


Metric Conversion Information

In accordance with Executive Orders and Secretary of Commerce direction, the Federal
Highway Administration and supporting agency, project plans were to be converted to
metric units by 2000. However, the Oregon Department of Transportation is now in the

process of converting back to English units.

This document, where appropriate, will

reflect both English and metric units side-by-side to assist the reader.

The following is a brief summary of the conversion factors and units used in this

document:
English Units Multiply By Metric Units
Foot (ft) 0.3048 Meter (m)
Mile (mi) 1.609 Kilometer (km)
Ecubic yard 0.7646 Cubic meter
Acre (ac) 0.4047 Hectare (ha)
Miles per hour (mph) 1.609 Kilometers per hour (km/h)

American Disabilities Act

In compliance with the American Disabilities Act, alternative formats will be made
available on request by contacting ODOT at (541) 963-3177.

Abbreviations

Airport Activities (AA)

Average Daily Traffic (ADT)

Eastern Oregon Regional Airport (EORA)
Economic, Social, Environmental, and Energy
(ESEE) Analysis

Environmental Assessment (EA)
Exclusive Farm Use (EFU)

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA)

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
Interchange Area Management Plan (IAMP)
Land Conservation and Development
Commission (LCDC)

Light Industrial (M-1)

Median Household Income (MHI)

Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATS)
National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS)

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES)

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS)

Oregon Department of Environmental
Quality (DEQ)

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
(ODFW)

Oregon Department of Land

Conservation and Development (DLCD)
Oregon Department of State Lands (DSL)
Oregon Historic Trails Advisory Council
(OHTAC)

Oregon Natural Heritage Information Center
(ONHIC)

Oregon State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO)

Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC)
Oregon Water Resources Department
(OWRD)

Rural Light Industrial (RLI)

Statewide Transportation Improvement Plan
(STIP)

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA)

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
Urban Growth Boundary (UGB)
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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION OF PROPOSED ACTION

1.1  Project Overview

For many years, the City of Pendleton has planned to improve transportation access
with the construction of a second road between -84 and the airport industrial area. In
2005, the City of Pendleton received award of $5.9 million in federal discretionary funds
for the construction of the new road. The proposed project is in the Oregon Department
of Transportation (ODOT) 2006-09 Statewide Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP).
The project has also been included in the 2008-2011 Draft STIP to be approved by the
Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) in October 2007. The Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) has given ODOT authority to pass the discretionary funds to the
City of Pendleton via an intergovernmental agreement. ODOT will provide oversight of
the expenditure of the federal funds as per the Stewardship Agreement between ODOT
and FHWA. All rights of way will be purchased in the City of Pendleton’s name. The
City of Pendleton is the project owner and will have jurisdiction over the new roadway
facility.

The following documents present the findings of the land use studies that are directly
related to the proposed action and are hereby incorporated by reference.

e Proposed Airport Connection to Barnhart Interchange — Goal Exception Land
Use Application, January 2007

¢ [-84 Barnhart Road Interchange Area Management Plan, 2007
e Updated City of Pendleton Transportation System Plan, 2007

This Environmental Assessment (EA) provides an analysis of the proposed action
alternatives to determine if they would result in significant impacts to either the human
or natural environment.

This EA has been prepared in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) of 1969, as amended; FHWA regulations 23 CFR § 771 Environmental Impact
and Related Procedures and Technical Advisory (T.6640.8a) Guidance for Preparing
and Processing Environmental and Section 4(f) Documents; and the FHWA
Environmental Guidebook.

1.1.1 Project Area Location

The proposed project area is located in Umatilla County, west of the City of
Pendleton. The new roadway will connect to Airport Road via the existing N.W.
A Avenue and Stage Gulch Road and extend to Barnhart Road near the |-84
interchange 202 (see Figures 1-1 and 1-2). At the interchange, several
alternative routes were analyzed for the roadway alignment; one was chosen to
carry through the EA analysis. The proposed project area is located in Township
2 North, Range 31 East, Sections 1, 2, and 3; Township 3 North, Range 31 East,
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1.2

Sections 34 and 36; and Township 3 North, Range 32 East, Section 31. The
new roadway length is approximately 4.1 miles. The maijority of the land in the
proposed project area is currently being used for agriculture.

Purpose and Need
1.2.1 Purpose of the Proposed Action

The purpose of the proposed action is to provide a secondary, safe access route
from 1-84 west of Pendleton to the Eastern Oregon Regional Airport (EORA) and
Pendleton Industrial Park that minimizes impacts to Exclusive Farm Use (EFU)
zoned land, with a goal to maintain slopes less than 6 percent, for truck traffic,
unless cost or topography dictate steeper slopes.

1.2.2 Need for the Proposed Action

e More Direct Access (Reduce Travel Time). Currently, the only access
from 1-84 to the Pendleton Industrial Park is via interchange 207 and
Westgate Avenue (U.S. Highway 30). Vehicles accessing Airport Road
from the west, or turning west from Airport Road, must negotiate a 150
degree turn (see Figure 1-3). Airport Road from Westgate Avenue to the
Pendleton Industrial Park has a 6 percent grade and cross slope all the
way to the airport. Because of the steep slope and sharp turns, the
maximum speed trucks can reach is approximately 20 miles per hour
(mph). These conditions make it difficult for truck traffic to access the
industrial area. A less steep road would allow trucks to more easily
access the airport and industrial area. The new roadway design will allow
trucks to run at speeds ranging from 30 to 55 miles per hour, reducing
overall travel times.

e Year-round Reliable Access. At least once a year, during the winter
months, Airport Road has been shut down during and after winter storms,
effectively blocking all traffic to the airport and industrial area. A second
access route to the airport is also necessary to improve safety during the
winter, provide shorter emergency response times, and maintain national
security. This need has been identified by the Army National Guard and is
supported by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).

o Safer Access Route. Because of the steep slopes and sharp turns, the
maximum 20 mph truck speed creates congestion at the intersection of
Westgate Avenue and Airport Road. Airport Road is located on a steep
side slope that would not allow the City to reduce the road grade or
remove the sharp curves.

e Access for Industrial Park Development. The Pendleton
Comprehensive Plan (Pendleton, City of, 1990), the Pendleton
Transportation System Plan (Pendleton TSP 1996), and the updated
Transportation System Plan (Pendleton TSP 2007) identify the need for a
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new access to the airport and industrial park. There is a need to address
the declining functionality of the U.S. Highway 30 - Airport Road
intersection near interchange 207. Pendleton’s updated Transportation
System Plan predicts that the functionality of the intersection will fall to an
“F” level of service with the build-out of the industrial lands currently within
the urban growth boundary (UGB) near the airport.

1.2.3 Scoping Summary

Project scoping began in the fall of 2006 with the preparation of the ODOT
Project Prospectus Part 3 — Project Environmental Classification. State and
federal agencies were consulted regarding the proposed project’s potential
impacts on the environment. Public scoping continued with a public meeting on
November 9, 2006, and has continued throughout the preparation of this EA
during the winter of 2006-07. Scoping letters were sent to 69 interested parties
on December 22, 2006.

1.2.4 I|dentified Concerns

One concern was the potential presence of hazardous materials in the vicinity of
the Woodpecker Truck and Equipment facility at interchange 202. Also, there
has been controversy regarding the alignment of the roadway near interchange
202. Other concerns included access locations and control and the amount of
agricultural land impacted by isolating parcels. Those issues were resolved by
selecting an alternative that avoided the Woodpecker facility, limiting access to
farm parcels, and minimizing the size of isolated parcels.

1.2.5 Actions Completed Prior to NEPA Completion
The following actions have been completed for this project:

e Oregon Land Use Exceptions to Goals 3, 11, and 14 were approved on
June 6, 2007, by the Umatilla County Commissioners.

e The Interchange Area Management Plan (IAMP) was approved by the
Umatilla County Commissioners on June 6, 2007, and by the Oregon
Transportation Commission (OTC) on August 16, 2007.

e Section 106 Consultation was initiated by ODOT and completed on
July 11, 2007, when the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
concurred with the finding that the project will have No Effect on Historic
Properties.
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CHAPTER 2 - PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

A wide range of alternatives that would connect 1-84 and the airport industrial area were
conceptually developed and considered. This section describes the alternative
development process, the proposed action alternative advanced for detailed study, and
the No Action alternative.

2.1 Development of Alternatives

The focus of the alternatives development was a corridor extending westward from the
airport industrial area to Barnhart Road that meets the proposed project's purpose and
need. Seven preliminary alternatives within the study corridor were considered during
the early stages of project development and are described in detail in the Goal
Exception Land Use Application (Pendleton, City of, 2007). What follows is a brief
summary of the alternatives that have been considered. These alternatives were
evaluated using a set of screening criteria developed by city and county planners and
roadway design engineers. Screening criteria included whether or not the alternative
meets the purpose and need, the amount of agricultural land required, the amount of
grade changes, and project cost. Using these screening criteria and based on the
purpose of and need for the proposed project, the project team selected Alternative 5A
as the only action alternative.

e Proposed Action Alternative 5A - Extend Stage Gulch Road via
Frontage Road. Alternative 5A is the only alternative that provides a
secondary, direct, less than 6 percent grade access to the airport industrial
area, reduces traffic at the Airport Road/U.S. Highway 30 intersection,
minimizes use of EFU zoned land, and can be constructed within the project
budget.

Originally, two possible routes were developed near interchange 202 and are
identified as Alternatives 5A and 5B. These alternatives are labeled N2-A2
and N4-A, respectively, in the [-84 Barnhart Road Interchange Area
Management Plan (2007). These routes are shown in Figure 2-1 in Chapter 2
and Figure 4.5 in Appendix A. Through the IAMP public involvement process,
Alternative 5B was dropped from further consideration after extensive public
and agency input.

e No Action Alternative. Under the No Action alternative, no new road would
be constructed to connect Airport and Barnhart Roads. Traffic accessing the
airport industrial area would continue to use the existing roads. Maintenance
would continue on Airport Road, but no improvements are planned. This
alternative is included in this EA as a comparison to the build alternatives
considered.
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2.2 Alternatives Considered But Dismissed

Of the seven preliminary alternatives, the following six (and Alternative 5B) were not
advanced for detailed study. Each alternative and the reason it was dismissed from
further consideration is described below. Maps of these alternatives can be found in
Appendix A.

