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Gravina Access Project 
Threatened and Endangered Species Biological Assessment 

for Humpback Whale and Steller Sea Lion 
Updated November 2003 

 

Introduction 

An environmental impact statement (EIS) is underway for the Gravina Access Project in the 
Ketchikan Gateway Borough, Alaska.  There are no species under the jurisdiction of the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service listed as threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act 
in the project area.  The National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries—part of the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration) lists two species within the project area as 
endangered or threatened:  the Steller sea lion and the humpback whale.  Both species are 
additionally protected under the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972.  The text of this 
document is substantially the same as the text intended for the final EIS and constitutes a 
biological assessment as required by 50 CFR 402.12.  The measures outlined here to protect 
these two species will also protect other mammals protected by the Marine Mammal Protection 
Act.  As described below, employing these measures, the project is not likely to adversely affect 
protected species or any identified critical habitat. 
 

Construction Background 

The project is anticipated to take up to three years to construct.  Seasonal construction timing is 
discussed at the end of this document.  On-site construction of ferry terminals could be 
completed more quickly than three years, and the in-water components would be completed in 1-
2 construction seasons.  Bridge construction alternatives likely would require three years.  The 
most critical construction components related to marine mammals is in-water work, particularly 
drilling rock for pier placement, possible blasting, and possible dredging.   
 
Drilling, using reverse rotary drill technology, would create holes 10-12 feet in diameter and 50-
100 feet deep in substrate rock to anchor the piers.  Each bridge pier foundation would require 
drilling 4-6 such holes.  There are six in-water piers for Alternative F1 (the preferred alternative) 
and approximately equal numbers for other bridge alternatives.  Each hole would take 
approximately one week to complete.  This amounts to a total of approximately 30 weeks of in-
water drilling, although it is possible that more than one hole could be drilled simultaneously. 
 
Underwater blasting is possible with any of the alternatives.  However, based on the preliminary 
nature of the engineering, it is not known how much blasting would be necessary, if any.  Only 
under Alternative F3, for which increasing West Channel navigation clearances is proposed to 
mitigate shipping impacts, is there a known quantity of dredging and blasting.  This would entail 
removal of a ridge of rock approximately 2,000 feet long and up to 750 feet wide would involve 
dredging of 63,000 cubic yards of surficial sediment and blasting to remove 16,100 cubic yards 
of bedrock.  For this alternative only, the combination of drilling, blasting, and dredging is 
anticipated to last 1-3 months.  Blasting under any other alternative is not anticipated to take 
place for more than 2-3 days total and may not be required at all.  Ferry alternatives would likely 
require blasting and dredging near shore to provide adequate depth for the ferries.  Except for the 
mitigation measures just described for Alternative F3, dredging is not considered likely under the 
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bridge alternatives.  Under any alternative, dredged and blasted material is anticipated to be 
dumped at sea in accordance with section 103 of the Marine Protection, Research, and 
Sanctuaries Act, in areas permitted by the Environmental Protection Agency and Corps of 
Engineers. 
 

Humpback Whale 

The humpback whale (Megaptera novaeangliae) was federally listed as endangered in 1966.  
Before the mechanization of commercial whaling, the population of humpback whales was about 
15,000.  The International Whaling Commission (IWC) first protected humpback whales from 
commercial whaling in 1965, and such whaling ceased in the North Pacific.  The whales were 
listed as endangered under the Endangered Species Act in 1973.  The humpback whale is listed 
as “depleted” under the Marine Mammal Protection Act.     
 
The Central North Pacific Stock, currently estimated at about 4,000 animals, is the group in 
question for this project.  This stock of humpback whales generally winters in Hawaiian waters 
and summers along the North Pacific coast.  Humpback whale distribution in summer is 
continuous from British Columbia to the Russian Far East, and humpbacks are present offshore 
in the Gulf of Alaska.  The whales appear to return to the feeding areas where their 
mothers first brought them as calves, with evidence of some crossover to other areas but only at a 
rate of approximately one percent. 
 
