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Dear Ms. Grey:

We have reviewed the Federal Register Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an environmental
impact statement (EIS) for the Kodiak Airport Runway Safety Area Improvements, Kodiak,
Alaska. Our review of the NOI was conducted in accordance with our responsibilities under
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. Thank you
for the opportunity to provide comments at this stage of the EIS development process.

Section 309 specifically directs the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to review
and comment in writing on the environmental impacts associated with all major federal actions.
Under our Section 309 authority, our review of the draft EIS that will be prepared for the
proposed project will consider the expected environmental impacts, and the adequacy of the EIS
in meeting procedural and public disclosure requirements of NEPA. We have enclosed a copy of
EPA’s Section 309 Review: The Clean Air Act and NEPA which provides further elaboration of
our EIS review responsibilities.

Based on our review of the NOI, we understand that the Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) intends to prepare an EIS in order to evaluate and disclose the potential consequences of
bringing the Runway Safety Areas (RSASs) at Kodiak Airport into compliance with FAA RSA
standards to the greatest extent practicable. RSAs act as a buffer between aircraft and the ocean
if an aircraft overruns or undershoots the runway. At this point, the runways do not meet current
standards. The FAA requires that an airport such as Kodiak Airport have runway safety areas,
which serve as buffers should aircraft deviate from the runway during an accident or emergency.
The existing RSAs at Kodiak Airport do not meet the current national standards for the types of
aircraft being served. The EIS will evaluate the environmental consequences of improving the
RSAs at Kodiak Airport. No alternatives have yet been developed, but because of the unique
nature of the area surrounding the Kodiak Airport, many different types of alternatives are
expected to be considered, including relocating runway thresholds and ends, shifting the runways
or thresholds, re-aligning the runways, extending the land mass surrounding the runways,
reducing runway length, installing Engineered Material Arresting System (EMAS), as well as
various combinations of the aforementioned alternatives.



The Kodiak Island Borough has a population of approximately 14,000 residents and includes
the City of Kodiak, seven villages, the US Coast Guard base, plus several remote camps. Kodiak
Island is the second largest island in the United States. The City of Kodiak serves as a
transportation hub for the island, and nearly all commercial, military and private transportation
passes through the Kodiak Airport to the various island communities. Transportation to Kodiak
is occasionally limited by inclement and severe weather, including low ceilings and high winds.

The scoping comments that follow are provided to inform the FAA of issues that EPA
believes to be significant and warrant explicit treatment during the NEPA process. In providing
these comments, it is our goal to have these issues addressed in the draft EIS.

Purpose and Need

The draft EIS should include a clear and concise statement of the underlying purpose and
need for the proposed project, consistent with the implementing regulations for NEPA (see
40 CFR 1502.13). In presenting the purpose and need for the project, the draft EIS should reflect
not only the FAA’s purpose, but also the broader public interest and need. Given the broad goals
and objectives in the Notice of Intent, a concise statement is of critical importance to setting up
the analysis of alternatives, which could range from too tightly focused to too broad, depending
on how the statement is written.

Range of Alternatives

The draft EIS should include a range of reasonable alternatives that meet the stated purpose
and need for the project and that are responsive to the issues identified during the scoping
process. This will ensure that the draft EIS provides the public and the decision-maker with
information that sharply defines the issues and identifies a clear basis for choice among
alternatives as required by NEPA. The Council on Environmental Quality recommends that all
reasonable alternatives be considered, even if some of them could be outside the capability or the
jurisdiction of the agency preparing the draft EIS for the proposed action. EPA strongly
encourages selection of alternative(s) that will minimize environmental and resource
degradation.

Endangered Species Act

The proposed project may impact endangered, threatened or candidate species listed under
the Endangered Species Act (ESA), and state sensitive species, as well as their habitats. Project
evaluation should identify the endangered, threatened, and candidate species under ESA, and
other sensitive species within the proposed project area. In addition, project evaluation should
describe the critical habitat for these species, identify any impacts the proposed projects will
have on these species and their critical habitat, and how it will meet all requirements under ESA,
including consultation efforts with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National
Oceanographic Atmospheric Administration.



Habitat

The proposed airport project may have impacts on fish, marine mammal, and wildlife habitat,
and habitat connectivity. Project evaluation should describe the current quality and potential
capacity of habitat, its use by fish, marine mammal and other wildlife on and near the proposed
project area, and identify known fish, marine mammal, and wildlife corridors, migration routes,
and areas of seasonal fish, marine mammal and wildlife congregation. Project evaluation should
include effects on fish and wildlife from habitat removal and alteration, aquatic and terrestrial
habitat fragmentation caused by roads, runways, land use, management activities, and human
activity. In addition, project evaluation should include the potential impacts on plant species and
their habitats.

