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1.0 BACKGROUND

The proposed actions considered by this Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) will occur
within the boundaries of lands currently owned by the City and Borough of Sitka (CBS) for the existing
Seaplane Base (SPB) and within the boundaries of lands purchases by CBS to accommodate the
proposed location for a new SPB. The new SPB would replace the existing and deteriorating SPB which
has been in its current location and operational as a SPB for nearly 65 years. CBS has owned, operated,
and received Federal grant funding for this location as a SPB base since the 1970s. It was upgraded with
Federal grant funding in 1975-1977. Prior to that, the CBS SPB was located at Katlian and Halibut Point
Road, originally built in1952.

As shown on Figure 1, the existing SPB is located across Sitka Channel from the proposed SPB on
Baranof Island. The existing SPB has no potential for expansion. The new SPB would be located near
1190 Seward Avenue on the northwest side of Japonski Island, approximately 1.4 miles west of
downtown Sitka, Alaska and approximately 600 miles from Anchorage at Latitude: 57.055418 and
Longitude: -135.363889 (Sec. 34 and 35, T55S, R63E, Copper River Meridian, United States Geological
Survey [USGS] Quadrangle Sitka A5).

As the lead agency responsible for this Project, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) prepared an
Environmental Assessment (EA) and issued a Finding of No Significant Impact/Record of Decision
(FONSI/ROD) in June 2021 (Appendix A).

The FONSI/ROD provided a review of the proposed action, mitigation requirements, and the basis for
the FAA’s finding. This SEA includes updated or new information from the 2021 FONSI ROD. All
information from the 2021 FONSI ROD is included in its entirety in Appendix A.

The previous proposed action evaluated in the 2021 EA and FONSI/ROD (EA FONSI/ROD) are shown in
Figure 2 and included construction of:

Marine Components (1.65 acres)
e Seaplane float (350 x 46 foot [ft]) with ramps for 14 based seaplanes (4 DE Havilland Beavers

and 10 Cessna 206s)

e Transient Loading Float (200 x 30 ft) with capacity for four transient seaplanes (sized for DE
Havilland Beavers)

e Drivedown gangway (120 x 12 ft)

e Float Gangway Landing float (120 x 46 ft)

e Pile-supported trestle (240 x 16)

e Future Float Expansion (250 x 50 ft)

e Floating Wave Attenuator north and southeast (if required)
- North (500 x 20 ft)
- Southeast (600 x 20 ft)
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Upland Base Parking Area and Approach (1.81 acres)

e Seaplane haul out ramp (230 x 30 ft)

e Utilities include electricity, water, and lighting

e 15 Parking spaces

e Security fencing (362 linear ft [If])

e Vegetative Buffer (0.3 acres)

e Access driveway (200 x 36 ft)

e Covered waiting area and eventual terminal area
e Fuel storage and access facilities

e Accommodations for future expansion, including aircraft maintenance facilities

1.1 Proposed Action

Since issuing the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, changes to project design have led FAA to determine a SEA is
needed. The SEA includes the following updates to the proposed action, to construct a new SPB in Sitka
Channel (Figures 3 and 4) and deactivate the existing SPB (Proposed Action):

e Updates to Proposed Action (detailed description of Proposed Action is in Section 2.3):

- Deactivate the existing SPB

- Minor adjustment of project footprint
e Updating analysis
- FAA Noise Analysis

- Section 4(f) Evaluation

- Climate
e Consultations and permitting

- Clean Water Act (CWA), Section 404, and Rivers and Harbors Act (RHA) (Section 10)

- CWA (Section 401 Water Quality Certificate), issued by the Alaska Department of
Environmental Conservation (ADEC)

- National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA, Section 106), State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO, Adverse Effect Mitigation and Memorandum of Agreement [MOA])

- U.S. Department of Transportation Act (Section 4[f]), FAA (Adverse Effect Mitigation and
MOA)

- Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA), National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Incidental Harassment Authorization (IHA)

- Endangered Species Act (ESA, Section 7), NMFS (No Jeopardy Finding)

e The Purpose and Need, which can be found in Section 2.0 of Appendix A, has not been updated.
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES

The 2021 EA FONSI/ROD analyzed two alternatives in detail, the Proposed Action and the No Action
Alternative. The purpose of the Proposed Action is to address capacity, safety, and operational and
condition deficiencies at the existing Sitka SPB. Seaplanes provide essential transportation services for
Sitka residents and regional communities in Southeast Alaska where communities are scattered among
islands with no road access or land airports.

The Proposed Action meets the project need, summarized below:

Capacity

The current base has insufficient capacity and space to accommodate current and future
demand. The existing SPB has full occupancy and a long waiting list for seaplane owners to rent
a slip.

Safety

The existing SPB is located in a congested location with conflicting adjacent uses; has poor,
unsafe dock conditions for fueling and maneuvering on the docks; and has congested sea lane
and bird hazard conditions. Safety concerns include concentrations of seabirds in and around
the operating area, conflicts with boat traffic, lack of adequate taxi lane clearance between the
SPB floats and neighboring Sitka Sound Seafoods facility, and submerged rock obstructions
adjacent to the floats.

Deficient Operational Conditions

Timber floats are weathered and have lost their preservative treatment and are losing their
floatation capability. Closures have occurred due to a collapsed pile and a damaged transient
float. A lack of fueling facilities requires seaplane operators to carry and dispense fuel from
small containers. SPB is currently unable to adequately serve commercial traffic because of
inadequate vehicle parking, a lack of space to facilitate on-site aircraft maintenance, a drive-
down ramp to the floats, a passenger shelter, and equipment storage.

Using FAA SPB planning criteria and aviation user input, other sites were evaluated for their ability to
meet the project Purpose and Need, specifically a new site must:

Meet space requirements needed to adequately address forecast operations capacity meet
capacity needs.

Accommodate safe takeoff, landing, taxiing, and docking operations to meet safety needs.

Meet identified facility needs, which include a transient dock, haul out dock, on-site
maintenance facilities, gangways, fueling area, covered passenger waiting area, fueling area, and
landside vehicle parking.

The Proposed Action is the only site that meets all of these needs. Since 2002, three separate siting
analysis studies (Appendix B) were developed that ultimately evaluated 12 alternative sites, including
the current location of the SPB. Only the proposed site was carried forward to detailed analysis in the EA
as the other sites did meet the project purpose and need.

A 2022 siting memo summarized the results from these previous studies and details criteria used to
evaluate each alternative and why each alternative, except the proposed location did not meet purpose
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and need. More context for this memo is in Section 2.5. This memo, which is also included in Appendix
B, was provided to consulting parties. After receiving the memo, and during Tribal Consultation, the
opportunity was offered for parties to recommend additional sites, additional sites were not offered
from consulting parties to study. No new alternatives are proposed.

2.1 Federal Action Requested

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Identification of Federal Action has been updated to “Federal Action
Requested” and replaced with the following:

The Federal action requested of the FAA by CBS is to approve the Proposed Action, deactivate the
current SPB and fund the activities under FAA’s Airport Improvement Program (AIP). There are no
proposed modifications to FAA Design Standards (AC 150-5300-13B) included in this project.

2.2 Public Scoping for the Proposed Federal Action

Since 2021 no additional scoping efforts have occurred; however, the FAA has continued to consider
comments as they are received through consultation and permitting efforts. Comments received in
response to the Draft SEA following the closure of the 30-day comment period are summarized in
Chapter 6 and included in Appendix K.

2.3 Proposed Action Alternative

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Proposed Action Alternative has been updated to reflect specific
project changes and clarifications but otherwise has not been significantly modified from its original
dimensions or location.

The new Sitka SPB would be located on a 1.8-acre parcel at the end of Seward Street on the northeast
end of Japonski Island, which was purchased from the Alaska Department of Education and Early
Development (ADEED) and is adjacent to the USCG Air Station Sitka. The Proposed Action is to construct
a new SPB in Sitka Channel (Figures 3 and 4) and deactivate the existing SPB.

Details and dimensions of the current Proposed Action considered in this SEA consists of the following:
Marine Components (0.97 acres)

e Seaplane Ramp Float (417 x 46 ft) to support ten Cessna and four Beaver seaplane berths

e Transient/Loading Dock (175 x 56 ft)

e Drive-Down Float (128 x 68 ft)

e Transfer Bridge (120 x 12 ft)

e Approach Dock (80 x 24 ft) on pile foundation
Upland Base Parking Area and Approach (1.96 acres)

e Seaplane Haulout Ramp (230 x 30 ft)

e  Utilities include electricity, water, and lighting
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e Security fencing (934 linear ft)
e 14 Parking spaces
e Vegetative Buffer (0.12 acres)
e Access Driveway (200 x 23 ft)
e Covered Shelter
Other Services (locations to be determined at next design phase)
e Aircraft tie-downs
e Maneuvering room
e Fire Truck Access
e Restroom
Existing Water Lane
e Shift approximately 2,000 feet to the north.

The proposed shifting of the waterlane was identified as needed in 2002 in the Sitka Seaplane Base
Master Plan, due to identified risks associated with the existing waterlane and the need for relocation.
This waterlane, or general route seaplanes use to access the area, has been in existence since the 1930s
and noise associated with seaplanes has been a sustained impact associated with that current and
historical waterlane use. The 2016 Updated Siting Analysis provided an approximate location for a
waterlane west of the existing waterlane but an exact location was not defined. As part of the SPB
project in Fall 2020, planners determined the proposed waterlane location to minimize taxi distance and
user conflicts.?

Existing Seaplane Base
e Deactivate once new SPB is operational
e Remove existing floats and ramps but leave piles in place

Differences between the 2021 Proposed Action and current Proposed Action is included in Section 1.1
with a comparison of each in Table 1.

1 Although the 2021 EA proposed action included shifting the water lane, the reasons for this shift were not included in the
description of the proposed action and is included here.
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Table 1: Comparison of 2021 and Current Proposed Action

Current Proposed

Component 2021 Proposed Action Action
Marine Components 1.65 0.97
Seaplane float with ramps (sf°) 16,100 19,182
Transient Loading Float (sf) 6,000 9,800
Drivedown float(sf) 1,440 8,704
Float Gangway Landing float (sf) 5,520 no longer in project
Pile-supported trestle (sf) 3,840 no longer in project
Future Float Expansion (sf) 12,500 no longer in project
Floating Wave Attenuator north and southeast (sf) 22,000 no longer in project

Transfer Bridge (sf) not included 1,440
Approach Dock (sf) not included 1,940
Upland Base Parking Area and Approach (acres) 2.0° 1.96°
Seaplane haul out ramp (sf) 6,900 6,900
I electricity, water, and electricity, water, and
Utilities Iigyhting Iigyhting
Parking spaces 15 14
Security fencing (linear ft) 362 934
Vegetative Buffer (acres) 0.3 0.12
Access driveway (sf) 7,200 4,600
Covered waiting area yes yes
Fuel storage and access facilities yes no
Accommodations for future expansion, including
aircraft maintenance facilities yes no
Other Actions
Deactivation of Existing SPB no yes
DNR Easement yes no
Water Lane Shift yes yes
Retaining wall yes no

Construction phasing

Half of the entire
project first, then the
full buildout

Upland Base Parking
Area and Approach
first, then marine
components

3 sf- square-feet

b Quantities reflect usable surface, not fill footprint. The fill footprint is explained in detail in Section 5.11.2.1 Wetlands

2.4

Permits and Approvals Required

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Permits and Approvals Required has been updated to correct an
error — reference to the USFWS ESA is removed as there are no USFWS ESA consultation requirements

for the Proposed Action.
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2.5 Alternatives Dismissed from Further Consideration

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Alternatives Dismissed from Further Consideration analysis has been
updated to address comments from the Sitka Tribe of Alaska to the FAA during government-to-
government consultation in November 2021.

To address concerns of alternatives development for the project, the original site selection analysis in
the 2002 Sitka Seaplane Base Master Plan was reviewed along with the 2012 Siting Analysis and 2016
Updated Siting Analysis to determine if any of the 13 sites not selected were omitted without cause, if
sites other than the preferred site would now be reconsidered based on changing conditions, and if any
additional sites could have been evaluated.

This analysis was summarized in a 2022 Technical Memorandum which re-evaluated the Safe Harbor
site, as well as summarized all previous siting studies from 2002, 2012, and 2016. The 2022 memo and
all siting studies are in Appendix B.

The process for alternatives development for the project and site evaluation began in the early 2000’s
and was documented in the 2002 Master Plan for the SPB. The 2002 analysis originally evaluated 12
different sites based on specific criteria related to sufficient size, safe conditions, access, and proximity
to wildlife attractants. The 2012 Master Plan and Siting Analysis included the current preferred
alternative and expounded upon two other sites — the existing SPB site (A29) and Eliason Harbor. It
evaluated sites using additional criteria including safety and boat conflicts, traffic, facilities, and cost.

The 2016 Updated Siting Analysis further evaluated the three sites analyzed in 2012 and four layout
alternatives. The alternatives analysis in both 2012 and 2016 was nearly identical for criteria and results.
The only site that was not evaluated in 2012 and 2016 with a detailed explanation is the Safe Harbor
Site. Safe Harbor was then re-examined in the 2022 memo, which concluded it would not constitute an
improvement over the existing Proposed Action. The identified Proposed Action was reached with
focused criteria consideration given the extensive siting analysis studies and iterative refinement during
the past two decades and the lack of other identified or recommended sites.