Alternative 1 — Improve Existing Airport Road. This alternative consists of
improvements to the existing Airport Road and N.W. A Avenue.
Improvements associated with this alternative would include repaving and
widening the road surface and adding curbs, gutters, and sidewalks, and are
generally intended to increase safety. Because Airport Road was constructed
up a steep side slope, it would not be possible to address the most serious
safety issues caused by the steep grades and sharp curves. There would be
no increase in the vehicular capacity of Airport Road. This alternative did not
address the need for a safer secondary access, and did not meet the goal of
less than 6 percent grade emergency access to the airport industrial area;
therefore, Alternative 1 was given no further consideration.

Alternative 2 — N.W. A Avenue Extension (Frontage Road). This alternative
consists of constructing a secondary, less than 6 percent grade, interstate
access frontage road on the north side of -84 between N.W. A Avenue near
N.W. 56th Drive and Barnhart Road near the 1-84 interchange 202.
Approximately 75 to 85 acres of EFU would be impacted under this
alternative. This alternative requires a longer roadway than Alternative 5 and
would cost approximately $6.9 million, which is $1 million over the project
budget; therefore, it was revised as reflected in Alternative 5.

Alternative 3 — N.W. A Avenue Extension (Direct Route). This alternative
would consist of constructing a new road from N.W. A Avenue near N.W. 56th
Drive directly to Barnhart Road near the |-84 interchange 202. As shown in
the Goal Exception Land Use Application (Pendleton, City of, 2007), this
alternative would affect the largest amount of EFU land, at 90 to 100 acres.
The costs associated with either bridging or filling five major drainage areas
would be more than $2 million more than the project budget and make this
alternative cost-prohibitive. For these reasons, this alternative was given no
further consideration.

Alternative 4 — Improve Stage Gulch Road. This alternative consists of
improving an 8-mile section of Stage Gulch Road. This alternative does not
provide a direct route for a second airport access to Interstate 84.
Approximately 60 to 75 acres of EFU would be impacted under this
alternative. Also, most of the Barnhart Road portion of this alignment does
not meet the goal of less than a 6 percent slope. For these reasons, this
alternative was given no further consideration.
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e Alternative 5B — Extend Stage Gulch Road via Frontage Road. This
alternative is very similar to Alternative 5A; however, the route, in the vicinity
of interchange 202, is located southwest of the communication tower and
crosses the northeast corner of the truck facility property. This alternative
impacts less EFU but creates smaller isolated parcels. In addition, this
alternative has the potential for hazardous material impacts. This alternative
was evaluated as part of the IAMP development process, but not selected.

e Alternative 6 — Construct a New 1-84 Interchange and Access Road. This
alternative consists of constructing a new road from N.W. A Avenue near
N.W. 56th Drive to -84 and would include a new diamond interchange
between |-84 interchanges 202 and 207. Although this alternative does
provide the most direct connection with the least impacts on EFU land, it does
not meet ODOT spacing requirements of 6 miles between rural interchanges
on the interstate and the cost would be approximately $24 million, well
beyond the existing project budget. Therefore, this alternative was given no
further consideration.

e Alternative 7 — Improve Stage Gulch Road and Snyder Road to Highway 37.
This alternative would consist of widening and improving Stage Gulch Road
and Snyder Road to the north and east of the airport industrial park from N.W.
56th Drive to Highway 37 (Northgate). Approximately 25 to 40 acres of EFU
would be impacted by this alternative. The overall route is slightly more than
9.3 miles in length and requires a significant amount of out-of-direction travel
between the industrial area and [-84 interchange 207. Due to these issues,
no further consideration was given to this alternative.

2.3 Description of Proposed Action Advanced for Detailed Study

This section describes the proposed action alternative evaluated in this EA. This
alternative involves constructing a new 4.1-mile-long roadway between Airport Road on
the east and Barnhart Road on the west, as well as the associated minor connecting
roads at interchange 202 (see Figure 1-1 and Figures 2-1 and 2-2). The components of
the action alternative include:

e Two 11-foot travel lanes

e Two 6-foot paved shoulders with 2-foot gravel transitions

e 60- to 165-foot right of way

e A 12-foot climbing lane between the Woodpecker facility and interchange 202
The roadway would be consistent with the City’s standards for an arterial roadway. The
design year (2027) average daily traffic (ADT) is 1,500 to 2,000. The 2008 anticipated
ADT is 250. The design speed on most of the road is 65 mph and the posted speed will
be 55 mph; in the vicinity of interchange 202, the design speed is 35 to 45 mph and the
posted speed will be 30 to 35 mph.
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The minor access road connecting the new roadway with Barnhart Road (see Figure 2-
1) will be gravel and will be constructed to match the existing county roads in the
vicinity. The minor roads providing access to and from the truck facility will be paved.
The roadway in the vicinity of the Woodpecker Truck and Equipment facility was
designed to minimize the amount of farmland isolated. Design considerations such as
safety, maintaining design speed, and sight distance limited how close the alignment
could be to the existing roadway. In Figure 2-1 the yellow connector road was designed
in the shown location to allow a safer, easier exit from the truck facility. The road shown
in blue, connecting Barnhart Road with the proposed new roadway, was located closer
to the interchange than ODOT standard spacing in order to provide a safer, flatter
intersection location with better sight distance. An exception to that standard was
granted by the OTC through adoption of the IAMP on August 16, 2007. The preferred
route runs entirely north of the Woodpecker Truck and Equipment facility and
communication tower.

The proposed alternative meets the project's purpose and need to provide a secondary,
safe, less than 6 percent grade access road from [-84 to the EORA and Pendleton
Industrial Park while minimizing the use of EFU-zoned land. This alternative also
passes the cost screening criterion as it can be constructed within the proposed project
budget.



Table 2-1 Alternative Development Process

Seven Preliminary Alternatives

Alternative 1 — Improve Existing Airport Road

Alternative 2 — N.W. A Avenue Extension (Frontage Road)
Alternative 3 — N.W. A Avenue Extension (Direct Route)
Alternative 4 — Improve Stage Gulch Road

Alternative 5 — Extend Stage Gulch Road via Frontage Road

Alternative 5A — The route in the vicinity of interchange 202
runs north of the truck facility and communication tower.

Alternative 5B — The route in the vicinity of interchange 202
runs southwest of the communication tower and crosses the
northeast corner of the truck facility property.

Alternative 6 — Construct a New 1-84 Interchange and Access Road

Alternative 7 — Improve Stage Gulch Road and Snyder Road to Hwy 37

Sy

Screening Criteria and Purpose and Need
Safe

Secondary Access Route

Minimize Use of EFU Land

Cost

Less than 6 Percent Grade

N

Alternative 5 — Extend Stage Gulch Road via Frontage Road

Sy

Alternative 5A
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CHAPTER 3 - AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

This section presents the existing environmental conditions and potential effects of the
Barnhart Road - Airport Road (Pendleton) Connector proposed project action alternative
and the No Action alternative. The resources not present in the project area or in the
project area but unaffected are discussed briefly. Resources that are present and may
be affected are summarized in this section and discussed in more detail in the technical
reports that were prepared for this project (see Chapter 6 - List of Project Technical
Reports). Table 3-1 presents a summary of the effects.

Table 3-1 Environmental Effects of Each Alternative

Resource No Action Proposed Action
Air Quality No effect No significant effect
Cultural Resources No effect No significant effect
Geology and Soils No effect No significant effect
Hazardous Materials | No effect No significant effect
Land Use Adverse effect | Beneficial effect
Noise No effect No significant effect
Socio-economics Adverse effect | Beneficial effect
Biological Resources | No effect No significant effect
Threatened and No effect No significant effect
Endangered Species
Visual Resources No effect No significant effect
Water Quality No effect No significant effect
Wetlands/Waterways | No effect No effect
Traffic and Adverse effect | Beneficial effect
Transportation
Parks and Recreation | No effect No effect
(Section 4(f) and 6(f))
Construction Impacts | No effect No significant effect
Energy Reqwrgments Adverse effect | Beneficial effect
and Conservation

3.1 Air Quality
3.1.1 Affected Environment
The City of Pendleton has not been designated as a non-attainment area by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Air quality in the region is occasionally

affected by airborne particulate matter caused by agricultural activities and
unpaved roads. The Pendleton region is considered to have good air quality,
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meeting state and federal standards for all regulated pollutants (Barnhart
Technical Air Quality Memo, 2007).

The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) monitors for both fine
(PM 2.5) and coarse (PM 10) particulates at one location in the Pendleton area.
The monitoring station is located 2.75 miles southeast of the Eastern Oregon
Regional Airport. Over the past seven years, this monitoring station has
recorded only one exceedance of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS), which was recorded in 1999.

3.1.2 Environmental Impact

Proposed Action. Highway projects in attainment areas, such as Pendleton,
are considered to be in conformity with the Clean Air Act and are not required to
perform detailed micro-scale air quality modeling (Barnhart Technical Air Quality
Memo, 2007). The proposed project will not generate emissions of the criteria
pollutants (particular matter, carbon monoxide, ozone, nitrogen dioxide, lead,
sulfur dioxide) sufficient to approach or exceed the NAAQS due to the anticipated
low traffic volumes over the next 20 years. Average Daily Traffic is forecast to be
only 1500-2000 vehicles by 2027. With the exception of stop signs located at the
east and west ends of the project, traffic will be free-flowing and will keep
emissions from idling vehicles at low levels (Barnhart Technical Air Quality
Memo, 2007).

Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) consist of a wide variety of pollutants emitted
by gasoline and diesel powered motor vehicles, particularly formaldehyde,
benzene, and heavy metals. EPA has identified 6 toxics as priority MSATSs:
benzene formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, diesel exhaust (particulate matter/diesel
exhaust organic gases), acrolein and 1,3-butadiene. Although these MSATSs are
considered the priority transportation toxics, EPA emphasizes that the lists are
subject to change and may be adjusted in future rules. Useful mitigation
measures have been applied on a regional basis including the phase-out of lead
in gasoline, the introduction of low-sulfur diesel fuel, and the installation of
particulate traps on diesel buses (Barnhart Technical Air Quality Memo, 2007).

A qualitative MSAT analysis was conducted following FHWA'’s Interim Guidance
on Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents dated February 3, 2006. The new
roadway will increase emissions of MSAT relative to the No Action alternative.
However, the new roadway will provide a more direct, less congested, and faster
route from Interstate 84 to the Pendleton Industrial Park. The increase of
emissions from the increased ADT in the area is offset by lower MSATS emission
rates from increased speeds. According to EPA’s MOBILEG emissions model,
emissions of all of the priority MSAT, except for diesel particulate matter,
decrease as speed increases. Also, the proposed route passes through a rural
landscape where there are few residences and few receptors; the existing route
passes by a housing development near the EORA.
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3.2

EPA’s national control program to reduce MSAT emissions by 57 to 87 percent
between 2000 and 2020 will result in lower emissions in the future than present
levels. In addition, EPA’s regulations for vehicle engines and fuels will cause
MSAT to decline significantly over the next 20 years and will not only reduce the
background level of MSAT but will reduce the MSAT emissions from this project
as well.

In order to comply with CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.22), regarding incomplete
or unavailable information, Appendix B provides additional detailed information
from FHWA'’s Interim Guidance on Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA documents dated
February 3, 2006.

The greatest potential for air quality impacts exist during construction when the
demolition, earth-moving, paving activities, and roadway painting will generate
fugitive dust, particulate matter, and other pollutants from the operation of heavy
equipment. These potential pollutants include carbon monoxide, inhalable
particulate matter (PM 10), particulate matter (PM 2.5), nitrogen dioxide (NO>),
sulfur dioxide (SO;), and MSAT. These impacts will be minor, temporary, and
short-term.

No Action Alternative. The No Action alternative would have no short-term or
long-term effects on air quality in the area.

3.1.3 Mitigation

ODOT contract specifications requiring dust abatement will minimize the
temporary dust impacts during construction. Specific mitigation measures are
identified in Chapter 4. The project is not expected to have a long-term effect on
air quality standards in the region.

Cultural Resources
3.2.1 Affected Environment

A Cultural Resources Survey of the project area was conducted in January 2007.
The resultant report (Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Airport Road-
Barnhart Road Connector, 2007) is on file at the Oregon State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO). The investigation identified two potential (greater
than 50 years old) historic resources in the project area. The first resource
included a residence and four agriculture outbuildings. These structures have
been significantly altered and lack the integrity necessary for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The second resource was a
residence constructed in 1952 that lacks any significant architectural distinction.
Given the status of the resources, it was concluded that no NRHP eligible historic
resources exist in the project area.

Although the Oregon Historic Trails Advisory Council (OHTAC, 2006) advised
that the Oregon Trail and other historical roads probably passed through the
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project area, no artifacts or other physical evidence of these features or any other
archeological resources could be discerned during the cultural survey conducted
in January 2007 (Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Airport Road-
Barnhart Road Connector, 2007). Figure 3-1 shows the mapped locations of the
features. Correspondence with the local landowner revealed that the route of the
Oregon Trail is only visible as undulations in the height of mature wheat when it
is mature during the months of June and July. This visual cue is only evident
every other year, because the landowner alternates planting wheat and leaving
the field fallow in succeeding years. The entire route of the Oregon Trail has
been designated a National Historic Trail (NPS, 1998) and certain preserved
segments have been placed on the NRHP. The section of the Oregon Trail that
lies within the project area is not listed on the NRHP.

3.2.2 Environmental Impact

Proposed Action. The proposed action alternative will not impact any known
archaeological resources. If any previously undiscovered archaeological
resources are found during construction, work will stop and appropriate state and
tribal staff will be contacted for further investigation.

The action alternative will affect a small portion of the Oregon Trail at the two
places where the roadway crosses the trail, a total area of approximately 0.04
acre. The road construction will disturb the soil by grading, excavating or filling,
and paving. This area has been plowed and farmed for many years and will
continue to be used in that manner, and any artifacts have likely been removed
as part of that use. The proposed project is not expected to have any effect on
associated artifacts. As mentioned above, this section of the Oregon Trail is not
listed on the NRHP (Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Airport Road-
Barnhart Road Connector, 2007).

After applying the NRHP criteria (36 CFR Part 63) to the known historic
resources, on June 20, 2007, ODOT, on behalf of FHWA, issued a finding of "No
Historic Properties Affected" (per 36 CFR Part 800.4). The SHPO concurred with
that finding on July 11, 2007 (see Appendix C).

No Action Alternative. The No Action alternative would not effect any historic
or archaeological resources in the proposed project area.

3.2.3 Enhancement

At the request of the OHTAC, two interpretive roadside signs will be placed along
the new roadway in the approximate locations of the crossings. The City of
Pendleton, in coordination with OHTAC, will install the signs in the appropriate
locations. The 12-inch by 18-inch interpretive signs will be funded by OHTAC
and installed by the City of Pendleton. Pullouts will not be built at the sign
locations.



3.3

3.4

Geology and Soils
3.3.1 Affected Environment

The geology of the proposed project area is characterized by silt loam underlain
by a gravelly sub-layer overlying Columbia River basalt. Figure 3-2 shows the
soil types within the proposed project area. These soils are deep, well-drained
soils on broad summits. The majority of the soil in the proposed project area is
considered prime farmland.

3.3.2 Environmental Impact

Proposed Action. The action alternative will not affect any unique geologic
features in the proposed project area. Soils along the alignment will be disturbed
by the construction and compacted by the operation of the roadway.

No Action Alternative. The No Action alternative would have no effect on soils
or geology in the proposed project area.

Hazardous Materials
3.4.1 Affected Environment

The Hazardous Materials Corridor Study conducted for this project (Hazardous
Materials Corridor Study Barnhart Road/Airport Road, 2007), which included
searches of relevant hazardous materials, hazardous waste, and solid waste
databases, and a pedestrian survey of the proposed project area, concluded that
the only environmental concern in the proposed project corridor is the Woody
Clark property (a.k.a. Woodpecker Truck and Equipment) located near the I-
84/Barnhart Road interchange. This property is assumed to have potential
environmental concerns involving petroleum products and hazardous
substances. This site was confirmed as having multiple above-ground storage
tanks, underground storage tanks, 55-gallon drums, and varying quantities of
salvage debris. The operation is a known hazardous waste generator and is
suspected of having a septic system, surficial staining, asbestos containing
materials, lead-based paint, potential PCB-containing equipment, and regulated
lighting fixtures (Hazardous Materials Corridor Study Barnhart Road/Airport
Road, 2007).

3.4.2 Environmental Impact
Proposed Action. No known or suspected hazardous materials were identified
along this alternative route. This alternative would not affect, or be affected by,

hazardous materials.

No Action Alternative. The No Action alternative would have no effect on
hazardous materials, solids, or hazardous waste.
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3.5

Land Use and Farmland Conversion
3.5.1 Affected Environment

Current land use in the area of the proposed project is shown on Figure 3-3.
Land use zoning is shown on Figure 3-4. At the west end of the proposed
project, the proposed road connects with Barnhart Road, classified as a local
road under the jurisdiction of Umatilla County, in an unincorporated area of the
county. The proposed project extends eastbound through the county-zoned
area, the proposed project cuts diagonally across a portion of the City's UGB and
ends at the Pendleton city limits where it connects with Stage Gulch Road, which
is classified as a local road under the jurisdiction of Umatilla County.

The county areas affected by the proposed project are zoned EFU and Rural
Light Industrial (RLI). Two lots near the west end of the proposed project at
Barnhart Road are zoned RLI. Woodpecker Truck and Equipment, a company
that sells and repairs trucks and truck equipment, occupies these lots. A small
lot zoned EFU adjacent to the Woodpecker Truck and Equipment facility hosts a
telecommunications structure owned by Subcarrier Communications, Inc. Four
tax lots zoned EFU make up the remaining county zoned area outside of the
UGB. The Coppinger family farms the parcels near the Barnhart interchange
area, and A & B Pinkerton, Inc., farms the remaining ground eastward to the city
limits. The area is planted in wheat using dryland farming practices.

Near the east end of the proposed project, the road crosses a £100-acre area
within the City's UGB. Included in the UGB in April 2000, the area retains an
EFU zoning but will eventually be rezoned to Light Industrial (M-1) similar to
adjacent property within the city limits (Pendleton, City of, 2007). The site is
currently planted in wheat as a contiguous field worked by the Pinkertons.

The proposed project terminates at Stage Gulch Road at the Pendleton city
limits. Stage Gulch Road continues east and southeast providing connection to
the EORA, the industrial park area, and N.W. Airport Road. This northwest
corner of the city is zoned Airport Activities (AA) in the immediate area of the
airport, M-1 south and west of the airport, and EFU within the city limits north and
southwest of the airport.