Monitoring

As discussed above, the proposed project has the potential to impact fish, seabirds, marine
mammals and their habitat. Predicting the severity of these impacts and devising effective
mitigation measures remains an imprecise science. Monitoring is a necessary and crucial
element in identifying and understanding the consequences of actions. In this case, monitoring is
needed to evaluate population changes that may be occurring not only from the proposed project,
but other factors including climate change. We recommend that the draft EIS describe a
monitoring program designed to assess both impacts from the project and the effectiveness of
measures utilized to mitigate such impacts.

Clear monitoring goals and objectives should be identified such as what questions are to be
answered; what parameters are to monitored; where and when monitoring will take place; who
will be responsible; how the information will be evaluated; what actions (contingencies, adaptive
management, corrections to future actions) will be taken based on the information; and how the
public can get information on mitigation effectiveness and monitoring results.

Roads and Runways

Road and runway construction and maintenance have the potential for significant
environmental impacts. As the planning of the Kodiak Airport project continues, we recommend
that you evaluate the impacts roads and runways associated with the proposed project would
have on waterbodies in the area. In particular, evaluate how the project may contribute
sediments to streams, interrupt the subsurface flow of water, particularly where roads or runways
cut into steep slopes, how roads and runways may fragment habitats and wildlife disturbance,
and introduce or exacerbate noxious weeds. In addition, project planning should evaluate how
vehicle and aircraft uses may result in increased noise and air pollution. Project planning should
consider all impacts associated with automobile and aircraft activities and describe what actions
will be taken to manage their impacts in the project area.

Water Quality

The proposed project should be evaluated for its potential to alter stream discharge and
degrade riparian and water quality. The introduction of sediments to stream systems can alter



4

thermal processes, consequently degrading water quality, and impacting fish and their habitat.
Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act (CWA) requires the state of Alaska to identify those
waterbodies which are not meeting or not likely to meet State water quality standards. Project
planning should evaluate which waterbodies could potentially be affected by the project that are
listed on the State’s current 303(d) list and whether the Alaska Department of Environmental
Conservation (ADEC) has developed a water quality restoration plan (Total Maximum Daily
Load) for the waterbodies and the pollutants of concern. If a Total Maximum Daily Load
(TMDL) has not been established for those waterbodies on the 303(d) list, then in the interim
until one is established, the project should demonstrate that there will be no net degradation of
water quality to these listed waters. Potential impacts due to changes to stormwater
management, both during and after construction, and wastewater effluent outfalls should also be
analyzed.

Antidegradation provisions of the CWA apply to those waterbodies where water quality
standards are currently being met. This provision prohibits degrading the water quality unless an
analysis shows that important economic and social development necessitates degrading water
quality. Project evaluation should determine how the antidegradation provisions would be met.

Activities such as road and runway building may impact waters that serve as the sources of
drinking water for communities. The 1996 amendments to the Safe Drinking Water Act
(SDWA) requires federal agencies that manage lands that serve as drinking water sources,
protect these source waters. Project evaluation should identify all drinking water sources, any
potential contamination of these sources that may result from the proposed project, and measures
that will be taken to protect these sources.

Impacts and Mitigation for Aquatic Resources

The proposed project (construction, operation, and maintenance) will likely impact aquatic
resources: water quality (discussed above), open water habitats, near shore subtidal and
intertidal habitats, and shorelines.

The EIS should describe the current quality and potential capacity of habitat, its use by fish
and wildlife on and near the proposed project area, and identify known fish corridors, migration
routes, and areas of seasonal fish and wildlife (bird, marine mammal) congregation. Aquatic
habitat descriptions should include habitat type, plant and animal species, functional values, and
integrity.

These resources will experience varying degrees of impacts and alteration of their hydrologic
functions, and project encroachment may degrade habitat for fish, other aquatic biota, and
wildlife (e.g. marine mammals and birds). The EIS should evaluate effects on these species and
populations from habitat removal and alteration, aquatic habitat fragmentation caused by
infrastructure, land use, and management activities, and human activity. Effects on aquatic plant
species and populations should be included. Impacts to aquatic resources should be evaluated in
terms of the acreage to be impacted and by the functions they perform.
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For any impacts that cannot be avoided through sitting and design, the EIS document should,
at a minimum, describe the types, location, and estimated effectiveness of best management
practices applied to minimize and mitigate impacts to aquatic resources.

