage ways. Protect the traditional network of recreational trails
for biking, walking, dog musﬁng. snowmachining. and skiing” (BCP Final Plan, p.29)
Children in this area of the city are in desperate need of a neighborhood playground.
The BMC does require that all subdivisions include 10% open space, of which, 80%
needs to be usable and not part of a drainage or waterway. Several general concerns
will also need to be addressed including; dedication of land for dumpster placement,
laying out ROW with open connectlions in all directions in order to meet connectivity
goals and the development of utility easements. Of course, the submittal requirement
hsted in BMC 17.12 will also need to be met.

I do not believe that the policies of the comprehensive plan or the Bethel Municipal Code
are anti-growth, rather that provisions have been established atlempting to frame good
subdivision standards and planned growth. Bethel has several unique challenges in
regards lo prohibitive costs and restricted lands. The policies established for this area of
town were established with the thoughts of limiting the leap-frog development and poor
designs that many ‘found as the examples Larsen and Kasayuli Subdivisions
demonstrate

Should a development such as this proposal get the green flag from the US Army Corp
of Engineers of Alaska? At this point, | would not support such a development as




presented in excluded wetland area of General Permit 83-4A. | could be convinced if
compelling evidence is put forth that this is really necessary and other options are not
available. So far, | do not see the evidence in previous communications or in this
application to the US Army Corp of Engineers Alaska District. Overall the current
population trend is on the downslide. Bethel in the last two years has lost hundreds of
citizens and with the economy decline the trend continues to lose population, according
to the State of Alaska Department of Community Commerce and Economic
Development. Costs to build here in Bethel are still rising. Will the rest of the citizens of
Bethel have to support the added cost of trucking utility services to this private developer
location? Will this development make Bethel a better place? Or will it create more costs
for the city to provide utilities, fire and police protection and road maintenance as the
design indicates?

Therefore, the Bethel Planning Department request application POA-2008-1450 by
Lyman Hoffman be denied at this time and until the applicant follows Bethel
Municipal Code and the Bethel Comprehensive Plan as directed by the Planning
Department.

Sincerely,
.ﬁr: nicl ;; . Jf/z.o.n,

Daniel J. Shea, MRCP
Planning Director




Leykom, Mary F POA

From:

Sent: Friday, April 03, 2009 1042 Fm

To: Leykom, Mary F POA

Subject: Response to Public Notice POA-2008-1450, Brown Siough

Response to Public Notice POA-2008-1450, Brown Slough

We are writing to notify of detrimental impacts anticipated with this proposed action. The slough draining the northeast
corner of Larson Subdivision (Brown Slough) is the main feed to H-Marker lake 1 Spring
breakup yields a significant flow rate in this slough; it is class I white water for 5 to 7 days in May, and flows treely into

August

We have real concems that homes on the northeast side of Larson Subdivision would be flooded if the planned roads are
built. Steaming of culverts would be insufficient drainage management for the flow rate, and up water homes would face
real risk each Spring If flood damage did occur as a result of fill in wellands, that would certainly be a legally actionable
event

There are numerous environmental concerns with the proposal, including wetlands remediation and flood plain values in
these head waters. Economic impact to neighboring property is a true concern

Also, communication to the public would be helpful. Of the twelve families we have spoken to (all neighboring property
owners), only one received this public notice in the mail. All others depended on communily distribution of this notice,
which surely vill affect the volume and quality of public input provided to the Corps

We respectfully request that this wetlands development be denied. as it encroaches active waterways and vital flood plain
Significant economic impact from flooding of neighboring properties is a real risk, in our view.

Please also accept our request for a public hearing to determine the overall public interest of the proposed aclivity

Sincerely,




State of Alaska

Dept. of Environmental Conservation
WQM/401 Certification Program

555 Cordova Street

Anchorage, AK 99501-2617

To Whom 1t May Concern,

My name is , and I am writing 1o comment on the application for State
Water Quality Certification by Mr. Lyman Hoffiman. The reference number is POA-
2008-1450 with the waterway being Brown Slough

Our home on Sheet | of Hoffman’s proposal) 1s in the corner
of the current subdivision and 1s lower in elevation than most of the lots in Larson
Subdivision, so is prone to flooding every spring. A large amount of drainage from
throughout the subdivision must go through the culverts on our property. Every spring
the ice in these culverts must manually be broken up to ensure proper drainage. 1f these
culverts remain blocked by ice, there would be overflow that would flood our lot. We are
alrcady concermned about the drainage issues in the front of our property, and feel that Mr
Hoffman’s proposal for land development has the possibility of flooding the back of our
property as well.