The land near the EORA has been developed over time to serve the need for
new industry by providing raw land with transportation and public works. The
City owns approximately 1,550 acres near the airport and has begun to provide
the necessary infrastructure to attract businesses to the 532-acre. Industrial
Park situated in this area (Pendleton, City of, 2007). Infrastructure for the first
phase of the Pendleton Industrial Park located south of the airport has been
completed with tenants occupying approximately 588,000 square feet of
industrial space. Tenants include the Oregon Air National Guard, the National
Weather Service, Power Vision, and Round-Up City Broadcasting. These
operations have created approximately 75 new jobs within the park (Pendleton,
City of, 2007). The land zoned M-1 west of the airport extending to the city limits
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is vacant. Future land use is anticipated to increase occupancy in the industrial
zoned area, then expand the M-1 zone into the EFU areas in the city limits south
of the airport and in the UGB west of the airport (Pendleton TSP, 2007).

An Airport Hazard Overlay Zone covering the area surrounding the EORA has
been established to prevent hazards to the utility of the airport (see Figure 3-4).
The zone extends horizontally from the airport a distance of 9,000 or 50,000 feet
based on position relative to runway orientation. Primarily used to restrict
structure heights in the zone, additional restrictions include building location, the
use of glare producing materials, noise sensitive uses, and developments that
attract hazardous bird movements. The entire length of the proposed project is
within this overlay zone. According to the airport manager (Dalrymple, 2007), the
proposed project is compatible with this zoning and will not require a permit. In
addition, Airport Hazard Overlay Zone restrictions supersede roadway
requirements. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) was provided an
opportunity for comment through the project scoping letter in December 2006
and a follow-up letter in September 2007. The FAA responded and had no
issues with the proposed action (FAA, 2007a and FAA, 2007b).

3.5.2 Environmental Impact

Proposed Action. Under the proposed action it is expected that both general
and commercial air transport uses at the airport and occupation of the industrial
park will increase. The proposed project, increased roadway and airport use,
along with industrial land occupation are consistent with the various planning
documents in place for the project area (Pendleton, City of, 2007):

e City of Pendleton Comprehensive Land Use Plan (1990)

e Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan (adopted 1983; revised 1991)

e Eastern Oregon Regional Airport Master Plan (2001)

e Pendleton TSP (1996 and 2007) and County Transportation System Plans

No change in land use in the vicinity of interchange 202 is anticipated. The
project area is a rural-zoned interchange with size restrictions for buildings. Any
change in land use would have to be done through the land use process and
meet zoning requirements. Approximately 7.6 acres of land located between the
new road and the larger property parcels will be isolated. The isolation of small
amounts of land will not significantly affect the agricultural use of the remaining
properties.

Two farming operations in the unincorporated area of the county zoned EFU will
have dryland wheat fields bisected and bordered by the proposed road. The loss
of farmland to the roadway will be approximately76 acres. Approximately 28.9
acres of right of way will be acquired from the Coppinger farm starting where the
proposed project connects to Barnhart Road, circumnavigating Woodpecker
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Truck and Equipment, and running adjacent to the |-84 right of way. The
proposed road alignment with access roads to Woodpecker Truck and
Equipment and Barnhart Road will unavoidably isolate three sections of land in
this area as discussed above. These isolated land parcels will have limited
farming value due to their small size. Access locations from the new roadway
are shown in yellow in Figure 2-1. Farm access points were agreed upon by the
City, County, ODOT, and the landowners through the IAMP process.

Approximately 47.3 acres of EFU zoned land will be acquired from the Pinkerton
farming operation for the proposed project right of way. At the west boundary of
the affected property, the road alignment is adjacent and parallel to [-84.
Approximately 1 mile further southeast, the road turns northeast, diagonally
dividing a £1,000-acre dry farmed wheat field into two nearly equal parts. Due to
the large size of the divided parcels, with appropriate access locations there
should be no effect on farm practices at this site. Access locations are identified
in yellow in Figure 2-1. Farm access points were agreed upon by the City,
County, ODOT, and the landowners through the IAMP process.

The Farmland Protection Policy Act is intended to minimize the impact federal
programs have on the unnecessary and irreversible conversion of farmland to
nonagricultural uses. In order to assess the impacts of converting agricultural
lands for the new roadway between Airport Road and Barnhart Road, a Farmland
Conversion Rating form was processed in collaboration with the Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS, 2007). Where a maximum score for
the Farmland Conversion Rating is 260 points (indicating the most severe
impacts to farmland), the proposed action’s conversion of 87 acres to
nonagricultural use was assessed at 138 points. At the time the farmland
conversion analysis was completed, the 87-acre figure was used as a maximum
impact area. Since the date of the conversion analysis, actual acres of
agricultural land to be impacted have been reduced to approximately 76 acres
through design modification. The Farmland Conversion Rating of 138 total points
(out of 260) is not considered a substantial impact on farmland. According to 7
CFR 658.4(c)(2), “sites receiving a total score of less than 160 need not be given
further consideration for protection and no additional sites need to be evaluated.”

The eastern portion of the roadway, nearest the city limits, enters the Pendleton
UGB but is still part of the wheat field farmed by Pinkerton. The land between
the UGB and the city limits (approximately 5.25 acres) that is not zoned EFU is
under the jurisdiction of the City. EFU land between the UGB and the city limits
is under the County's jurisdiction. There is a Joint Management Agreement in
place between the City and the County that requires joint decision-making in this
area. A copy of the agreement is included in Appendix C. The construction of the
proposed project improves the accessibility of the industrial area and the M-1 and
AA zoned land within the City. The increased access could increase the rate of
development of the area.

The proposed action alternative is consistent with the limitations of development
within the Airport Hazard Overlay Zone. No impacts to the Eastern Oregon
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Regional Airport will occur. The FAA has reviewed the project and did not have
any concerns (FAA, 2007a and FAA, 2007b).

No Action Alternative. The No Action alternative would leave the airport and
industrial park with the existing access limitations of Airport Road. The lack of
adequate access has hampered efforts to recruit new industries to properties
available in the park. Candidate business park occupants have cited unsafe and
inconvenient airport access as the reasons for not locating in the facility
(Pendleton, City of, 2007). These limitations adversely impact the development
of the industrial park, which can increase pressure to convert other land use
areas outside the park to industrial use. The plan for construction of a second
access road between the airport industrial park and Interstate 84, such as the
proposed project, has been planned by the City of Pendleton for more than 20
years. The proposed project is consistent with the County's comprehensive plan.
The City of Pendleton owns the industrial park, and development of it is part of
their overall economic vitalization plan. This is the City's third attempt to expand
the use of this industrial land. The No Action alternative does not meet the
objectives of providing a second access route to serve the needs of the airport
and industrial park.

3.5.3 Mitigation

Proposed Action. The impacts on farmland required goal exceptions to allow a
new road on rural land. The Umatilla County Planning Commission approved
exceptions to Statewide Planning Goals 3 (Agricultural Lands), 11 (Public
Facilities), and 14 (Urbanization) on June 6, 2007. The Interchange Area
Management Plan (IAMP) for the |-84 interchange 202/Barnhart Road was an
integral part in obtaining the goal exceptions. The IAMP was approved by the
County Commissioners on June 6, 2007, and was approved by the Oregon
Transportation Commission on August 16, 2007. The plan will be implemented
by Umatilla County and serve as an additional safeguard to protect agricultural
land and the existing transportation infrastructure.

The City and County, in coordination with ODOT, as part of both the IAMP and
the goal exceptions, addressed the following considerations:

1. An Interchange Area Management Plan was prepared and
approved that considered possible alignments for the new road
within the [-84/Barnhart interchange area and will assure that traffic
and development at the interchange are consistent with the function
of the interchange.

2. As part of the IAMP process, an analysis of alternatives to the
proposed project was conducted and found that a reasonable
alternative with less or no impact on agricultural resources does not
exist. These alternatives are summarized in Chapter 2 and are
shown in Appendix A.
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The proposed project minimizes the loss of farmland to the most
practical extent. An economic, social, environmental, and energy
(ESEE) analysis was not required because the criteria of the goal
exception process were followed. The proposed project adheres to
the goal exception criteria for Goals 3, 11, and 14.

Impacts to farming operations were minimized by designing the
road alignment to maintain farmable parcels, by providing better
access for transporting farming products to Interstate 84, and by
providing farm access points. These access points are shown in
Figure 2-1.

Access to EFU lands along the road is limited to farm uses only by
the following:

a. Right of access granted the landowners for farm use only.

b. Deed restriction on access will be included in the right of way
acquisition.

C. The City is prepared to limit future access to this new road

by prohibiting non-farm access to the road except within the
City's UGB and as required by the IAMP (Pendleton, City of,
2007).

d. City and County policy defines the function of the road as
providing access to the airport and Barnhart Road and to
protect EFU Iland between the interchange and the
Pendleton UGB.

The location of the connection of the new roadway to Barnhart
Road will be less than the ODOT-required spacing to avoid large fill
sections and to create better sight distance for motorists. The
location of the connection was limited by roadway design radius
requirements. ODOT allowed the new intersection to be located
within 1,000 feet of the interchange instead of the standard 1,320
feet to meet the radius requirements. Moving this intersection also
reduced the size of the remaining island of EFU land adjoining the
developed land at the interchange. ODOT granted an exception to
the interchange spacing standards as part of the IAMP
development process. The OTC, through approval of the IAMP on
August 16, 2007, also approved the exception to the interchange
spacing standards.
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3.6

3.7

Noise
3.6.1 Affected Environment

The existing land use in the proposed project area is agricultural, rural
residences, and a commercial truck repair facility. The zoning within the
proposed project area is Exclusive Farm Use along the majority of the route and
Rural Light Industrial at the interchange area. The noise receptors in the
proposed project area consist of two rural residences located in the agricultural
fields north of the new roadway route and the Woodpecker Truck and Equipment
facility at interchange 202. One of the residences is approximately 2,300 feet
north of the proposed roadway and the other is approximately 2,400 feet north.