More than 500 humpback whales inhabit the waters near Southeast Alaska during the summer.1  
A NOAA Fisheries stock report2 indicates 404 individual whales have been documented in the 
portion of Southeast Alaska that includes Chatham Strait and waterways to the north, and 275 
have been documented in northern British Columbia (primarily near Langara Island).  No counts 
have been completed specific to southern Southeast Alaska and the project area.  There is no 
designated critical habitat for humpback whales as there is for Steller sea lions. 
 
According the NOAA Fisheries stock report, this stock is the focus of a large whale watching 
industry in Hawaii and a growing whale watching industry in Alaska and B.C.  Regulations 
concerning minimum distance to keep from whales and how to operate vessels when in the 
vicinity of whales have been developed for Hawaiian waters in an attempt to minimize the 
impact of whale watching.  In 2001, NMFS issued regulations to prohibit most approaches to 
humpback whales in Alaska to 100 yards (66 FR 29502; May 31, 2001).  The growth of the 
whale watching industry is a concern to NOAA Fisheries, because preferred habitats could be 
abandoned if disturbance levels became too high.  Noise is another, related concern.  Continual 
noise appears to the primary concern, with noise from an Acoustic Thermometry of Ocean 
Climate program, the U.S. Navy’s Low Frequency Active sonar program, shipping, and whale 
watching cited by NOAA Fisheries.  Incidental or short-term noises are not mentioned.   
 
Humpback whales commonly feed and breed over shallow banks but traverse the open ocean 
during migration.  They prey on small schooling fish such as herring and swarms of krill by 
using bubbles that concentrate prey.  They also feed in formation, herd prey, and practice lunge 
                                                
1 MacDonald, S.O., and J.A. Cook., The Mammal Fauna of Southeast Alaska, University of Alaska Fairbanks, 1999. 
2 NOAA Fisheries.  2002.  “Stock Assessment Report:  Humpback Whale (Megaptera novaeangliae): Central North Pacific Stock” 
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feeding as a group.3  Most of the Alaska summer whale population leaves by about October or 
November for Hawaii.  Calving takes place in the wintering grounds.  A few humpback whales 
stay in Alaska and may be seen in winter. 
 
NOAA Fisheries documented human-caused injury or mortality to this stock of whales.  
Entanglement or other injury caused by fishing gear and nets appears to be the primary issue.  
Two incidents were noted in the general Ketchikan area.  There is documentation of apparent 
injury to and death of humpback whale related to repeated underwater blasting in Newfoundland. 
 
There is no data about seasonal abundance and distribution of humpback whales specific to 
Tongass Narrows.  However, there is informed anecdotal information from a member of the 
marine mammal stranding network,4 an ADF&G biologist,5 and a spotter pilot,6 all based in 
Ketchikan, to indicate use of the area.  Humpback whales may be found in Tongass Narrows 
year round, although the numbers are small much of the year, and they are seen only perhaps 
once or twice per month.  There is a peak in activity in April and May, corresponding to herring 
spawning season, when daily sightings are common.  Whales do not appear to use Tongass 
Narrows specifically as a migration route, and there is no evidence that Tongass Narrows is a 
favored location for critical activities, although the whales presumably may feed in the Narrows.  
As indication of relatively low numbers of whales in summer, a flightseeing air service based in 
Ketchikan advertises flying more than 100 miles north to Frederick Sound to see humpback 
whales.  Another advertises flying south 40 miles or more to the shores of Prince of Wales Island 
near the mouth of Clarence Strait to view whales in summer. 
 
Potential Impacts to Whales.  The completed project is expected to have no population-level 
effects that are distinguishable from natural variation in numbers.  Occasional individual passing 
whales could be exposed to increased noise from project operation (principally ferry 
engines/propellers); however, whales hear such noise in the area now, because Tongass Narrows 
is a busy shipping lane.  They would likely move away from areas of excessive noise and 
disturbance.  They do not stay in Tongass Narrows for extended periods; therefore, these 
disturbances are not expected to have a measurable impact on humpback whales.   
 