It is possible the proposed activities will require a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit from
the Army Corps of Engineers. For wetlands and other special aquatic sites, the Section 404(b)(1)
guidelines establish a presumption that upland alternatives are available for non-water dependent
activities. The 404(b)(1) guidelines require that impacts to aquatic resources be (1) avoided, (2)
minimized, and (3) mitigated, in that sequence. The EIS should discuss in detail how planning
efforts (and alternative selection) conform with Section 404(b)(1) guidelines sequencing and
criteria. In other words, the lead agencies must show that they have avoided impacts to wetlands
and other special aquatic sites to the maximum extent practicable. The EIS should discuss
alternatives that would avoid wetlands and aquatic resource impacts from fill placement, water
impoundment, construction, and other activities before proceeding to minimization/mitigation
measures.

Habitat improvement goals (e.g. desired and possible marine/near shore habitat functions and
values in the project area) should be an important aspect of alternative screening, impact
assessment, and mitigation effectiveness for this already heavily impacted area.

Cumulative Impacts

The Kodiak Airport project evaluation should assess impacts over the entire area of impact,
and it may be of particular importance to consider the effects of other past, present and future
projects in the area together with your proposed action, including those by entities other than
those affiliated with the airport itself. Only by considering all actions together can one conclude
what the impacts on environmental resources are likely to be.

EPA has issued guidance on how we are to provide comments on the assessment of
cumulative impacts, Consideration of Cumulative Impacts in EPA Review of NEPA Documents,
which can be found on EPA’s Office of Federal Activities home page at:
http://www.epa.gov/compliance/resources/nepa.html. The guidance states that in order to assess
the adequacy of the cumulative impacts assessment, five key areas should be considered. EPA
tries to assess whether the cumulative effects analysis:

1. Identifies resources if any, that are being cumulatively impacted;

2. Determines the appropriate geographic (within natural ecological boundaries) area
and the time period over which the effects have occurred and will occur;

3. Looks at all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions that have

affected, are affecting, or would affect resources of concern;
Describes a benchmark or baseline; and
Includes scientifically defensible threshold levels.

o s



Indirect Impacts

Project evaluation should identify and evaluate potential consequences of the proposed
projects “outside” the project area boundaries. Because the proposed project could result in
impacts outside the airport boundary, the projects could generate air and water quality impacts in
other areas. These and other indirect impacts should be evaluated.

Consultation with Tribal Governments

The proposed project could affect traditional subsistence and cultural practices of area tribal
members, as well as those that utilize and obtain subsistence and other traditional resources
through barter and trade with the those member. Tribal governments whose members or
traditional resources may be impacted, either directly and indirectly, by this action should be
invited to consult on a government-to-government basis on this matter, consistent with Executive
Order (EO) 13175 (Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments). EO 13175
states that the U.S. government will continue “to work with Indian tribes on a government-to-
government basis to address issues concerning Indian tribal self-government, trust resources, and
Indian tribal treaty and other rights.” Documentation of these consultations should be included
in the draft EIS.

Consistent with the July 28, 1999 memorandum from the Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) to Heads of Federal Agencies, the FAA should consider inviting affected Tribal
governments to participate in the EIS development process as cooperating agencies. This would
provide for the establishment of a mechanism for addressing intergovernmental issues
throughout the EIS development process.

Environmental Justice and Public Participation

The draft EIS should disclose what efforts were taken to ensure effective public participation.
In addition, since low income or minority communities will be impacted by the proposed project,
the draft EIS should disclose what efforts were taken to meet environmental justice requirements
consistent with Executive Order (EO) 12898 (Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice
in Minority and Low-Income Populations). This should include the following:

» A description of the methodology and criteria utilized for identifying low income and
people of color communities, if appropriate; the sources of data utilized for these
analyses, and the references utilized for establishing the criteria.

» A comprehensive accounting of all impacts on low income or minority communities,
including (but not limited to) cumulative and indirect impacts, exposure pathways unique
to the impacted communities, historic exposures, and impacts to cultural, historic and
protected resources. In addition, the draft EIS needs to determine if the impacts to these
communities will be disproportionately higher than those on non-low income or minority
communities. For such a determination, the EIS must identify a reference community,
provide a justification for utilizing this reference community, and include a discussion of
the methodology for selecting the reference community.



» The EIS must demonstrate that communities, if any, bearing disproportionately high and
adverse effects have had the opportunity for meaningful input into the decisions being
made about the project. The draft EIS should describe what was done to inform the
communities about the project and the potential impacts in will have on their
communities (notices, mailings, fact sheets, briefings, presentations, exhibits, tours, news
releases, translations, newsletters, reports, community interviews, surveys, canvassing,
telephone hotlines, question and answer sessions, stakeholder meetings, and on scene
information), what input was received from the communities, and how that input was
utilized in the decisions that were made regarding the project.