3.6.2 Environmental Impact

Proposed Action. The outcome of the analysis of the project’s potential for
noise impacts, conducted in accordance with the ODOT Noise Manual (1996a),
is that the action alternative does not require a project specific noise analysis;
rather, noise impacts fit under the April 1996 Statewide Noise Study Report
(ODOT, 1996b). This determination is based on the type of land use in the
proposed project area and the purpose of the new roadway. Noise impacts are
not expected because there are no noise sensitive receptors within 2,000 feet of
the new roadway. The two residences are over 2,000 feet away, and the truck
repair facility located at the [-84 interchange is not a noise sensitive
development. A truck repair facility falls under activity Category C in FHWA's
Noise Abatement criteria. Future land uses adjacent to the new roadway are
expected to be agricultural along the majority of the roadway and industrial and
commercial uses near the termini. None of these future uses are expected to be
noise sensitive.

No Action Alternative. The No Action alternative would have no effect on noise
levels in the proposed project area. The current noise level within the proposed
project area would remain unchanged.

Socio-economics
3.7.1 Affected Environment

The U.S. Census estimate for Median Household Income (MHI) for the City of
Pendleton is $36,800. For comparison, the MHI for the state of Oregon is
$40,916. Individuals below the poverty level comprise 13.3 percent of the
population in Pendleton, while the Oregon state average is 11.6 percent. The
2006 Oregon Population Report completed by Portland State University
estimated the population of the City of Pendleton to be 17,310 in July 2007
(Portland State University, 2007).

A total of five tax lots will be impacted by this project (See Appendix E). Four of
the properties in the proposed project area are in private ownership; one parcel is
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3.8

owned by the City of Pendleton. Two rural residences are located north of the
proposed project area. They are located far enough from the proposed roadway
that no relocations will be necessary. Coordination with the landowners revealed
that there are no low-income or minority populations currently residing in the
project area.

The proposed project will have no direct impact on school districts, recreation
areas, or churches, as none are located in the proposed project area. The
additional access to the area will improve fire protection and emergency
response times. Businesses adjacent to interchange 202 will benefit from the
increased traffic. Public safety will be improved both in the City of Pendleton in
the vicinity of Airport Road and at interchange 202. All City of Pendleton and
Umatilla County residences will benefit from this proposed project as it is
expected to increase tax revenues and improve employment opportunities in the
area. The economic vitality of existing highway-related businesses is expected
to improve as a result of the proposed project.

3.7.2 Environmental Impact

Proposed Action. The proposed action alternative is expected to have a
beneficial effect on the socio-economics in the area. Improving access to the
airport and surrounding industrial area is expected to allow for growth of existing
businesses and attract new businesses to the area.

The proposed action alternative would not cause disproportionately high or
adverse human health or environmental effects on minority and/or low income
populations, as no such populations are present in the proposed project area.

No Action Alternative. The No Action alternative may have an adverse effect
on the socio-economics in the proposed project area as the development
potential of the airport industrial area would continue to be limited by poor
access. The lack of adequate access has hampered efforts to recruit new
industries to properties available in the industrial park. Potential occupants have
cited unsafe and inconvenient access as reasons for not locating in the facility
(Pendleton, City of, 2007). The No Action alternative would have no impact on
low income or minority populations because it maintains the existing conditions.

Biological Resources
3.8.1 Affected Environment

A Biological Resources Technical Memo was prepared for this project. The
proposed project area is located in the Columbia River - Umatilla Plateau
physiographic province as defined by Thorson et al. (2003). The proposed
project area is located within the 2,500-square-mile Umatilla Basin. The Umatilla
River, located approximately one mile south of the proposed project area, flows
west from its headwaters in the Blue Mountains to its confluence with the
Columbia River near Umatilla. Natural vegetation in the proposed project area is
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3.9

historically wheat grasses and some sagebrush-steppe communities. Currently
the proposed project area is dominated by non-irrigated wheat fields. One small
area of native vegetation (rabbitbrush-great basin wildrye) remains near the west
end of the proposed project area.

The wildlife in the proposed project area is limited to those species that have
adapted to living in rural/agricultural habitat, such as mule deer, coyotes, skunks,
mice, ground squirrels, and opossum. A raptor nest is located in a locust tree
approximately 1,000 feet north of the proposed project. Local landowners report
that the nest has been used by a pair of great-horned owls. The nest was found
to be unoccupied during a mid-March 2007 site visit. According to the Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW, 2006), there are no wildlife migration
corridors in the project vicinity.

3.8.2 Environmental Impact

Proposed Action. Due to the alteration of the vast majority of the habitat in the
proposed project area, this proposed action would not have a significant effect on
biological resources. Any wildlife present at the beginning of construction would
likely move to surrounding areas of similar habitat. Once the roadway is
constructed, local wildlife will likely adapt to its presence and avoid it. The raptor
nest is far enough away from the new roadway that no impacts are expected.
However, the presence of the roadway does increase the risk of vehicle-wildlife
collisions.

No Action Alternative. The No Action alternative would have no effect on
biological resources in the proposed project area. The baseline condition of
biological resources within the proposed project area would remain unchanged.

Threatened and Endangered Species
3.9.1 Affected Environment

According to the Oregon Natural Heritage Information Center database
(ORNHIC, 2006), there are no known occurrences of threatened or endangered
species within the proposed project area. As explained further in the Biological
Resources Technical Memo, the proposed project area does not contain habitat
for any of the listed species known to occur in Umatilla County. A survey was
conducted of the small area of native vegetation to determine the presence or
absence of the Washington ground squirrel, listed as a candidate species by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). No individuals were found. The closest
known threatened or endangered species are listed fish species (bull trout and
steelhead) in the Umatilla River, approximately one mile south of the proposed
project area. Erosion and sediment control practices during construction, and
stormwater treatment after construction, will prevent any impacts to these
species.

3-13



3.10

3.11

3.9.2 Environmental Impact

Proposed Action The proposed action alternative would not have any effect on
any threatened or endangered species because no such species occur in the
proposed project area.

No Action Alternative. The No Action alternative would have no effect on any
threatened or endangered species.

Visual Resources
3.10.1 Affected Environment

There are no sensitive visual areas such as parks, scenic highways, or
viewpoints within the proposed project area. Views of the proposed project from
public spaces are possible along Airport Road, 1-84, and Barnhart Road.
Between Airport Road and where the new roadway begins to parallel 1-84, the
concave topography is such that the new roadway will be difficult to see from
anywhere but the northeast. Once the roadway reaches the interstate it will be
quite visible from most of the surrounding area. The proposed project will not be
visible from either of the two residences located to the north. Both are located far
enough away and at a lower elevation.

3.10.2 Environmental Impact

Proposed Action. The proposed action will add a new visual element to the
proposed project area. The portion of the new roadway that runs parallel to the
interstate and north of interchange 202 is expected to have a limited effect on the
overall visual character of the area because it will fit in with the context of a
highway/industrial area. The portion of the new roadway located away from the
highway, through agricultural land, will be a greater change in the visual
landscape, but views will be limited. Because further development of the
proposed project area will be limited by zoning and land use laws, no major
changes to the existing landscape are expected as a result of this proposed
project.

No Action Alternative. The No Action alternative would have no effect on the
visual quality of the environment. The existing visual resources within the
proposed project area would remain unchanged.

Water Quality

3.11.1 Affected Environment

Surface Water. The Umatilla River is the primary surface water in the proposed
project vicinity. It is located approximately one mile south of the proposed project

area. The Oregon DEQ has listed the Umatilla River as a 303(d) Water Quality
Limited Stream from river mile 0 to 32.1 for dissolved oxygen, iron, and
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3.12

manganese (DEQ, 2007). The only other surface water in the vicinity is Stage
Gulch, an intermittent stream located approximately two miles north of the
proposed project area.

Groundwater. According to the EPA Office of Groundwater and Drinking Water
National Summary of Sole Source Aquifer Designations, the proposed project
does not lie within a sole source aquifer area (EPA, 2007). The Oregon Water
Resources Department (Reid, pers. comm. 2007) reports that the proposed
project area lies outside the Stage Gulch Critical Groundwater Area, located just
to the west of Barnhart Road.

3.11.2 Environmental Impact

Proposed Action. The proposed action alternative will not impact surface water
or groundwater in the area. During construction, erosion and sediment control
practices will be implemented to prevent sediment-laden water from running off
into adjacent waterways. The project will be constructed under ODOT's National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Stormwater Discharge Permit
(1200-CA). Following construction, stormwater runoff from the new roadway will
be treated using bio-infiltration through roadside vegetation. The proposed
project will add approximately 17 to 18 acres of new impervious surface.

No Action Alternative. The No Action alternative would have no effect on water
quality in the proposed project area. The condition of water quality within the
proposed project area would remain unchanged.

Wetlands/Waterways
3.12.1 Affected Environment

There are no wetlands or Waters of the United States in the proposed project
area. The National Wetland Inventory (NWI) map identifies one potential wetland
(PEMA) near the west end of the proposed project area (see Figure 3-5). Upon
field examination, this area was determined not to be a wetland due to lack of
hydrology and hydrophytic plants. There are several swales in the proposed
project area that will be crossed by the new roadway. These swales were
confirmed to be non-jurisdictional by the Oregon Department of State Lands
(DSL) (see correspondence in Appendix C). There are no indications of an
ordinary high water mark on any of the swales as described in the USACE
guidance document (USACE, 2004).

According to the FEMA flood maps (FEMA, 1987 and 1988), the entire project
area lies outside the 100-year floodplain.
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3.13

3.12.2 Environmental Impact

Proposed Action. The proposed action alternative will have no impact on
wetlands or Waters of the United States, as none exist in the proposed project
area.

No Action Alternative. The No Action alternative would have no effect on
wetlands.