2.6 No Action Alternative
Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the No Action Alternative has not been updated, with the exception of

Section 4.13, therefore there are no changes to the environmental consequences associated with the No
Action Alternative. The No Action Alternative is described in Section 3.5 of Appendix A.

3.0 GENERAL SETTING

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the description of General Setting has been updated to include the
following information:

e Sitka’s marine resources are also abundant, with whale species, seals, sea lions, and sea otters.
Numerous shellfish can also be found along the coast in Sitka, including edible species like blue
mussel and butter clam.
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e The Sitka Rocky Gutierrez Airport (Sitka Airport) airport handles a mix of commercial, general
aviation, and military traffic. The Sitka Airport provides scheduled passenger services operated
by airlines like Alaska Airlines. It connects Sitka to larger cities such as Juneau, Anchorage, and
Seattle.

e (O’Connell Bridge is the only access to Japonski Island and access to the proposed SPB is via
either Seward Avenue or Tongass Drive, which houses a variety of businesses, schools, and
medical facilities.

e Sitka Naval Operating Base (NOB) was the U.S. Navy’s first air station in Alaska and its former
boundaries make up the Sitka Naval Operating Base and U.S. Army Coastal Defenses National
Historic Landmark.

e Many of the former military areas along the west shore of the channel have been repurposed
for institutional uses, including health care and education. The Southeast Alaska Regional Health
Consortium (SEARHC) is a non-profit health consortium established under the provisions of the
Indian Self Determination Act serving Southeast Alaska residents.

e The new Mt. Edgecumbe Medical Center Campus (MEMCC) is planned to be a 234,000-square-ft
hospital and outpatient facility, scheduled to be built by Fall 2025.

4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This chapter provides a description of the existing environmental, social, and economic setting for the
area that would be affected by construction of the Proposed Action. This chapter also presents the
environmental effects that would likely result from the implementation of the alternatives presented in
Chapter 2. The two alternatives carried forward for full evaluation in this EA are the Proposed Action
and the No Build Alternative.

Environmental consequences are described in terms of direct, indirect, and reasonably foreseeable
impacts?. Direct impacts are those that are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place.
Indirect impacts are those that are caused by the action but occur later in time or are further removed in
distance but are still reasonably foreseeable. Cumulative impacts are those that result from the
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions (see Section 5.15).

2 Historically CEQ regulations required consideration of cumulative impacts. In 2023, Congress passed the Fiscal Responsibility
Act directed agencies to consider “the reasonably foreseeable environmental effects of proposed agency actions” (42 USC
4332(2)(c). Since the publication of the EA, the CEQ revoked its regulations (40 CFR parts 1500-1508) implementing NEPA, 42
USC 4321 et seq., as amended, in response to Executive Order (E.O.) 14154, Unleashing American Energy. In addition, the
Supreme Court issued the Seven County Infrastructure Coalition v. Eagle County, 605 U.S. 168 (2025) ruling on May 29, 2025. As
a result of these actions, it is no longer a legal requirement or the policy of the federal government to conduct cumulative
impact analyses. In addition, the Seven Counties ruling reinforced the limited scope of NEPA reviews, holding that NEPA does not
require an agency to consider environmental effects of other activities and projects “separate in time or place” from the
proposed action. Therefore, this Final EA has removed the prior discussion of, and/analysis related to, cumulative impacts.
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FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures?, requires that impacts of a
proposed Federal airport project be evaluated for specific resource categories. This is an issues-based
environmental assessment; therefore, only those resource categories where the Project impacts were
identified as an issue of concern are evaluated in detail. Other resource categories that were not
evaluated in detail and the rationale for determining them non-applicable are provided in Chapter 5.1
(Non- Applicable Categories).

4.1 Non-Applicable Categories

In the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, impacts to several resource categories were not identified and therefore
were not carried forward for detailed analysis. The status of each is addressed below.

4.1.1 Air Quality
In the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, Air Quality was a non-applicable category, however new guidance was

issued by FAA in 2024, resulting in the removal of Air Quality from ‘Non-Applicable’ categories and the
addition of a project-specific analysis, which is included in a New Section, Chapter 4.2 Air Quality.

4.1.2 Biological Resources (Plants)

Plants, as a subcategory of biological resources, was not included in the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD. Due to the
approximately 1.35 acres of fill placed in terrestrial uplands, plants is a new subsection (4.3.1.1).

4.1.3 Climate
In the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, Climate was a non-applicable category, however new guidance was issued in

2023, which requires project-specific analysis to assess potential effects, which is included in a New
Section, Chapter 4.13, Climate.

4.1.4 Coastal Resources

Coastal Resources remains a non-applicable category.

4.1.5 Farmland

Farmland remains a non-applicable category.

4.1.6 Wild and Scenic Rivers

Wild and Scenic Rivers remains a non-applicable category.

3 FAA Order 1050.1G, FAA National Environmental Policy Act Implementing Procedures was published on June 30, 2025. Projects
that commence after June 30, 2025, are required to comply with FAA Order 1050.1G, while those projects already underway by
that date may follow FAA Order 1050.1F. This Supplement relies upon FAA Order 1050.1F, the Fiscal Responsibility Act of 2023,
and current applicable Executive Orders and case law.
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4.1.7 Groundwater

Groundwater remains a non-applicable category.

4.2 Air Quality

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, an Air Quality section has been added. Under FAA guidance in
accordance with the Clean Air Act (CAA) an air quality analysis is required when there is a major Federal
action. The CAA prohibits Federal action from causing, contributing to, or worsening violations of
relevant air quality standards for six criteria pollutants: carbon monoxide, ozone, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur
dioxide, lead, and particulate matter 2.5, as set forth in the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). In 2024, FAA published the Aviation Emissions and Air
Quality Handbook to, among other objectives, ensure air quality assessments meet NEPA requirements
by outlining a process to determine when an air quality assessment is needed.

4.2.1 Affected Environment

The Aviation Emissions and Air Quality Handbook outlines an air quality assessment procedure to help
determine what depth of analysis is required in accordance with extent of impact from the major
Federal action. Sitka does not use the Alaska State implementation plan® as it is located outside a
nonattainment or maintenance area,® and the Ozone Transport Region.®

An air quality analysis is required due to the scope of the new facilities, whereas an exempt action is
typically classified as maintenance and upgrades to airport infrastructure. The new SPB facilities have
potential to cause a net-increase in criteria air pollutants from (1) expanded aircraft capacity, (2)
Increase passenger vehicle capacity, and (3) construction of new facilities.

Screening parameters with Federal action thresholds were used to determine the potential for an
adverse impact, see Table 2. Thresholds are defined by an annual budget, e.g. the threshold for
construction equipment is 125 pieces of equipment in a year which equates to 125 pieces of equipment
operating at 16 hours a day, for 356 working days. Construction of the SPB is estimated to require 27
pieces of equipment operating 10 hours a day for 96 working days. Guidance suggests that project
emission estimates should be relative to the threshold; the SPB will use 3.7 percent of the construction
emissions budget(threshold).

e FAA Threshold: 125 pieces of equipment x 16 hours x 365 days=730,000 operating hours
e SSB Construction: 27 pieces of equipment x 10 hours x 96 days= 26,920 operating hours
e Proportion of project emissions: 26,920/730,000= 3.7 % x1 25=4.6 Pieces of Equipment

4 A State Implementation Plan (SIP) is a collection of regulations and documents used by a state, territory, or local air district to
implement, maintain, and enforce the National Ambient Air Quality Standards, or NAAQS, and to fulfill other requirements of
the Clean Air Act.

> Nonattainment areas are distinctly defined geographical areas of the country where the EPA finds the NAAQS are not being
attained for one or more of the criteria pollutants

6 The Ozone Transport Region is comprised of 10+ East coast states
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Table 2: FAA Air Quality Screening for Emissions Inventory

. Project
. FAA Federal Action k . .
Screening Parameter : Construction Project Operation Year
Threshold 7
Year
Project Variable A (Aircraft
Operations). Increase in number of Cause an increase in all
aircraft Landing Takeoffs (LTO) . . . 4,370 additional annual
. . ) aircraft operations of 1,090 additional .
(including changes in GSE and APUs . flight LTOs, 57 percent
. . . . more than 14,000 flight LTOs . . .
associated with the increase in . increase in annual traffic
. . operations per year
aircraft operations) as a result of the
Federal Action.
Project Variable B (Aircraft Taxi . .
. . Cause anincrease in
Time). Increase in delay or changes aircraft taxi/Idle/dela
to the taxi-in and -out times or taxi . y 14,500 N/A
. . minutes that exceeds
distances by on-ground aircraft as a .
. 340,000 minutes
result of the Federal Action.
Project Variable C (Gross Asset
Values [GAV]). Changes in the .
C ddit |25
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) from ags.e an additiona 58,050 additional on-road
. . . million VMT from on- No Increase .
GAV trips on airport property driven . miles traveled
. road vehicles per year.
by on-road vehicles that occur as a
result of a Federal Action.
Project Variable D (Construction
Equipment and/or Ground Support
Equipment). Number of pieces of
construction equipment that are Result in the use of an
active and working on the Federal average of more than
Action, and/or the number of pieces 125 pieces of 4.6 No Increase

of GSE that will be brought to the
airport and operated as a direct
result of the Federal Action. This
does not include GSE increases due
to increases in aircraft operations.

construction equipment
during a year.

The Proposed Action does not meet the FAA threshold for conducting an emissions inventory.
Accordingly, the three screening parameters that could indicate the potential for project effects to air

quality were not applied.

4.2.2

Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives

The Proposed Action is not anticipated to contribute to or worsen violations of NAAQS because the low
total impact of facility construction and new operations is so minimal that FAA does not require further
analysis or inventory of emissions. The geographical setting and characteristics of the area make it

unlikely that an inventory would be required in the future.

7 Construction is estimated to be complete in September 2029, increases in traffic were accounted for by extrapolating project
operations for the remaining three months of the calendar year
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4.2.3 Minimization and Mitigation

No minimization or mitigation actions are proposed or would be required.

4.2.4  Consultation, Permits, and Other Approvals

No consultation, permits, or other approvals related to air quality would be required.

4.3 Biological Resources (Fish and Wildlife)

4.3.1 Affected Environment
4.3.1.1 Plants

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Affected Environment Endangered Species, Critical Habitat, and
Marine Mammals Habitat subsection of the Biological Resources section has been updated to include a
description of plant habit present in the areas of the Proposed Action above mean high water (MHW).
As determined during the wetland delineation, the Proposed Action area is largely forested by western
hemlock (Tsuga heterophylla) and Sitka spruce (Picea sitchensis). The scrub-shrub understory largely
consists of stink currant (Ribes bracteosum), salmonberry (Rubus spectabilis), Sitka mountain ash (Sorbus
sitchensis), and alder (Alnus rubra, A. viridis) with an herbaceous layer of false lily of the valley
(Maianthemum dilatatum) (Appendix F to the 2021 Final EA [Appendix A]). None of the plants identified
are species of special status and are all common and widely distributed throughout the region.

4.3.1.2 Marine and Intertidal Habitat

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Affected Environment for Marine and Intertidal Habitat subsection of
the Biological Resources section has not been updated due to a lack of additional or different data.

4.3.1.3 Fish and Essential Fish Habitat

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Affected Environment of Fish and Essential Fish Habitat has not been
updated due to a lack of additional or different data.

4.3.1.4  Endangered Species, Critical Habitat, and Marine Mammals

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Affected Environment Endangered Species, Critical Habitat, and
Marine Mammals Habitat subsection of the Biological Resources section has been updated. The
subsections have been reorganized into ESA-Protected Species and MMPA-Protected Species
subsections.

ESA-listed Species

NMFS issued a BO (NMFS Consultation Number: AKRO-2023-02513) to meet the requirements of the
ESA for this project. In their BO, NMFS confirmed that no fin whales, North Pacific right whales, or sperm
whales are known or expected to occur within or near Sitka Channel. The BO stated that there is no
critical habitat in the area. The document also stated that humpback whales and Steller sea lions are
expected in the area (Appendix C).
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Several surveys and project-related marine mammal monitoring efforts have documented humpback
whale abundance near the Sitka Channel (Appendix C). In general, these surveys, spanning different
seasons and locales, support the potential presence of humpback whales in the Sitka Channel area year-
round but they are more likely to occur during the summer months (June to August) (Solstice Alaska
Consulting [Solstice AK] 2023). Anecdotal information from local residents suggests that humpback
whales’ utilization of the area is intermittent year-round. The abundance, distribution, and occurrence
of humpback whales is dependent on and fluctuates with their prey (Appendix C). Based on an analysis
of migration between winter mating/calving areas and summer feeding areas using photo-identification,
Wade et al. (2021) concluded that whales feeding in Alaskan waters belong primarily to the Hawaii
Distinct Population Segment (DPS) (recovered from listing under the ESA), with small numbers from the
Mexico DPS (listed as threatened under the ESA) and Western Northern Pacific DPS (listed as
endangered under the ESA). Humpback whales in the Southeast Alaska summer feeding area are
comprised of approximately 98 percent Hawaii DPS individuals and two percent Mexico DPS individuals
(Appendix C).