Construction of the project would include activities that could disturb whales if completed while 
whales were present.  These include the noise of reverse rotary drilling in submerged rock and 
substrate for placement of bridge piers, dredging West Channel for shipping (Alternative F3 
only), and dredging near shore for ferry terminal construction.  Underwater blasting is 
anticipated for Alternative F3 (for widening the shipping lane in West Channel), and blasting is a 
possibility for any of the alternatives.  All of these activities would be scheduled for fall and 
winter, after most whales leave Alaska for wintering grounds and after the busy cruise ship 
season.  Project commitments to ensure no measurable disturbance to humpback whales and 
other marine mammals are listed at the end of this document.  Employing these measures, the 
project is not likely to adversely affect the humpback whale. 

                                                
3 Wynne, Kate.  Guide to Marine Mammals of Alaska, University of Alaska Fairbanks, 1997. 
4 Frietag, Gary.  2000.  Personal communication. 
5 Porter, Boyd.  11/20/2003. Personal communication. 
6 Masden, Michelle.  11/20/2003. Personal communication. 
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Steller Sea Lions 

Steller sea lions (Eumetopias jubatus) number 100,000-140,000 worldwide.7  Approximately 
half live in Alaska.  The western Alaska population of Steller sea lions, inhabiting the western 
Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea, has declined substantially and is endangered.  The Eastern Stock 
is the population of interest for this project, extending through the eastern Gulf of Alaska and 
along the coastal areas of Alaska, Canada, and the western Lower 48 states.  This stock was 
listed as threatened in 1990.  According to a NOAA Fisheries stock report,8 the eastern stock is 
stable or increasing in the northern portion of its range (Southeast Alaska and British Columbia).  
For the Southeast Alaska population, the trend is growth, from 6,898 animals in 1982 to 9,862 in 
2000.   
 
Steller sea lions feed on a wide variety of prey such pollock, flounder, herring, crab, rockfish, 
cod, salmon, squid, and octopus.  Feeding occurs from the intertidal zone to the continental 
shelf.9   
 
Critical habitat has been defined in Southeast Alaska at major haulouts and major rookeries (50 
CFR 226.202).  The nearest rookery is Forrester Island, and the nearest major haulouts are at 
Timbered Island and Cape Addington.  All three sites are about 80 miles west of Tongass 
Narrows.   
 
Steller sea lions have not been specifically studied or counted in Tongass Narrows.  However, 
there is informed anecdotal information from a member of the marine mammal stranding 
network,10 an ADF&G biologist,11 and a spotter pilot,12 all based in Ketchikan, to indicate use of 
the area.  Sea lions may be found in Tongass Narrows year round, although the numbers are 
small much of the year.  There is a peak in activity in March-early May, corresponding to herring 
spawning season.  At this time, it is reported that large pods of sea lions may occur the area (20-
80 animals possible).  In summer, most sea lions move to large rookeries (such as Forrester 
Island) for pupping and the next mating cycle.  Small numbers of non-mating animals remain in 
the Tongass Narrows area but are infrequently seen.  There is another small peak in activity in 
later summer, associated with salmon.  There are not large numbers in winter.   
 
There are no established haul-out sites in Tongass Narrows.  Grindall Island, 12 miles west of the 
northern tip of Gravina Island, is a year round sea lion haulout but not a rookery.  This appears to 
be the nearest haulout area.  ADF&G has done aerial surveys of this site over a number of years 
(1982-1996) and never recorded animals there in summer (June/July) but has counted more than 