Traffic and Transportation
3.13.1 Affected Environment

Existing roadways within the proposed project area include Interstate 84,
Barnhart Road, Airport Road, and Clark Lane. The only roadway outside the
proposed project area that may be affected by this project is Westgate Avenue
(U.S. Highway 30) within the City of Pendleton. According to the Barnhart Road
Interchange Area Management Plan (2007), over the next twenty years,
increased traffic will result in congestion at the existing Airport Road/ Westgate
Avenue intersection and improvements will be needed.

The Barnhart Road IAMP (2007) found that all intersections within the
interchange 202 area currently operate at a level of service “A” during the
weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. The ODOT volume-to-capacity thresholds
are also met at the ramp terminal during both peak periods. There are no
identified safety issues in the Barnhart Road interchange area based on a review
of the most recent five years of available crash data.

The current ADT along Barnhart Road near interchange 202 is roughly 300 to
400 vehicles. Along Airport Road, the ADT is approximately 2,700 vehicles near
the Airport Road/U.S. Highway 30 intersection.

There are currently three access points located along Barnhart Road north of
interchange 202. ODOT’s access spacing standard for Barnhart Road within the
vicinity of the interchange is 1,350 feet from the ramp terminals to any type of
access. None of the access points meet the standard. All of the access points
meet Umatilla County’s access spacing standards for a minor collector roadway.

The new roadway would be designated as an arterial and the posted speed limit
would be 55 mph, except in the vicinity of the Barnhart Road interchange, where
it would be 30 to 35 mph.

The proposed action alternative would retain the three current access points on
Barnhart Road (see Figure 2-1). Access into the Woodpecker Truck and
Equipment facility would be limited to right turns from Barnhart Road; no left turns
back onto Barnhart would be permitted. Exit from the facility would be via a
minor collector road at the intersection with the realigned Barnhart Road and
from the east end of the facility to the new roadway.
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3.15

There are no public transportation facilities or pedestrian and bicycle facilities
located in the project area.

3.13.2 Environmental Impact

Proposed Action. Approximately 50 percent of the traffic volume currently using
Airport Road in Pendleton is expected to move to the proposed new roadway
(IAMP, 2007). This movement of traffic is expected to improve safety and
congestion along Airport Road within the City of Pendleton. The existing traffic
volumes at the Barnhart Road interchange are currently low enough (300 to 400
ADT) that the expected traffic increase will not cause a significant deterioration of
service. The 2008 anticipated ADT for the new road is 250 and the design year
(2027) ADT is projected to be 1,500 to 2,000.

No Action Alternative. The No Action alternative would have an adverse effect
on traffic and transportation in the proposed project area. The existing condition
of traffic and transportation within the proposed project area would remain
unchanged; the deficient conditions outlined in the purpose and need
(Section 1.2) would continue to occur. Increased traffic would result in
congestion at the existing Airport Road/Westgate Avenue intersection and
improvements will be needed.

Parks and Recreation (Section 4(f) and 6(f))

3.14.1 Affected Environment

There are no Section 4(f) or Section 6(f) properties in the proposed project area.
Historic trails are exempt from Section 4(f) if they are not eligible for the National
Historic Register (FHWA, 2007a). There are no parks or recreation areas in the
project area.

3.14.2 Environmental Impact

Proposed Action. The proposed action will not impact any parks or recreation
areas, or any Section 4(f) or 6(f) properties, as none of these resources exist in

the project area or vicinity.

No Action Alternative. The No Action alternative would have no effect on
recreation or on any Section 4(f) or 6(f) properties.

Construction Impacts

Proposed Action. The proposed action alternative will have the following minor
construction impacts.

e Air Quality. Construction activities could cause short-term increases in
air pollutant emissions. The construction contractor will be required to
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3.16

comply with all local, state, and federal requirements concerning air
pollution abatement related to construction activities. The most common
requirement is the control of fugitive dust emissions. Construction
activities are not expected to significantly affect air quality.

e Noise. Construction activities would cause localized, temporary noise
impacts. Oregon Standard Specifications for noise control will be
implemented. These rules restrict construction hours to between 6 a.m.
and 10 p.m.

o Traffic/Transportation. Construction activities would temporarily impact
traffic and travel patterns, causing delays and/or detours. Access to
properties in the proposed project area would be maintained during
construction.

No Action Alternative. The No Action alternative would not cause any
construction impacts.

Energy Requirements and Conservation
3.16.1 Affected Environment

The affected environment for energy is the baseline level of energy being
expended in the proposed project area as well as other areas that will be affected
by the proposed project. Energy in the proposed project area is being expended
by residential and agricultural activities as well as operation of the facilities at
interchange 202. Outside the proposed project area, energy is expended by
trucks accessing the airport and industrial area via Airport Road.

3.16.2 Environmental Impact
Proposed Action.

e Construction Impacts. Construction of the proposed action alternative
will require additional energy. This impact will be temporary and will return
to normal once the project is completed.

e Operational Impacts. The proposed action alternative is expected to
provide some benefits in terms of energy conservation. The operational
energy requirements of vehicles using the new roadway will be less than
the energy requirements of vehicles using the existing access route.
These benefits would be realized by the re-routing of truck traffic away
from the existing route, which requires more idling and traversing steep
slopes in low gear, to the new roadway, which will be a more direct route
with less elevation change. It is expected that the savings in operational
energy would more than offset the construction energy requirements and
eventually result in a net savings in energy usage.
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Energy used for residential and agricultural activities is expected to remain
largely unchanged following the construction of the new roadway.

The anticipated development of the interchange 202 and airport industrial
area will increase the amount of energy consumption in the proposed
project area. However, this energy use will not be created by the proposed
project; if the proposed project were not constructed, the development
causing the energy use would occur somewhere else. The only item the
proposed project itself changes is the location of the energy use.

No Action Alternative.

Construction Impacts. This alternative would require no additional
expenditure of energy for construction.

Operational Impacts. The energy currently being expended by trucks
accessing the airport industrial area via the existing route will
continue. The net result would be a continued consumption of energy that
could be saved with construction of a more efficient roadway.

3.17 Right of Way

Proposed Action. Right of way acquisition for the proposed action will impact a
total of five different property owners. No relocations will be necessary for the
project. Tax lot maps showing the various properties can be found in Appendix E.
The impacts to each owner are as follows:

Woodpecker Truck and Equipment, Inc. — Approximately 1.65 acres will
be acquired from this property owner in two separate parcels. No parcels
will be isolated and the remainder of property is approximately 13.4 acres.

Kenneth Coppinger — Approximately 28.9 acres will be acquired from this
property owner in two separate parcels. The remaining property is in
excess of 100 acres (approximately 415 acres). The land parcel isolated
by the proposed project lies on the south side of the new roadway and is
approximately 7.63 acres.

Subcarrier Communications, Inc. — Approximately 0.105 acre will be
acquired from this property owner. No parcels will be isolated and the
remainder of property is approximately 0.58 acre.

A & B Pinkerton, Inc. — Approximately 47.3 acres will be acquired from

this property owner, with no parcels being isolated. The remainder is in
excess of 100 acres (approximately 2,270 acres).

3-19



e The City of Pendleton — Approximately 2.4 acres will be acquired from
the City of Pendleton. No parcels will be isolated and the remainder is in
excess of 100 acres (approximately 164 acres).

Right of way widths for the proposed project will vary throughout the project. For
the majority of the project, the right of way width will be approximately 150 feet.
In areas where the new roadway is parallel with 1-84, the right of way width will
be approximately 165 feet. In areas where large cuts and fills are required, the
right of way width will vary between 150 feet and 165 feet. Near the west end of
the project, the right of way width narrows to 60 feet.

The project will require approximately 80.5 total acres of right of way at an
estimated cost between $300,000 and $600,000. All right of way acquisition will
be completed in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, and Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1974. In summary, the act requires a specific process for the
acquisition of property for government programs that benefit the public as a
whole. The Fifth Amendment of the Constitution states that private property shall
not be taken for public use without just compensation. The Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 established the
process for compensation. The process incorporates the following steps:

e Property Notification — Once an agency identifies the property owners
impacted by a proposed project, the agency will notify the property owners
and provide project information, and arrange for an appraisal.

e Property Appraisal — The appraisal follows strict guidelines and will
describe the property in terms of fair market value, comparing similar
properties that have recently sold in the area.

e Just Compensation — Once the appraisal is complete and has been
reviewed and approved, the agency will provide a written offer.

e Written Offer — After the agency approves the just compensation offer,
negotiations will begin with the delivery of the written offer. During this
time, agency acquisition policies and procedures will be explained and a
reasonable length of time will be given for the property owner to accept,
reject, and/or negotiate the written offer. When an agreement on the
written offer has been reached, a deed will be signed by the property
owner.

e Payment — Once the necessary paperwork has been completed for
transferring title of the property, payment for the property will be made.

e Possession — The agency will take possession of the property once
payment has been made.
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e Settlement — The acquisition process allows the property owner to
negotiate with the agency, provide additional information, and make
reasonable counter-offers in an effort to reach a settlement.

e Condemnation — If an agreement cannot be reached, the agency can
acquire the property by exercising its power of eminent domain through
formal condemnation proceedings with the appropriate state or federal
court.

The purpose of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition
Policies Act of 1970 is to provide uniform and equitable treatment for persons
whose property is acquired for public use (FHWA, 2007b). The FHWA's
brochure on Acquisition, Relocation, and Appraisal is located in Appendix E.

Secondary and Cumulative Impacts

Secondary Impacts. Secondary impacts are those that are caused by an
action, are later in time or further removed in location, but are still reasonably
foreseeable results of the action (40 CFR 1508.8). The discussion of secondary
impacts considers the environmental issues identified in Chapter 3. If a particular
issue is not discussed, no secondary impacts are anticipated.

The proposed action alternative could increase the potential for development of
property within the airport industrial area. The interchange 202 area is expected
to remain unaffected because the interchange is zoned as a rural interchange
with building size limits and because no rezoning around the interchange will
occur as part of the proposed project. The segmented parcels will either be
acquired through the ODOT right of way process to be used as stockpile areas or
will remain in ownership by the landowner. Both the Pinkertons and the
Coppingers have owned their respective properties for over 20 years. Any
proposed land use changes pursued by the private owners will be subject to
existing land use laws and County approval and are not a part of the proposed
project.