Extra care should also be given to schedule meetings and decision points in the EIS process
to avoid conflicts with subsistence and other traditional activities whenever possible.

We appreciate the opportunity to participate early in the planning process for this project and
are available to discuss issues or answer questions that may arise while you proceed with your
project development. Should you have any questions regarding our comments please contact me
at (907) 271-6324 or by electronic mail at curtis.jennifer@epa.gov.

Sincerely,

/sl
Jennifer Curtis
NEPA Reviewer

Enclosure



| “Audubon aLaska

715 L Street, Suite 200
Anchorage, AK 99501

April 6th, 2007

Ms. Leslie A. Grey

FAA — Alaska Region
Airports Division

222 W. 7th Avenue # 14
Anchorage, AK 99513
Dear Ms. Grey,

Re: Kodiak Airport RSA Expansion — EIS Scoping Comments

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations for the Federal
Aviation Administration’s (FAA) Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on proposed actions at
Kodiak Airport. Audubon Alaska is the state office of the National Audubon Society, a leading
national conservation organization with over 400,000 chapter members across the country,
including an active and vibrant local chapter based in Kodiak.

Although we recognize that Kodiak Airport does not fully comply with current FAA standards,
and that expanding Runway Safety Areas (RSA) is believed to lessen the potential for aircraft
damage, we believe there are environmental constraints at this site which make the proposed
actions impracticable.

The Important Bird Area (IBA) program, coordinated by BirdLife International, is a global project
involving some 180 countries around the world. Within the United States, the National Audubon
Society is responsible for the identification of IBAs. To date, the Alaska IBA Technical
Committee has identified two IBAs in the Kodiak archipelago — Chiniak Bay and Northwest
Afognak Island. The Chiniak Bay IBA includes inshore marine habitats and offshore islands from
Cape Chiniak to Spruce Cape (see attached map), and as such encompasses the area
immediately adjacent to the airport property at the mouth of Womens Bay. This IBA is
recognized as significant for birds at the state level, and is awaiting review of its continental and
global significance by the National IBA Technical Committee. Based on the conservation status
of several species present, and numbers of birds regularly using the area, the Alaska IBA
Technical Committee has recommended that this site be recognized at the highest level. We
expect its global significance to be confirmed by the National IBA Technical Committee in 2007.

Within the Chiniak Bay IBA, the northern region, from Woody Island to Womens Bay, could
perhaps be described as the ‘jewel in the crown’. This area is heavily used by breeding and
wintering waterfowl, including the Steller’s Eider (Polysticta stelleri), which is listed as
Threatened under the Endangered Species Act, and the Emperor Goose (Chen canagica),
which is on the Alaska WatchList. It also supports at least 14 seabird colonies with 10 regularly
breeding seabird species, including two on the Alaska WatchList — the Red-faced Cormorant



(Phalacrocorax urile), and the Aleutian Tern (Sterna aleutica). The northern region also supports
large numbers of Black Oystercatchers (Haematopus bachmani). This Alaska WatchList species
can gather in flocks of up to 600 birds in Chiniak Bay, which represents 7% of the global
population.

The near-shore area at the Buskin River mouth is particularly well-known locally as an area
where birds congregate to roost and forage throughout the year, including significant numbers
of the three main species of conservation concern already mentioned — Steller’s Eider, Emperor
Goose, and Black Oystercatcher. Under the present proposed action, the main foraging habitat
at the Buskin River mouth would be completely destroyed. Clearly, this action would have an
adverse effect on at least one protected species (Steller’s Eider) and, thus, would require
consultation with the US Fish & Wildlife Service, under section 7 regulations of the Endangered
Species Act.

Your Scoping Reference Document states that “many different types of alternatives will be
considered as part of this EIS”. Moreover, the EIS must include a comprehensive range of
alternatives, including options that do not result in the loss of important marine habitat for birds.
It should also fully evaluate the potential effects on the unique wildlife populations that depend
on this area for their survival, including migratory birds, anadromous fish, and marine mammals.
Of course, this entire process should be as transparent as possible; therefore, the development
and design of the alternatives presented in the EIS should all be very clearly detailed.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please do not hesitate to contact me at
the above address or via e-mail at istenhouse@alaska.net.

Yours sincerely,

S R

lain J. Stenhouse, PhD
Director of Bird Conservation
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Map of the Chiniak Bay Important Bird Area
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