In general, marine mammal surveys in the area, spanning different seasons and locales, show the
presence of Steller sea lions in the Sitka Channel area year-round, but note that they are most abundant
during January and February. Surveys from 1994 through 2022 documented individuals and groups of
Steller sea lions ranging from two or three (most common) to 100 (SolsticeAK 2023). Steller sea lions are
also attracted to the project area in summer because fishing charter operations often dump fish
carcasses nearby (Appendix C). In their 2023 draft Alaska Marine Mammal Stock Assessment, NMFS
recognizes the eastern stock (equivalent to the eastern DPS) and the western stock (equivalent to the
western DPS) of Steller sea lions (Young et al. 2024). The western stock remains listed under the ESA. In
the BO, NMFS estimates that 2.2 percent of the total Steller sea lions in the action area are from the
endangered western stock and the remaining 97.8 percent are from the delisted eastern stock
(Appendix C).8

Sunflower sea stars (Pycnopodia helianthoides) were proposed for listing as threatened under the ESA in
March 16, 2023 because between 2013 and 2017 sea star wasting syndrome killed an estimated 90
percent or more of the population (Lowry 2022). NMFS has not proposed to designate critical habitat for
sunflower sea stars at this time. No sunflower sea stars were observed in the project footprint during an
intertidal survey conducted in 2020 (SolsticeAK 2020), but the depths and substrate could potentially
support their presence. ADF&G completed surveys in and around the Sitka Channel and found average
densities of 0.002 sunflower sea stars per square meter (Lowry 2022). In addition, the iNaturalist
website catalogs sunflower sea star observations and has several records from recent years (2018 to
2023) in areas south of the Sitka Channel (Appendix C).

MMPA-listed Species

In addition to the marine mammals listed above, marine mammal species protected by the MMPA may
be found in the Project vicinity.

Although gray whales are not common, they have been recorded within the project action area
(SolsticeAK 2023). The Eastern North Pacific stock of gray whales migrate along the western coast of
Southeast Alaska and have been observed within and near Sitka Sound from late March to May. The

8 The NMFS BO, issued in May 2024, refers to Steller sea lion as eastern and western DPSs because it was issued prior to when
the Alaska Marine Mammal Stock Assessment began using eastern and western stocks in place of DPSs.
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Eastern North Pacific stock of gray whales is not listed as strategic or depleted under the MMPA (Young
et al. 2024).

Minke whales are rare in the action area, but they could be encountered. Their range extends from the
ice edge in the Arctic during the summer to close to the equator during winter. They are usually sighted
individually or in small groups of two to three, but there are reports of loose aggregations of hundreds
of animals (NMFS 2020c). No estimates have been made for the number of minke whales or population
trends in the entire North Pacific; however, they are not listed as strategic or depleted under the MMPA
(Young et al. 2023).

Killer whales have been observed intermittently and usually in groups of four to eight in the project
action area. Transient killer whales, primarily from the West Coast transient stock, occur most
frequently in the action area. Less often, whales from the Eastern North Pacific Gulf of Alaska, Aleutian
Islands, and Bering Sea transient stock occurs in the action area (SolsticeAK 2023). The populations that
are known to occur in Sitka Sound are not listed as strategic or depleted under the MMPA (Young et al.
2023).

Harbor porpoises frequent nearshore waters but are not common in the Project vicinity. Survey data
indicates a typical group size of five porpoises and a maximum group size of eight porpoises (SolsticeAK
2023). Harbor porpoises are not listed as strategic or depleted under the MMPA (Young et al. 2023).
Harbor seals are common in the inside waters of Southeast Alaska, including in the vicinity of the Project
action area year-round.

According to the Alaska Fisheries Science Center’s list of harbor seal haulout locations, the closest
documented haulout (CE49A) is located in Sitka Sound approximately 5.5 kilometers west of the Project
site, beyond Japonski Island (Alaska Fisheries Science Center 2023). Harbor seals are not listed as
strategic or depleted under the MMPA (Young et al. 2023).

Northern sea otters are one of the most common species in the vicinity of Sitka Channel (SolsticeAK
2023). They are present throughout the year, typically alone or in small groups (SolsticeAK 2023). The
USFWS has jurisdiction of northern sea otter, and the Southeast Alaska stock, which is found in the
action area, is not listed as strategic or depleted under the MMPA.

4.3.1.5  Migratory Birds and Eagles

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Affected Environment of Migratory Birds and Eagle Habitat has been
updated. Eagles like to nest near coastlines, rivers, large lakes, or streams with an abundant food supply
(e.g., fish). Eagles mostly nest in mature or old-growth forests, in trees with branches capable of
supporting a nest weighing up to 1,000 pounds. Nests are often in the tallest tree within 600 ft of a
waterbody. Environmental consultant Alaska Biological Research (ABR) has published eagle nest
locations within Alaska. A review of this data was conducted on October 11, 2024, to identify the
nearest nests to the Proposed Action as listed below (ABR 2024). There are no known active or inactive
eagle nests on or within 330 ft of the Proposed Action (USFWS 2020). The nearest documented nest is
still approximately 1,800 ft to the south.

4.3.1.6 Invasive Species

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Affected Environment of Invasive Species has not been updated due
to a lack of additional or different data.
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4.3.2 Environmental Consequences of Alternatives
4.3.2.1  Plants

The Proposed Action would result in the removal of approximately 1.35 areas of forest and understory
plants. However, impacts would not impact sensitive or uncommon habitat.

4.3.2.2 Marine and Intertidal Habitat

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Environmental Consequences for Marine and Intertidal Habitat
subsection of the Biological Resources section has not been updated due to a lack of additional or
different data.

4.3.2.3 Fish and Essential Fish Habitat

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Environmental Consequences of Fish and Essential Fish Habitat (EFH)
has been updated. Approximately 2.39 acres of EFH below the high tide line would be permanently filled
for upland parking and staging associated with the Project. While eelgrass beds, Peterson Creek, and
important fish rearing habitat have been largely avoided by the Project footprint, the SPB’s overwater
structures will shade approximately 0.97 acres of EFH which could permanently reduce habitat or cause
fragmentation of algae beds and inhibit eelgrass development in the area. Construction of the new SPB
may temporarily adversely impact EFH due to elevated noise from impact pile-driving activities,
increased turbidity, increased vessel traffic, risk of invasive species introduction, and increased risk of
accidental spills. The mouth of Peterson Creek (AWC: 113-41-10185) may be directly impacted by
propagated noise during construction. Impacts are described in detail in the Project’s EFH assessment
(Appendix B of the 2021 EA/FONSI, which is in Appendix A). Table 3 details potential adverse impacts to
EFH from Project activities (NOAA 2017).

Table 3: Potential Adverse Impacts to EFH and EFH-listed Species from Project Activities

Potential Impact Discharge of Fill | Overwater | Pile-Driving and | Vessel Traffic
Material Structures Temporary Pile
Removal
Fish Avoidance/Displacement X X X
Loss or Alteration of Fish Habitat X X X
Increase in Turbidity X X
Release of Contaminates X X X
Increased Mechanism of X

Invasive Species Introduction or
Dissemination

Decrease in Ambient Light X
Change in Wave and Current X X X
Regimes

Development of the SPB’s upland surfaces into more impervious surfaces (e.g., paved areas, shelter
structures, haul out ramp.) could exacerbate local stormwater runoff leading to sedimentation, siltation,
and an increase in contaminants and debris in EFH. A decrease in aquatic vegetation and phytoplankton
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as a result of reduced ambient light from the SPB’s overwater structures could indirectly impact fish by
reducing prey abundance and habitat complexity (NOAA 2017).

Further, construction activities, such as discharge of fill and noise from pile-driving could injure fish.
Injured fish, particularly prey species, may be more susceptible to predation resulting in indirect impacts
on other EFH species and disruptions to the local marine system. The proposed floats could change the
wave and current regime in the area by disrupting and redirecting or slowing circulation, which may
alter localized substrate and detrital materials and impact the nearshore detrital food web. Disruptions
to sediment transport from the new SPB’s marine structures could act as barriers to natural processes
required for algal propagation and fish settlement, foraging, rearing, and spawning (NOAA 2017).

During the February 2025 public notice period for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Section 404
permit, NMFS staff provided a letter that reiterated the need for conservation recommendations
(Appendix C). Some of the conservation recommendations were agreed to and incorporated, and
however can be found in Final EA Section 5.2.3.1 of Appendix A.

4.3.2.4  Endangered Species, Critical Habitat, and Marine Mammals

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the ESA-listed Species and Critical Habitat and MMPA-listed Species
subsections of the Biological Resources section have been updated.

ESA-listed Species and Critical Habitat

Impacts to ESA-listed marine mammals expected in the action area, humpback whales and Steller sea
lions, are discussed below and addressed in detail in the Biological Assessment (Appendix C) submitted
to NMFS as part of Section 7 formal consultation under the ESA.

ESA Section 7 consultation was completed on May 1, 2024, with NMFS'’s issuance of a Biological Opinion
(BO) (AKRO-2023-02513). After consultation was completed, the Project changed as described in this
SEA. Consultation was reinitiated and on December 31, 2024, NMFS agreed that the results of their
previous consultation continue to apply. ESA consultation materials, including the BO, are found in
Appendix C.

In their 2024 BO, NMFS estimates that no more than 14 instances of Level B harassment of humpback
whales by noise from pile-driving activities would occur. Less than one whale from the threatened
Mexico DPS would be impacted by the Project. The BO also states that humpback whales would be
impacted. Project-related vessel noise and that vessel strikes may occur; however, vessel disturbance
and noise are likely to be negligible because vessel operators would follow mitigation measures and
standard vessel regulations designed to reduce marine mammal vessel strikes. According to the BO,
disturbance to seafloor, habitat, and prey resources are not expected to adversely affect humpback
whales because these disturbances are temporary, and the action area is not important habitat to
humpback whales for foraging, migrating, breeding, or other essential life functions.

Mitigation measures, included in the BO, are expected to minimize the risk of exposure of humpback
whales to the potential introduction of pollutants into the action area (Appendix C). In addition, NMFS
states in the BO that the Project would result in a maximum of 22 instances of Level A harassment and a
maximum of 160 instances of Level B harassment of Steller sea lions by noise from pile-driving activities.
Less than one individual from the endangered western stock would experience Level A harassment and
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less than three individuals from the endangered western stock would experience Level B harassment
from Project-associated pile-driving activities (Appendix C).

Project-related exposure to vessel noise and presence, seafloor disturbance and turbidity, and small oil
spills would have a very small impact, and NMFS’s BO concludes that these stressors will not result in
take of Steller sea lions. The temporary increase in ship traffic due to the Proposed Action is unlikely to
result in a vessel strike. The BO also states that application of BMPs would result in very little risk to
Steller sea lions from non-biodegradable marine debris entanglements and exposure to oil spills.
Approximately 2.39 acres of habitat would be lost due to the placement of fill in marine waters (2.24
acres) and intertidal areas (0.15 acres). Overwater structures (0.97 acres) would be installed offshore.
Sitka Channel and the Proposed Action area are not pristine marine waters and are not presently
designated critical habitat for any ESA-listed species.

The 2024 BO also states that “take” through harassment and permanent impacts to the marine
environment from the Proposed Action would not jeopardize either humpback whales or Steller sea
lions as the take numbers are low and the area affected by the Project is a relatively small portion of
their available habitat (Appendix C).

According to NMFS’s BO, approximately 0.025 sunflower sea stars might be struck during pile-driving
and a maximum of approximately 24 sunflower sea stars could be crushed during the placement of fill
for the parking and staging area. The document states that sunflower sea stars would not be impacted
by exposure to in-air noise, in-water noise, and vessel disturbance. Because the number of individuals
that could be taken by the Project (approximately 25 individuals) is very small relative to the estimated
population of sunflower sea stars (over 600 million), the Project would not jeopardize the continued
existence of the species. Further, the BO states that coastal construction in Alaska does not appear to be
limiting sunflower sea star recovery and that the Project would not impact the species population
growth (Appendix C).

The BO asserts that the Project is not likely to appreciably reduce the likelihood of survival or recovery
of humpback whales, western stock Steller sea lions, or sunflower sea stars (Appendix C).

MMPA-listed Species

Since MMPA-listed fin whales, North Pacific right whales, sperm whales, or Cuvier’s beaked whales,
Dall’s porpoises, Pacific white-sided dolphins, and northern fur seals are not expected in the Project
action area, the Project would not likely adversely affect these species.

Gray whales, minke whales, killer whales, harbor porpoises, harbor seals, and northern sea otters could
be adversely affected by habitat loss and construction activities due to the Proposed Action. Impacts to
humpback whales and Steller sea lions are explained above.

The placement of fill (2.39 acres) and offshore structures (0.97 acres) would result in impacts to marine
mammal habitat. Sitka Channel and the Proposed Action area are not pristine marine waters and are not
presently designated critical habitat for any species. Permanent impacts from the Proposed Action are
not expected to result in major impacts to marine mammals as the area affected by the Project is a
relatively small portion of their available habitat.