                                                
7 Wynne, Kate.  1997.  Guide to Marine Mammals of Alaska.  Sea Grant College Program, University of Alaska Fairbanks. 
8 NOAA Fisheries.  2002.  “Stock Assessment Report:  Steller Sea Lion (Eumetopias jubatus): Eastern U.S. Stock” 
9 ADF&G, September 5, 2002.  Wildlife Notebook Series: Steller Sea Lions, 
http://www.state.ak.us/adfg/notebook/marine/sealion.htm. 
10 Frietag, Gary.  2000.  Personal communication. 
11 Porter, Boyd.  11/20/2003. Personal communication. 
12 Masden, Michelle.  11/20/2003. Personal communication. 
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200 animals each on the only two non-summer counts:  March 1993 and December 1994.13  The 
sea lions have been observed in Tongass Narrows around the fish hatchery, where large numbers 
of salmon congregate in late summer.  In Ketchikan harbor itself, daily sighting of sea lions are 
not unusual in winter—more than in summer, when the harbor is busiest. 
 
NOAA Fisheries reports concerns about fishing related injury and mortality, such as 
entanglement in fishing gear.  Other causes of mortality are also reported (subsistence hunting, 
illegal shooting, elimination of sea lions for protection of aquaculture in B.C., etc.).  There is no 
indication of substantial problems related to construction. 
 
Potential Impact to Steller Sea Lions.  No impact to the Steller Sea Lion population is 
anticipated from operation of any of the alternatives, once constructed.  The habitat and 
population of sea lion prey, principally off-bottom fish, is not expected to be substantially 
affected.  Sea lions could be exposed to increased noise from project operation (principally ferry 
engines), but this would be of the same character of noise already present in the Tongass 
Narrows shipping lanes and not distinguishable from daily and annual variations.  Collision with 
vessels is not likely, because marine mammals in general tend to avoid collisions by using their 
excellent acoustic capabilities.   
 
Construction of the project would include activities that could disturb sea lions if completed 
while sea lions were present.  These include the noise of reverse rotary drilling in submerged 
rock and substrate, for placement of bridge pilings, dredging West Channel for shipping 
(Alternative F3 only), and dredging near shore for ferry terminal construction.  Underwater 
blasting is anticipated for Alternative F3 (for widening the shipping lane in West Channel), and 
blasting is a possibility for any of the alternatives.  NOAA Fisheries stated in a June 4, 2001 
letter, “Steller sea lions are unlikely to be affected by underwater noise associated with project 
construction activities because they have higher thresholds for noise disturbance and are able to 
raise their heads out of the water to avoid noise transmission.”  Nonetheless, all of these 
activities would be scheduled for fall and winter, between late summer salmon runs and spring 
herring runs that attract sea lions.  Project commitments to ensure no disturbance to Steller sea 
lions and other marine mammals are listed at the end of this document.  Employing these 
measures, the project is not likely to adversely affect the Steller sea lion.     
 

Mitigating Measures for Marine Mammal Protection 

The June 4, 2001 letter from NOAA Fisheries (Alaska) provided an initial response to a request 
for informal consultation in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act and 
recommended mitigation measures.  An October 3, 2003 letter from NOAA Fisheries 
(Maryland), in response the draft EIS, recommended further mitigation measures.  Note that the 
draft EIS erroneously indicated that pile “driving” would be part of project construction.  A 
reverse rotary drill actually would be employed to drill into submerged rock and substrate for the 
bridge alternatives.  Noise would occur, but the intense spikes of sound and shock waves of pile 
driving would not be produced.  To ensure no injury to or harassment of Steller sea lions, 
humpback whales, or other marine mammals, the project is committed to the measures listed 

                                                
13 Gerke, Brandee.  2003. 



 6 

below.  These are designed to be compatible with Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) mitigation 
measures for the project.   
 

• In-water work will occur outside the springtime months, when there is greatest sea lion 
use of the project area.  The EFH work window for in-water work in Tongass Narrows is 
July 1 to February 28, and this would be followed for marine mammals as well.  Major 
work, such as any dredging or in-water blasting required, would occur only November 1 
to February 28.  This timing avoids runs of salmon and herring, on which humpback 
whales and Steller sea lions feed. 