Due to the lack of high quality wildlife habitat, listed species, or waterways, this
additional development is not expected to have a significant impact on the
natural environment. Impacts to the built environment are expected to be
beneficial. Existing and proposed land use regulations will discourage further
development of agricultural lands in the project vicinity.

This proposed project is expected to cause travel patterns to change in the
proposed project area and in the vicinity of Airport Road in Pendleton. The IAMP
(2007) predicts 50 percent of the traffic currently traveling to/from the west via
Airport Road and Westgate (U.S. Highway 30) would re-route to the new
connector roadway. The traffic generated by new development in the airport
industrial area would utilize the new connector road.
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Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impacts are those that result from the
incremental consequences of an action when added to other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions (40 CFR 1508.7). This discussion of
cumulative impacts considers the environmental issues identified in Chapter 3.
As with secondary impacts, if a particular issue is not discussed, no cumulative
impacts are anticipated.

Past actions that have affected the built and natural environment of the project
area include the conversion of grassland/sagebrush-steppe habitat into cultivated
wheat fields, the construction of two rural residences, and the construction and
operation of the truck facility. The present action will convert a portion of the
wheat fields into a roadway and will support development of the airport industrial
area. The overall effect of these past and present actions is a decrease in
agriculture and an increase in industrial development.

The latest traffic plan (Pendleton TSP, 2007) indicates that no other roadway
projects are planned for the project area. According to the planning documents
that have been produced regarding the land use changes associated with this
proposed project, reasonably foreseeable future actions include the development
of the existing airport industrial area. This development could contribute to
cumulative effects on the built and/or natural environment in the proposed project
area. Because this development will be restricted by zoning and land use laws,
impacts to the natural environment will be limited. Impacts to the built
environment include economic benefits resulting from increased use of vacant
and underdeveloped industrial properties.
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CHAPTER 4 - SUMMARY OF MITIGATION AND CONSERVATION MEASURES

This section is divided into the measures to be implemented by ODOT and those to be
implemented by the City of Pendleton and/or Umatilla County.

4.1 Oregon Department of Transportation Responsibilities

The following measures will be included in the plans and specifications. ODOT will
provide oversight and review the project to ensure compliance during construction.

Air Quality. Fugitive dust control measures, such as spraying water or chemical
stabilizers in work areas and applying mulch to disturbed ground, will be implemented
as necessary during construction. Truckloads of earth will be covered or wetted down
to prevent wind-blown dust. Access points to roadways will be graveled to prevent soil
from being distributed onto the roadway. If necessary, roadways with soil from
excavation and grading will be swept to minimize dust. The dispersal of construction
equipment emissions will not be restricted by topographic or meteorological conditions,
so extensive mitigation measures are not necessary.

Cultural Resources. Requirements in the contract specifications will stop work
activities should archaeological resources be discovered during construction. In
addition, appropriate resource staff members, including state and tribal staff, will be
contacted to assess the discovery before work will resume. SHPO recommended,
through the Section 106 consultation, that an archaeological monitor be on-site during
the roadway construction through potential segments of the Oregon Trail.

Impacts to the Oregon Trail will be mitigated by the placement of two interpretive signs
along the roadway in the approximate location of the trail crossings. The two signs will
be funded by OHTAC and installed by the City of Pendleton.

Water Quality. Potential impacts to water quality during construction will be mitigated
by implementing Best Management Practices during construction and maintaining them
until soil stability is re-established. The requirements for runoff protection will be in the
project plans and specifications. The DEQ will enforce the 1200-C Permit conditions.
Stormwater runoff from the new roadway will flow onto graveled shoulder and then be
filtered through the roadside vegetation.

4.2 City/County Responsibilities

Land Use - Impacts to Land Use in the Project Area. The County obtained approval
for exceptions to Statewide Planning Goals No. 3, 11 and 14. The Goal 3 exception
requires the following mitigation to minimize impacts to farmland:

a. Right of access granted the landowners for farm use only.

b. Deed restriction on access will be included in the right of way acquisition.
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c. The City is prepared to limit future access to this new road by prohibiting non-
farm access to the road except within the City's UGB and as required by the
IAMP (Pendleton, City of, 2007).

The IAMP for the 1-84 Barnhart Road interchange was adopted by the Umatilla County
Commissioners on June 6, 2007, and approved by the OTC on August 16, 2007, to
serve as an additional safeguard to protect agricultural land and the existing
transportation infrastructure.

Cultural Resources. As mentioned previously, impacts to the Oregon Trail will be
mitigated by the placement of two interpretive signs along the roadway in the
approximate location of the trail crossings. The two signs will be funded by OHTAC and
installed by the City of Pendleton.
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CHAPTER 5 - PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND AGENCY COORDINATION

5.1 Public Involvement

Public outreach/involvement activities for the Barnhart Road - Airport Road (Pendleton)
Connector project to date include:

On November 2, 2006, a public meeting was held in the Pendleton City Hall Community
Room in Pendleton, Oregon. The purpose of the meeting was to solicit input on the
project’s environmental impacts.

On December 22, 2006, a scoping letter was sent to 70 potentially interested parties.
This letter notified them that an EA was being prepared and requested their comments
on the project’s environmental impacts.

Copies of all public involvement documents, including the list of recipients for the public
meeting announcement and the scoping letter, are included in Appendix D.

5.2 Comments and Coordination
The following agencies have been consulted during the development of this EA:

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)

Oregon State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)

Oregon Historic Trails Advisory Council (OHTAC)

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)

U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)
Oregon Department of State Lands (DSL)

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW)

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ)

Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD)
Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD)

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR)

Early coordination began during the development of the Project Prospectus and has
been ongoing through the data collection and analysis process. Responses to the
scoping letter were received from the USFWS, the DSL, and the DEQ. Follow-up calls
were made to several agencies who did not respond, and coordination has occurred
with the OHTAC, SHPO, ODFW, NRCS, and OWRD. The DSL confirmed that the
swales in the proposed project area are not jurisdictional. ODOT requested concurrence
with the finding of No Historic Properties Affected for the project on June 20, 2007. The
SHPO concurred with this finding on July 11, 2007. The DEQ sees no notable flaws in
the proposed project, but did mention that a 1200-C Permit would be necessary prior to
construction. None of the agencies consulted identified any concerns with the proposed
project’s effect on the environment. Copies of all relevant correspondence are included
in Appendix C.
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CHAPTER 6 - LIST OF PROJECT TECHNICAL REPORTS

This EA summarizes information presented in technical reports and memos prepared to
support this project. These reports present more detailed information on the specific
resources and impacts described in the EA. The reports are listed below and are
available upon request from ODOT at (541) 963-3177.

Technical Reports

Hazardous Materials Cascade Earth Sciences/Greg Thurman
Cultural Resources Heritage Research Associates, Inc./Albert C. Oetting
Goal Exception Land Use City of Pendleton
Application
Interchange Area Kittelson & Associates, Inc.

Management Plan

Technical Memos

Noise Anderson-Perry & Associates, Inc. / Katie Perez
Biological Resources Anderson-Perry & Associates, Inc. / Maria Shepherd
Air Quality Michael Minor & Associates, Inc.
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CHAPTER 7 - LIST OF PREPARERS

Oregon Department of Transportation
Howard Postovit — Region 5 Environmental Lead
Doug Wright — Project Manager

City of Pendleton

Bob Patterson — Public Works Director
Mike Muller — City Planner

Tim Simmons — City Engineer

Anderson-Perry & Associates, Inc.

Howard Perry — Project Manager

Maria Shepherd — Environmental Coordinator/Biologist
Shelly Schmidt — Environmental Coordinator/Biologist
Ed Hibbard — Land Use

Katie Perez — Noise

Michael Minor & Associates, Inc.
Michael Minor — Air Quality

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
Susan Wright — IAMP Project Manager
Marc Butorac — IAMP Project Principal

Heritage Research Associates, Inc.
Albert C. Oetting — Archaeologist

Cascade Earth Sciences
Greg Thurman — Hazardous Materials
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Compliance with 40 CFR 1502.22
Mobile Source Air Toxics

In addition to the criteria air pollutants for which there are National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS), EPA also regulates air toxics. Most air toxics originate from
human-made sources, including on-road mobile sources, non-road mobile sources
(e.g., airplanes), area sources (e.g., dry cleaners) and stationary sources (e.g., factories
or refineries).

Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATs) are a subset of the 188 air toxics defined by the
Clean Air Act. The MSATs are compounds emitted from highway vehicles and non-
road equipment. Some toxic compounds are present in fuel and are emitted to the air
when the fuel evaporates or passes through the engine unburned. Other toxics are
emitted from the incomplete combustion of fuels or as secondary combustion products.
Metal air toxics also result from engine wear or from impurities in oil or gasoline.

The EPA is the lead Federal Agency for administering the Clean Air Act and has certain
responsibilities regarding the health effects of MSATs. The EPA issued a Final Rule on
Controlling Emissions of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile Sources. 66 FR 17229
(March 29, 2001). This rule was issued under the authority in Section 202 of the Clean
Air Act. In its rule, EPA examined the impacts of existing and newly promulgated
mobile source control programs, including its reformulated gasoline (RFG) program, its
national low emission vehicle (NLEV) standards, its Tier 2 motor vehicle emissions
standards and gasoline sulfur control requirements, and its proposed heavy duty engine
and vehicle standards and on-highway diesel fuel sulfur control requirements. Between
2000 and 2020, FHWA projects that even with a 64 percent increase in VMT, these
programs will reduce on-highway emissions of benzene, formaldehyde, 1,3-butadiene,
and acetaldehyde by 57 percent to 65 percent, and will reduce on-highway diesel PM
emissions by 87 percent, as shown in the following graph:
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Notes: For on-road mobile sources. Emissions factors were generated using MOBILEG6.2. MTBE proportion of market for oxygenates is
held constant, at 50%. Gasoline RVP and oxygenate content are held constant. VMT: Highway Statistics 2000, Table VM-2 for 2000,
analysis assumes annual growth rate of 2.5%. "DPM + DEOG" is based on MOBILE6.2-generated factors for elemental carbon, organic
carbon and SO4 from diesel-powered vehicles, with the particle size cutoff set at 10.0 microns.