Direct effects to marine mammals associated with construction, primarily from impact driving, vibratory
driving, down-the-hole, pile-driving, and vessel noise, would have the potential to result in Level B
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harassment (via disturbance reactions and/or masking) of gray whales, humpback whales, minke
whales, killer whales, Steller sea lions, harbor porpoises, harbor seals, and northern sea otters. Level A
harassment of Steller sea lions, harbor porpoises, and harbor seals is expected to occur because these
species are common in the Project area.

Note that underwater blasting is not proposed, and landside blasting associated with this project was
analyzed and found to not have an impact on marine mammals. Marine mammals could be temporarily
displaced from the action area due to elevated noise levels produced by in-water construction.
Displacement of either species by noise would be temporary and impacts would be limited to short-term
effects on the local population.

Vessel traffic generated during construction could result in vessel strikes of marine mammals; however,
the risk of vessel strikes associated with the Proposed Action is low given: 1) vessels transporting Project
materials to Sitka will follow well-established, frequently used routes; 2) a limited number of vessel trips
would be needed for construction (likely no more than 20 barge trips); 3) within Sitka Channel, vessels
must travel under 5 miles per hour, within the no wake zone (CBS Code 13.10.195); and 4) for the
limited duration of construction. The likelihood of marine mammals exhibiting behavioral responses due
to vessel traffic is low. Most species around the Project area are likely habituated to vessel traffic with
the location on the Sitka Channel.

There are no known Steller sea lion or harbor seal rookeries or haulouts near the Project area;
therefore, the chances of stress due to increased vessel traffic near critical habitat is unlikely. The
probability of Project impacts to marine mammals from accidental spills or other pollution due to
construction is very small.

The risk of spills and pollutants related to the Project would be mitigated by implementing BMPs and
policies to prevent accidental spills during base construction and operation. There would be no fueling
facility associated with the Project. If a spill were to occur, plans would be in place and materials would
be available for cleanup activities.

The new SPB has the potential to increase water and air traffic in the Sitka Channel vicinity. The noise
attributed to seaplanes operating in the channel has potential to impact marine mammal behavior.
Although there are no recorded instances of seaplanes and marine mammal conflicts, landings and
takeoffs could result in unsafe conditions for animals in the vicinity; however, it is expected that the
animals avoid the area during busy periods. Seaplane strikes could occur but are unlikely to injure large
whale species because they are much larger than the seaplanes and because there is no underwater
propulsion equipment on the seaplanes. Seaplane strikes of small marine mammals are unlikely due to
avoidance and because there is no underwater propulsion associated with seaplanes. Seaplane and
marine mammal interactions during seaplane taxiing, takeoff, and landing could also pose a risk to
human safety. Steller sea lions, harbor seals, and sea otters have been observed to haul out on floats in
Sitka harbors and in other locations throughout Alaska, therefore they may haul out on Project floats.
The addition of suitable haul out locations in the area could lead to more marine mammals congregating
in the area, which could increase negative human interactions and the potential for unavoidable
seaplane and/or vessel strikes.

Hazing of marine mammals from the area, if required, would require NMFS’s approval. Impacts to

marine mammal prey species, such as krill, walleye pollock, Pacific herring, and salmon, are expected to
be minor and temporary. The most likely impact to fish and krill from the Project would be temporary
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behavioral avoidance and displacement from the immediate area from elevated noise levels caused by
construction and seaplane operations. The area in which any disruptions to prey species would occur is
relatively small compared to the available foraging habitat around Sitka. Further, mitigation measures
would be implemented to reduce impacts of noise on habitat. Therefore, indirect effects on marine
mammals during the Proposed Action are not expected to be substantial.

CBS requested and was issued IHAs for the take of marine mammals under NMFS’s jurisdiction
(Appendix D). The IHAs authorized specific numbers of Level B takes of gray whales, humpback whales,
minke whales, killer whales, Steller sea lions, harbor porpoises, and harbor seals and specific numbers of
Level A takes of Steller sea lions, harbor porpoises, and harbor seals.

The IHAs are valid for one year only and will expire on June 30, 2026, and will need to be reauthorized.
An IHA was sought from USFWS for northern sea otters; however, the process was suspended because
of Project construction timing. CBS will restart the MMPA/IHA process with NMFS and USFWS about a
year prior to construction of the Project.

4.3.2.5  Migratory Birds and Eagles

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Environmental Consequences of Migratory Birds and Eagle Habitat
has not been updated, however elements related to mitigation have been moved to 4.3.3.3.

4.3.2.6 Invasive Species

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Environmental Consequences of Invasive Species Habitat has not
been updated.

4.3.3 Minimization and Mitigation

4.3.3.1 Fish and Essential Fish Habitat

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Minimization and Mitigation subsection of the Essential Fish Habitat
section has not been updated.

4.3.3.2  Endangered Species, Critical Habitat, and Marine Mammals

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Minimization and Mitigation subsection of the Endangered Species,
Critical Habitat, and Marine Mammals Habitat section has not been updated.

4.3.3.3  Migratory Birds

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Minimization and Mitigation subsection of Endangered Species,
Critical Habitat, and Marine Mammals Habitat has changed to include new mitigation measures. If active
bald or golden eagle nests are found within the Project area, a primary zone of a minimum 330 ft would
be maintained as an undisturbed habitat buffer around nesting eagles. If bald eagle nests are
documented within 0.5 mile during the pre-construction survey, CBS would consult with USFWS prior to
the start of construction for any nests within 660 ft of the cut and fill limits or 0.5 mile of pile-driving.
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4.3.3.4  Invasive Species

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Minimization and Mitigation of Invasive Species Habitat has not been
updated.

4.3.4 Consultations, Permits, and Other Approvals

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Consultations, Permits, and Other Approvals subsection of the
Biological Resources Section has been updated. Formal consultation under the ESA for species under
NMFS jurisdiction was completed through May 1, 2024, and a Biological Opinion issued by NMFS
(Appendix C).

NMFS concluded the Proposed Action is likely to adversely affect, but not likely to jeopardize the
continued existence of threatened Mexico DPS humpback whales (Megaptera novaeangliae),
endangered western DPS Steller sea lions (Eumetopias jubatus) and proposed sunflower sea stars. NMFS
concluded the Proposed Action is not likely to adversely affect the endangered North Pacific right
whales (Eubalaena japonica), fin whales (Balaenoptera physalus), and sperm whales (Physeter
macrocephalus) and is not likely to destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat for North
Pacific right whale, Mexico DPS humpback whale, or Steller sea lion. No critical habitat has been
designated for fin or sperm whales, and none is currently proposed for sunflower sea stars, therefore
none will be affected.

An MMPA IHA was issued by NMFS May 3, 2024, for takes of marine mammal under NMFS’s jurisdiction
(gray whale, humpback whales, minke whale, killer whales, harbor porpoise, harbor seal, and Steller sea
lions (Appendix C). The IHA will expire in 2026, therefore another IHA will be obtained prior to
construction.

ESA consultation with USFWS was not required as northern sea otters are not listed under ESA in
Southeast Alaska and short-tailed albatross (Phoebastria albatrus) are not found nearshore and the
project would have no effect on them. A MMPA IHA for the take of sea otters will be obtained from
USFWS prior to construction.

4.4 Historical, Architectural, Archaeological and Cultural
Resources

4.4.1 Affected Environment

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Affected Environment subsection of Historical, Architectural,

Archaeological and Cultural Resources section has been updated in subsequent sections to add the

existing SPB into the study area. The study area has been expanded to include the existing SPB and a 65-

decibel (dB) noise level contour for the proposed SPB.

4.4.1.1 Tlingit History

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Affected Environment of Tlingit History subsection of the Historical,
Architectural, Archaeological and Cultural Resources section has been updated to include a description
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of additional survey, including subsurface testing, to address the Sitka Tribe of Alaska’s concern for
potential burials in the study area.

In May 2024, an additional archaeological field investigation of the project area was completed after
concerns were raised by Sitka Tribe of Alaska regarding the potential presence of human remains at the
location (DOWL 2025). The investigation identified additional historic cultural resources but did not
locate evidence for human remains.

4.4.1.2 World War Il History

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Affected Environment of World War Il History subsection of the
Historical, Architectural, Archaeological and Cultural Resources section has been updated to include an
NPS update to the documentation of the Sitka NOB, new information collected in 2022 and 2024, and a
new subsection, Post-World War Il History. In September 2024 the National Park Service released
updated documentation for the Sitka Naval Operating Base and U.S. Army Coastal Defenses National
Historic Landmark which clarified the NHL’s historic context compared to the original nomination in
1984. The 2024 NHL update did not include SIT-01115 in the updated NHL boundary. SIT-01115 is
outside the NHL boundary and is not a contributing resource to the NHL. Since 2021, two additional
cultural resources identification efforts were conducted within the project area. Results of
archaeological monitoring in 2022 and additional cultural resource surveys in 2024 identified an
additional nine cultural resource features, originally recorded as SIT-01124, listed below.

1. Gun Emplacement (Pollnow 2022)

Raised Circular Feature (Pollnow 2022)
Rockery Wall (Pollnow 2022)

Rectangle Depression (DOWL 2025)
Stacked L-Shaped Wall (DOWL 2025)
Circular Pit with Log Covering (DOWL 2025)
Square Depression (DOWL 2025)

Privy Pit (DOWL 2025)

Connecting Trenchworks (DOWL 2024)

W O N o v kW N

4.4.1.3  Post-World War Il History

Following World War Il and the closure of the Sitka NOB in 1944, many of the buildings, structures, and
facilities on Japonski Island were transferred to the Bureau of Indian Affairs for the operation of the
Mount Edgecumbe Boarding School which opened in 1947. Other facilities which opened on Japonski
Island in the vicinity of the proposed new SPB include the Southeast Alaska Regional Health Consortium
(SEARHC) and the USCG Air Station Sitka, as well as the development and expansion of the Sitka Airport,
all of which display and continued use and development of Japonski Island following WWII. Two sites
(SIT-01124 and SIT-01172) are attributed to this post-WWII era. During the eligibility evaluation of the
nine features documented by Pollnow in 2022 and DOWL in 2024, DOWL found that only one feature
(the gun emplacement) could be attributed to the WWII period. The gun emplacement was
incorporated into SIT-01115 due to its spatial and temporal association with the observation post
already listed at that Alaska Heritage Resources Survey (AHRS) number. The remaining eight features
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have been retained as SIT-01124. DOWL evaluated the eligibility of SIT-01124 for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places and the analysis recommended that SIT-01124 is not significant under any
Criteria A through D and further has lost integrity in the areas of design, materials, workmanship,
feeling, and association. Based on the analysis, DOWL recommended that SIT-01124 is not eligible for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The existing SPB, assigned AHRS number SIT-
01172, also dates to the Post-World War Il period in Sitka. A dock first appears at the location in 1945
but was reconstructed in the 1970’s and has undergone several additions and subtractions of materials
since. DOWL’s evaluation of SIT-01172 did not find it significant under any Criteria A through D and a
loss of integrity in the aspects of design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. DOWL
recommends SIT001172 is not eligible for listing in the NRHP. On July 1, 2025, SHPO concurred with the
determination of eligibility for SIT-01115 (remains eligible), SIT-01124 (not eligible), and SIT-01172 (not
eligible) (Appendix E).

4.4.2 Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Environmental Consequences section of the Historical, Architectural,
Archaeological and Cultural Resources section has been updated to include the existing SPB into the
project study area.

4.4.2.1 Tlingit Cultural Uses and Resources

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Environmental Consequences of Historical, Architectural,
Archaeological and Cultural Resources (Tlingit Cultural Uses and Resources) has been updated to
describe culturally sensitive areas identified by the Sitka Tribe of Alaska.

During government-to-government meetings in 2021 and 2023 the Sitka Tribe of Alaska shared concerns
regarding two unchanged and accessible beaches left on the island, which are to the west of the
proposed SPB site. The first is an unnamed stretch of beach between Seward Drive and breakwater and
the second is John Brown Beach located on the other side of the USCG base. Access to both beaches
from either the base or from Seward Avenue on base has been restricted due to changes in USCG
security protocols following the attack on September 11, 2001. Access to the unnamed beach is
currently only possible through parking at the Seward Avenue turnaround to the east of the proposed
SPB site, follow a dirt road, and then follow the fence line to the beach via restricted Coast Guard
property at low tide.

In addition, the Sitka Tribe of Alaska shared that Japonski Island and the surrounding area has
historically been an important cultural area to the Tribe for fish camps and harvesting food as tribal
families lived and camped in the area in the summer. Education, subsistence and fishing camps currently
occur at two locations adjacent to Japonski Island on Baranof Island. In response to the two cultural
areas and to determine if noise from SPB operations would impact subsistence activities, the updated
noise analysis included the two sites identified by the Sitka Tribe of Alaska as important for annual
cultural education camps and subsistence activities (identified in the noise report as “Eliason Harbor 1
and 2” as sensitive noise study receptors. The noise report (Appendix G) concluded Eliason 1 will be in a
relatively quiet location. Eliason Harbor 2, however, is the only location where the average sound level is
higher and that is due to Eliason Harbor 2’s proximity to the new water lane. Despite the increased noise
level, it remains below the 65 dB DNL putting the new Sitka SPB within the compatible land use
guidelines.
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4.4.2.2 World War Il Historic Resources

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Environmental Consequences subsection of Historical, Architectural,
Archaeological and Cultural Resources (World War |l Historic Resources s) has been updated to clarify
the role of noise impacts and historic properties.