• The construction contract will require a blasting plan approved by NOAA Fisheries, 
should blasting be necessary. 

• The construction contract will require a dredging plan approved by NOAA Fisheries, 
should dredging be required. 

• The project will ensure use of trained and approved observers to indicate when sea lions 
are within a 50 m zone around pier work or other in-water work, and activity will wait 
until the animals move out of the area, or work would be stopped if mammals were to 
enter the area. 

• An in-water warning sound will be issued prior to drilling or blasting to allow any marine 
mammals to voluntarily move to a comfortable distance.   

• All necessary permits and agency approvals will be acquired prior to construction and 
stipulations will be incorporated into contract specifications. 

• If necessary, based on the alternative ultimately selected and the design and construction 
methods ultimately decided upon, an incidental harassment authorization might need to 
be obtained from NOAA Fisheries. 
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 Memo 
To: Jim Lowell, DOT&PF 

John Barnett, DOT&PF  

From:   Leandra Cleveland, HDR Project: Gravina Access Project Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Copy: File  

Date:   November 30, 2011 Job No: 162165 

Re: MMPA and ESA Section 7 Consultation Updates 

This memorandum describes the changes to the Gravina Access Project alternatives and associated 
effects to Steller sea lions (Eumetopias jubatus), designated Steller sea lion critical habitat and 
humpback whales (Megaptera novaeangliae) since the 2004 letter of concurrence was issued by 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and Marine 
Mammal Protection Act (MMPA).  

1 Consultation History 
Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and NMFS regarding the potential 
effects of the Gravina Access Project, a proposed federal action, on species listed as threatened or 
endangered under ESA and MMPA was concluded in 2004. In 2003, when ESA Section 7 
consultation for the project was underway, there were no species under the jurisdiction of the 
USFWS listed as threatened or endangered in the project area. For NMFS, the primary species of 
concern were threatened Steller sea lions and endangered humpback whales, which are also 
protected under the MMPA. The applicants, FHWA and DOT&PF, prepared a Biological 
Assessment (BA) in 2003 and NMFS concurred that, with the proposed mitigation measures, the 
proposed project may affect, but was not likely to adversely affect listed species or their designated 
critical habitat in the project area. 

In July 2004, FHWA and DOT&PF issued a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the 
Gravina Access Project, identifying a preferred alternative (F1). Alternative F1 was the selected 
alternative in FHWA’s Record of Decision, which was issued on September 15, 2004. 

A Supplemental Environmental Impact Assessment (SEIS) is currently being prepared to address 
modifications and to reevaluate alternatives to the proposed project. This memorandum describes 
project modifications that may affect the listed species identified in the 2003 BA, their designated 
critical habitat, and any new species that have been listed since ESA consultation was completed. 

2 ESA Listed Species 
Since 2003, no additional USFWS or NMFS species have been listed as threatened or endangered 
under the ESA and there have been no changes to critical habitat designations in the project action 
area. No additional listings under the MMPA have occurred since 2003. 

3 SEIS Alternatives 
The 2003 BA and FEIS evaluated the effects of six bridge alternatives (C3a, C3b, C4, D1, F1, and 
F3) and three ferry alternatives (G2, G3, and G4). The SEIS alternatives consist of to two bridge 
alternatives (C3-4 and F3) and four ferry alternatives (G2, G3, G4, and G4v).  
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3.1 Bridge Alternatives 
The FHWA and DOT&PF identified two reasonable bridge alternatives to evaluate in the SEIS: 
Alternatives C3-4 and F3. The Alternative C3-4 bridge is located near the airport. Alternative F3 
includes two bridges crossing at Pennock Island: one bridge crosses over East Channel and one 
crosses over West Channel.  

Alternative C3-4 is a new alternative similar to Alternatives C3a and C4 evaluated in the 2003 BA. 
Alternative F3 is nearly identical to Alternative F3 evaluated in the 2003 BA with minor 
modifications to bridge design, dredging quantities, and pier placement in Tongass Narrows. The 
remaining bridge alternatives evaluated in the 2003 BA (C3a, C3b, C4, D1, and F1) have been 
eliminated from detailed consideration in the SEIS. 