Mr. Hoffman in his proposal (page 2 under mitigation) mentioned he would set aside
seven lots to maintain surface drainage and to preserve open space. If you look at where
those lots are located (sheet | of proposal), it is evident that io “maintain” surface
drainage the water from streambeds will be concentrated and funneled to certain lots that
already have existing homes on them, and are already struggling with flooding issues. By
looking at maps (such as those available on google earth) it is evident that the drainage
from these streambeds into each of these lots is significant. We have a pond n our
backyard every summer, which is manageable because some of this water is dispersed
into small waterways before it reaches our property.  If homes are built on the lots
proposed by Mr. Hoffman, I am extremecly concemed that the funneling effect will flood

the back of our lot.

I'his would mean that not only would we (as well as others with homes in drainage areas
in Larson) be dealing with drainage issues with the culverts in the {ront of our property,
but the back of our property as well. The culverts in the front of our property are already
a challenge, but 1 don’t see how the culverts that would be placed in the back of our
property would be able to handle or transfer the amount of drainage that we experience
spring through fall at the back or our lot.




Under the evaluation portion of Mr. Hoffman's proposal, it states “the decision whether
to issue a permit will be based on an evaluation of the probable impacts™. T cncourage
you to look at the water and drainage issues throughout our subdivision and in the
proposal for new development very carefully, as new development not thought out well
has potential to have a negative impact on several of Larson’s residents. | would
appreciate if vou will take into consideration the concerns specified above.

Sincerely,




John and Sarah Dronenburg

PO BOX 3301

Bethel, AK 99559

Telephone: 907-543-1416

Email: jdronenburg e gmail.com and sidronenburgf@gmail com

Apnl 2, 2009

Mary Leykom

US Army Corps of Engineers Alaska District
CEPOA-RD

Post Office Box 6898

Elmendorf AFB, Alaska 99506-0898

Re: POA-2008-1450
Dear Ms. Leykom,

My wife and | own and reside at Lot 8, Block 1 of Tsikoyak Subdivision in Bethel Alaska, also referred to
as 4014 Sonny's Way. We have several concerns we would like to voice conceming the permitting of Mr
Lyman Hoffman's land.

Our primary concemn is for drainage, as this ill-conceived proposal poses a direct flood hazard to our
property and home. We purchased the property in QOctober of 2005 and every spring melting snow and ice
creates a river between our home and our neighbors” in the northeast corner of Tsikoyak Subdivision.
We've attached photos from May of 2006 and April of 2007 10 illustrate the point.  As it stands now we
must remain vigilant in the spring to ensure that the water level doesn’t spill over our pad and erode the
foolings of our house. In 2006 heavy equipment was used to dig a trench that allowed the water drain and
in both 2007 and 2008 we accomplished the task waist deep in water with shovels in hand. lmpeding the
drainage of Brown Slough will exacerbate a situation that is barcly manageable and will ensure the
flooding of our property and subsequent damage to our home. The northeast comer is not the only part of
our subdivision with current drainage problems. 1've attached another photo titled “SW comer 2007”
which shows Lot 6, Block 6 as well as Lots 27 and 28 of Block 1 with the water level rising to the point
that it is beginning to overtake the road. Mr. Hoffman's proposal only allows roads with culverts, which
would be wholly inadequate. In order to prevent flooding. any road built around our subdivision would
have 10 incorporaie a bndge across Brown Slough. The proposed activity is tantamount to building a dam
around our community and will result in the residents of our subdivision swimming to their hoimes.

We are both distressed and disappointed that we have not had any official notice of the application process
Our atention was only drawn to this issue by rumor and speculation. We have received no official notice,
have received no copies of the proposal, and 1 must assume that we are not on that list cven though this
proposal affects us directly. Therefore, either the list provided to the Corps of Engineers was either
ridiculously insufficient or the rcason for extending thc comment period has not been satisfied.  We did
receive a copy of the Public Notice of Application for Permit, dated March 4, 2009, but it came from a
diligent ncighbor and not the Corps of Enginecrs

Given the lack of notice to the residents of Tsikoyak subdivision, we request a public hearing to provide the
Army Corps of Engincers an additional opportunity to notify the residents of Mr. Hoffman's intentions and
to provide the residents the venue to inform the Army Corps of Engincers of the negative impacts those
aspirations would have and the hazards they would undoubtedly pose

Sucerely. USACE
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