The 2021 EA FONSI/ROD stated that impacts to the cultural resources include noise impacts, however,
noise impacts from SPB operations are not considered an impact category for the NHL as a quiet
soundscape is not a defining characteristic.

4.4.3 Minimization and Mitigation

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Minimization and Mitigation of Historical, Architectural,
Archaeological and Cultural Resources has been updated to reflect new information and re-written for
clarity.

To avoid visual effects to SIT-00079, CBS has modified site design by lowering the elevation of the apron
and developing an interpretive panel to be placed at the boundary between the NHL and the new SPB.
Prior to the award of Federal funds, CBS will coordinate with the FAA and NPS to develop a scope of
services and execution plan. SHPO and STA will be invited to review the plan. The panel will be
developed to industry standards by or under the supervision of a Secretary of the Interior-qualified
historian. Panels will include a discussion of seaplane history and continuing use in Southeast Alaska,
Sitka, focusing on the region’s long history of reliance on seaplanes including the importance of military
seaplanes in WWII at the NOB, the demarcation between the Officer’s Housing and the new Sitka
Seaplane Base, and the role of U.S. Army Coastal Defense Network structures. Panel content will be
developed with signatory and concurring party input.

Impacts to previously undocumented WWII artifacts will be addressed by implementing an inadvertent
discovery plan (IDP). Under the IDP, if cultural resources are found during construction, work would be
halted and the SHPO, Tribe, and consulting parties notified. Work on the site would not restart until
appropriate agency consultation occurred.

Section 106 consultation was reinitiated to determine appropriate mitigation to address the adverse
effect to SIT-01115, which consists of rehabilitation of a similar structure on Japonski Island and creation
of a replica of the observation post. The Section 106 process concluded on January 28, 2026, when the
MOA was signed and the copy filed with Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. The signed MOA is
included in Appendix E. Mitigation measures are detailed in the MOA.

Consultation with Sitka Tribe of Alaska has concluded that addresses archaeological and tribal
monitoring during ground disturbance on the site and IDP protocols in case of discovery of Tribally
sensitive cultural resources. FAA has agreed to engage archaeological and tribal monitors during ground
disturbing construction activities.

4.4.4 Consultation, Permits, and Other Approvals
Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Consultation, Permits, and Other Approvals subsection for the

Historical, Architectural, Archaeological and Cultural Resources section has been updated to include
SHPO finding of adverse effect.
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On July 1, 2025, SHPO concurred that the Proposed Action would result in an adverse effect to SIT-
01115.

4.5 Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution
Prevention

4.5.1 Affected Environment

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Affected Environment of Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and
Pollution Prevention has changed as sites were removed and added, and new subsections were added.

4.5.1.1 ADEC Documented Sites

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the analysis area has been updated to reflect the addition of the existing
SPB in the project area and to refine the search radius to 1,500 feet. Hazardous waste site databases are
managed by the ADEC or the Federal government and were reviewed to determine if any reported sites
are within 1,500 ft of the project. This search radius is based on ADEC requirements for de-watering
permits and approved contaminated sites management plan prior to construction. Only sites managed
by ADEC that have a status of “active” or IC are subject to this requirement. Table 4 shows which sites
evaluated in 2021 have been removed and sites added in 2024, and Figure 5 shows location of current
contaminated sites within 1,500 ft of the Project.

Table 4: Contaminated Sites on Japonski Island

2021 Site Name Hazard ID | Cleanup Status Comparison
Sitka Tank Farm 900 Active New Site due to omission in 2021
Sitka NOB - Area F -Tank Farm No. 2 1992 Complete-IC Remains - common to both
Mountain Aviation 2381 Complete-IC Remains - common to both
USCG Japonski Island Base 3274 Complete Removed from Current Analysis
(Cleanup Complete)
New Site due to the additi f
Residence - Observatory St. HHOT 3277 Complete-IC ewite u_e .0 € addition o
existing base
ADOT&PF Sitka - Airport S&C Building 3867 Complete-IC Remains - common to both
ADOTPF - Sitka Airport Maintenance Station 23179 Complete-IC Remains - common to both
Avis Rent A Car -Sitka 23331 Complete Removed from Current Analysis
(Cleanup Complete)
USCG Air Station — Sitka 24384 Complete Removed from Current Analysis

(Cleanup Complete)

SEARHC - Mount Edgecumbe Hospital, Tank Removed from Current Analysis

ME-3 24558 Complete (Cleanup Complete)
R df C t Analysi
Sitka NOB - Area E - Millerville Housing 25735 Complete emoved from Lurrent Analysis
(Cleanup Complete)
Sitka NOB - Area G - Igarotte Housing Area 25736 Complete-IC Remt()é/;e:a:zr:lhg:rfggé’-\g?|y5|s
R df C t Analysi
Sitka NOB - Area H -Seaplane Dock 25737 Complete emoved from Lurrent Analysis

(Cleanup Complete)
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2021 Site Name Hazard ID | Cleanup Status Comparison
. Removed from Current Analysis
Sitka NOB - A K Tank F No. 3 25738 C lete-IC
'tka rea & fankrarm fo omplete (Greater than 1,500 ft)
R df C t Analysi
Mount Edgecumbe Hospital USTs 2 & 3 26709 Complete emoved from Lurrent Analysis
(Cleanup Complete)
SEARHC Mount Edgecumbe Bldg. 211A 26823 Complete Removed from Current Analysis
(Cleanup Complete)

4.5.1.2  Formerly Used Defense Site

There are 10 sites associated with the Sitka NOB authorized for restoration as a Formerly Used Defense
Site (FUDS), identified Mt. Edgecumbe/Sitka NOB Property No. F1I0AK0496. Of these sites, three sites
have documented hazardous, toxic, and/or radioactive waste. The FUDS site is located largely on the
southern portion of Japonski Island, with the nearest area located approximately 1/3 mile to the south
between Lifesaver drive and Tongass Drive (USACE 2009). Documentation for Japonski indicates the
intense use of the island by the military, was concentrated in the southern part of the island. The USACE
began environmental work at the site in 1991 and in 2009, the final decision document was issued that
stated the proposed response actions meet ADEC requirements for cleanup of petroleum contaminated
sites.

Coordination with the USACE for the FUDS site was conducted in 2021(but not included in the EA) and
concluded there is no known FUDS contamination at the proposed SPB site (Appendix H).
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4.5.2 Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Environmental Consequences subsection of Hazardous Materials,
Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention was updated to characterize site conditions on the proposed SPB
site to understand potential risk of encountering hazardous materials.

The risk of encountering hazardous materials on the 1.8-acre parcel acquired to accommodate the new
SPB is low due to the site conditions and historic use.

Site Conditions

During cultural fieldwork and the geotechnical investigation, site conditions were documented as having
the following characteristics: Substrate of gravel and cobbles and buried woody debris; Soils are
generally no deeper than three feet below ground surface in most places; and bedrock is encountered at
less than two feet below ground surface. The deepest bedrock was observed 6 feet below ground
surface. Because of the prevalence of shallow bedrock, the site would not provide sufficient subsurface
available for belowground storage, such as underground storage tanks.

Historic Use

As described in Section 5.4, two features were identified that were constructed during WW-II; an
observation post and a gun emplacement. In addition, 7 other features were identified, however field
work and investigations conducted in 2020 and 2024 did not identify any evidence associating these
features with the NOB or being constructed during WWII: Raised circular feature; Two rectangular
depressions (not indicative of a structure); Rectangular pit (similar to a privy); L-shaped stacked log wall;
Circular pit (not indicative of a structure); Trench network which connects two of the rectangular
depressions.

These features are more likely linked to post-WWII training exercises associated with the Cold War,
operations of the Mount Edgecumbe School, or other activities not associated with the Sitka NOB and
U.S. Army Coastal Defense Network on Japonski Island. This conclusion is based on the following factors:

e The lack of materials, artifacts, or other evidence of these 8 features prevented definitive linking
to WWII activities. For the gun emplacement, small munitions and small mortar may have been
used, however that is not a hazardous material. Further, based on field site visit, nothing was
found such as drums or metal debris (aside from the metal pipe which was part of the gun
emplacement). Aside from the military use, the property has remained undeveloped.

e A 1945 map of Japonski Island does not show any facilities at the proposed SPB site. Historic
images of the location show an area cleared of vegetation with a road and utility pole lines
transecting the area. Other than the observation post, no buildings or other structures are
visible.

e Aerials from 1965 and 1979 show the area as being vegetated, bisected a well-established road,
and a small structure approximately 300 feet to the northwest, which is the same size and shape
as a building currently present on Seward Avenue.

These features do not indicate the existence of structures or storage facilities indicating there was likely
no storage of contaminated or hazardous materials.
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4.5.3 Minimization and Mitigation

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Minimization and Mitigation of Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste,
and Pollution Prevention has been updated as the Proposed Action no longer includes bulk fuel storage.

All construction waste would be managed and disposed of in accordance with all state and Federal solid-
waste-management laws and regulations. If contaminated soil or groundwater is encountered during

construction, the contractor shall immediately notify CBS and stop work until coordination on the
appropriate response occurs with ADEC.

4.5.4 Consultation, Permits, and Other Approvals

No consultation, permits, or other approvals related to hazardous materials would be required.

4.6 Land Use

4.6.1 Affected Environment

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Affected Environment for Land Use has not been updated.

4.6.2 Environmental Consequences of the Alternative

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Environmental Consequences of Land Use has been updated to
reflect analysis related to acquisition of the ADEED parcel.

The 1.8 acre parcel purchased from ADEED in 2022 was originally part of a larger property with USCG
restrictions and a drainage easement. However, prior to acquisition, the parcel was re-platted to re-align
the USCG ROW parcel to encompass all of the existing USCG encroachments inside of the original lot.
There are therefore no encroachments on the parcel now. Deactivation of the existing seaplane base
will include removing existing floats and ramps and land use will return to CBS managed general land
use.

4.6.3 Minimization and Mitigation

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Minimization and Mitigation subsection of the Land Use section has
not been updated.

4.6.4 Consultation, Permits, and Other Approvals

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Consultation, Permits, and Other Approvals subsection of the Land
Use section has not been updated.
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4.7 Department of Transportation Act, Section 4(f)

4.7.1 Affected Environment

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Affected Environment subsection of the Section 4(f) Resources
section has been updated to include new information collected in 2022 and 2024.

During monitoring of geotechnical investigation in 2022, Sea Level Consulting identified several features
which were recorded in the AHRS as SIT-01124. DOWL confirmed the presence and location of the
features and obtained additional documentation during field investigation in 2024. In addition to the
features identified in 2022, DOWL documented six additional features in 2024. One feature (gun
emplacement) identified by Sea Level Consulting and further documented by DOWL was reassigned to
SIT-01115 due to its spatial and temporal association with the observation post. SIT-01124 has been
evaluated and recommended as not eligible for listing in the NRHP.

4.7.2 Environmental Consequences of the Alternative

The Section 4(f) Evaluation memo was updated to reflect additional alternatives analysis and sent
separately to the Department of the Interior, in compliance with FAA guidance, on January 3, 2025, for
consultation on site alternatives selection. Comments were received from SHPO and NPS with
recommendations for updates to the Section 4(f) Evaluation memo. As a result, the Section 4(f)
Evaluation memo was updated to reframe the discussion about effects to NHL and other clarifications
were made. The Section 4(f) Evaluation memo was subsequently updated again to add additional site
design alternatives to determine if avoidance of the observation post was feasible. Several alternatives
to either avoid or minimize impacts to the observation post and gun emplacement were evaluated,
including options to retain or the observation post through apron reconfiguration or moving the
observation post to a different location. Avoidance and minimization measures are not feasible or
prudent and the demolition of the observation post and gun emplacement constitute a Section 4(f) use.

Analysis under Section 4(f) has concluded as Section 106 consultation is completed as continued
consultation for mitigation measures are directly with SHPO and the agency with jurisdiction because
the 4(f) property is considered a historic property. The final draft of the Section 4(f) memo is included in
Appendix F.

4.7.3 Minimization and Mitigation

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Minimization and Mitigation subsection of the Section 4(f) resources
section has been updated to reflect ongoing consultation.

Mitigation measures would be implemented as avoidance and minimization measures are not possible.
Relocating the observation post (SIT-01115) to publicly accessible locations was evaluated for its
potential to withstand stabilization, movement and re-establishment. Relocation of the observation post
to either a new location near the existing site or on the apron would require the use of cranes, jacks,
temporary shoring, and heavy transportation equipment. If the structure was cast directly on bedrock,
which is likely given observed surface conditions, removal of the full foundation would not be practical.
In that case, the structure could only be partially relocated by separating the walls and roof from the
floor slab. This process would involve saw cutting at the base of the walls, disconnecting the
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superstructure from the foundation, and then transporting the walls and roof as a unit to a newly
constructed foundation. Even with this approach, temporary shoring and strengthening measures would
not eliminate the probability of structural failure during lifting and transportation due to the age and
condition of the materials in the structure. Partial relocation would also require de-construction and
would not likely survive movement.