3.1.1 Alternative C3-4 (Airport Bridge) 

This alternative would follow the conceptual Bench Road alignment on Revillagigedo Island and 
would cross over Tongass Avenue and Tongass Narrows, and then turn southward to parallel the 
northern airport taxiway and airport runway, and ultimately touch down (reach the ground surface) 
on Gravina Island north of the airport terminal at the existing parking lot.  

The Alternative C3-4 bridge across Tongass Narrows would be 48 feet wide and approximately 
4,190 feet long.  The maximum height of the bridge over the navigational channel would be 
approximately 280 feet above Mean Higher High Water (MHHW).  Alternative C3-4 would require 
placement of twelve piers and 42,000 cubic yards of fill in Tongass Narrows.  

3.1.2 Alternative F3 (Pennock Island Bridges) 

The East Channel bridge would connect directly to South Tongass Highway on Revillagigedo Island.  
From this terminus, the bridge would cross the East Channel to Pennock Island. From Pennock 
Island, the West Channel bridge would cross to Gravina Island and connect with the Gravina Island 
Highway, approximately 3 miles south of the airport. The East Channel bridge would be 
approximately 1,985 feet long and have a maximum height of approximately 115 feet.  The bridge 
would have a vertical navigational clearance of 60 feet above MHHW. The West Channel bridge 
would be approximately 2,470 feet long and have a maximum height of approximately 270 feet.  The 
bridge would have a vertical navigational clearance of 200 feet above MHHW.  In addition, the 
bridge will require placement of six piers in Tongass Narrows; three in the east channel and three in 
the west channel. 

In order to improve its navigational characteristics for cruise ships transiting the West Channel, the 
narrowest portion of the channel bottom would be widened.  The proposed modifications would 
widen this portion of the channel to 750 feet. The center 550 feet would have a minimum depth of 40 
feet at low tide and the 100 feet of channel on either side would have a minimum depth of 30 feet at 
low tide.  The dredged quantity is approximately 213,000 cubic yards over 15 acres of fractured rock 
and bedrock that would require blasting before removal by dredge. All material removed would be 
disposed of at a pre-approved marine location. Channel widening would impact intertidal and 
subtidal habitat in areas adjacent to Gravina and Pennock islands. 

3.2 Ferry Alternatives 
Alternatives G2, G3, and G4 would augment the existing airport ferry service with two new ferry 
vessels and construction of a new ferry terminal on each side of Tongass Narrows.  Alternative G4v 
is a variant of Alternative G4 that includes development and improvement of some ferry facilities, 
but no new ferry terminals or new ferry service. All ferry alternatives include: 
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 A 60-passenger waiting facility at the existing ferry terminal on Revillagigedo Island. 
 A new heavy freight dock on a 2.5-acre site near the airport, just to the south of the existing 

ferry berth to provide heavy freight access to Gravina Island for highway loads that cannot be 
accommodated by the shuttle ferry.   

 Reconstruction of the existing airport ferry transfer bridges and ramps, if needed to meet 
current design standards. 

 Upgrades and improvements for all sidewalks and wheelchair ramps associated with the 
airport ferry facilities to meet applicable standards. 

 Replacement of the deficient existing ferry layup dock and transfer bridge to support layup 
and maintenance of the airport shuttle ferry system. 

Alternatives G2, G3, and G4 are nearly identical to the ferry alternatives evaluated as part of the 
2003 BA. Minor changes to dock design and dredging quantities in Tongass Narrows have occurred 
since the 2003 BA.  