As a result, EPA concluded that no further motor vehicle emissions standards or fuel
standards were necessary to further control MSATs. The agency is preparing another
rule under authority of CAA Section 202(l) that will address these issues and could
make adjustments to the full 21 and the primary six MSATSs.

Unavailable Information for Project Specific MSAT Impact Analysis

This EA includes a basic analysis of the likely MSAT emission impacts of this project.
However, available technical tools do not enable us to predict the project-specific health
impacts of the emission changes associated with the alternatives in this EA. Due to
these limitations, the following discussion is included in accordance with CEQ
regulations (40 CFR 1502.22(b)) regarding incomplete or unavailable information:

Information that is Unavailable or Incomplete. Evaluating the environmental
and health impacts from MSATs on a proposed highway project would involve several
key elements, including emissions modeling, dispersion modeling in order to estimate
ambient concentrations resulting from the estimated emissions, exposure modeling in
order to estimate human exposure to the estimated concentrations, and then final
determination of health impacts based on the estimated exposure. Each of these steps
is encumbered by technical shortcomings or uncertain science that prevents a more
complete determination of the MSAT health impacts of this project.

1. Emissions: The EPA tools to estimate MSAT emissions from motor vehicles are
not sensitive to key variables determining emissions of MSATs in the context of



2.

highway projects. While MOBILE 6.2 is used to predict emissions at a regional
level, it has limited applicability at the project level. MOBILE 6.2 is a trip-based
model--emission factors are projected based on a typical trip of 7.5 miles, and on
average speeds for this typical trip. This means that MOBILE 6.2 does not have
the ability to predict emission factors for a specific vehicle operating condition at
a specific location at a specific time. Because of this limitation, MOBILE 6.2 can
only approximate the operating speeds and levels of congestion likely to be
present on the largest-scale projects, and cannot adequately capture emissions
effects of smaller projects. For particulate matter, the model results are not
sensitive to average trip speed, although the other MSAT emission rates do
change with changes in trip speed. Also, the emissions rates used in MOBILE
6.2 for both particulate matter and MSATSs are based on a limited number of tests
of mostly older-technology vehicles. Lastly, in its discussions of PM under the
conformity rule, EPA has identified problems with MOBILE6.2 as an obstacle to
quantitative analysis.

These deficiencies compromise the capability of MOBILE 6.2 to estimate MSAT
emissions. MOBILEG6.2 is an adequate tool for projecting emissions trends, and
performing relative analyses between alternatives for very large projects, but it is
not sensitive enough to capture the effects of travel changes tied to smaller
projects or to predict emissions near specific roadside locations.

Dispersion. The tools to predict how MSATs disperse are also limited. The
EPA’s current regulatory models, CALINE3 and CAL3QHC, were developed and
validated more than a decade ago for the purpose of predicting episodic
concentrations of carbon monoxide to determine compliance with the NAAQS.
The performance of dispersion models is more accurate for predicting maximum
concentrations that can occur at some time at some location within a geographic
area. This limitation makes it difficult to predict accurate exposure patterns at
specific times at specific highway project locations across an urban area to
assess potential health risk. The NCHRP is conducting research on best
practices in applying models and other technical methods in the analysis of
MSATs. This work also will focus on identifying appropriate methods of
documenting and communicating MSAT impacts in the NEPA process and to the
general public. Along with these general limitations of dispersion models, FHWA
is also faced with a lack of monitoring data in most areas for use in establishing
project-specific MSAT background concentrations.

Exposure Levels and Health Effects. Finally, even if emission levels and
concentrations of MSATs could be accurately predicted, shortcomings in current
techniques for exposure assessment and risk analysis preclude us from reaching
meaningful conclusions about project-specific health impacts. Exposure
assessments are difficult because it is difficult to accurately calculate annual
concentrations of MSATs near roadways, and to determine the portion of a year
that people are actually exposed to those concentrations at a specific location.
These difficulties are magnified for 70-year cancer assessments, particularly
because unsupportable assumptions would have to be made regarding changes
in travel patterns and vehicle technology (which affects emissions rates) over a




70-year period. There are also considerable uncertainties associated with the
existing estimates of toxicity of the various MSATSs, because of factors such as
low-dose extrapolation and translation of occupational exposure data to the
general population. Because of these shortcomings, any calculated difference in
health impacts between alternatives is likely to be much smaller than the
uncertainties associated with calculating the impacts. Consequently, the results
of such assessments would not be useful to decision makers, who would need to
weigh this information against other project impacts that are better suited for
quantitative analysis.

Summary of Existing Credible Scientific Evidence Relevant to Evaluating the
Impacts of MSATs. Research into the health impacts of MSATs is ongoing. For
different emission types, there are a variety of studies that show that some either are
statistically associated with adverse health outcomes through epidemiological studies
(frequently based on emissions levels found in occupational settings) or that animals
demonstrate adverse health outcomes when exposed to large doses.

Exposure to toxics has been a focus of a number of EPA efforts. Most notably, the
agency conducted the National Air Toxics Assessment (NATA) in 1996 to evaluate
modeled estimates of human exposure applicable to the county level. While not
intended for use as a measure of or benchmark for local exposure, the modeled
estimates in the NATA database best illustrate the levels of various toxics when
aggregated to a national or State level.

The EPA is in the process of assessing the risks of various kinds of exposures to these
pollutants. The EPA Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) is a database of human
health effects that may result from exposure to various substances found in the
environment. The IRIS database is located at http://www.epa.gov/iris. The following
toxicity information for the six prioritized MSATs was taken from the IRIS database
Weight of Evidence Characterization summaries. This information is taken verbatim
from EPA's IRIS database and represents the Agency's most current evaluations of the
potential hazards and toxicology of these chemicals or mixtures.

¢ Benzene is characterized as a known human carcinogen.

e The potential carcinogenicity of acrolein cannot be determined because the
existing data are inadequate for an assessment of human carcinogenic potential
for either the oral or inhalation route of exposure.

e Formaldehyde is a probable human carcinogen, based on limited evidence in
humans, and sufficient evidence in animals.

¢ 1,3-butadiene is characterized as carcinogenic to humans by inhalation.

e Acetaldehyde is a probable human carcinogen based on increased incidence of
nasal tumors in male and female rats and laryngeal tumors in male and female
hamsters after inhalation exposure.

e Diesel exhaust (DE) is likely to be carcinogenic to humans by inhalation from
environmental exposures. Diesel exhaust as reviewed in this document is the
combination of diesel particulate matter and diesel exhaust organic gases.



e Diesel exhaust also represents chronic respiratory effects, possibly the primary
noncancer hazard from MSATs. Prolonged exposures may impair pulmonary
function and could produce symptoms, such as cough, phlegm, and chronic
bronchitis. Exposure relationships have not been developed from these studies.

There have been other studies that address MSAT health impacts in proximity to
roadways. The Health Effects Institute, a non-profit organization funded by EPA,
FHWA, and industry, has undertaken a major series of studies to research near-
roadway MSAT hot spots, the health implications of the entire mix of mobile source
pollutants, and other topics. The final summary of the series is not expected for several
years.

Some recent studies have reported that proximity to roadways is related to adverse
health outcomes -- particularly respiratory problems’. Much of this research is not
specific to MSATSs, instead surveying the full spectrum of both criteria and other
pollutants. The FHWA cannot evaluate the validity of these studies, but more
importantly, they do not provide information that would be useful to alleviate the
uncertainties listed above and enable us to perform a more comprehensive evaluation
of the health impacts specific to this project.

Relevance of Unavailable or Incomplete Information to Evaluating Reasonably
Foreseeable Significant Adverse Impacts on the Environment, and

Evaluation of impacts based upon theoretical approaches or research methods
generally accepted in the scientific community. Because of the uncertainties
outlined above, a quantitative assessment of the effects of air toxic emissions impacts
on human health cannot be made at the project level. While available tools do allow us
to reasonably predict relative emissions changes between alternatives for larger
projects, the amount of MSAT emissions from each of the project alternatives and
MSAT concentrations or exposures created by each of the project alternatives cannot
be predicted with enough accuracy to be useful in estimating health impacts. (As noted
above, the current emissions model is not capable of serving as a meaningful emissions
analysis tool for smaller projects.) Therefore, the relevance of the unavailable or
incomplete information is that it is not possible to make a determination of whether any
of the alternatives would have "significant adverse impacts on the human environment.”

In this document, FHWA has provided a quantitative analysis of MSAT emissions
relative to the various alternatives, (or a qualitative assessment, as applicable) and has
acknowledged that (some, all, or identify by alternative) the project alternatives may
result in increased exposure to MSAT emissions in certain locations, although the
concentrations and duration of exposures are uncertain, and because of this
uncertainty, the health effects from these emissions cannot be estimated.

[The Office of Environment, Planning and Realty can provide additional supporting
documents for review and inclusion in the administrative record.]

! South Coast Air Quality Management District, Multiple Air Toxic Exposure Study-1l (2000); Highway Health

Hazards, The Sierra Club (2004) summarizing 24 Studies on the relationship between health and air quality); NEPA's
Uncertainty in the Federal Legal Scheme Controlling Air Pollution from Motor Vehicles, Environmental Law Institute,
35 ELR 10273 (2005) with health studies cited therein.
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