Successful relocation of the observation post has a low probability of success because the observation
was built to remain in one place and not designed to withstand transportation forces and the risk of
structural failure during moving is high. Moving the structure would subject it to forces and stresses it
was never designed to accommodate, including lifting, bending, and vibration loads not present in its
original wartime context.

4.7.4  Consultation, Permits, and Other Approvals

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, Consultation, Permits, and Other Approvals subsection for the Section
4(f) resources section has been updated to reflect current evaluation efforts for SIT-01124 and SIT-
01172. NPS has clarified that SIT-01115 is outside the NHL boundary and is not a contributing resource
to the NHL and thus SIT-01115 is not within the jurisdiction of NPS. DOWL has prepared a
recommendation of eligibility for SIT-01124 and SIT-01172 and SHPO concurred on July 1, 2025, that

neither are eligible. In addition, SHPO concurred on SIT-01115 as an individual property but was silent
on its contribution to the NHL (Appendix E).

4.8 Natural Resources and Energy Supply

4.8.1 Affected Environment

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Affected Environment subsection of the Natural Resources and
Energy Supply section has not been updated.

4.8.2 Environmental Consequences of the Alternative

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Environmental Consequences subsection of the Natural Resources
and Energy Supply section has not been updated.

4.8.3 Minimization and Mitigation

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Minimization and Mitigation subsection of the Natural Resources and
Energy Supply section has not been updated.

4.8.4 Consultation, Permits, and Other Approvals

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, Consultation, Permits, and Other Approvals subsection for the Natural
Resources and Energy Supply section has not been updated.
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4.9 Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use

4.9.1 Affected Environment

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Affected Environment subsection of the Noise and Noise-Compatible
Land Use section has been updated to reflect the addition of two sensitive receivers.

Japonski Island contains the Sitka Airport and the USCG’s Air Station Sitka. The proposed SPB is
approximately one-half mile east of the Sitka Airport runway and approximately 1,000 feet east of the
USCG base. Existing noise contours from Sitka Airport operations end approximately 1,200 feet to the
west of the proposed SPB noise contours.

Seaplanes have historically used this corridor beginning in 1937 with the establishment of Alaska’s first
military seaplane base on Japonski Island. Seaplanes have continuously used this corridor since that time
and currently take off and land on Sitka Channel from the existing SPB south and east of the proposed
site. Noise-sensitive receptors, such as Mount Edgecumbe High School, SEARHC health care facilities,
student dormitories, two subsistence/ fishing camps, and a school staff residence are located on
Japonski Island in the vicinity of the proposed site. It has been reported that existing seaplane
operations in the channel sometimes interfere with class activities at Mount Edgecumbe High School
and activities in the SEARHC facilities.

Aircraft operations were estimated based on interviews and surveys of pilots that had signed papers
indicating interest in basing aircraft at the new SPB. Most pilots indicated that they would use their
aircraft only seasonally for private use, but there were three pilots that would potentially provide
commercial service year-round. Based on the surveys and interviews, peak day operations were
conservatively estimated at 92 operations. Each take off and each landing count as one operation. This
assumes that all aircraft operators and transient operations were operating on the peak day, which is
unlikely; therefore, the estimate of operations is conservative.

4.9.2 Environmental Consequences of the Alternative

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Affected Environment subsection of Noise and Noise-Compatible
Land Use section has been updated.

Sound is a physical phenomenon consisting of pressure fluctuations that travel through a medium, such
as air, and are sensed by the human ear. Noise is considered unwanted sound that can disturb routine
activities (e.g., sleep, conversation, student learning) and can cause annoyance.

Aviation noise primarily results from the operation of fixed and rotary wing aircraft, such as departures,
arrivals, overflights, and engine run-ups. There is also special noise sensitivities defined in FAA Order
1050.1F as areas where noise interferes with normal activities associated with its use. Noise sensitive
areas may include residential, educational, health, and religious structures and sites, and parks,
recreational areas, areas with wilderness characteristics, wildlife refuges, and some cultural and
historical sites. For areas around an existing or proposed airport, identification of noise sensitive areas,
or receptors, is important to establish if these areas may fall within a future noncompatible land use. A
noncompatible land use is a land use exposed to aircraft noise in excess of the thresholds established in
14 CFR Part 150. For example, for residential uses, schools, and hospitals, the non-compatibility
threshold is 65 dB. Below 65 dB DNL is compatible with all land uses. The 65 dB threshold was
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established in the 1970s and informed by social surveys and research on community annoyance and
health effects related to noise exposure. Studies indicated that a significant portion of the population
begins to report annoyance and other adverse effects at this noise level®.

For aviation analyses, the FAA has determined that the cumulative noise energy exposure of individuals
to noise resulting from aviation activities must be established in terms of Day Night Average Sound Level
(DNL), the FAA’s primary noise metric. DNL accounts for the noise levels of all individual aircraft events,
the number of times those events occur, and the period of day/night in which they occur. These noise
metrics logarithmically average aircraft sound levels at a location over a complete 24-hour period, with
an adjustment added to noise events occurring from 10:00 p.m. and up to 7:00 a.m. the following
morning. The DNL metric is still used even though seaplanes do not generally operate in at night.

The noise analysis prepared in support of the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD was not approved by FAA due to a
non-standard substitution for the fleet mix and use of peak day operations. The FAA ultimately
approved the non-standard substitution, and a new analysis was developed using average daily
operations instead of peak day. However, this analysis was also not approved due to not receiving prior
approval to run the study using the Hard Ground Attenuation option, which was used because water-
based takeoffs and landings will attenuate noise as if it’s non-vegetated/paved terrestrial surface. The
final, approved noise study was re-submitted January 31, 2024, once FAA formally gave approval for use
of Hard Ground Attenuation (Appendix G).

In addition, during Government to Government (G2G) consultation, two additional noise receptors were
identified and subsequently added to the analysis. Refer to Section 5.3 for how consultation addressed
the addition of sensitive noise receptors.

FAA's Aviation Environmental Design Tool (AEDT) tool was used for this analysis and is a comprehensive
software system used to model aircraft performance in space and time to estimate fuel consumption,
emissions, and noise.

The tool uses detailed databases and algorithms to simulate the noise produced during these different
phases, including operations like climbing, which can contribute significantly to the overall noise
footprint of an airport environment. AEDT noise modeling used to support evaluation of the Proposed
Action included various phases of aircraft operation, including takeoff, climbing, cruise, descent,
approach, taxiing, and landing.®

In addition, the 2024 Noise Analysis included new sensitive receptors, including Eliason Harbor 1 and 2 -
sites used by Sitka Tribe of Alaska for education purposes during culture camps which involve school age
children, as shown in Table 5.

9 FAA is currently engaged in a Noise Policy Review, as directed in FAA Reauthorization Act of 2024. As part of the review, The
FAA is looking at the current use of DNL or Day-Night Average Sound Level as the primary noise metric for assessing cumulative
aircraft noise exposure. https://www.faa.gov/noisepolicyreview

10 The tables in Section 4.9.2 report aviation noise impact. Noise generated from taxiing aircraft is generally treated as an
“other” noise source per FAA 1050.1F Desk Reference. At the proposed Sitka SPB, adding taxi noise to the proposed project
results in an approximately 1 and 4 dB increase to noise receptors 5 and 6, respectively. That result does not change the
conclusions reached herein.
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Table 5: Sensitive Receptors in the Project Area

Receptor Receptor Name Elevation MSL New to 2924

# (ft) Analysis

1 Mt. Edgecumbe HS 15

2 Mt. Edgecumbe Housing 21

3 SEARHC Hospital — Existing Location 21

4 SEARHC Hospital — New Location 21

5 SEARHC Community Health Services 20

6 Building 1200-1202 11 yes

7 Eliason Harbor 1 0 yes

8 Eliason Harbor 2 0 yes

Both the 2021 and 2024 Noise Analysis were based on shifting the water lane further into the Western
Anchorage (which lies immediately to the east of the breakwaters) which increased the distance
between the operations area and receptors. Both noise analyses show a decrease, or shift, in sensitive
noise receptor DNL exposure for the proposed action, except for Eliason Harbor 1 and 2.1

Runway 12W'’s threshold, as depicted in Appendix G, is positioned in such a way that pilots taxiing in a
straight line towards Eliason Harbor will find themselves in line with Runway 12W’s threshold, poising
the new water lane to be in a relatively quieter location than prior.'? Receptor 8: Eliason Harbor 2, is the
only location where the average sound level is higher; this is due to Eliason Harbor’s proximity to the

new water lane. Table 6 summarizes these results.

Table 6: Noise Level Differences of Observed Sensitive Receptors in the Project Area

Recentor Existing/No Action: Proposed: Change in
#p Receptor Name Noise Level Noise Level Noise Level
(dB) (dB) (dB)
Mt. Edgecumbe HS 61 58 -3
2 Mt. Edgecumbe Housing 53 51 -2
3 SEARHC Hosp|'tal — Existing 52 50 -2
Location
4 SEARHC Hos'pltal — New 55 52 -2
Location
5 SEARHC Comlmumty Health 55 52 -2
Services
6 Building 1200-1202 53 53 0
7 Eliason Harbor 1 60 59 1
8 Eliason Harbor 2 54 63 +9

11 The chosen runway ends represent the furthest extent from the water lane midpoint that operations can occur. As such, there

may be a slight variability in overall noise exposure.

12 Appendix G, Attachment 1, Figure2 (depicting referenced sealane).
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Despite the increased noise level at Receptor 8, all receptors remain below the 65 dB DNL putting the
new Sitka SPB within the compatible land use guidelines from Table 1, Appendix A of Title 14 CFR Part
150 (Appendix G).

Although vehicles accessing the SPB would slightly increase traffic on Seward Avenue, overall noise
levels are not expected to increase substantially as traffic would be spread throughout the week and
cars would be traveling at a slow speed on Seward Avenue. Therefore, the Proposed Action would not
substantially increase traffic noise, particularly inside and no noise analysis was conducted to evaluate
noise from traffic.

As stated in the 2021 EA and 2024 USFWS Biological Opinion (Appendix C), one daily blasting event is
anticipated for 47 days (not consecutive) at an estimated 90 decibels (dB; at the blast center) per event.
The FHWA Construction Noise Handbook indicates the inverse square law demonstrates the inversely
proportional relationship between source sound pressure and distance from the sounds source (-6 dB
per doubling of distance). The noise from construction equipment would dissipate at a rate of 6 dB per
doubling of the distance from the source to the receptor (50 feet). SEARHC is approximately 2,000 feet
from blasting source to the north. At the distance of 2,000 feet, the construction noise would be
reduced by 30 dB. Therefore, construction noise from blasting would not exceed 60 dB.

4.9.3 Minimization and Mitigation

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Minimization and Mitigation subsection of the Noise and Noise-
Compatible Land Use section has been updated.

Per FAA Order 1050.1F, mitigation is required when the 65 DNL impacts sensitive noise receptors.
Because no sensitive noise receptors are within the 65 DNL, no noise mitigation is required. However, in
recognition that changes in noise patterns are a community concern, the 2002 Airport Master Plan
proposed to minimize noise impact to what became the Proposed Action in the analysis. Specifically, the
layout was modified and designed to minimize noise by rotating and orienting the layout away from
nearby SEARCH buildings, using natural terrain as screening.

In addition, although not required, CBS has committed to developing a Fly Friendly program for the new
SPB. CBS would work with adjacent landowners and pilots to develop measures to minimize impacts to
the facilities located along Seward Avenue. This would include public education provided to pilots to
request certain behaviors to reduce aircraft noise level. This program could include, but is not limited to,
observed quiet hours, and encourages practices such as utilizing lowest RPM while maintaining safe
operation of aircraft.

Construction-related noise impacts are addressed through development of a blast plan and coordination
with CBS through construction permitting which would incorporate measures to reduce the potential for
adverse noise impacts. The blast plan would be developed and coordinated with NPS, SEARHC, and
Mount Edgecumbe High School to incorporate measures to monitor and minimize the potential for
blasting effects on the structures on Seward Avenue. CBS intends to coordinate with NPS, SEARHC, and
the Alaska Department of Education and Early Development (ADEED) on the Fly Friendly program and
the blast plan.
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4.9.4 Consultation, Permits, and Other Approvals

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Consultation, Permits, and Other Approvals subsection of the Noise
and Noise-Compatible Land Use section has not been updated.

4.10 Socioeconomic Impacts and Children’s Environmental
Health and Safety Risk!?

4.10.1 Affected Environment

4.10.1.1 Socioeconomic Impacts

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Affected Environment subsection of the Socioeconomic Impacts has
not been updated.

4.10.1.2 Children’s Environmental Health & Safety Risk

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Affected Environment subsection of the Children’s Environmental
Health & Safety Risk section has not been updated.