3.2.1 Alternative G2 (Peninsula Point to Lewis Point) 

Alternative G2 would be a new ferry service for vehicles and passengers between Peninsula Point on 
Revillagigedo Island and Lewis Point on Gravina Island. Two new ferry vessels and construction of 
a new ferry terminal on each side of Tongass Narrows would be required for this alternative.  
Alternative G2 would require the removal of approximately 1,400 cubic yards of material in Tongass 
Narrows near the new Gravina Island terminal at Lewis Point, and the placement of 21,000 cubic 
yards of fill material.  

3.2.2 Alternative G3 (Downtown to South of Airport) 

Alternative G3 would be new ferry service for vehicles and passengers between Ketchikan (near the 
Plaza Mall at Bar Point) on Revillagigedo Island and a location near Clump Cove on Gravina Island. 
This alternative would require construction of a new ferry terminal on each side of Tongass Narrows 
and two new ferry vessels.  Dredging (18,600 cubic yards) may be required to provide adequate 
navigational depth for the new ferry terminal on Revillagigedo Island. The existing breakwater could 
also be widened and extended for use as the ferry terminal pier. The placement of 18,000 cubic yards 
of fill material would also be required. 

3.2.3 Alternative G4 (New Ferry Adjacent to Existing Ferry) 

Alternative G4 would be new ferry service for vehicles and passengers with new ferry terminals 
adjacent to the existing ferry terminals and an adjacent airport ferry route from Charcoal Point on 
Revillagigedo Island to the airport on Gravina Island. Alternative G4 would require the removal of 
approximately 15,200 cubic yards of material near both the Revillagigedo Island and Gravina Island 
terminals.  

3.2.4 Alternative G4v (Lower Cost Variant of Alternative G4) 

Alternative G4v is a lower cost variant to Alternative G4 to address immediate needs for improved 
facilities for airport travelers and heavy freight movement. No dredging would occur as a result of 
this alternative. Improvements under this alternative include a new waiting facility on Revillagigedo 
Island, shuttle vans, new freight dock, new ferry lay up dock, upgraded ferry transfer bridges, and 
improved sidewalks. 
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4 Project Impacts to Listed Species 
Although the SEIS alternatives are slightly modified relative to the alternatives evaluated in the 
FEIS, the project effects presented in the 2003 BA for humpback whales and Steller sea lions, and 
designated critical habitat for Steller sea lions, remain the same. Refer to the 2003 BA for a detailed 
discussion of project impacts. Therefore, the project may affect, but is not likely to adversely 
affect Steller sea lions, Steller sea lion designated critical habitat, or humpback whales within the 
action area. 

5 Mitigating Measures for Marine Mammal Protection 
Mitigation measures developed for the 2003 BA are still applicable and are proposed for use with the 
SEIS alternatives.  To ensure no injury to or harassment of Steller sea lions, humpback whales, or 
other marine mammals, the project is committed to the measures listed below.  These are designed to 
be compatible with Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) mitigation measures for the project.   

 In-water work will occur outside the springtime months, when there is greatest sea lion use of 
the project area.  The EFH work window for in-water work in Tongass Narrows is July 1 to 
February 28, and this would be followed for marine mammals as well.  Major work, such as 
any dredging or in-water blasting required, would occur only November 1 to February 28.  
This timing avoids runs of salmon and herring, on which humpback whales and Steller sea 
lions feed.  

 The construction contract will require a blasting plan approved by NMFS, should blasting be 
necessary. 

 The construction contract will require a dredging plan approved by NMFS, should dredging 
be required. 

 The project will ensure use of trained and approved observers to indicate when sea lions and 
humpback whales are within a 50 m zone around pier work or other in-water work, and 
activity will wait until the animals move out of the area, or work would be stopped if marine 
mammals were to enter the area. 

 An in-water warning sound will be issued prior to drilling or blasting to allow any marine 
mammals to voluntarily move to a comfortable distance.   

 All necessary permits and agency approvals will be acquired prior to construction and 
stipulations will be incorporated into contract specifications. 

 If necessary, based on the alternative ultimately selected and the design and construction 
methods ultimately decided upon, an incidental harassment authorization might need to be 
obtained from NMFS. 

 
