While no changes to the affected environment have been made for this resource topic, it is important to
note that the FAA has prepared updated consideration/reviews for lead containing materials and/or
emissions which are potentially harmful to children. As documented in Section 4.2 of this SEA, an air
quality screening was completed for the project for all regulated air pollutants, including lead.
Additionally, in Section 4.5 of this SEA, a review of potentially hazardous materials was completed for
the Project and no lead containing materials were identified. Due to the negative lead results of both of
these studies, no further analysis for lead was recommended. No impacts to Children’s Environmental
Health & Safety Risks regarding lead, are anticipated under the Proposed Action. For additional details of
each of the respective reviews, please refer to Sections 4.2 and 4.5 for air quality and hazardous
materials information, respectively.

4.10.2 Environmental Consequences of the Alternative

4.10.2.1 Socioeconomic Impacts

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Environmental Consequences subsection of the Socioeconomics
section has not been updated.

13 FAA Order 1050.1G, FAA National Environmental Policy Act Implementing Procedures was published on June 30, 2025.
Projects that commence after June 30, 2025, are required to comply with FAA Order 1050.1G, while those projects already
underway by that date may follow FAA Order 1050.1F. This Supplement relies upon FAA Order 1050.1F, the Fiscal Responsibility
Act of 2023, and current applicable Executive Orders and case law. Historically Environmental Justice was addressed, but under
new Executive Orders, an Environmental Justice Analysis is not required.
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4.10.2.2 Children’s Environmental Health & Safety Risk

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Environmental Consequences subsection of the Children’s
Environmental Health & Safety Risk section has been updated to include a discussion about local traffic
patterns and the potential for effects on emergency vehicle access along Tongass Drive and Seward
Avenue.

A traffic analysis was conducted in 2021 to determine if the anticipated increase in traffic to the new
SPB would require a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) and concluded the increase would be a daily average of
21 one-way trips (Appendix E to the 2021 Final EA [Appendix A]). That conclusion was made after due
consideration of the size of the new proposed SPB (14 tiedowns and 4 transient slips) and likelihood of
associated daily traffic. Some pilots have indicated that they would only use the SPB seasonally (see
Section 4.9.1, for example). Some road travel to or from the SPB would be by passenger van. More SPB
travel would likely be on weekends. More vehicular traffic is likely in the summer tourist months. With
consideration of all these factors, the conclusion of a daily average of 21 one-way trips does not raise
any obvious or concerning traffic interference or traffic congestion concerns for either Tongass Drive or
Seward Avenue.

Some concern has been raised about interference with emergency vehicles if aircraft were to be
transported on public roads. The transport of oversize or overweight vehicles is heavily regulated. The
State of Alaska has established regulations in 17 AAC 25.300 through 17 AAC 25.380 and CBS addresses
oversize or overweight vehicles in CBS 11.45.190. Permit terms and conditions are done as a regulatory
matter depending on the factors of a particular transport.

Safety is an explicit part of state permitting. A permit will not issue unless “each of the following
requirements is met:”

1. the state’s best interests are served by the permit;

2. the usefulness of the highways traveled is not diminished;

3. the safety of other users is not compromised;

4. the traveling public will not be unreasonably inconvenienced.*
Various specific conditions can be added as required for a given transport, including “requirements for
towing vehicles, pilot cars, warning signs and lights, hours of darkness, and other safety considerations

specified in the department’s Administrative Permit Manual: Oversize and Overweight Permits,* revised
as of April 2023, and adopted by reference.”*® Such requirements apply to any public road.

Safety is also a relevant consideration under CBS 11.45.190. Vehicles may only operate “along such
routes as will least interfere with or endanger other users, highways or roadways.” Similar to state
permits, the City of Sitka may require potential police escort, pilot cars, and other safety measures as
appropriate to the circumstances.

1417 AAC 25.320 (Permits for Oversize or Overweight Vehicles).

15 https://dot.alaska.gov/mscve/assets/webdocs/permits_manual.pdf (copy of referenced 2023 manual).
16 17 AAC 25.320(b).

17 Administrative Permit Manual: Oversize and Overweight Permits at Section 2.2.1 (April 2023).
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The amount of roadway at issue is limited and therefore unlikely to be blocked for a lengthy period. To
contextualize, from the Sitka Behavioral Health Clinic on the northern part of Japonski Island (1209
Seward Avenue) to the Alaska Seaplanes Sitka Outstation (551 Airport Road) on the Sitka Rocky
Gutierrez Airport is only 1.0 mile (using Tongass Drive) and it is about .5 miles from 1209 Seward Avenue
to the intersection of Tongass Drive with Airport Road. As a general matter, a slow-moving vehicle
moving at a constant speed of 10 mph will take about 6 minutes to cover 1 mile, and even less time
would be spent on transport on the short stretch of Tongass Drive required to access the hospital.

Particular time restrictions, meanwhile, are a matter for permitting. It could be that relatively high
volume times during summer might be treated differently than winter season transport, for example.
The long Alaska summer nights might lead to different transport windows than the darker winter
conditions. Regulators will ultimately determine permit time restrictions as appropriate and those
potential time restrictions cannot be known, for sure, much less analyzed with accuracy in advance.

Aircraft are not required to be maintained on Japonski Island or moved by road, on Japonski Island. A
haulout is located at the Sitka Airport, and therefore transport by road is not required if an on-airport
repair facility is the target. Transport of aircraft along Tongass Drive or Seward Avenue would ultimately
be an unusual or atypical event. If such transport were to occur, it would have to be planned in advance
and permitted as described above. The exact means or methods of transport are also speculative—
aircraft wings might be removed at the discretion of the aircraft owner or permitting authorities.
Permits may require that other safety measures be utilized including, but not limited to, a police escort,
a pilot car, or flags. In the unusual event that an aircraft is being transported by road, the time on the
road is likely measured in minutes along the small stretches of Japonski Island roadway at issue
(northern part of Seward Avenue and Tongass Drive, for example).

With consideration of the existing regulatory environment, the layout of Japonski Island, the size of the
SPB, the 2021 traffic analysis, and comments received from the public and pilots, we cannot find that

disruption to traffic patterns or interference with emergency vehicles are likely or would result in
substantial interference.

4.10.3 Minimization and Mitigation

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, Minimization and Mitigation subsection of the Children’s Environmental
Health & Safety Risks section has not been updated.

4.10.4 Consultation, Permits, and Other Approvals

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Consultation, Permits, and Other Approvals subsection of the
Children’s Environmental Health & Safety Risks section has not been updated.

4.11 Visual Impacts

4.11.1 Affected Environment

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Affected Environment subsection of the Visual Impacts section has
not been updated.
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4.11.2 Environmental Consequences of the Alternative

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Environmental Consequences subsection of the Visual Impacts
section has not been updated.

4.11.3 Minimization and Mitigation

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Minimization and Mitigation subsection of the Visual Impacts section
has been updated.

A blast plan for construction would be developed and coordinated with NPS, SEARHC, and Mount
Edgecumbe High School to incorporate measures to monitor and minimize the potential for blasting
effects on the structures on Seward Avenue. The proposed vegetative buffer has been reduced from 0.3
to 0.12 acres. In addition, moving marine components farther north and lowering the upland area in

elevation to mitigate the change in the nature of the view from development to the south do not affect
impacts to the observation post.

4.11.4 Consultation, Permits, and Other Approvals

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Consultation, Permits, and Ather Approvals subsection for the Visual
Impacts section has not been updated.

4.12 \Water Resources

4.12.1 Affected Environment
4.12.1.1 Wetlands

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Affected Environment subsection of the Wetland section has not
been updated.

4.12.1.2 Floodplains

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Affected Environment subsection of the Floodplain section has not
been updated.

4.12.1.3 Surface Water

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Affected Environment subsection of the Surface Water section has
not been updated.

4.12.2 Environmental Consequences of the Alternative

4.12.2.1 Wetlands

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Environmental Consequences subsection of the Wetlands section has
been updated.
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Of the approximately 3.86-acre gravel pad constructed to support the Base Parking Area and Approach,
2.45 acres would impact jurisdictional resources, and 1.35 acres of gravel would be placed in terrestrial
uplands. In addition, material would be excavated from the side slopes above Sitka Channel to level the
proposed fill pad.

Of the 2.45 acres of impact in areas under jurisdiction of the CWA, 0.06 acres of impacts are a result of
fill or excavation in wetlands above HTL, 0.15 acres are a result of fill of intertidal waters between HTL
and MWH, and 2.24 acres are a result of fill in marine waters below MHW.

In addition, the following marine components would be permitted under Section 10 of the RHA:

e Seaplane Ramp Float (417 x 46 ft) to support ten Cessna and four Beaver seaplane berths

e Transient/Loading Dock (175 x 56 ft)

e Drive-Down Float (128 x 68 ft)

e Transfer Bridge (120 x 12 ft)

e Approach Dock (80 x 24 ft) on pile foundation
The proposed compensatory mitigation plan (CMP) was submitted on April 2, 2024, to support the
application and concluded the project would need to purchase 0.5 palustrine credits and 14 estuarine

credits from the Natzuhini Bay Mitigation Bank in order to offset the impacts of the project to wetlands
within the project area.

A USACE Section 404/10 individual permit application was submitted on December 5, 2024, and a final
signed permit would be obtained prior to any disturbance of or fill in WOUS.

A Section 401 Water Quality certification was issued in December 2023, but subsequently rescinded. A
new Section 401 Water Quality certification was requested through the ADEC on December 5, 2024, and
issued on March 21, 2025.

The public comment period for the Section 404/10 application closed on March 12, 2025, resulting in
four comments, which are summarized in Appendix H. A CMP for wetland and marine impacts has been
developed calling for purchase of 24.4 credits from the Natzuhini Bay Mitigation Bank. Once the CMP is
approved and the MOA is signed, the final signed permit would be issued. All permit applications and
correspondence related to Section 404/401 permits are in Appendix H.

4.12.2.2 Floodplains

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Environmental Consequences subsection of the Floodplains section
has been updated.

The Project would result in 3.38 acres of fill within the Coastal High Hazard Area but would not result in

impeded flows. Consultation with CBS and a CBS Development Permit would be required to ensure
compliance with the National Flood Insurance Program.
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4.12.2.3 Surface Water

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Environmental Consequences subsection of the Surface Water
section has been updated.

Approximately 3.34 acres of Sitka Channel and adjacent intertidal areas would be affected by the
Project. Of these 3.34 acres, 2.39 acres are from fill placed in Sitka Channel and 0.06 acres are from fill
placed in intertidal areas and approximately 0.97 acres are from construction of floating/anchored
elements (wave attenuator(s), floats) and pile-supported trestles.

4.12.3 Minimization and Mitigation

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Minimization and Mitigation subsection of the Surface Water section
has not been updated.

4.12.4 Consultation, Permits, and Other Approvals

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Consultation, Permits and Other Approvals subsection of the Surface
Water section has not been updated.

4.13 Climate

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Climate section has been added.

A complete climate analysis is in Appendix I, which summarizes and quantifies greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions, their effects and describes resilience and adaptation of the project to the physical effects of
Climate.®®

4.13.1 Affected Environment

Six GHGs are regulated under the CAA. They include carbon dioxide (CO;), methane (CHa), nitrous oxide
(N20), hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride.

4,13.1.1 GHG Emissions

The project is only anticipated to emit CO,, CH4, and N,O and to estimate project emissions for these
GHG, the following factors were used:

e One gallon of diesel emits:

- 10.21 kilograms (kg) of CO, (EPA 2023)

18 Executive Order 13990, which was relied upon for the January 2023 CEQ draft GHG guidance, was revoked. In addition, CEQ
revoked its regulations (40 CFR parts 1500-1508) implementing NEPA in response to Executive Order 14154. As a result of these
changes, the qualitative climate evaluation that discussed the level of preparedness with respect to the impacts of climate
change, the extent to which the alternatives could be affected by future climate conditions, and if the alternatives are consistent
with national, state, and local climate goals has been removed from the 2025 Final EA. GHG emissions are provided for
disclosure purposes only.
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- 6.41 grams (g) of CH4 (EPA 2023)

- 0.17 g of N,O (EPA 2023)
e Gasoline — one gallon burned emits 8.78 kg CO, emitted (EPA 2023)
e Aviation gasoline one gallon burned emits:

- 8.31kg CO; (EPA 2023)

- .11 gof N,O (EPA 2023)

- 7.06 g of CH4(EPA 2023)

e Production of steel — Production of one metric ton of steel emits 1.27 metric tons of CO; (IEA
2020)

e Production of asphalt -- Production of one metric ton of asphalt emits 52.1 kg CO,e (NAPA 2022)

e Production of Aluminum — Production of one metric ton of aluminum emits 16 metric tons of
CO;

An inventory and analysis for the project incorporated available data regarding equipment, fuel
consumption rates, and best estimates of equipment operation and practices factored into a
deterministic or bottom-up approach.

4.13.1.2 Resiliency

This Climate analysis places the project setting into the context of climate and evaluates design
resiliency for the build alternative under a changing climate. Applicable climate factors were identified
through a review of the FEMA national risk assessment for Sitka City and Borough, Alaska (FEMA n.d
2020) and consulting hazards identified by the City and Borough of Sitka in their Multi-Hazard Mitigation
Plan (CBS 2010).

Climate factors were dismissed from further analysis when environmental factors were not at risk of
being further compounded by a changing climate, like earthquakes, or are not anticipated as a natural
hazard for the project area, such as landslides or increased runoff from glacial melt. Determining project
resiliency is based on an evaluation of how projected impacts of climate may affect the project’s
foreseeable design life.

The following are climate factors identified as those that could pose a hazard to the Proposed Action

e Increased Sea Level: In Sitka, sea level is projected to change between -.59 (low) and 2.28 (high)
feet from 2024 to 2080.

e Water Quality: water quality conditions could cause substantial changes in corrosion products
and rates while chemically attacking the steel components in the SPB.

o Mixed Precipitation and Snow Loading: The warming climate is anticipated to generally result in
warmer springs, more precipitation falling as rain than snow. These conditions will generally
lead to increased glacial melt and increased freshwater temperatures.
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4.13.2 Environmental Consequences

4.13.2.1 Proposed Action
GHG Emissions

For the project life,* direct emissions could result in a net-increase of:
e 13,240,024.73 metric tons of CO;
e 13.56 metric tons of N,O
e 11.5 metric tons of CHs

e |ndirect emissions from upstream and downstream emissions, coupled with the direct emissions
of the project will result in a total of 14,536,945.6 metric tons of CO,e emitted as a result of the
new Sitka SPB (Table 7). This is equivalent to 3,390,819 gasoline-powered passenger vehicles
driven for one year.

Table 7: Summary of CO,e emissions from fuel consumption

Phase Fuel Use (gal) c(?::eti?:i:;i:)‘s
Mobilization/Demobilization 27,802 283
Material Production - 413.3
Construction 17,351 215.4
Operations 26,516 17,658,637.8
Totals: 71,669 17,659,549.5

Resiliency

e Increased Sea Level: An increased high tidewater elevation could have several effects on the SPB
structures, such as:

- Lateral wave forces may be applied at a higher elevation to the float restraint structure
which could increase the overturning forces on the restraint structure; infrastructure may
not be designed to withstand increased lateral wave forces

- Decreased vertical clearance between the cap beams at the top of the float restraint
structure and the float deck and steel gangway deck

- Gangways may strike the float deck if the slope angle between them decreases

- Sediment transport processes may increase rates of aggradation in the basin under the SPB
float.

- Aggradation of sediment around marine structures is common and may require periodic
dredging of the basin to prevent the float from grounding at low tide. This will require

19A typical design life for seaplane base infrastructure is 35 to 40 years; however, they are frequently kept in operation for
additional years. An estimated 50-year design life for the Proposed Action was used in the analysis.
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mudline measurements during the life of the SPB float to ensure that excavation or dredging
projects are programmed prior to sediment buildup becoming a risk to the float.

e Water Quality: These water quality conditions could cause substantial changes in corrosion
products and rates while chemically attacking the steel components in the SPB facility. To
improve resiliency, the steel components should be hot-dipped galvanized and provided with
welded anodes on each of the steel piles to provide adequate passive cathodic protection. Hot-
dip galvanizing provides approximately 10 to 15 years of protection for the steel, and the
additional cathodic protection system can greatly increase the protection for the steel. The
cathodic protection anodes are self-sacrificing and will require periodic measurements and
eventual replacement to provide effective protection during the structure’s design life.

e Mixed Precipitation and Snow Loading: The American Society of Civil Engineers publication,
“Minimum Design Loads for Buildings and Other Structures,” recommends designing the float
for a ground snow load of 30 pounds per square ft for a 50-year storm event. The proposed float
has a pedestrian live-load design of 50 pounds per square ft which exceeds the probable snow
load and will provide sufficient live load capacity to clear snow from the float after a large
snowfall event.

4.13.2.2 No Action

Substantive sources of emissions for the existing SPB are eight aircraft and ground access vehicles. The
No Build alterative would result in 32,411.4 (million tons) MT of CO, for fuel consumption, incorporating
LTOs and ground vehicles and 39,764.0 MT of CO,e when accounting for CHs and N,O emissions from
aviation gasoline consumption.

5.0 COORDINATION

5.1 Agency Correspondence

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Agency Correspondence section has not been updated.

5.2 Section 106 Consultation

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Section 106 Consultation section has been updated to include
updated information from 2024 fieldwork.

Reinitiation of the Section 106 process began October 2022, with new initiation letters. Additional
consultation updates were submitted in April 2024 and February 2025. Completion of the Section 106
process was completed January 28, 2026 with final signatures of the MOA and the copy filed with
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.

In response to requests for monitoring from the Sitka Tribe of Alaska, DOWL completed an
archaeological field investigation in March 2022 and May 2024 which resulted in the identification of
additional features attributed to SIT-01124. One feature initially attributed to SIT-01124 was reassigned
to SIT-01115. The remaining features assigned to SIT-01124 were evaluated for a recommendation of
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eligibility. DOWL's recommendation is that SIT-01124 is not eligible for listing in the NRHP. Consultations
regarding SIT-01124 are ongoing.

5.3 Government to Government Consultation

This section was not included in the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD and has been added.

Per FAA Order 1210.20, American Indian and Alaska Native Tribal Consultation Policy and Procedures,
and Executive Order 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, Federal
agencies will consult with American Indian and Alaska Native Tribes before taking any action that may
significantly or uniquely affect them. [FAA 1210.20 at Paragraph (7)(b)(2)]. It is the Federal agency’s
responsibility to ensure that consultation is meaningful and timely (E.O. 13175, §5).

The FAA initiated G2G consultation with relevant tribal entities in 2020 and G2G consultation is ongoing.
Invitations to participate in G2G consultation were sent to Hoonah Indian Association, Organized Village
of Kake, Yakutat Tlingit Tribe, and Sitka Tribe of Alaska. The Sitka Tribe of Alaska requested G2G
consultation on April 21, 2021, and April 20, 2022.

Meaningful consultation provides an opportunity for Federally-recognized Tribes to provide timely input
and have their views taken into consideration in Federal decision making. The Sitka Tribe of Alaska
conveyed concerns related to impacts to marine mammals, noise, subsistence activities, general siting of
the SPB, and cultural resources. Key correspondence conducted from 2022 to 2024 is included in
Appendix J.

The Sitka Tribe of Alaska expressed concern for potential noise from in-water work to affect marine
mammals, subsistence fish, in particular herring spawning. The Tribe also expressed concern for
potential noise from aircraft to affect traditional use of adjacent land for subsistence activities,
specifically a cultural camp. In response to these concerns raised throughout consultation with the
Tribe, a new noise analysis was conducted that included three news sensitive noise receptor locations:
the new SEARHC/Mt. Edgecumbe Medical Center and “Eliason Harbor 1 and 2” sites.

The Eliason receptors were classified as noise sensitive locations due to their use by the Sitka Tribe of
Alaska for education purposes during culture camps which involve school age children (detailed in
Section 4.9.2 and Appendix G. Noise effects to marine mammals were evaluated in the Biological
Assessment, submitted to NMFS in August 2023 (detailed in Section 4.3.2 and Appendix C).

The project area is subject to noise from a variety of anthropogenic sources, including marine vessels,
seafood processing, shoreline and dock construction, aircraft, and land vehicles. Direct and indirect
effects that may arise from the Proposed Action include noise associated with pile-driving and operation
of support vessels during construction activities. Underwater and in-air noise from pile-driving and
removal is anticipated to rise above ambient noise levels and radiate into Sitka Channel from the
construction of the proposed SPB. The Biological Assessment concluded the Proposed Action is likely to
adversely affect the ESA-listed Mexico DPS humpback whales and WDPS Steller sea lions due to the
noise associated with the pile-driving. Noise associated with the project may reach levels exposing
Mexico DPS humpback whales and WDPS Steller sea lions to Level A and B harassment under the ESA.

However, mitigation measures described in Appendix C and D would be implemented throughout the
duration of the project to reduce exposure to noise associated with pile-driving. These mitigation
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measures include minimization of construction noise, marine mammal monitoring, safety radii, clearing
the safety radii, soft-starts procedures, and shut-down procedures to minimize takes. In conjunction
with this Biological Assessment, CBS is applying for an IHA to take four ESA-listed WDPS Steller sea lions
and two ESA-listed Mexico DPS humpback whale by Level B harassment, and 2 WDPS Steller sea lions by
Level A harassment.

The Sitka Tribe of Alaska also expressed interest in reconsidering the location of the SPB site due to
potential for vehicle traffic and seaplane noise to impact the new SEARHC facility. The Sitka Tribe of
Alaska requested pursuing an alternative site location.

In response to the Tribe’s concerns, CBS completed a comprehensive analysis that re-examined all past
siting evaluations and the Section 4(f) evaluation included an updated siting analysis that similarly re-
examined the past siting evaluations as described in Section 4.7. The siting of the project was evaluated
in a memo (Appendix B) that re-evaluated past siting studies, using the following criteria for
determining site options:

e Must be available to purchase

e  Must be on an existing roadway

e Must have favorable wind conditions

e Must be protected from harsh waves and sea swells

e Must have adequate depth, with no obstacles such as rocks
e Must not be in proximity to wildlife attractants

e Needs to have room for expansion over current facility

e Land component needs to have favorable topography and space for parking
o Needs to have room to maneuver safely

o Needs to have favorable traffic

e Costs must be reasonable

e Historic, cultural, and natural resources; including wildlife must be reviewed under strict
adherence to NEPA and NHPA in consultation with each authority having jurisdiction (SHPO,
DNR, USACE, USFWS, NOAA NMFS, etc.)

Analysis was completed for 13 different sites. The Section 4(f) analysis further analyzed two additional
areas along the shoreline and the use of Blue Lake to determine feasible and prudent alternatives and
concluded these sites were not further considered due to substantial physical limitations (Appendix F).

The Sitka Tribe of Alaska also conveyed concerns about the potential impacts to burials and cultural
resources on Japonski Island. Tribal members conveyed that efforts to repatriate human remains
occurred during projects at Sitka Airport and requested the opportunity to provide a tribal
representative to be on-site during ground-disturbing activities.

The Sitka Tribe of Alaska recommended the development of an MOA to address inadvertent discoveries.
A stipulation to develop an inadvertent discovery plan in coordination with the Sitka Tribe of Alaska has
been added to the Section 106 MOA. In addition, a new archaeological survey was conducted in 2024
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(detailed in Section 5.4) and the Sitka Tribe of Alaska were invited to participate and/or observe the
survey.

5.4 Endangered Species Act Consultation

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, consultation under Endangered Species Act has been updated to reflect
recent consultation. After previous consultation was completed, the Proposed Action changed, as
described in Chapter 1.1, and therefore consultation was reinitiated and on December 31, 2024, NMFS
agreed that the results of their previous consultation prevailed. Section 7 consultation with NMFS was
completed on May 1, 2024, with the issuance of a BO (AKRO-2023-02513). ESA consultation materials,
including the BO, are found in Appendix C.

5.5 Public Scoping

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Public Scoping section has not been updated as there were no new
notices or scoping activities that occurred in support of the SEA.

5.6 Public Input on Draft EA

Since the 2021 EA FONSI/ROD, the Public Input on Draft EA has been updated to reflect comments
received between September 9 and October 13, 2025, during the public comment period. The Draft SEA
was released on September 9, 2025, with a Notice of Availability (NOA) published in the Sitka Sentinel
(Appendix K). The Draft SEA was available for review or download on a CBS website:
https://www.cityofsitka.com/sitka-seaplane-base-siting-study.

Additionally, an email was sent to all agencies previously engaged during project scoping or engaged
during consultations. A total of 155 recipients were emailed the NOA, listed in Appendix K.

The Open House was held October 9, 2025, from 5-7 pm and this information was included on the
project website, in the NOA and shared in the email. Hardcopies of the November 22nd public meeting
agenda were mailed ahead of time. The meeting was attended by two interested parties.

The open house provided copies of the Draft SEA for review, information boards displaying project
details, and comment forms. Comment forms requested that feedback be emailed or written and
postmarked to the Federal Aviation Administration Alaska Region Office of Airports by 5:00 PM Alaska
Time on October 13, 2025. No written comments were received during the open house. A summary of
the Open House and graphics used is in Appendix K.

Comments on the Draft EA were received via email on October 8, 2025, from SEARHC. In addition, a
pilot stakeholder meeting was held during the comment period on September 16, 2025, and comments
were received during that meeting. A summary of comments received during the public comment
period, responses, and a description of how the Draft EA was updated in response is included in
Appendix K. Public input resulted in minor updates to the SEA.
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6.0 PREPARERS OF THE SEA

Table 8 provides the list of preparers.

Table 8: List of Preparers of the SEA

Name and Job Title

Kristi Ponozzo

Environmental Protection Specialist

Kendall Campbell

Environmental Protection Specialist/Tribal Liaison

Joseph Bea
Airport Manager
Jenny Liljedahl, PE
Project Manager
Aaron Christie, PE
Project Manager
Theresa Dutchuk
Senior NEPA Specialist
Emily Creely, PWS
Environmental Specialist
Jake Anders/Emily Corley
Cultural Resource Manager
Josh Grabel, PWS
Environmental Specialist

Robin Reich
Biologist
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